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May 26,2009 

Winoma A. Johnson, P,E. 
NA VFAC MIDLANT 
Environmental Restoration OPHREV 4 
9742 Maryland Avenue 
Bldg. N-26, Rm. 3208 
Norfolk, VA 23511 

Re: Draft Remedial Investigation for Site 08 

( • /" • ,j , 

I ' • - -. j /,/ " ~ 

Navel Undersea Systems Center (NUSC) Disposal Area 
Naval Station, Newport, R1 
March 2009 

Dear Ms. Iolmson: 

EP A has reviewed the document entitled "Draft Remedial Investigation for Site 08, 
Navel Undersea Systems Center (NUSC) Disposal Area, Naval Station, Newport, Rl," 
dated March 2009. The document was prepared by Tetra Tech for the Navy. 

The NUSC RI was completed in accordance with the "Final Work Plan for the Remedial 
Investigation (Revision 2) for the NUSC Disposal Area," dated January 2007. The Draft 
Report documents the findings and data from the investigation, includes a human health 
and ecological risk assessment, and discusses the Navy's conclusions and 
recommendations. EPA concurs with the Navy's conclusion that the Navy must proceed 
with a Feasibility Study at the NUSC Disposal Site to address unacceptable human health 
and ecological risks at the site. 

EPA's comments on the Draft RI Report are enclosed. Pages 1-6 are General and 
Specific Comments on the overall report, pages 7-8 are General and Specific Comments 
on the human health risk assessment, and pages 9-11 are General and Specific Comments 
on the ecological risk assessment. EPA looks forward to discussing these comments with 
the Navy and RIDEM at our meeting on June 24> 2009 and working with the Navy and 
RIDEM to fmalize the RI Report and begin the Feasibility Study at this site. 

Toll Free. j ·888·372-7341 
Internet Address (IJRL) • http://www,epa.gov/reglon1 

RecychICllRecyciable • Printed with Vegetable 011 Bued Inks 011 Recycl&d Pap9r (Minimum 30% Postconsumer) 
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If you have any questions regarding the enclosed comments, please contact me at (617) 
918-1754 or at lombardo.ginny@epa.gov. 

, t : " ' -, -"~ " • ' ,. 

Attachment 

cc: Paul Kulpa, RI DEM 
Qorneli'J: Mueller, ~A VST A Newport 

"' 'StephElTI -riil:rker~'"tiNuS - ","< "' "0 
~. t' -,.. 

James Forrelli, TtNUS 
Chau Vu, EPA 
Bart Hoskins, EPA 
Steve DiMattei, EPA 
Todd Finlayson, Gannett Fleming 
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EPA Comments on 
,., ',) :pi-aft R~medial [:tl'v~~tlgati(rn"fot' " ' 

, ',,' . . >,($:' ,I, _, ,_, '\. ,',.} . 

Sit~ 08, Na.velUl1detSea Systems C~1ifer (NUg~) Disposal'ArC"3 
, , ," 'N~yal Statioti,'Newport, RI" ' 

, , "'March 2009' " , "j., .' I!-': 

" 

, " Ii' " 

General Comments: 
• ~\ " > .. J" ,J, 

1. Beneficial Reuse-'bf Grobndw'ater: ,EPA's exp,eciations' for addtes~irig gtpUirdwafer,'as stated 
, in the'NCP; ls:to r6tD.m U'~~~le'gr(1l1i}dwaters 'tktli~ii berleficial'us~s Wherever practicable, 
witliiil"a' tihl~ 'ftame that is reaS'on~bl¢ 'gi~6ri the p~rtiGtrhtr cirdlmstances bf the'8'ite. When 
restorati6ri'df grouridWloite,r ls'not practicabl~,'.E:pj(expects to' pr~v~nfrlirilier rb.lgiatidn ofthe 
phitii~, Jpryyerlf t$xposure' t8 tli~)ldoptaminatea grQIDtd\Va:te'r" arid evalutttefurth'e.r risk ,I 

,< ~ { : l'; : ' ' 1 / _" : ' ? l' ,'-', . J: ~ :. , ",r _ _ _, t '. _ _ 1 t • J _ _ ¥, 

redu,ctiorfs.As"such~ the cleaniip'eXpectatioriJor grqun'dw:iter ~nh~ NUSC Disp6sal Area 
wou'lCi be to achieve' MCLs acfo~s the ~ite. fth~refbte, tl1e staterrterits in tHe Draft Rep9rt 
referencing the potential use of Site groundwater as drinkirtg\.vater as ah 'uncenmnty,j that 
"may greaJly over-e&timate ris~ 'to potential future, residents" should be delyted. In addition, 
the ~:qntft. Report 'di~t\US~le'~' theRIDEM"s' statd 'groundwater dass'ificli!;tiou, system: indioating 
tht+t,H~lf,ofih~)IDSC T)lsposa:I 'Area site Is in 'a "GA" area, 'Classified'aS suitable ,for arinking 
wat~r, ana half of'the 'area'is cHtssffled as "0:8", 'whrch!i~ hots\lit:ible for'drillki4g w<),te'r 
-\Vithcitlftr~atrt~lmt. : Note that RrrmM dties' not h~ve <,ili\~ppi6yed JCdirlptehensiv~ Staie' '; 
Git):1}ntlwaterhbtedioli'P'fogtaili (CSGWPP) and th~ste'~tat~ gt8tind\\rater classifidations do 
not, 'Chang~ the NCP teq\iireirtbnti f6 'meet' MCU.' ! , '0 !;' ; ; ;. ' , " " 
, l' '. '~ i < ~ ~ I, I , • '. ,} 

2. ~Geo h si'callliveSti' 'ation ofih6Paved Star;; "e~:; The geophysicalihvestigation otthe 
"Paved'Stor~geiAr~~ c6vered,j61:tly ~pptbxim:ate h~lf ofthisaiea due to'the presen~e of 
stqred itqids that preveri'te<{'a fUinnv~stigatioil6fth!ese'areas.) Four allomolies that are 
pbt~i}.tiall:h,mefobject~' were'ma:p'p~d; hlfhe Paved Open Stdtagd Are'a: . Pa:ge' 2-13 'indicates 
that test pitsirt'ihe P~ve(r Sforlig'e ;Areh: were not'ilerfonnecl becaltse it "would be logistically 
cumbers6m:e, disruptive, and' diuho ~eafher' cbristrlfinfs." . Page '8·2' indidates that tl1e:Navy 
did not further investigate these anomolies because they conclude froth the Rl'data that 
"significant release of contamination has not occ,"rr~d at any ofthe four anomolies." 
Although the hitter'pos'itioll was tidi sub'stantiated In thebraft Report, this position was' 
detaife(Hn a March ti;2009letter'fqpdft,'shbmitt~dbiTetra T~bh, Qh'behalf of the Navy 
entN~d "Paved Opert Storage 'Area Data Review. "l Considering the 'March 11, 20'0'9 letter 
and,:the 'inforrriatibn presentga in tlie Draft Repoft, EP A'liod~ not agreetllat the rem:edia1' 
investigation supports'thaf no sigrufic.~fit rbl~ases havt::occurred Hrthis area .. The Draft 

. R¢P6H' ;cllikhdWI~dg~s that the'Paved st6Hge Ate~'c:oVers e~lier possible fii! 'lireas. In, 
"a:ciditibii, n1:onit<:Hlrtg welrMW~O'213'is'ldclifed'vJHhiiltlie Paved Qperi Storage Area and MW­
"i'()3 is i:t'n1nediately downghldrent 6ith~'Pa~ed;dp~nSioiage k~a and tl1esetwo \Vens have 
the gteatesffu;sGhic hlgrdtilidwater cdriceJ1tr:itiollsJfocl1d'at'th~ 'sile.'irfaddltlop, a ntmiber of 
v6c$ 'are; c0J1si~fentlydet~~t~d':itfIfr6urrdwater dbwngrad*nfofihe 1?~ved StonlgeAiea. ' 
The presbnb'd qf grQillldw~te.r cbntathih~ti()Jt,-'in cbtiJ\utcticihWith 'the kllB\0l hist6n¢afftlling 
activities ~~a:t6cchited ii~ these are,!s, Hltljcates that ~a: pbte~tial1'y; signi~caht cont~uatibn 
source, nutY' exist 'tvi'thin eitlie(the Paved Open St8fake Ai'6'a 'or'the'PavecI (htt~d' St&ag'e 
Area. 'ill btder to support Ir :F~asibiHty gtu,' ?y,' firrth~~ lhvestigation of theseare8'sis' i, " 

" 
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warranted. Remedial altem'ttive~:fcr[~ tl1,~ '~pils'l-mdtrlying hh~se areas and for groundwater in 
and downgradjent ofth~8,e3{ea~ can'uqtbe a4JfquateIy c~)li~idered until)he qnomalies found 

, ,~~,t4e Payed,. 'Open Stor:;tge Af(f~ ar~j' ·jlt~,~i£)4,ge,?.p,Jt,~~ifalf1.~dsubsgrfage inv,estig<:ttions 
,,~r~: 91Pfleted. !:~e pr~~e~c~.of ttie,·.~. ,~{R~}tR~ ~hoUf~~6:t prev~nt ,~hfN a.yy ft:oin ,j .,: " ' 

coilductmg f complete IDve.stlgatlOnof'potenbal are,as of contaml,natlOn .. 

3. Groundwater Contaminati;n from Building 179: The Draft Report docu;n~ntk that B~ilding 
179, upgradient ~oI1J,thy l\jl)SC Di~p()~al,Area site, is a s9p.~ce qf grQundw~ter. . 
contam-iJt;I~tion. ~uilding, f (9 i,s n9:t;f%rf~flrr,eS?l\l;t,e,ct;u~d~rh~e ;C;E,~¢.l1A'·FF A for N aVfll 
Station J~;e~B0J,i., Tp;e; p~aft RYIW~ in~i9iate~ that ~ uil\fi:jg } ~9 pontaIl1jpft~ol1 j$, respq\1sible 
for}?j~' 1-':hQA ~mu:qqwate}: ?RI1\~il,latio,n .ttt t4e l;lU~~ Pr1'sl?o~'\tAreftsj~e;;,~1~a~Y,.1?mvide 
furthe~..4ytail~.,£n !he.N~t~t¥pft~,isistt~, l!V-d th~ cU~e:q j t~~*~, 9f ~lea1,l~tP,~ctiQ~~,~tt4t~ ,si~e. 
EJ(J\1Wg¥tg.lfkt~o 4i~5Y~ W}tq~! .~:%~S',,~\l¥}.:.th (t14JF~J7~$I~¥;§P91:lN~ke, ·"'.i.-i.,' 
i.Qcorp9r~t,ep inJ9 the, RI/If~ fqI: th~ I,' G. DISpO~~] S,i~e 9Ldy,slgnated a Sep!lT(}.Jr ~~tl,~¥ Area 
":lnd~rPru;a~,ftph~19qh~'FEAii;:':""'i" .;' ' . i' ",'., ',;,," 

~"~,,f,~ ~! .~; ~ ;-"i ,i.d(" '~;"3;:c~~' j-' ~;!:~ 1. e . ", .-' ,I:'" ' l' I! . " j '; I ~:,: ; _ ._ 

4. TCE,Plume:: One ~jgndicant dpt}lain Qf 9'oAtaminatlPri. at th,e ,~ite is defi,ned byJ'CE.in .1, 
~~"' Z·, tJ ,-'--"J- ,~.-, '_~>"'<" ~"~ _~ o~'\'_ '-" -Il;, i;.:, .-,' i.'.1- ,J", ~('_-',_'j", if .': ;"i,,~ ,} .. 

,~9};1pfiyvat~ryl thAl'f{prth Meado-yv. area., TIwm.ax;~mUW,ob\~,~rv;e~7C~ ?9nc~PtrfVqp ~~?30 
pl?h,at)\tl,W~)JZB. Concyntr~!jp~s9(\i~e qr,dcr qfw~~~~l,l,de(ip,~jmwn" 3~9fP1?R' n,WOrl) 
are f9~pd it;: d\ffu~*)9-, samp] e~. f?'IfhYffl~ffJ <jlRP~o~~~\ng I t4t, e~~t~11}\ s~or~ :?t th~J?pn~' iih4e 

. rep:0rtyrRvlde~ a ROllceptluti!11odylf,w t~l~ dQmaJll9fqonla;:qW~t~d,~qu:qdwatp)KP.ftp~)i5:-20 
- 5~21,Sect~on 5.3.1.5), but the la,c,ation qf#l~, ~9,W;q~t~flf~lU~\ lWrR~~ept~?~~" ;~.!lR~Npp, 
th,e body of Impacted groundwater IS not well c~onstraIlled;at deptH. TCE IS de,!ea,ted III three 
,open, b.eqro,9~ g9ti~g~.,M;W7J}}.I3, MW 1~)3)~~ ,~p<i ~fW-'~ L~~, t4~ d"yyp~~t R 'fhiFh.:(:-118~) , 

. I, ,', ~, •• 0.,' 1 ~ ifr.. • .; , ,",) ', •• _, •• r·""ft"· "-'_.'-"" j' -.", ,'4<', 1(. ~:\ f.-'.:'- "". ,.~ \ d" ".' 
extend~,'lp.pf9~,imfl;~elx,1q:s,e:~ 11yy'e~,(1~" \?;9~)"hi;9F~7E mAl}}i)P9X;(~ F~,~~b .. "SJlf y~ .iJ;~ay 
be ~~pt1~~f\ryt~,.).wr,fq,l1}f)}ddi~i911al:fhwac,t~Jjz~J;iqD;,tp'dpHn~~ry,\~:e SP4fPr,~~n~r, ;, !", "U"'. 

triol\\?roethylene cQl1~~i~1ltlqn foupq ip,w.Q~4~~,e,r '~1A~;to lQ.~te1!ll~.~eJh~ d~p,th,tQ\}VhjRh 
ifh~T9E h~~':~~tfP: trfln~pf?~t.~ (PFirh~p~J~t:~,1?~I~t ~~"f\q~lJ;qor Qr qA'Y1f¥~~tll~1,1t Rf, ~7;., 
. } ~ 7B).! On~ orJqpre wY1.l~l\JstersJn~:Y1 pe l]((q~&~a.rX ,t9: pu~ 89r!t~ COl1MWtJHs on ldl~ Y~l)tp~l 
di~tribu~iQ,n ;Qf tlw ,1:;GE .. : "f ;', .;.;,.;,' .,"''''''; 

• • t. ',\.:. ~ --.' ~·t . . ' r "-.'.-~~~' U. ";f \ ,.;}.' \: .":~ '... '.}', 'J-'i;:,L' 
5. BuIldmg 185 Complex:, A &O.~Ge orYQG,PQntwf,patI~w·.tQ grotu;l,d.~at,~~;\S eY1flent,m the 

viSlnity ofthe~ui14ingl8p ppmpl~~~;:l1j~f#p.s1~~r;'fhe~hyr,'\A ftdeqp!at~ i,l1'1~siii~t~?nBf,the 
dj&chl(lfge. areft~;fqr ;tlt~!,d.Tl:J:i,1?;'lge .pi~~~ fro,!Ji~ t~~,J1~iNillg, 1?5. 90W:pl~x n!l~ b~e~ponqpFt¢d. 
Tetra Tech 1isc;u~~ed)t~e ;wprk thatt~7~ iC1.qn4~cfe(h'fi!lHIt, ~d~~9Y1fdth~.J3~ldip?,L8.? ; ; 
cOItlplex tp;IdynttfY,~R\lfP~ f!;W,as,fU14J~~!lfy th~;Rlsch~f~~ are,!:s, ~~tJlwse I:t;\y~8;t1g~tIPP~ do 
notlftPp}f~+,t,D; be. <,l98Qpa,telx !des~~Jtty-g Hlt4~J)lftft }}vpoxt. J~je,~\~~~r~ ~!}d, hlstoRqfl~11:l..se 
of th~ Fo~pl~fti pt4;tq~t~~}h;a~'W1d9~jtyfJJntfjq ,t~!:~ff~e,s, of ~~Jc;trdo}\~.coP~~1l1~t~ h~ft.y)~kiely 
,~?c~rr.y'dyfrqll1}h?, Y9~P;~KJ}. J~Rl}J~I:)1~iR}lt)H~,tJnll~t~~~'9l;eA~WR1R~t~ ~~s~91~~~'~ WI;!P. ptto 

~~1~~\~:d{:f~~:~~~if:J':4~~~f:~t~l~i~~~~~~:;; iJ~~;~~:~~~~~;:~~rr,d~t~~;~~~~~ 
",rqglljr~(L .It,j~/lmAg ;p.~tJlrtrql,;~wn:RRRH %ef~:'~7hW;t~~jfl,Jh~;~qR}f~~ .. f~rl.M~;;J44)1.;~~-
; ),f~~)O.~~tMq tlWUr,~~f!.t~lYl ~q\1;V} 4't'\)1~"Qf)3!H};dI~~ .1 ,§5il!!};rr~,) ,~;, ~~lt~lrWF IqqW~$,J\n.~ 
v~ry l;1j,gh P,l,D re,¥lqipgs ""e~r .a1~ . }~\1ted i~~e~i~!~ly .~~~ .qf th€? .f;\~~!d~ng:;~ ~.~ 9pml?~~?f' 
Chlorinateq ~olaJi~y Rfgartic qOlllPW,lP.gs (YOC~) ,have alsq Qe,eruiyt~cted ill groun~h\;ater 
surrounding the building 185 complex. However, investigations of'the known discharge 
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I 

locations for Areas No. 1 and 4 were not conducted and no information relative to the 
discharge locations for Area No.2 and 3 was provided. 

. ' : ' . - ~ ", ' . 

6. OttoFuel: It docs Q'o( appearihat soil and groundwateqnedia werean~lYZe4 'for Otto 'F~el II 
" J~ '.' -.;',~, ~.;\ ~ ,; -f-t __ ~ ••. " ",",l.{', -' . "1\' . ( .;' ,'" 

corriporie~ts as requir~,g by: tl1~Vfor~ tl~~~:';fl~~e6Tai1l)r. ,','Die !~xt,~}Jgg~s~s',onpilg,~' 8-}4 
that analyses that would deled contafuiruin't's as'sociated ",villi Otto Fuel II was cQmph~ted for 
groundwater from MW -124B, but Otto Fuel II components, do not appear in the)groundwater 
data table in J\ppendix F for this well. ' 

I • I < 

7. '1,4 Dioxane: The investigatioll did not analyze for 1,4':dioxane in groundwater at any 
sampling point.' this is a 'data gap, becausy the site lies dqwngradient of a 'release 'otl, i ;1-
TCA, to which 1 A-dioxane was' commonly added as a stabilizer. Becaus'e i A-dioxane' is 
relatively sQluble and sorbs relatively weakly in coillparison to 1,1,1-TCA, it frequently , 
"leads" the 1,1,1-TCA, and is found well downgradient of 1,1,1-TCA. Ad4itional sampling 
and analysis isi heeded to 6hara,cterize l,4-diox'ane. 'It is recommended that monitontig wells 
MW-07A/B, -1'0113,:-1 03B',' -104:8, -105:8, -0413, :122, and ~03B be sampled and'imaJyzed 
for 1 A-dioxane, as these appe~r to lie on grQ~ndw~ter flow paths th~t !flay lie downgrad~ent 
ofthe 1,1,I-TCArelease(s). Note'tnat 'IA:..Di6xane can be'ahalyzed'as a vae, but requires a 
heated p~rge or can be analyzed by8'27D$IM. ' , ' " , " \ ' 

Specific Comments: ' " 
'1 1 

1. Page 1-9, Secti9n 1.4~1: The second full paragraph states th~tArea No.2 ofthy Building 185 
'complex has the sarrie apprbxittlate flooiarea'a'ndconn'gUration as 'Area NC;.) , fI6wever, 
Figure 1-5 does not appear to show Area No.2 at a size equivalent to Area N6>i.' , 
Apparently Area No.2 has beyn partially demolished, but the'text does not discuss that'or the 
coridition of Area No.2. Please provide 'additional' discussioIl regarding Are'a No.2 .. ' 

f . t ~ ~ ~ '" 

2. Page 1-10, Section 1.4.1: 'This section indicates that the drainage from the storage areas in ' 
the Building 185 complex has been eliinin~fed: Area'1 is currently used fcir stQr~ge' of dtto 
Fuel II and chemicals. What i~ the current spill' containment and sfomlwater drainage system 
for Area I? 

3. Page 1-10, SectionL4.1': In:tpefirstlullp~r~wap4,the reference to Are~ 1 and 2 should be 
to Areas 1 iuid3 acdbrdihgt6Figuret~5. pt~a.selfevtewan(rtbtrect:"; , ,,":' 

4. Page 1-12, Section 1.4.2: Please review and reconcile the second and third bullets one .reads 
"northe~t" and one reads "n9fthwestj'but both ~Rpear to rHer to the same area: In addition, 
edit the discussion of these~erial photographs to InClude' observati'\5ns rela:tivetq 'the ' 
exi~tence ofthe Buildinef 18'S complex arraille pived'areas. Is a tiinerme available or ' 
deterrnin~b Ie as t~ w~~n ~~sr -features ';Yete co~~trU~t.c~? :, -'. , 

5. 'Page 1-17, Section 1.52.4: This section references a monitotfiig;WelllrMt~illeairt the 1990' s 
west ofNUWC Pond. Does this well still exist~ Is there ll,l9uitori1,').g data fromthis well that 
co'tildoe 90Asidered1'; '" . 1 ';'. "'" :,' '1" !-'tH" . ,'n -,~ '. ': . ,r " .J,', 1 
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6. Page 1-20, Sectioril.5.2.5: Regarding the tW9 susptfct chemical disposal locations discussed 
in the first paragraph on this page, 'please edif' a' site .figure to show thes'e two locations.' 

7. Page"i~2t;S~6ti6h 1:{2~6:'Reg~;dihg ~h'e;p{~s:J~~"y'o'fth€itatS&e ~~bsthnce~'~f i§~~r,' '. 
app~~n{ fioril Iri16nha:lionln the ~dp6rt 'that "liii§' su~~tap,oe w~s ;:aPiRl~d ,a~d ai\a:fy~ea. ' : 
rlea~r' edit, t~e docull1ent to ciarify, if it vyas S~P led and ~li~t contl:unl!lants, ~f arly, weib 
found. 

8. Pagel-21. Section 1.5.2.6: The last paragraph ofthis section indicates that post-excavation 
bpt~0m and' sidrwall satpp les fr()ln the excavation oftlie Buried Container Area :were ~ot 
'collected. What d~ta cloes th~ ,'Navy have on.the levels of le~4 below: the excavation lim~ts? 
How will this be considered h,1 the Feasihilit)\ S"tUdy? . . 

, , , ~ '~" ., " , . , 

"'<' '~>:J -.~ f l"'" ;: .. '1;~,:g iZt" ~ -1-';,.~~" '~fo' 'f, 3" ',. ,.~--,.~' ~ '\~l"' ~I: \;:«''?'1 :-'""~t:~ 'i-~.;1 :;-,.:.),~ r ~~"i rj \'''-' '~<{l,:; ~ ~ ~ _~ • i ~ 1" • ' .... ., .' j~ ~ ... ~.:t <r; . .;--:; ''';·''"",''P!. ~-

9. Figure 1·8; Plya~e edit this figure ~o include the areal'exterit 01 excavatlOns assoCl~ted WIth 
. the r'~mQvfl;l of &~il ami con~rete at Ar~a'No. '1 'due to the, d9cumented Qtto Fuel n rel~ase. 

, . ~ .. 

10. Page 2-9, Se~.ti(jll 2.2:, r.p~,VOC ~amplec~lJe~tio'n proc,edtfre, des~ribed in the fir&t fup , 
patagniph on this page' appears t~ provide aptp'}e ppportUiiity for .loss ofVOCs prior to 
sample collection. Please edit this discussion to provide any additional procedure details that 
woul~ support the contention that representative VOC sediment samples were collected with 
minimal VOC loss. ' 

, , 

,~ :t":-'\ >;:-1 ;:j ~ .,,'~ '~')" :~r '1", d, ~"~", ," /, I" i "j:j l"j. \ ,1 ,'~ , t. ,- , ,\' , ;.~ 

11. Pag'e 2-28, Sectiou2AA: Please correct the two in the first sentence; May 5, 2Q09 sllould be 
May 5, '200~. ' , "', , , 'j, ,!, 

,t", \, ,P, ,-"', "J{1':, Sf (. < [. <' _,,': ", ~ ;)." .,{ ~';~" _. ,_ ' • 

12. Page 2 .. :37, Section 2.6.1: The first$¢nteD-Gei~ .not e6mplet~ (jt apperu;s as iftheiast ,word in 
thesei1te~ce'lsmissing). . " ')' ','; ',' ., " ," 

1~. Figure'2:"7:, thy iast; se~tence o'(No~e ~9 (soifboring~ note) m.or~ ,}ppropriately beiongs on 
Figure 2:"5, b,ec~u~e there are nQ soil boring' locafiqri,s &hown on Figure 2-1." ' 

.-' 1" . 

14. Page 3-7, Section 3.2.2: This section refers to several Figures of geologic cross-sections 
c,omplete4 Jor the site. !,:N9 ,geolQgiy,al pr()s,s-s~ctiml''was presented fm; the Paved Op~n 
$torage·ru;ea., To the"el'te~ip.o~sibf¥( ~Hli ,the 'limited d'}t~,'available' for this are:a; pleaSe 
provide a geological cross:"section of the Pa-Jed Open Storage Ar'ea. ' 

15. Page 3,,9, Section' 3.2.2.1: 'tl1e t,yst f~Alc~t~§' that TP-l O~', a,pd TP-1 05: were terminated 
, , ; , :' ,.- - , ' • ,;. " '< _~; t -,'.. ',-, : > - I " , (/;-, ~ -I _ I 

prematur~ly due; to he~lth and.s.afe,ty coh,ceros a,nd indicate that adQ.itional 55-gall~Jo. capacity 
~s)if~l,y exist in 'the §opth)i~:a~o'o/':, Tn~ JdrafJ Repoi1 ~~~cus:i~es t~e South !vfiaq.QW 
generally as a source ar.ea of conlmPt1?~t~QI?-. HRweyer, t~e t'i~l~tenceonhese drums with 
black tar-like residue and potenthllly others, as noted, should be specifi"cally evruuated as a 

, source, ~,efl fQrcon~~jl1atiol}' " f', ' . /: 

, ~ 1 " - :;. ," " • i ( ,- ',! , ' ;. ; ! 

16. ,Page 3,-27, Section 3.3.2.5: T:he tex, in thls'~ect}o"n refers to;Table ~:~.fQr.infonn~ti9n, 
pertaining to the geometric mean hydraulic conductivities for various un.lts: and to taJ,J'te' 3-6 
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fQr calculated grQundwater velQCities. These Tables appear as Tables 3-4 and 3-5, 
respecti~elY. P1eas,e, check fQr cQnsist~ncy Q~the refere~~~s; and edit as i~?~cated: , 

17. Page 3<n"Sec~iQn }5! This ~t:c~iQn refe!s.tQ Frenf~S~e~ and the Qld S,,;amp ~v~r,:, 
Whicll 'are sutf~ce wate~ feahire,s'at'~AS Sqtitn,W~~giftp:' Pleas<che¢*?rt~'1eviskas:" 
necessary to' llesdtibe {eatttresafSite 08.' .(; 'i" ( , "1' ,; , " , 

18. Figures 3-] 0 and 3-11: These twO' figures present the grQundwater PQtentiQmetric surface fQr 
twO' diffetenttimes blthe year in 2008,/,but they dO' nQt distinguish between Qverburden y 

grQundwater'elevation and bedrock grQundwater elev~tiQn. Please edit the figures to' 
differentiate the CQntQurs (i.e., different cQ1Qrs) based Qn Qverburden and bedrock 
grQundwater eievatiQri~. . 

19. Pagt'r 4-3; Secfion'4. T: Iftlhe 1st paragrapnafier'ilie l)llne1s~-fht:rtext iriaicate~s~f1iaf rejected " 
results'are repQrted as' a number with a' i'R,j qualifiet. 'Rejected resUlts shduld be rePQrted 
with just the "R" qualifier and nO' number sO' that the!tesult is nQt inatlvertently us~d.· 

20. Page 4 .. 9,8ectiQn 4.1.'1:4:- The' last sentence in the panigiaph under the table orithis page iJ 
incomplete: 1 ,.'. ", ' i "l",! '," ", (,:,\' "':, • 

}. "/' F t ?, } 

21. Pag'e 14-49, SeotiQn 4.2.6:T'he text refers the reader tb Tables 2-9a 'and 2:~b tfQt"field . .: i " 

patamet6rs'recorded in 'cQnjunctiQn with'lQw:"flQW sampling. 'Theselt~bles are'rabciled 2'-10 
and gq 1"as t!Tey appeadn the;Tables sectiQn.' Please checkf6r cQnsistencyiah~'edit as" . 
necess'aty. ',' '.;', \, " I",,,,, ' ',' '," ", .,'",! ," ": 

; ! ' " ! : 

22. Table '4..:6:: A:ccbrding tQ'the surface soil data in Table 4-6, it dQeSndt'appear that tltere Were 
ahy-auplicate samples colleCted. Please indicate how many auplicah::>samples we're'collected 
and shQW which samples had duplicates in Table 4-6. 

,l'· 

23. Tables 4:.10 and ~;-11! There are nO' units (Le. uglL) associated' with tIre 'analyti9a1 results. " 
.' , 

24. Table 4-23: Please identify fish cQncentratiQns as dry weight Qr wet weight. 
" f _ . ' , - I ~ 

25. Figute 4-1: Theteappeais to beanincQiisistency inthis pgurehased on't11e valuesiInhe'tags 
versus the maxlmutrl v~iue crttehQn lised (51 d I-lg/Kg)';"wlii~Ii :appi:l~s~tbhe iHeSireet;MQst 
Qf the tag values exceed the criteriQn. Please alsO' review the individual sample lQcatiQn 
cQlQrs, because at least twO' IQcatiQns (SB 11 0 and SB l33) shQuld have cQlQred symbQls ifthe 
maximum value is 282,900 (at SB 127) as it appears to' be. 

26. This figure indicates tha~ the RIDEM screening criteriQn fQr ETPH is 500 mglkg. 
FQr clarificatiQn, RIDEM's residential regulatQry threshQld fQr TPH is 500inglkg, which is 
cQmpQsed QfbQth gasQline and diesel range Qrganics, nQt just ETPH. The dQcument shQuld 
make this clear. The same CQmment applies to' Figure 4-20. 

27. Figu'nY 4':11: Please check the' screening criteriQn v~lue Qf 240'itgtkg. It shQuld apparently 
be220 I-lglkg.' " ,. 
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28. Page 5-11, Section 5.2.1: Please expand the discussion of the principal COGs, at the site to 
include 1,1, I-TCA, Becau~eJhis compound is found at upgradient interfa.ce and Qedrock 

, ' , - - ' , 

m~n~!Brik!g.Y(eV~,(~·g·i, MW-97~) .a~,cQlJ.f~:Q-tri\~ionsjn exc~,~4q;t}.pe;Q[the M,c;~? andi ' ~ 
bec',hise it is likely the '~p:ireriJ" ,of l~ l-DCA (whichis, djgcu,s$ed,inctpjs s~ptjQn), its ."lses,and 
general properties 'are relevant to the doc.urnent: ' , 

,I' , . < 

29. Page's',,22,·Section 5.h.i.8: Jh~ tit1~ of this sqbsc9tion refers ,to DNA.'rG., but th~ qiseu§,sj<:)n 
in the'text',only co.ncems LNAR L., 'Rlease c4epk ~o:r:consistency apd t/dit fis nCf?ded. 

30. Page 5-26 ~'5~28, S~ction 5.'3.4: The section 'on the fate and transport of PCBs d0es »ot offer 
any discussion ofpote1'1tia1 source(s) of the compounds detected on the site. Is there any 
sp.~\l1~ti9l\,W,ith~.rfgarq, to $,i;~e,y.se, rel~as~isc~,nario~, etc) (, 'J;3Y, wJ~at meansmi.g11~ the PC)31i 
have 90p1,e tobe,presentin:'~xposep suqsur~ac,y" soils (P/il,ge 4-1,~; Section 4.1.3A),at 
concentiati?ns of the 9l;deLof, sev,~ral mg!kg? 

31. Page,5-3Q,'sectiQn.5.3.5: Tbe text;stat~s, " ... the distribution of metals in Site media 
suggests that' thelrpresen~e is largely not Site-related." This follo~s immediateiy,afipr a, " 
good discussion of the sensitivity of metals mobility in groundwater to redox conditions. It 
shou,ld n~i1'\0t~d,l1er~ tb,at,~hil~,Jh~. f'pre~~pe:' :ofAs"I!e, an4Mn mayn?t b;e Sit9.-relat~; to 
th~ ext~pt, th:;tt ~l;tese" ~!,tf11feut~ artt ,Uk~~)jprese~t .natwaVYl in thy. ,Si te spil andr p~drq~k, ,tl;tci:r;· " 
conc\'.\n~~t!0Jl~, il,1 grPllHd,~t,ltffr; IJtay,~:\{e,rx,~ep ~e§vonJ~~¥ i:~;f;lue,twed,j:{y $~te i~paQts, i I:p 
particular, there is abundant eVlqence of release of organic'compound~ (e.g., petrole~, ",' 
hydrocarbons) ,at the site, which, in turn, may have driven the groundwater toward more 
redp.cing;co,nditions dqei!o.rniyrobial a$?tiyity consl.lming:electro.n.~cctptor~ in ,the procy,ssof 
brea;ki.ng ,QOWl,l t1;tH,',qrgapics.I:!;l, thissense, elev;ate4lll;etals qta,y be considered a'site impact. 

j ~ , "., -", " 

- ( >, 

32. Page 8-36, Section 8.5: The last paragraph identifies the unacceptable human health risk 
concef!1~.to Q,eaddresiled by the feasibility Study.,,,However, the ecological 'risk,eoncerl,ls 
need t~ '~lso be itemized here.' " , 

, i 

33. Appendix G: This appendix was not included in the draft report. Please submit the data 
valid,ation rn~moranda to EPA f9.f review prior to the i~suance of the praft:F,il1~l Report, ~o , 
th.atth~'~,lvab.,Pe,r~view;edfQr adeq:uacy.; :' . 
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Human Health Risk Assessment Comments: 

General Co'mments: ,,~ ,.' ',' i , 1,' ' . ,'", .' n ,",' 'j 

, i ,. It~ •. , ' 

1. The EP~ regidnal'screerling tev~fs;Mso(h!(~iT~if'tb..irttth~::dr~ft t~p;ort its6~k'Ri4ff~ Nati6n~] 
'Laboratory eORNI;) screening leve1s,wete'updated'lu' Apnl 20M ~d' are:pbfitea' on'tHe,EP A 
Region 3 website at http://www,epa.gov/reg3hwmd/rlsk!human/rb~ ',: ,,' '. 
concentration table/index.htm. Please confirm that the Draft ~eport reflects these updated 
screening 'levels. ' ;, " ", " ' 

. : ',J J 

2. Although'it has been a practice of using 112 of the reporting limit as ,~ proxy concentration 
for calculating EPC for non-d~tects, this practice is now discouraged for many disadv9l1tages. 
The EPCc~lculatioris shouldb~ re-run: usnfgEPA's PtoUCL versiqn 4'.ob.D~ softWa~~~'Which 
provide'S ~fhlodttl~;,that 'replaces '~(m!':d'ot~crfesrilts'\~ith' sUIToga'f6' yMue~Mbad~a, bfithe 'o'Vetall 
distribution 6f the' dafa: The 'resulting E.P(:s might be different th~ if 112 of th~ rePortIng 
limit is used; depending oflthe'data disttibution. The latesfProTjCL !:ltatisti'cal',software ' 
uhdatels avaihrble at the fn1I6'wing'website: http;//WWw.epa.gov/nerr~sdl/t~c/TSC·fonft.htm. 

, • ;:.." ~i~ ,; \ " i c. j'.' , ',~ ~}~ • '-1, ';',},' )j:' ~"\. ., •. ;~ 

Specific CO.qlments: 
, ''', 

1. "Pag~·:gSu9·; Sectioh E;,:' Pleas~'corlec(tQ.e 'stll\liIhitydf P9teriH~1)receptdf;froups 'to sh6i~ 
curre'hiimdfutUre ~cenh:Ho~ fdr illdt\stiiat wotlHh-s::adoldscent tres~«S'seifand;'rgtrealtlJi1itl 

. users~·ihPl~a:s'e<also' lliseuss iiIy' ~d\r!etse; 'cillicer,cltfect$fo hJe' ~~riticip!:ite'(f6FIi6t' via!tIfe"\r~p8r 
intnisi0rii'exP·O'sute'pathWaY1nfo-irrdci"dr~itf.ftdrH'gtOMdwh:tet a:rrifsdilk' ',3, ','~i;' 

• ':>' t ' ~'i )' c: <'~ -t 11 , ;:~ '." (:: C?J' .. ;: I :(' ~ ,,;J-j{; " ~,Jl':""'" 

2. 'PageJ6:'~j3,':3~ction fi'.2.4.1 0:" PI6ase ir#date tlieIEUBR'Mdd~l~foi le~d':t6:"2:Q()1,tliethost 
updated User's {}Jidt\: See 'htfu:IIWWW~epa,igo~/super:fund;lead/ptbduttsfugleUbk3'2·:paf.· 
'Ple'ase;'cfieektli~ EPA webP~ge lroh1t1ie'1'~dlIDi~a1 Revi~~'W~rkgrouIffor;rrlore tdceritW 
updated giliilaI1ce' oil Ma~: See ht , 1:#'; , ; vis ,j, '!erttuldJl 'rpdubts~htinWdset: 'To 
address periddiC expdstrrei6r'a:d6'leYcetit'lte~pa r~'Ht\vbrketidb Ie ';'pr~as'~ use EPA? 
OSW~R guidanc~ in Assessing, Intermittent or Yariable ,Exposures at Lead Sites, EP .{\:-540-

. R .:.03-008/0SWER'#9285 :7:'76; Nbvetnber 2003. ; This 'guIdance 're2oinmenHsthe tirbi~-
weigJitinka~~t~'~ch~heh assessing intemlitte~t ~xpbsuf~s. S~e,j ;'1' ": f , 

"htt :MWww'.e 'a:'dViJu erlundlheal'tbYcdrttam'Hianf~!leadY r itWai fimtl'lnov20 
Please revise the risk calculation for the'receptor~ wiUi 1nte" lltenF~xt1<iistirfkt6~' 
this approach. 

';{ f\;~~ 

3: P" . 6i:.38 Section 6.4~. 1': Please"r~Vise the senten¢e for tl1&'$e~tmd e4u.aii8fi'as ;follotvs~'l'If 
the' b\re'equatidktbsiilte'd'iii;ailI~CR gteatehhaii 0:0'1, the (61I6wipg\6rre~hltequatfQA \:vas 
{rseel".' ~fteitHe: 'etluati'pn; pleise add tliis 'sentehde: "Thi's equation i~; consistynr~itli tiie 
linyar 10w-dose'molie1:" 'Please'correct the tw6 'equations 'at tlie;lJottom ofihi§ page as' 
follows: "HQ (Estimated Exposure lntake) / RID" artd "HQ = (Exposure (:on~entra~iqJ1) / 

:'Rre:~'; i' ~ J It' ,;; ';"~ .,~., 7 :' .,. ,"'~"'. :" ':.,) ~ ',r;'-'·. ,(' '~'f;, ' 

4. Page"6-3'9, Sedi'On6.4.2: Th~'riskrtiMageinent discrissi·on' in tpe faSt paragraph 'on this page 
'shoUld not be'indtrided in the RI'rep6rt: ' .",' " ';' ;1 '. , ,,' 
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/" 

5. Section 6.4.3.7: Please revise the discussion on risks from lead to reflecPh~,r~v.isedt" " .. 
;, If" ., "".' 1!"~.'" ,~ f ,_ r ' ',.'j , 

calculation for intermittent exposures using the time-weighting approach as mentioned'in the 
.c8m;rn~w, ~l;J~n;e fOF ~e9t~0t;l9.~.4/~~0; W~th,:~~~ l;~yi~e~. Cl;l,~9,ulat,i<?.q,,~he r;i~k,:f,r~W,!-,exp?~\lre to 
lY~4 for1:i.ypothl;:tic~l: ~¥sldppt, repre:atiHn~l,u~:er.s( wo~\<~r, or adp Ie scent" tie~tP,ass~r~. might be 
of concern. 

1·.' ,..',' 

. , 

6. Page 6-59, Section 6.6: Please use the equ~tions in RAGS Bto calculate t}le,site-specific 
preliminary remedial goals (PRGs). Although the equation presented on page 6-59 would 
re.sult in the sam~ values, it does not show the specific parameters used to get those values. 

7, . ~abi.e ~"J3:, :EPA;'equ'i~es use oftoxicity valij~s fr9m, Calif,on;iia EP.A.for.tyt~achloroethene 
(PCE), and trc.Nor(),E\~¥l)}e"CfCE) for,C9:r.C,$cre~11~ngllf}d Pls~~a1<;lll~t~op;",,, tlrWs i~ con,si~tent 
with the 2003 EPA OSWER Directive 928~.7-53 regardinghUUlan health toxicity values to 
us~, CaIEP~ t?xiciW'v~!~es a;s p~er-reviewed ;fi:Yt 3 y~I\lYs in, risk as,s~ssme'n~. See / .. 
htW:llr~s.ornLgov/homepage/hhmeIl1p.pd£ U~il).g thes9 v~h,le,s, tIie, t~r~e.tyapor intrusion 
overburden bedrock groundwater screening values would be 0.55 jlglL and 2.89 jlglL for 
PCE and TCE, respectively. Please revise the values in the table. 

8. T":~~~i~-,~5: .. ~left~e,re,::\s~ tpe ~~n~yt. vapor ipgusjpnbeqro9k groun~~l;lt~r ssreen~l1g t<?(dGity 
val\~~s fC;)l;e,et~ylhellfe1').~, rCE~ TCE, and vinyl p~H~ri,d<i? tq 3.04 J,!.glL, '0.55 jlg/L,2:89 ""'WL, 
an<;l 0.5. jlgIL,:t:~spectiy.~ly ... CalEP A toxicity, values . are. used tp c;;a1culate the screening values 
f.or ethylbe:Qzene, p¢I;t, ~9 'fhP' ,f9~ vjnYt9hiqri~r' ~tJt~ ~HeElnin~ vf\:l)-W~ ,~,y c,alYl.JlatRd . 
baSed 0,11 toxicity values representing c,ontinuous lifetime expo'sure dunng 'adulthood: These 
values are suggested,tqlls~ i1'). ri~.k a:~~ess11lenU<?.,~,<;l#te~~)1q~h oral ane4 ~,J?ha~;;t#()Piro)l~eS qf 
exposure., Tlw le~son beifl,g is that the "contmuo~u( exposure fr,qm birth" tQxicity 'vahies are 
onlyrelpvaItt to e~PQsirr~~\t~atrjU'e for a fui,~:,4{<itit::\W or: 70 years. ~inc~ ,th,ti ~~p:.<W'1r~Hluration 
charaq!,eristic ofmos;t qERCL,A.risk evaluati.on is typically 30 ye¥,~ Qr le&s, H.ts qlofe 
appropri~te to l-ise, ~e ':coptiUlJPlts lif,e~im~ exposure, durin.g adu~tl;to!?~:l': yalll:~sl " 

~ .' ,. ~~ ,. ,'. ;-,'" ~, " ' t ~!~. ' 1 ~ ,- 'l , 

9. Table 6:-20:.,Please .. ,re,vise this ~able to reflec;.t thef;'Quantitative" analysis, r9r the follqwing 
scenarios: Adolescent trespas'sets: dennal;co,nt~pt 'Yith sUrface w:ate,r;' A~;ul~.t,respassers;' 
ingestion 9f &. dennal cqntact ,with sedi;Illent; an<;l Childladu\t recre1ti,q~al ,4~er~: ),Pge,sti':m of 
fisn. This revision will also l?e consisJent with, T.ahlt?' ~-21! ' " 

10. Table 6-25: The values provided in the table accurately reflect the values in RAGS E but 
the[~,l;lJ'e.a;~Q-»plep.oilJ.t~ t4,at ~~eq tOlJe clwified. ;Please clarify hp~, ili.epel111a1. Absorptioll 
fr~eti?'n. ~(fs'ii~'ed,£qr ch~ic~lswitp ~l\:or'zer~ Ui the CQIUnw·\iWA9-ditiQi1,;~osfp(th~·. 
values ,ljsted forpAl:l;s ar~ ~~. ;~GS E, provide~, v.aJlJ,es, for all, ~,tr. I?¥a.t¥etffrs in this table 
f.or P,AHs., Pleai)eexHl~i:p wh~Jh~&e value~ wer~ ,not 41:c1uded,i\1 thi~ tfl.b,~e. / ; 

11. 'Table 6,.27: The ~alues 'in this tabl~ ac~~ately r~flect those r~c~~ended i~ EPA (20P2' and 
2009), It should be n.oted, ho~ever, that site;;'specific foe values have been measured at the 

i W~C; "S,ity.';.,A,llite\,~p£pjfi9 f9c' Ko~ sP-lf~F~,soAI.?flq,9~Q w,as, p.se4e tp, !;alqul~.t,y earthw,qrpJ., 
BAFs; ip the ecolo~ical risk assessment .. Pleqsp exp~~i!l why a site,-sp~,~,U1R ,f.o.c, }W~S, p.ot u.sed 
t.o calculate the volatilization factor.. 
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Ecological Risk Assessment Comments: 

General Comments: 
• ~ > '~. 

. , ; 

1. EP A dde~: h-9t ~~reici Wit!I: ili,~, N"~~Y"s' h~t¢r,Pf~tatlhnor t6~h~iiy"te~ts; i~ thIs: c,~~ e,aith'o/brln 
'arid sediment toxicity-tests. 'The "80% surVival riIl~" that no significant risk is ipdicatbd'if 
there is 80% sllryi~alin asite salpple seems to remove the possibility of a growth'endpoint, 
and it e1imina~es'the ability to's~i a dose-response from non-lethal to lethal endpoints. EPA's 
approach, as spelled' out in the various 'EP A toxicity teSting manuals, 'is to statistically 
compare site sample results for survival against the reterence. If there is a' st~tistical 
difference, there is an effect. If there is a survival effect, there is no need to JodI<' for a 
growth effect. For samples without a survival effect, compare growth of site samples against 
the refer~c~" if th~re is 'a sigpifi~ant difference, there IS ah eff~tt. . EPA, is Jairly' certain that 
no agreerdent Was made with the Nav)i'that' growth 'effects wbiird"iici{1:)~'bo'hsia'etedlhh . 
~ample with 80% survival. ' 

2. EP A has pointed out previous'Iy'that straight regression' ariaJysls is unlikely to give any clear 
association betweeri site contaminarits and toxicity in situations iwith'multlpte'Cdnfaminants 
and few samples. There are simply too many variables. A more sophisticated statistical 
approach is warranted to tease out associations. The Navy should consider condllcting some 

, other statistibal analysis, such a,s'priridpal compclneilt ai1:aly~is or othe:tifiliHlvariate analysis' 
here.",'!' , ; ,"", ",·LI, ',t, " "",,", ' '," ',' ""',,: 

, , 
i "t _ : ! t '. :, 'c' ,; , :-:." ,> - ~ ,t 1'. '. " ~: '!,,'" ,-; . ' ' I. h)/, .' \." '. ,~~ ! 

3. the risk to aquatic organIsm's should be revised to in~lude a compan~on of n1~~Ured 11sn 
"t1s~ue dbric'eilttatlons' to, Critical Body Residue (CBR) !v~ltfes' tfo:r:fisti~ ~Tli.i~ sh6'ui'd' b{ddne 

J wh~fil\lei fish data aie~~~il~bte tb tncaSuH:::ri'SK to fi~h baseloti;th~i~:b6dY'btirden. ' 
. -;' , t '; , '" ;, ' ": ' .. ' : 1./ \,: ' . J '" ~ ,I: , ~, 't 

Specific Com~ents: ' 
! . 

1. Page 7-2, Section 7.2.2: Please add the depth of the pond, in'order to lieiter'itnd'erstand 
potential exposure to sediment. 
,'t • 

2. Page 7 -4, 'Section 7.'3.1:' Ple~se ci~rifywhether'waler b~nc1nn'arks were adjusted for 
hardness."" ,'"" , ' ,F l' ," " 

'\, ' 

, ' 

3." Section 7.3.4.1: Metals bencliinar~ comparisons should b~ summarized here., 

4. Page 7-10, Section 7.3.4.3.: The fourth bullet states that 16 inorganics'wete teiaiIied as­
COPCs. Table 7-8 has only 15 inorganic COPCs identified., Please correct the text. 

" ' • I ~ " , :', ' " ,- , , ~._' 

5. p'age 7'-16, 'SectiQn 7.3.4.4: The potentUiIeffects. ofp AH,s w6'~'ld bebettef understood for 
wildlife if HM\XfpAHS','tMW P AHs, 'and'total P ARs ~ere evaItiated i'n tlie food chaih ' 
models. Bencln:nark screening jdentified these.chemical grO\lPS as COPCs, TRVs are 

.. presdnteq fdHhesegroups, and'aJ3AF is provided for total PAE;IS.' Uptake and HQs;' , 
n.owev6r;'werenot calcaUtteu'fot the'«iiidllf6 rec~ptcirs. 'preas~i!ddthein to tHe fo:od' chain 
models:' In additiori,pleltse'idtplairl why TPH/GRO,'and''0RO'w'e~e not 'evaluated Iff,the 

, " ): .: '1, I -!' , '. I .. '. !' 
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food ,chain models. Potentially, sufficient information does not exist to mode] these 
parameters. If so, explain that in the report. , 

6.p,a&~ ·2 ~'t 1 ~ 7}1':rS,~~t~2? ,,7 6} ~, ~Pf e,:v;a!\l!:ifi,?P; ?r.)P9t7mi~1 ri~.~}R.pI~t,? i~ ~uRl?0rt~d,~Y a., 
qlJ.,ahta~l'xe~gutnent t~atpla~ts ;:tppear, to b~'h~,~lthy ,~nd t4qt th~re IS q~se'plant 'growtli on-

", }, <" ; _ " f -' ~ ~ t . ..-',; , ," 1 ~', 0 • .. "_' .: ., .. ," • • " ; • '; • . ' , ,-, -,. 

site,; EP ~ ~bs,erve~ 'a dense gp:)wth o~ P l~ts oJ}: ~~tfl 4pw~v,~r,; rhl+l1x.~e ipvasjye'species ' 
typIC a] ,of dIsturbed and/or degraded SItes. In addItIon, the argulll~nt tliat chemIcals are less 
available in the fief\f than in the ll:lboratory is pe,culiar, and would suggest that no laboratory­
derived benchmarks are valid. Please provide a lllore robust argument fQr not evaluating 
toxici~y to ,plants ftirther.,: ' . 

7. P~ge '7 -13,Se~hon. 7:4.2. t" The elimination of carbazole 'a~d dibenzo,furan is prem:ature ftt 
thissta!:?e ?n4~ ri~k asse~sment. , ' , ", , " ' 

8. Section 7.4.2.2: As discussed in the Ecological Risk Assessment General Comment 1 above, 
EP 1>;, does not agref;! ,With thejrtt~fPretation of toxicity test results presented by the Navy. It 
appearstbaf ~ffect~ bas~d or'P AB concentra,tions may be ~derestimated usirtg Navy , 
methQd~. ',' 

9. P(l,gej~jZ;'Se~tiQn7A.5:i'Thl~Ji~~ tj,s~~e~am.pl~ ~ize mfty no.t be ap.~qu~te to confidentlr 
.estimate"the 'Ciietary'tiptake"o'(COPC lor piscivoro~s::wll4!ife. 'Tl1e VI, ork pran ptopose4'three 
composite fish tissue whole b94y ,~~ple~ f~r the pond, blJ;t on~y tyvo were, coll~cted, ~o the 
d~ta,f1eedid~nti~ed i~ !~e,W?rk'Pla,9:!yas,~ot met '~le~einclude the num?'erspffisll , 
,?Pf!~pt<rdfor ~%\11 co~pPfi~e If}S. W~ll ~~: the. si,~~s ,~f \h~, tn4iv~~~a.I· fis.~ co l1\?,t~~, .~~ ~~!t,he 
~dequ~~Y; of :he, Q.Rll1P9,SI~e ,sfl11tp~es, c~, ~~ Q,~~tr~}fg4~~~f9~d. ,¥~se~ O? a t:9y\ew 'of t~~ ,J 

mformatlOn, I~ may be 'necessary to consider lIterature BCFs andlor filet data from other fish 
collected at the site. The filet data had significantly higher concentration,s of ~'pme COPCs 

'. '. 11 ' ''O:'.~'' . ' +" 

(e.g., DDx, PCBs, and mercury), which is an indication that the whole body data may not 
prpyid,e tm.ftdeq~~t,e;ly prot~ctiVf look a~ 'p()~~nti~l r'~~i: 'f \ 

10. Page 7-38, Section 7.4.5: Aluminum and iron were eliminated as risk driv~rsfor the robin 
and shrew baseq. on comp,aJj~.Qns to bacl}g:rounq .. Bec~u~e the statistical co~pariso)1s to 
background de not clearly show that altunlnum and iron are not site related: additi,<;mal 
arguments should be provided in the test. For aluminum, please include a stateme~f thit the 
form of alumin1,l1.11, g;t(ner~,IJy ,founQ ii~ l1;ature \S le~~ toxic than t4e~0rm,~psed, iIi tox~city te~ts 
(see the Eco sst document for alummum). For Iron, please add a statement about IrQn bemg 
an ,essential nutrient,. . ,,', , _ 

. , ,1 ,,! ~ ·i:" ) , . _ ~_ ' , '" i ~ ':_ .; I ,. '- ,_,' " 

11. Page 7-38, Section 7.4.5: The last sentence of the tliird paragraph states: "Therefore, risk to 
m,aJll.Ptfl;l~ an~ ~ird~.fr9Pf\!tAes$'l JP.;e,taJs ~~P9~sibl51": Ptea~e,ch~ge ~is ~o ''unaccept~bl~ 
ri~~:' to 4i~Nn&llish ,t~w~~.GPI?,C from qthet~ JPf. Whiclf ri~k(i~, ffl$6:po,s~jQle·\., . .,' ., ". . ;",. - " -" . 

- (1, ,'.'., .; ~ i..,,' ., . '_ ., {, <,I ' 

12. Page)-AO:'Section 7,4.5:.The,leXt i1).dicat~s that, tlie' miilJ<. .. w~)UJ4lik;ely qbtairiJes$than~5 
.. ,,(p~t~~t!t 9tit~ {99ft ,i);p~' tA~'~$Cp9~4~,~~ j'~~"~R~xJtui~~~{~ J~'R~a,?F~~;:~4~J}F; ~9r,~~g~'~f the 

pond lsJ{;?iflcr~s. $lm!lat;tY,J1;1eJ}.e;rQIpyould,Qbta;m,le~s j;h:m2Q% 9f* food fro:r:n the 
" 'f,"'-",; " ''''/'' \'/<' ,." .4", ,""'-: ',~' """'!-;,,',t l ""/}, '-<; 'lft""'( 

NUSC Pond. The result IS that calculated HQs would be lower. Because It IS possIble that 
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the mink. and heron would forage in the pond disproportionately i(the surrounding habitat is 
not good, the argument should be enhanced with a description of suitable habitat for mink 
and heron in areas surrounding the NUSC pond." , 

-:. ' • ' - < • • "'. - ',. \" _\' ,~-', ". " < ' " .' , " 

13. Table 7-1: EPA uses both central tehdency.(me'an) and reasonabkmaximuin (95% UCL) 
risk calculations in a BERA to better define and characterize risk. Use of average' alone does 
not provide an upper bound or a sense of the' overall data distribution with respect to risk. 

14" Table 7-3: EPA has toxicity thresholds for AVS/SEM that can be ,used in this table to 
evaluate the A VS/SEM data. 

I 

1 S. Table 7-5: Selection of 1 % incidental soil ingestion for the shrew is not conservative, given 
a range of 0.9 to 3.0. Please use an average ofthese values. 

J' , ! 

16. Table 7-6: According to Table 7-6, 22 surface water samples wera.collected. Table 4-18, 
however, only presents surface water data for 14 samples. Please clarify where the data for 
the other 8 samples are so that the summary statistics can be confirmed. 

17. Table7-7: There appears to be a slight discrepaIfcy in the sediment data presented in Section 
4 (Tables 4-20 and 4-21) and the data summarized in Table 7-7. The data in Tables 4-20 and 
4-21 showed that for benzo(a)pyrene, for example, the frequency of detection should be 
24/28, not 22/26, and the average concentration should be 556 ug/kg, not 575 ug/kg. These 
seem to'be minor differences but the appare?t discrepancy should be explained. ' 

18. Table 7-'12: The listed plant and invertebrate benchmark for'4,4"-DDT, 4,4'-DDE, arid total 
DDDIDDEIDDT is 12,000 uglkg, citing the Canadilin Soil Quality Guidelines for Plants and 
Inv'ertebrates. Please provide a referehce for this information. According tb the Canadian 
Soi1 Quality Gui<,ielines for the protection of Environmental and Human Health (CCME 
2006), 12,000 ug/kg is the screening value for commercial and industrial land use. A value 
of 0.7 uglkg is provided for agricultural and residential/parkland uses'. The Navy should 
consider using these CCME screening values and discuss the appropriateness of these values 
in the text. Also, please clarify where the soil arid plant benchmarks for mercury originated. 
Finally, the footnotes say that Appendix F has background information for soil/plants, 
however this information is not present in Appendix F. 

_ 't t ? , ,:t {. • 

19. Tables 7-13 to 7-17: Please indicate if survival and growth are statistically different from 
reference. It is often helpful to list chemicals exceeding screening benchmarks below a list 
of toxic samples to help identify potential risk drivers. Table 7-17 requires more 
information. \ 

20. Figure 7-2: Please add a mark to the surface water ingestion box for invertevorous birds and 
mammals to be consistent with th'e measurement endpoints for that receptor group. 

21. Appendix I: In the table ofNOAEL and LOAEL TRVs for terrestrial wildlife, no avian 
TRys are provided'forbis(2-thylhexYI)phthalate. Values are provided, howev~r, in Sample 
at a1. ('1996) (1.11 mg/kg':d'and 11.1 mg/k:g:d). Please add these values to the table:' 

11 




