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Mr. R. D. Nelson
Natural Resources
and Environmental Affairs Officer
Marine Corps Air Station
Cherry Point, North Carolina 28533-5001

RE: MCAS Cherry Point
Draft Final RFI Report
North Carolina

Dear Mr. Nelson: -

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and
reviewed the draft final RCRA Facilitiy Investigation Report
and has the enclosed comments. Please provide the Agency with
a response to the enclosed comments no later than thirty (30)
days from receipt of this letter.

If you have any questions, please call Ms. Michelle M. Glenn,
of my staff, at (404) 347-3016.

Sincerely,

) }é:‘m

Jon D. Johnston, Chief
Federal Facilities Branch
Waste Management Division

cc: ‘@y McSmith, LANTDIV
Peter Burger, NCDEHNR

Printed on Recycled Paper
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1.0 Ganeral Cowniols

Rasncnsse to EFE Genceral Comweat No, 63
The yeepoise s111) does not indicete how data prosciiaition
(e-0.y ter At tes Yy will be improved,

Roopones to ERr Gaonorval Comuent No. 8@

The EPA Coneral Conwsut No. 8 reqguasts that any effect
tidns on scdinent and suvface water sanpling be adidress
Thic response indicates thet wind-driven “tides" or m»un"og
influance surface water and sediment sampling s mound g
"sigaificarily raiscs the surface water elevations in the
trithﬂwtﬁ“," hu:svur, it fails to address how surfere watlcrn
and Lidiednt g ling 10Cations will be adjusted foui sy waled
mounding effects,

of
1

'n n

Re
Thoe shated dala vilidation approech, while less cosildy in the
short-tevin, cou’d have unneces:=rily overestimst«d tho actunl
heclth rishg assoclated with the site by including and using
unvalidated data as "positively detected” contewinant

wronan to FPR Ceneral Coment No, 9:

concentretions, This would result in overestimaled risk
levels requiring unnecessarily high cleanup effort and cost.

Respornse _to FP* General Comment No. 123
The Nevy'’s response to EPA General Cownent No. 12 stated that
borehole geoplysical logs, available from U.S. Geologica)
Survey documents, would be included in the Final RF1 Reposi.
The logs ware not includesd.

Response to EPA_Geonersl Commant No. 13:

EPA Commwent Ko, 13 discusses the nead for aquifer tests and
slug tests. f%he response adeguately addresscs aquifer (pump)
tects but does not adeqguately explain why slug tests will not
be conducted. Data from slug tests 1is necessary at the Rrl
stage to estiwate rates of contaminent migration and therefore
to assisl in selecting monitor well locations for plume
delineation. ’

2.0 _SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific comnents are listed on the following pages in the order of

their occurrence in the Navy’s response to comments, dated Msy 12,
1983.

figure as those references appeared in the May 12, 1993, response

Eacli comment refers to the section number age number or
'

to comments. Where appropriate, citations to page numbers in the
Final RFI Report are provided if different from the page numbers in
the Draft RFI Report.

1.

Response 4
The response states "This is guidance from the Risk Managemant
divisior, and is not aveailalile in writing." Is it not
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poss<ible to obtain written advice for this statement? In the
event of an invaont I(\?*‘?(ﬂ’\ this would cezt.ain]y be: a an
achilles hoeld which might lc 4 te svsplicions on othar aspents
of the project.

Rensy:onn to EvA Coweo ol No. 19

The: staterest was leds that backoround seil samples should nal
be cn:W rzed for man- mads constituents., Apparently, the logic
behind this is thol “true® background soils should be in
undistu-bhed arees which have not becn conteminated with mazn-
made choemicaels. However, this is generally not the case an
background informaticon for man-mzde choemicals can freguoenily
be very useful in determining whalher or not the contawinalion

Y AN
[N [N U S U

im olte

4 Comment, No. 27
states that the UBY lead model was noi applicd

bacaus s rel i aLiaY land use is not a veastiable sconanio Loc
this facility. However, Response 3 indicates thet the

agreer nl was madce at the March 17, 1993 meeting to evaluate
the future resideniial scenario.

Also, Region IV has recenlly developed interim guiden e
concerning the adjustment of the toxiclity values to repres:
an abeorbed dose for the dermal pathway. The guidance slates
that chemical specific orsl absorption factors should boe uscd
for all chemicals with values available. If there ar¢ no
chemical specific oral absorption rates available then the
following default values are to be used:

H

VOCs 80 %
SVOCs 50 %
Inorganics 20 %

Response_to EPA Commant No. 27 or _the Draft Final RFI Neport .
Pages 2-30 thron“b 2--32, Talle 2- 7 Sekggon 2.6.2.2:

The rg?ﬂonse fails to address the issue of applying the UBK
Model to evaluate child exposure to lead. Unless clear
justification can be provided,; the future residential land-use
scenario should be consxderbd likely and be included in the
risk assessmant.

EPA Region IV guidance should be followed in deriving dermeal
toxicity velues (i.e., reference doses or slow factors) used
to quantify risk from dermal exposure.

EPA Comment No. 28 on the Draft RFI Report, Table 2-7, Pages
2-30 angd 2-31:

EPA reguested use of specific toxicological values for various
chemicals and compounds. The Navy response was to outline a
hierarchy of references th:t would be consulted to delesuine
the velues; however, the values requested in the EPA conument
have not been incorporated into the Final RFI Report.
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Responss to EP2 Commont No. 29
The Yegpanse staves that the future residential  exposus

SCOTATIO will consLdar the fact. that contar:t nanL
concantretlions docreasn . over tims, EPA a\unovln'v" thal
chemicale Gegoade, to varying a‘ﬁf““", in the enviyoemest,

However, thore are nany site and chemical speciflic foctors
th-t mosl he considered whon predicting fuoilnre copcarminsot
concontrations and the concentrations end toxicities of Llie
breakdswi products. For this reacson, EPr carvefully evaluates
arny aitemnpt to predict future ontaminant concentralions.
This may include the colleciion of site-specific degradatlon
data to verify propos.d degroletion rates.

Ers Conte nn Koo 31 i Lhe Doa

LRI Db, Talld 220, Togo 2-
EPA‘s comnent reqnasted inclusion of morcoery, cyanidae and
hexevalent chiromivm in Tab:le 2-9.  The Navy response wan thol
ivclusios woodd be reovaloasted based oa the reoolis ol
previous sampling., Meraury has been added to the table in the
Final RF{ Report, but not cyeanids and hexavalent chrondiuw.

Responsc to TPX Commsnt No. 33 op the Dralt Finsl RI
Page 2-38, Parsqgre

__% -

Referances and assumpt Lons vsed in epplying the Schewr’s Model

to the fugitive dusi. inhalation expasure assesinent should be
&

cleerly described and incorporated in the Final RFI Report.

Responsc to EPA Comment No. 35
The justlfjcatjon for using the Fl term of 50% should he

3

discus:.ad in the RF1 repoxt.

EPA Comusnt No. 35 on the Draft RFiI Report,_ Seqtion 2.6
Poae_2-41 (Now Pages_2-49 through 2-52):

EPA‘s conment requested justification for an expaosure
fraguency of 12 deys per year for adolescent trespassers. EPA
also reguested information on site accessibility. The Novy
response siated that exposuvre faciors would be reconsidered;
however, the Final RFI Report presents no further information
regarding exposure frequency or site accessibility.

. 5

Response to EPA Comment No. 35 on _the Draft Final RFI Report,
Page 2-41, Section 2.6.3.2, Soil:

The response to EPA Conuie nu No. 35 is unclear. Rationale
should be provided for using the FI term and justification
should be presented for the assumption that mowing or site
inspections would result in lese than 50% of an adult daily
soil ingestion.

EPA Comuzni No, 39 on_the Draft RFJ Report, Section 2.6.3
Page 2-52, (Now Pags 2-64):

The EPA commant requested justification for a fraction
ing=sted (FI) value of less than 1. The Navy response stated
that appropriate revisions would be made; however, the Final
RFI Repcirt contains an FI value of 0.5 and pleacnts no
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rationale for its selection.

qup‘,sﬂkim”FPA Crament No. 40 on the Drafi Final RE1 Report,
Pagss 2-51 through _2-55, Tables 2-13 thtuuu‘x 2-15:

TrHe @ )% Uii).’-*':' confidense limits (L"|. ) shoe i b‘.‘- SR ESTURIEIS Wal
and veeld eo

e exposure concentrations. For thosoe cesoe

tha 5% UCL exceads the corresponding maxinum COuCEuLV&ijOM,
the ma-imom concentration should be used to represeant the
expiosuie concentrat ions.

Resmonse to EPA Con

GonerW Huaan, heu]1}.
T throush 50:

: LT Lo BPZ Crwooonl Koo 40 hrs nol alddre.sid saagile
an-ly:s. o for the full Taryget Coapound List/Tergat Analyte List
(TCH/TALY param-ters. The responsc and rationale {'VCW for
not innluding the carcinog sic intakes in these seciions ere
urjustified and unoaleeplalie. BOUL Lne nONGarcitogeaic an)
carcirogenic intakes should be prescoted in the tobles for
completeness and to facilitete V’"Lfl ation.

uhe Dreft _Final RIF1 R@pﬁrLL

ssoant Conments on.SL i

.'3.

Reesponse Lo
Poge 4-1:

ErPa's Specific Comment No. 47 stotes that soil, surface water
and sedimant samples should be collected from represcutalive
locations in and around Reqcl’s Cut and its unnamed tiibuteory.
The USKT was p;rtlally'le "nsive by proposing additionsl soil
a1l sediment sampling. huw””@l, surlace water sampling was
not addiaessed. '

)'Ti

PA _Corwent No, 47 on the Draft Final

Response _to EP2 Comme
throuql:

Cyay

'C',

nt No. 48 on the Drafi Finsal

»—,4
. i

e
4-1 thrc 4“&
EPA'S S{e ific Comuent No. 48 recommeunds that surlfiace soil
saﬁppr he co]lpcu i from the landfills and that surface waler

and sedimnent sami:les be collected both upstreaw and downsiraen
of Re«d’s Cut and its tributary. The USKC was partiz=lily
responcive by proposing edditional soil and sediment sampling.
However, surface water sampling was not address«d.

Response *ﬂ_ERV Q_‘v*nt No. 49

The EPA couwent is addressing the groundwater sampling issues.
Howid » uu, the r sponse refers the commenter to Response 47
which discusses so0il and sediment concerns but not

grounduater.

Responee to EPA Comment No. 49 on the Draft Final RFI Report.
Page 4-1:

EPA’s Specific Comment No. 49 requests that investigations
analyzed groundwater samples for all priority pollutants. The
EPA requested that the analyte 1list from the previous
investigations be compared to the TCL/TAL list and that
analytes on the TCL/TAL list not previously evaluated should
be analyzed for. This was not addressed.
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19. Ebr _Comsoci Nos. 47, 42 apd 52 on the Dreft_ RET Repost.
Saction - 4 1_throuch 4.5, Pagas 4gjwthrouzh 4-8:
The FVA commonts suggested additional sail sawpling. The Navy

siatedd thm- additional semnling would bo done.  The Final RED
tates thal foriher soil seacling will be projosed el

1

a0y
Lt
date if 8 release 1s conlirvmsa.

20. E 5 _Commuent Nu. 54 _on. tha Drafi RFI _Reporb,  Seciion 5,
Pavag el 5-1 through 5-9¢
The It comrontl suggesticd addiitional well installation and
sam;]JnU. The Navy responsa steted that Unit 3 is an intesilw
status facility, that no fu. th: invastigalion is nec cssary at
this time and that envircnraeouial impacts will be addressed &l

cloLuri. The Tipal RULD Rogooe stawes that ne fuslhe.
invesiigstion is necessery boeceuse previous sampling shows
1itile contamination at the facility and that environmenteal
imiaci s w511 La addres. . at closure in accord=wnce with the
Poiw B oY U

21. Response to EPA Comment No. 54
The resporie states that "Full scan TCL/TAL is inappropriate
at this site which is an operating Interim status unit." This
sitatement completely contredicts the response for Genoerel
Comnent No. 1, which st =5, "Units either with no identified
releases or active pern. . i=d units will not be subjected to an
ecological assesswent. Howovex, additional sampling may be
proooscd  to determine whother surh an assesswent msy be
regqu’ved at somctiwe in the fetare." Beslides it is essential
to discover all nearby sources of conitaminants before
designing any recovery Syslem.

22. Respousa to EPA Conmost No. 50 on the Draft Einal REI Repori,
Page 5-1: :
EpA‘s Specific Comment No. 55 states that the RFI Report
asswnres groundwater flows to the northeast towards Ha“\u B
Creclk, but it is not possibla to verlify the groundwater fliow
direction in the absewnce of a topographic map. Also, the EPA
states that based on the Figure 5-1, it is likely that
grouwndw:ier flows radially, spanning from northwest to
northeast. If this is the case, then the location of
monitoring well 3GWOl may not aoeouately monitor releases to
groundwater. The USMC was partially responsive by stating
that topography will be added to Figure 5-1. However,
stating that "no further investigation is planned at this
time" is not responsive to the EPA’s concern that additional
monitoring wells may be reguired to adeguately monitor
containmernit releases to groundwater.

aesponse_to EPA Comment No. 56

i1l thlq highly rex tricted area hinde. the gquality of the
alvs

24, EPA Comment Nos. 55, 56, 59 and 60 on the Dr-eft REI Reporl,
-1 (Now_Page x—°L*gx? flgglemﬁ;;:
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27.

28.

29.

30.
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The EPA comsenis questioned conclusions regurding  the
direction of groundwster flow and monitoring well placono.t.
The Ki .y response was that topography would be aduzd to Figure
5-1. The tOpugraphy as beon added, bot is incoaclasive in
answiring BEia coocerns,

EpPA Cowmiond Nos, 57 anpd 58 on the Draft RFI Repo - i, Seclion

__5‘.,? .2, Paveurvay ‘r‘ 1 ,__P_an__S:—S
The EPA GO sugousted sanple analyses for geool? rofaled
compunds ., Tire  Navy Iespﬁu:e was thet n furihe:

inveastigstion was planned., Furtheomore, the Tinal tuwf Ropo. L
does not provide for the reqguasield sampling.

Rasyomon do0 BPhis Oen oot o 852 on tho Drall v I O )

Page 5-3: ) '

EpPA’'s Specific Cownent No.. 59 states that additjonal

information jis neaodad to octe’wiﬁﬂ whethor grour”.ater 1o
: bff;a oLl

beneoth ths Ur't Liovs tovied Still Gul acld Lhiat a
well is also reclel. The 10'pom-v only states thael topography
will be added to the site Tap and dows noL-aﬂir-o groundwales

flow direciion end the need for an upgredient monitor well.

Response to EPA _Cow
Page 5-9:

Era’s Specific Comment No. 60 states that the site bound= ¢
need to be clearly defined and additional groundwaier and scil
samples mey be necessary in order to adequately characierize
the site. The EPA also requests that one urgrac
monitoring well and two additional shallow downgradiew
monitoring wells should be inntalled in order to adeg. Lo
assess potential con%aminawt releasas to groundwate:. The
USHMC was partially res pﬁn% ive by agresing to revise the text
and the site figures to clesily show the site boundaries and

. No. 60 on the Draft Final_RiI _Repo

)

also that topoguo.nv will be added to the figure. Howaveor,
the USKMC has failed to acknowl: dge the need fo“ adnxwaQG
monitorineg wells to adequately asseos the groundwater guality.

EPA Comiugnt No. 65 on the Draft RFI_Report, Table €6-3:

The EPA comment pOLntea out that the detection limit for lead
in groundwatesr is 15 micrograms per liter (uyg/l), with which
the Navy agreed; however, the indicated lead detection limit
in the Final RFI Report is 30 ug/l.

Epa Commant No. 66 _on the Draft RFI Reporl, Section 6.6.2,
Page 6£-~-18 (Now 6-22):

The EPA commsnt suggested adding lead to the surface water
environmental assessment, with which the Navy agreed; however,
the Final RFI Report does not include lead.

Response to EPA Comment No. 67

The resposse states tha! additional sampling will be conducted
at a later date. At what point in the future is this expected
to be done?
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EP4 Comment No, 70 on the Nvaft RFI Raport, Paraqraphs 3, Pagn
71z

The EFA cowiont reon(vtrc? that the locaticwu of the wetes
trostoront plant be ;ml 1O ‘f;ml,e 7-1. Whilc the Havy agraed
wiih ithis comeco:t, thb Finel RIFL Repor' dogs NOL Show thew

ey trestwert plant on Figure 7-1.
EPa Cowacct No. 73 on the Drafi RFI Repost, Figure 7-2, Panc
7-5:

The EPA comment svggested additional monitoring wells on the
south and southoast downgredient sides of Unit 6. The Kooy
respondad that additional wells may be werranted bused on 1953

sawling rc"“]LG, but no acditionsl wells are plenral at this
i, Tiwe TFinal Ri'i Kepuit Goes nob provide for any
1

agditional wells at Unit 6.

Re-popce to_Er2 Comment Ni.. 75 on the Diaflt _Final RFY Repori.
Pagye _7-10:
EPA’s Qp»chic Consmentt. No, 75 states the chloroform detecied

in surf-ce water sauple 7S8W(l may not e a labosctlory
contaminant since it was detected during two difiecernt
sarpling periods. The USHC states that ‘Tonce the
groundwater/surface w: or  interaction is defined, an
eszplanation for the prescnce of chloroform mé s be obviousn™ awdd
that "additional field work will be necded." The USMC fails
to explain the groundwater/surface water interaction and does
not specify the field work required.

Respon-<e to EPA Comment No. 80 on _the Draft Final RT

Pd f'.— 8 13

The quthJFaulon presented in the response for not including
an ecological risk assoscment for Unit 12 sPould  be
incorp.srated into the Finel REFI report.

EPZ _Cowmment No. 81 orn the Draft REI Report, Paragrepi 1, Ped
S-1:
The EPA comment requested that the locaticn of the Naval
Aviation Depot (NADEP) with respect to Unit 15 and the
drainsg=. ditch be clarified and that an explanation be
provided for how NADHEP wastes reached the ditch. The HNavy
response stated that the ditch has been previously
misidentified and is in a different location than orig naily
thought. The Navy response further stated that Unit 15 should
be investigated in conjunction with Unit 16. The TFinal RFI
Report restates this position and recommends no further action
for Schoolhouse Branch, preaenthg a confusing picture of the
makeap of Unit 15. This is a major reorientation of the study
of this unit from the Draft RFI Report. The rationale
provided for the no further action recommendation for
Schoolliouse Branch is insufficient, particnlarly in light of
the confusing presentation of the supposed new location of the
drainage ditch. The rationzle for studying Unit 15 in
conjunction with Unit 16 1is inadequate and does not
sufficiently explain why, if the study of Unit 15 is to be
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raeoriented, the reoricentation should not include it with thao
stui'y of ihe plune o Ruilding 133. The Final RI'l Rapos L alsa
fails to adoguatoly ai&r¢~q connacltions betweon the sopposod
dith locabinn and Schoslhovso Branch.

Err Cowoot No, B4 _on_the Draft R¥I Keporti, Figure 9.

The: EPA cooroul raised guentions concerving the arcos c»u»nnd
by & particalar ditch, The Nevy response stated thal dicinage
maps would be included in the Final RFI Report; howeve:, the
Finel RFI Reporit does not contsin drainags maps.

Y

EPA Comment. No., 89 on the Draft RI'I Repori, Section 9-§, Puie
9-16 (Nov 9—21};
'I}L,, . Lo 4 s e e 0 Y —~.

. . - I
3 SR T PR H R ldbea Lo €\\."u valtia Lo h

The Navy respinse wes that no ebuloﬁ'ca} risk
U woald be conduciled. The Final RFI Repoit stztes no
cologlcal risk asse-smant was conducled.
1 R Comm ont. Nos. 91 _and 92 on _the Droit RFI_Report, Section
_9_° 8 _-__Z [ Pg._\_}_:_ 9:2 3_ (,!\‘:".'7_ .9_-_22))- bt
The EPA comwants questioned the Navy’'s no further a
decision and s UOQeated additional sawpljng. The Navy rcf
b.ck to its respansa t EPA Comment No. 81, In that resg $
the Nevy stated " Y.t the ditch thOIHHL to be a central conze. .
at this unit has been incorrecily identified and is leocatled
elsevwhare, The Navy suggests studying this urit in
conijunction with Unit 16. Specific EPA concerns ragarding the
foruer drum storage area were not addressed. The Finel RI
Loport also recomniends no further investigation at Schoolhouse
Branch.

Final PFI Raport,
Epa’s Specific Comment No. 94 states that soll samples should
be collected {om an area that is most likely to be impacled
by surface watcer runoff from the site. EPA also stated thetl
surfece waeter and sedimont semples should also b collectad
due to the proximity of Hancock Creelk, with full scan TCL/TaL
analysis to be conducted on a2t least 30% of the samples from
all media. The USMC partielly complied by stating thet
additional surface water and sediment sampling will be
conducted, but, soil sampling is not addressed.

Response to EPA Comment No. 97 on the Draft Final RFI Report,
Page 10-5:

The USMC'’s response complied with all of EPA’s concerns excepl
for surface soil. Additional surface soil sampling was not
addressed.

Rerspouse to EPA Comment. No. 101 on the Draft Final RFI Report,

Page 11-1, Section 11.1:

EPA’'s Specific Comuent No. 101 requests a discussion of the
liquid slud_ = applied to Unit 21 in late 1887, and that the
area where it was applied be indicated on the figure. The
response indicates that the area where the sludge was applied
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will be identified on a figure, howover there is no discussion
of the liguid sludge.

B‘.-‘Q}f“‘-"?.c‘.*‘ﬁ T Cﬁ‘.ul' Wo, 104 on the Draft_Final RFI Report .
Proe 13-7, S wiion R 2:
El'A’s Spuocific Coan:nA No. 104 acks for groundwater flow

direat ion, 10"a+lnn of the ditch mentioned in Section 11.1,
ar? that surfece water and scdiment should be sampled in this
ditch. The response does not adequately address ground water
flow.

EPA Communt No. 106 on the Drafi RFI Report, Figqure 12-1, Paao
12-2:

Th .- OPN cof alabl rogusstod that tho location of KUY Ueltl 33 Lo
mzrlked on the mop. The Novy reo) wnse was that a shaded area
would be added. No shading appsars in the Final Rir'l Repori,
but Building 3976 is show: in heavy dark outline.

Rasponse to FPA_Comment Nos, 12%,129,133,134,135

All of these statq wentis say that no further action will b
pursued at this site, even though a releasc has masl likely
occursred, Cowawent No. 133, Once again the Navy usen it
active facility clause as a shield, contradicting Genrre
Comme:nt No. 1. It is not environmentally or strategically
feasible to not investigate a possible area of contaminetion.

EPA Comment No. 132 on the Draft RFI Reporti,. Pagoe 1
Paraguraph 2:

The EPA comment stated that the List 1 and List 2 paremeters
do not contein enough organic anelytes to fully assess the
Navy's conclusion that "there is no indication of potential

i~

-3

rs

contam' ation at this unit."” The response focused on
providing in tho Final RFI Report totel organic csrxbon

analyticsl dete from additional meAg.uan sasuples. The Finzl
RFI Report contoLns no plens for further sempling and snalysis
using the targzt compound list or comparable list of org.usic
conQLLtuents.

EPA Comment No. 139 on the Draft RFI _Repori, Section 1£.8,
Page 18-8 (Nouw 18-15):

The EPA comnment suggested that follow-up soil samples be
anzlyzed for the target analyte list. The Navy response did
not addreses this request. The Final RFI Report recomnends
additional sampling and analysis, but does not specify the
nature of the analysis.

EPA Comment Nos. 140 and 145 on the Draft RFI Report, Sections
gp 1 and 20.2, Page 20- 1:

The EPA comment referred to confusion in understanding the
location and relationship of units 10, 21 and 45. The Navy
stated that information clarifying this relationship would be
placed in the Final RFI Report. The response also stated the
Navy's belief that no furthpr action is required for unit 45.
Additional language has been added to the Final RFI Report at
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paragraph 3 of section 20.1, but the rclationship of units 10,
21 eud 45 is still unclear, In addition, vnit 10 is not
clearly shown on the facility map, Figure 1-3. The Final Riv)
Re; !

Ori reconte wds no further action for “"the current sludgo

ar; Ticatic aves " prosumolly portiorns of unit 43 ot! oz thown
vrits 10 and 217. The Fina! RFI Report also states thet

unep-aified upconing work at units 10 and 21 will "incorporaie
analysis sppropriste to Unit 45" and will include soil
sampl ing.

48. Responsg to EPA Comment No, 142 on the D

]
3

raft Final RFI Report.,
coge 20-1, Section 20.2.2:

EPA's Specific Comn=nt No. 142 observes that, "the sludgoe
contoire? mooLusy, yoi the paramnlors Ghalyesd (Lisl 2 mcialy)
did noit inc¢lude mercury." The response states th L "No

furiher action remains the Navy's position on Unit 45.°"
Without analytical resulis for mevcury at this unit, a
conclusion of no further action is not justifiable.

-3
(Se)

. EPA Comw:snt Ro. 142 on the Rraft RFI_Report, Section 20.2.2,
Page 20-1 (Now_20-3):
The EPA comment stated thet although section 20.1 states that

the sludge contained mercury, mercury was not includ=¢ or List
2 for analysis. The Navy response stated that a broader scils
investigation would be carried out; however, the Final RyL
Report contains no indication of soil sampling analysis fox
mercury.

50. EPA Comr:-ni No. 152 on the Draft RFI Repori, Section 21.7.7,
Page 21-1_(Now 21-4):
The EPA conmenl suggesited collection of surface water and
sediment samples from the stream adjacent to Unit 458. The
Navy response, incorporating the respouse to EPA Comaent Ko.
151, was that the leaclhfields were regulated by NPDES Parmmits,
and surfsce water and stdiment samples were not required., The
Final RF1 Report does not provide for suxface wates or
sediment sampling.

51. EPA Comment No. 155 on the Draft RI'I Repnrt, Section 21.3.2,
Page 21-4:
The EPA comment requested clarification of the proximity of
surface water bodies, particularly to Unit 43B. The Navy
response stated that the information would be provided. The
Final RFI Report says Hancock Creek is located 0.2 mile east
of the leachfields without differentiating whethexr the
distance is to Unit 49A or 49B.

52. Response to EPZ Comment No, 160 on the Draft Final RFI Report,
Section 22.0:
EPA's Specific Comment No. 160 asks for additional so0il
samples analyzed for T(IL./TAL parameters. The respoun’
restates the previous "No Further Action" recommendation, aud
indicates that information as aveailable on the soil
remediation at the PCB Transformer Spill Area will be
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presented in the Final RFI repori.
meating held on March 13, 1993, the rerprnse should also state
that if such docuvecitation is insuificieant, coafirmstion

1]
!
sempiing and anslysis mee L be conducted to verify whiothor the
soil reoolistion wa corpleto,

As a result of the FpA



