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| November 8, 1996

4WD-FFB

Commanding Officer

Attn: Steve Wilson

Department of the Navy

Southern Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command

P.O. Box 190010

2155 Eagle Drive

North Charleston, South Carolina 20419-9010

-7 The U.S. Environmiental Profection Agericy has completed'its review: of the R portion of
- the subject report: Comments for the Risk Assessment portion are still under review and should
be transmitted to you by the next BCT meeting. Our comments are attached. If you have any
questions please contact me at 404/562-8539.

Sincerely,

0 M

Deborah A. Vaughn-Wright
Remedial Project Manager

cC: NAS Cecil Field BCT



DRAFT RI REVIEW COMMENTS

1. General Comment:  The application of regulatory standards to the contaminants
detected at Site 7 and 8 is inconsistent and confusing. For example, the draft RI report
compares detected contaminant concentrations to standards like the Florida incinerated soil
standard. The rationale for the selection of this Standard is not presented in the Draft RI report,
or in the General Information Report (GIR). The draft RI also uses many different standards
which include: the Florida drinking water primary and secondary standards, EPA Region II risk-
based standards, federal standards for drinking water, federal standards for residential area soils
and others. The report should include a table which lists all of the agreed upon regulatory
standards considered for each constituent. Copies of scoping session documents or workplans
which detail standards agreed upon by the BCT should be included in the appendices of the draft
RI or the GIR.

2. General Comment: At the end of the Executive Summary section of the document
(page vii), and in Section 8.3 of the report, the report recommends that no further action take
place at OU3. This statement needs to be deleted from the RI Report. Remedial actions
appropriate to a site (if any) are evaluated through a Feasibility Study; that activity is an
appropriate point for discussion of land use and other factors relevant to selection of a remedial
alternative.

3. General Comment:  The Draft RI Report data presentation using site maps is
inconsistent and confusing. The site map format changes from Site 7 to Site 8. For example;, at
Site 7 one sﬂe ma;) for the conﬁrmatory surface soﬂ samplcs shows concentratlons for Total

“map- shows The cencentrangns Fofall 6f thc orgamc contammants which 2 arc abovc detection levcl
not just BAP; the other map shows TPAH concentration. These kinds of inconsistencies were
present for the other media and for both screening and confirmatory sampling. The frequent _
changes in data presentation format made the Draft RI Report much more difficult to understand.
A standardized data presentation format applied to both sites would be more appropriate.

4. Chapter 2.0, section 2.2, page 2-2 & 4, 3rd paragraph: List the selected sediment
sampling locations that had TRPH analyses and hexavalent chromium.

S. Chapter 2.0, section 2.3, page 2-4, 1st paragraph:  Offsite sample analysis included
USEPA Contract Laboratory Program analyses of TCL organic parameters. Was a CLP lab used
for the analyses or did a NAVY contracted lab follow the CLP SOW. This should be specified.

6. Chapter 2.0, section 2.4, page 2-16, 2nd paragraph: Last sentence is incomplete.

7. Chapter 2.0, section 2.4.1, page 2-17: Metals data from temporary wells such as
the Aquaprobe should always be discussed in the context of their associated turbidity values.
Turbidity values can be greatly exaggerated in temporary wells, with a corresponding increase in
the possibility of false positives. The metals and organic data from these Aquaprobe temporary
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wells in lower intervals should be discussed in the context of the possibility that observed
contaminants may have originated from a shallower interval due to the inherent limitations of the
process.

8. Chapter 2.0, section 2.4.1, page 2-17: Add GS to the glossary
9. Chapter 3.0, section 3.1, page 3-1, Ist paragraph, 9th sentence: Reference Figure 1-3.

10. Chapter 3.0: On Table 3-2, the average hydraulic conductivity values need to be
recalculated. A footnote in the table indicates that for several wells, the slug test data are affected
by filter pack drainage. If these data are suspect, the table should clearly note they are not used to
estimate the average hydraulic conductivity.

1. Chapter 3.0: The title of Section 3.4.2.3 should be "Groundwater Flow Rate".

This section should qualify the calculated ground-water velocity as an estimated average value for
the shallow surficial aquifer. It may also be more correct to use the site-specific hydraulic
conductivity values of Table 3-1 in these calculations, rather than a U.S. Geological Survey
facility-wide average hydraulic conductivity. Based on Table 3-1, the Site 8 shallow surficial
aquifer hydraulic conductivity averages about half of the facility-wide value of 3 feet per day,
while the site-specific value for Site 7 is slightly higher than 3 feet per day.

12. Chapter 3.0, Tables 3-3 and 3-2: Hydraulic conduct1v1ty data presentcd in Table 3-3
are mconsrstent w1th data B{esented in Table 3-2. ’

ntersects-and surface at the drainage ditch to “the south Df Slt& 8- 1If s 50, “the: hydmstraﬁgraphw
cross section of Figure 3-13 requires revision. Otherwise the potentiometric surface maps of
Figure 3-8 and Figure 3-9 are not drawn correctly. Designation of the upstream part of the
drainage ditch as a ground-water discharge point (or at least as ground-water discharge point for
shallow surficial aquifer ground water) is contradicted by the ground-water quality data presented
in Figure 4-25, which show a shallow ground-water contaminant plume crossing beneath the
drainage ditch.

14. Chapter 4.0, section 4.1.1.1, pages 4-4 and 4-11, Figures 4-2 and
4-5: Surface soil sample data gaps for Total Recoverable Petroleum
Hydrocarbon (TRPH) exist northwest and south of Site 7 on these figures.
The Site 7 TRPH isoconcentration contour has been drawn using the State
of Florida incinerated soil standard of 50 mg/kg. The northwestern limit
of TRPH contamination has been defined using sample points including
CF78510, where TRPH is 610 mg/kg. The southern limit of TRPH
contamination has been defined using sample points including CF7SS01,
where TRPH is 170 mg/kg. To definitively determine the horizontal
extent of contamination to the northwest and south, additional soil
samples should be collected from locations further west and south, and
analyzed for TRPH. After samples with concentrations which fall below
detection limits are located, the isoconcentration contour which defines
the area of possible clean-up under FDEP guidelines can be drawn.



15. Chapter 4.0, section 4.1.1.1, pages 4-3 and 4-10, Figure 4-1 and 4-4.

A surface soill sample data gap for Total Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbon (TPAH) exists south of Site 7 on these figures. The Site 7 TPAH
isoconcentration contour has been drawn using the State of Florida
incinerated soil standard of 1 mg/kg. The southern 1limit of TpPAH
contamination has been defined using sample points including CF7SS01, where
TPAH is 1.2 mg/kg. To definitively determine the horizontal extent of
contamination to the south, additional soil samples should be collected
from locations further south, and analyzed for TPAH concentration. After
samples with concentrations which fall below detection limits are located,
the isoconcentration contour which defines the area of possible clean-up
under FDEP guidelines can be drawn.

16. Chapter 4.0, section 4.1.1.1: The first paragraph compares surface
soi1l PAH concentrations to the Florida (FDEP) "cleanup level", while on
page 4-6, the text compares PAH levels to either the "FDEP s01l1 cleanup
goal" or “cleanup goals" (paragraph 1 of the discussion under the heading
SVOCs in Surface Soil) or the "State of Florida cleanup guidance value®
{(paragraph 2 of the discussion under the heading SVQCs in Surface S¢il).
The report should use a consistent terminology for this state criterion.

regard to the state I mg/Kg total PAH value, 1f thais
2l PAH criterion, 1t 18 1nconsistent wiloh contaminant -
presented n Tallie 4-1 (for exampnle the 202 ma/Fg

a7 Chapter 4.0, ticen 4.1.1.1, page 4-3, Figure 4-1: T
1soconcentration contour on this fiaure 18 incorrectly drawn. One face
soill sample, CF-7-88%4 with a TPAH contan inant concentration larger than
the isoconcentration contour, 1s not rclujcd 1nside the contour boundar
18, Chapter 4.0, section 4.1.1.1, page 4-2, paragraphs 1 and 2: T h e
~rationale for use-of the State of Florida incinerated soil standard is
unsubstantidted. ”r¢q standard sets concent atlon limits of 50 g/ kg for
TRPH and 1 mg/kg for TPAH. These standards were initially used in Chapter

4 to establish th Limits of unaﬁceptanle contarmmination in surface and
subsurface soils. The report should contain an explanation of why these
standards are appropriate for use in this RI. If the State of Florida lacks
a clean-up level for TRPH and TPAH, thus the incinerated soil standard was
selected by the BCT to use as a default, this should be clearly stated.

19. Chapter 4.0, page 4-7, Table 4-1: This table contains two
separate entries for phenol. One of the entries is incorrect in that it
lists the FDEP clean-up goal for phenol as 34 mg/kg. The other phenol entry
stated the clean-up goal as 34,000 mg/kg which 1s correct. The incorrect
entry should be removed from this table.

21. Chapter 4.0, section 4.1.1.1, page 4-13, 3rd paragraph under Inorganic Analytes in Surface
Soil discussion:  Two samples, CF75512 and CF75S2, had inorganic concentrations greater
that FDEP ntal soil cleanup goals.

22. Chapter 4.0, section 4.1.1.2, page 4-15, Figure 4-7: See the comment above regarding use
of thermally treated soils threshold. Are the cleanup goals for VOC and PAH for thermally treated
soils as well as for TRPH? If not The table should be clarified. Add the cleanup goal for lead.

23. Chapter 4.0, Table 4-3, page 4-17: Need a separate footnote for FDEP Soil Cleanup goals
for TRPH.



24 Chapier .00 section S L2 paragraph 500 The textrefers toa human health risk sssessmen;
criterion for morganic contamination used (o assess contminant concentrations ar Sie $ 1

he
criterion should be identified.
25, Chapter 4.0, Figures 4-25 and 4-26: The plotted locations for wells CESMWIS CIHFEMW21

and CESMW3AD e notidentical Tor figures 425 and 4-20. The well locations should be corrected.
26. Chapter 4.0, Figure 4-3: The State of Florida soil clean up standard for lead 1s listed as
400 mg/kg on figure 4-3. The actuad value should be SO0 mg/ke per the General Information Report
Appendix B-1T able |

27 Chapter 1.0, Teble 4-6: The destgnaton of venadiun as an INOTEANC Conanmingng

detected atw concenuauon greater than 1ts revulatory eriterion needs 1o e checked.

AN Chapter 100 Foure 4250 Revise tordenting i bold print where bive 2oethvlhess oy g

was detected abos o the NCT of A Hj:,"l

IERRERATE BRSO : (S ! RN !
aples feompnson s Foe T and o ! n.oo b X
should be explamned
RIGS Chaprer .00 secton 3124, page 4233 -

1

page -0 Hs possible thiat the high values for DOATOA
and benzene were under reported due 1o the fict-hir the nearest down cradient well contarming these

contaminants was sonie 160 feet trom the site. The R should discuss the nossthilmy hur MCLs o

e S sV 1Y TR N 14 vmppros the LT e RO
these conanmnaniy are exeeeded neurer the SOUTTe ardéas. -

St Chapter 5,00 section 5.1 page 5-20 st nwragraph. last senence: This sentence is confusing
and appears contradictory to earlier discussions. Explain further why there is little down gradient
migration. Does this apply to all contaminants or just INOTEANIcs or organic’

32

Chapter 5.0 section 5.1 page 5-2. 3rd puragraph. Explaim further why sediment transpors
Is not a primary transport mechanism?  Wouldn 't high stream conditions cause dissolution and
suspension’ - Are vou wying to say that high stream conditions have not been observed and thus

dissolution and suspension of the contaminants is not expected 1o have oecurred? 11 this is the
situaton please reword and clarify. Alo. just because these conditions e not been abserved it
does notmean that they have not occwrred. Have the field personnel been on the site 363 davs pel
vear observing How conditions” Consult flood frequency maps for the ares

RS Chaprer S0 section S0 page S 203 ponaoraph. st sonence. Add how £ o 1o S
Tayior Creek.

ES! Chaprer S0 secion 3200 1 page S 30 i puragraph. 20d seniernee Ak s ond

sentence T with Tow frequencies of deteciion and below MCLs



33, Chapter 50,0 secnon 320010 page & 20 2nd paragraph. lost tee sentencess Expand on i
these condittons would it degradation,

30. Chapter 5.0, secuion 5.2.2, second paragraph, 2nd sentence: Revise
" Elevated concentrations and widespread distribution of Benzof HPYTCRC Were present imn \n 7 <01l
however, the maximuns contaminant level (MCL i gmund\\ ater was relatively Jow ( 1)

\f'

A7, Chapter 5.0, secuon 5.2.2, page 54, second paragraph. 3id sentence: Please clarify
does the presence of organic matertal aid or hinder leachabilit

38, Chapter S 00 secnon 5223 10 page 350 45t paragraph fass sentenoe: Add o

T
feetitas frony ite N 1o the unnamed uibutary

Y Chapter 500 section 5.20 Need o more thoroughly discuss the alunnate fate of Sie s o

e

Cater contaniants ence they are discharged e the surface waier downoradieont of the sie,

e Chuapter 2T e o e el st Plune 1oy i
IFEHESITE ! VI e .
DOt o used ir !

mFgure £I3 000 DO s alieads nieated B 1 source wen e e i of the b

approximately 26 veniss Figures 4-24 and 425 imply that the seuree

DIl Pat gt somie aren closer o

ground water mey oot have been directly an the Dre fighting tainine
the vround w:

period and

vobetween the -d-vean tn
L EDCE However

-y danalysiy of Tablk

arge wreas This may parthy explain the \ii\»;i'gpu

observations o eround-water comam

considermg

slte- \pu.rm hydraulic conductivity for 1‘

-2 indicaies ¢ hydraulic conduciz surficial aquiter hvdraulic

gradient. and the assumed agquifer porosity (Table 3-3). the average ransport velociy for 1 i-DCE

b i

with o retardunon factor of 3 88 is approximately 12,14 fiA This contaminant transpoit velocn
appears meonsistent with the identified l(mglmdmul dimension ot the 1.1-DCE plume shown on
Figure 4-25. Evenif the facility-wide average hydraulic conductis itv is used in place of the aquifer
hydraulic conducuvity for Site 8. the annual rransport velocity of 1.1-DCE 15 calculated ax
approximately 21 feet per vear, which, over a 20 vear period, would stll not aecount for the 1.1-DCE
detected at the apparent leading edge of the plume. as shown on Frgure 4-250 Thus, one would
conclude that cither the use of average duta for the aquiter hvdraalic properties. or the caleuluted
retardation factor of 388 does not correctly or completely define the nansport of 1T.1-DCE in the
surficial aquifer The first paragraph of Section 82 3 1 needs 1o be revised with these consideration:
i mind

AU the top o paze 5 60 the report references degrwdation 1 0 0 DU in sround water us
controlimy mechamsn for the concentration of tis compound Pannapated in the stream Coround-
watey discharge wea) A referenced vanee of the halt Life tor 0 -DCE b eround wuater s N o Y
weekss Appheabiline of these half-ie values v Sie S s unbibe' hased on the anabvas il

followine puraaraph,

Assumie w9 weck hatt e of TR DO s eronmd water (the o i Beratun e reporiced vatue



applies 1o Stte S0 and conservatively consider that the mtal T-DOE cround wates concentyation
at Site N was four orders of magnitude higher than the peak 95 ug/L confirmed concentration of 1

DCE shown on FFigure 4-25 (1.e assume that 950,000 ug/L of the compound was mitially present a
the location of well CTRMWIHOS). Also. assume a conservatively high ground-water velocity of 100
teet per year (thus. a 1.1-DCE ground-water transport velocity of 26 fi/year, based on a retardation
factor of 388). During the wansport of T.1-DCE frens well CERMWI0S 10 CFERMWAS (4 distance
of approximately 375 feet), almost 40 half Tives would ranspire. Assunung the only conuol on the
sround-water concentration of 1T 1-DCE way degradaton. an inital 1.1-DCE concentration of
US0000 we/L would vicld o 1.1-DCE concentration o1 fess than 0.001 ug/L at well CESMWAS over
only 30 half Tives. Since o 1.1-DCE concentraton of 15 ug/l has been detected at well CESMWAS.
there s clearly much less depradation than would be predicted using the maximum ground-water half
hfe vilue for 1.1-DCE i the hterature reference Theretore, the imiplied conclusion on page S 6 tho:
the expected concentruuon of 1.1-DCE iy the strewn will not atiain any evulutory value s nos

supported by the siespecitic, ground-water qualine duta from Site N

N N 2 1 N ' . EPRN [ st
Chapter o0 section 60120 page G-20 secone Taragraphs Frowe . Soreterciood e
subserface hecheronsd sorl Tocavon, Reterer o 0 Sopres for chan 0
Eatound vronbe oo ey el
Chapte: A puge ooan SR ISR TR RO ECIRPE RS A TN

Ty

Shen and where woore e collected? Wherow v o

RS Chaprer 6.0 secuen 6.1 38 page 647 slany ditches contan sinding waten e
after arain What happens after a rain” Do the dichies verflow”? Whin is the o path and events
discharge powt’

=

44 Chapter 6.0 Tuble 02400 Typa, Under notes NC = not caleulzied
45, Chapter S0 section 8.2.2, page 8-4, paragraph 20 The statement that “when the two dat

sets are combined. the extent of surface soil contamination is delineated.” is not correct because
neither the screening sampling conducted at Site 7 nor the confirmatory sampling conducted at Site
are sufficient to define the extent of contamination. For example. the southern most confirmators
sorl sumple from figure 3425 yielded a concentration of 170 my/ke for TRPH. The southernimost
sareemng sotl samples from figure 4-2 yielded 67 and 240 mg/ke tor TRIPH. No samples vielding
contamimant concentiations below the SO my/kg FDEP Clean-up levels or detection levels are shown

cnothese two figures therefore contaminant Bmits bave not beern

establishied. Inaddinon. the
wreenmg and confimutony data sets should be combined in one figure i

e order to allow venfication
ot this statemess

i Chaptes > Oosecton 800 second bullet under Homan Healit Rivke o G2 Cadd

sentence deseritang ihat the major conutbutors w1

bt



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY F i -
SOUTHERN DIVISION %

ey
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND

P.O. BOX 180010
2155 EAGLE DRIVE
NORTH CHARLESTON, S.C. 29419-9010

5090
Code 1879
29 Jan 1997
Ms. Lisa Routhier
ABB Environmental Services, Inc.
1536 Kingsley Avenue, Suite 127
Orange Park FL 32073

Subj: STATION’S COMMENTS ON DRAFT OU 6 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) AND
DRAFT QU 3 FEASIBILTY STUDY (FS).

Dear Ms Routhier:

Enclosed are the station’s comments from the review of the subject documents. Please take these
comments for consideration in the preparation of the final submittals.

As always, if you should have additional questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Sincerely,

MARK E. DAVIDSON
Remedial Project Manager

Encls:
(1) NAS Cecil Field comments, draft OU 6 RI
(2) NAS Cecil Field comments, draft OU 3 FS

Copy to:
FDEP (Mr. Mike Deliz)
EPA Region IV(Ms Debbie Vaughn-Wright)



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

NAVAL AIR STATION
CECIL FIELD, FLORIDA 322185-8000 5090

184JD
15 Jan 97

From: Commanding Officer, NAS Cecil Field
To:  Commanding Officer, Southern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
North Charleston, SC

Subj: DRAFT OU 6 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION, NAS CECIL FIELD
1. The subject FS has been reviewed and comments follow:

(a) Page xi, add “Ph” for Phenol to the list of abhreviations.

(b) Page 1-4, Section 1.2, the I sentence says “RCRA RFI," the RCRA is redundant since
the “R” in “RFI” in an abbreviation for “RCRA.”

(c) Pages 4-3 through 4-7, 4-9 through 4-11 and 4-13 through 4-14, Tables 4-1, 4-2 and 4-3,
the shading in the notes indicating human health chemicals of potential concern is much
darker than the shading in the body of data. I would suggest darkening the shading in the
body of data.

(d) Pages 4-15 and 4-16, Figures 4-2 and 4-3, suggest using the abbreviation “Ph” for phenol
instead of the chemical symbol for phosphorus “P.”

(e) Page 6-25. 1* paragraph. last sentence, the USEPA acceptable cancer risk range should
be “1x10*to 1x10 rather than “10* to 10°.”

2. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. John Dingwall, P.E., IR Program Manager at DSN
860-5620 or commercial (904) 778-5620.

LLOYD CRE
/BS! direction

Copy to:

«"SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM (1875)
COMNAVBASE JAX (N3)

Evcw ()



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

NAVAL AIR STATION
CECIL FIELD. FLORIDA 32213-3000 5090

184JD
08 Jan 97

From: Commanding Officer, NAS Cecil Field
To: Commanding Officer, Southern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
Charleston, SC

Subj: DRAFT OU 3 FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS), NAS CECIL FIELD
1. The subject FS has been reviewed and comments follow:

(a) Page 14, Section 1.1, change the last sentence to read: “Building 865 was ereeted built
in 1976, semetime after firefighting training ceased in 1975 and-before 1586-as-evidenced
by-seriat-photographs:”

(b) Page 1-7, 1st paragraph, change the second sentence to read: “. .. at targets in frem front
of a backstop ... "

(c) Page 1-7, Ist paragraph, change the fourth sentence to read: “from 1975 until 19847.”
(d) Page 34, add to end of the 1st paragraph: “During the detailed analysis of alternatives,
chemical-specific ARAR’s will be identified and analyzed to determine compliance.”

(e) Page 3-4, Section 3.1.2, add to end of the 1st paragraph: “No location-specific ARAR’s
apply to OU 3.”

(f) Page 5-11, Section 5.2.1, 1st paragraph, the last sentence states: “Previous reports by
ABB-ES (GIR, 19962 and RI, 1996b) and studies by USGS (USGS, 1996) suggest that
natural attenuation would reduce contaminant concentrations below the MCLs and FDEP
guidance concentrations.” I could not find such suggestions in the GIR.

(g) Page 5-17, 1st line has the abbreviation “PP” for “Proposed Plan," add this abbreviation
to the list on page iv.

(h) General, very few alternatives are presented.

(i) General, how about combining Site 7 with OU 2 and treat on biopile?

2. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. John Dingwall, P.E., IR Program Manager at DSN
860-5620 or commercial (904) 778-5620.

By direction

Copy to:
VSOUTHNAVFACENGCOM (1875)
COMNAVBASE JAX (N3)

Eoc=-Q)



FiL

C2 ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
4122 Admiral Drive, Chamblee, GA 30341
(770) 986-8092

February 4, 1997

Mr. Rao Angara

ABB Environmental Services, Inc.
2590 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Dear Mr. Angara:

As per our discussion, enclosed please find one draft copy of the fisheries survey conducted by
C? Environmental Services, Inc. for ABB-ES at Lake Fretwell on NAS Cecil Field. As | mentioned,
this report is not 100% complete; still missing are a figure (map of Lake Fretwell) and some
fishery data collected on the final day (in Nancy's notes), both of which Charlie was going to

provide me. This information wili be added, along with your comments, when received.

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to provide ABB-ES with these services. Please let me
know if you have any questions or comments. Once all comments have been incorporated, we
will provide you with four final hard copies and one electronic copy of the report, as per our
contract requirements. Please let me know if | can be of any further assistance. | look forward

to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

[

Christian Crow

President, C? Environmental Services, Inc.



§

Fish Sampling
Locations

LEGEND

A Surface water/sediment/
biological sample locations

@ LF-01 Fish sampling locafion

NAS  Naval Air Station

e

0 500 1000

™ o™ s

W SCALE: 1 INCH = 1000 FEET

FIGURE 1
SITE LAYOUT

CECIL/STCRK /DDH/02-06-97

AKE FRETWELL
MPLING REPORT

wrr
>

NAS CECIL FIELD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA




