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Re:  Draft Remedial Investigation for Site 08
Navel Undersea Systems Center (NUSC) Disposal Area
Naval Station, Newport, RI
March 2009

Dear Ms. Johnson:

EPA has reviewed the document entitled “Draft Remedial Investigation for Site 08,
Navel Undersea Systems Center (NUSC) Disposal Area, Naval Station, Newport, RI,”
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 Drafl
Report documents the findings and data from the investigation, includes a hurnan 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 bealth
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 finalize the RI Report and begin the Feastbility Study at this site.

Toll Free + 1-888-372-7341
Intemet Address (URL) « hitp://www.epa.gov/regiont
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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.

Sincerely, . ¢ ¢
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ﬁ Mmug-{)
“Ginny Lomb

Remedial Pr t Manager
Attachment

cc: Paul Kulpa, R DEM
. Comelia Mueller, NAVSTA Newport
" Stephen Parkef, TINUS T
James Forrelli, TtNUS
Chau Vu, EPA
Bart Hoskins, EPA
Steve DiMattei, EPA
Todd Finlayson, Gannett Fleming



EPA Comments on
Draft Rémedial [nifestlgatmn for
Site 08 Navel Undersea Systems Center (NUSC) Disposal ‘Aread
Naval Statlon, Newport RI ‘ o
( March 2069 oo T

General Comments:

1.

Beneficial Reuse of Groundwater EPA’s expectatlons for addressmg groundwater as stated

“in the’ NCP is. to rétarn usable groundwaters to ‘their beneﬁmal uses wherever pract1cable

withiti a time franié that is reaSOnable g1Ven the particular c1reurnstances of the 51te When
restération of groundwater 1s ‘fiot practlcable EPA expects to prevent ‘further mlgratlon of the
pluirié, prevent exposure to' thie contamlnated groundWater and evaluate further risk *
reductions. As such, the cleanup expectatron for groundwater at'the NUSC Dlsposal Arca
would be to achieve MCLs across the site. “Therefore, the staterm ents in the Draft Report
referencmg the potential use of Site groundwater as drinking ‘water a8 ah “{in¢értainty” that

“may greatly over-estimate risk to potentlal future residents” should be deleted. In addition,
the Draft Report dlscusses the R]DEM s state groundWater clas51ﬁcat10n system 1nd1cat1ng
water and half of the ‘drea is cIasS1ﬁed as “GB”, ~wh1ch is not sultable for drlnklng water
without treatmént. . Note that RIDEM ddes not have afi approved Comprehensive State
Groundwater Protectlon Prograrﬁ (CSGWPP) and these state groundwater classiﬁCatlons do
not change the NCP‘ requlrement to meet MCLS e

l :'Geo physical Investlgatlon of thé Paved Storage Area The geophys1cal ihvestigation of the
"Paved’ Storage ‘Ared covered only approX1mately half of this area due to'the presence of
stored itefns that prevented a full mvestrgauon of these areas. Four anhomolies that are

poténtial burled ‘objects were mapped in the Pavéd Open Storage Area. Page 2-13inidicates
that test pits iri the Paved Storage Ared wete not performed because it ¢ ‘would be logistically
cumbersome, disruptive, and due to weather constraints.” Page 8-2 indicates that the Navy
did not further investigate these anomolies because they conclude fror the R1 data that
“significant release of contamination has not occurred at any of the four anomolies.”
Although the latfer- posmon was not substaiitiated in the Draft Report, this position was
detailed in a March 11, 2009 letter report submitted by’ Tetra Tech, on behalf of the Navy

"entltled “Paved Open Storage Aréa Data Réview.” Con31der1ng the March 11, 2009 letter

and the information presented in the Draft Report EPA"does not agree that the remedial

‘ 1nvest1gat10n supports ‘that no slgmﬁcant releases have occurred iti' this area. The Draft
_Repott ackfhowledges that the Paved Storage Area’covers edrlier p0551ble fill areas. In, :
add1t1on monitdrmg well MW-02B'i is located w1thn’1 the Paved Open Storage Atea and MW-
103 is 1mmed1ate1y domg'r‘ad;tent of thé Paved Open Storage Area and these two wells have

the greatest drsenic in groundwater concentritions found at the site. Tn ‘addition, a number of
VOCs are conmstently detected m* groudeater downgradlent of'thd Paved Storage ‘Afea,
The presence of groundwater contarn‘matloh‘ in conj’unctmn With'the known hlstorlcal ﬁlhng
activities that becuired | in these areas, mdjcates that'a potentlally 31gn1ﬁcant c0ntam1nat10n
source may exist within eitherthe Paved Open Storage Atea ot the Paved Gated Storage
Area Th order to support a Feas1b111ty Study, further invéstigation of these dreas 1s '



warranted. Remedial alternatives. for the solls underlying these areas and for groundwater in
and downgradient of these. areas ean n be adequately con51dered until the anomalies found
tln the Paved Open Storage Area are eva ated and geophyswal and subsurface 1nvest1gat10ns

Groundwater Contamination from Building 179: The Draft Report documents that Building
179, upgradient from the NUSC Disposal Area site, is a source of groundwater A
contammanon Burldlng 179 is not cu;rrently regulated under the CERCLA FFA for Naval '
Statron Newport The, Draft Report mdleates that Burldrn‘ 179 oontamlnatlon IS responsrble

EPA would l%e 1o drscuss wlth tlre@ _5"116'5}1@2}@@ B,}l" ' g‘ 79. 1b
1ncorporated into the RI/FS for the NUS Drsposa] Slte or demgnated a separate Study Area
under Paragraph 31 ofthe FFA e b

report prov1des a eonceptual model or 1s domam of cont
' 5.21, Section 5.3.1.5), but fhe lacation offhe source ha identified, Ina
the body of impacted groundwater is not well constrain depth TCE | is deteoted |
.open bedrogk borings, MW;] 178, MW O3B\ and MW-l ]\8BL the deepest Qf whlch ( 118B)
extends approx1mately to,se level ft In order to_supj
be necessary to perfonn addrtronal charactenzatron to%d‘clme f

bility
1nelud1ng d1scovery,of the, locatlons of all the
,;requlred It is, n,oted that;petmleum Qdo;r \Vere detec

Chlorrnated,vola'trle orgamc compounds (VOCS) have also heen detected rn groundwater
surrounding the building 185 complex However, investigations of the known discharge



locations for Areas No. | and 4 were not conducted and no information relative to the
dlscharge locations for Area No. 2 and 3 was prov1ded

Otto Fuel: It does not appear| ‘that soil and groundwater medla were analyzed for Otto Fuel I
components as requlred by the Worl( Plan Please clanfy “The text suggests on page 8- 34
that analyses that would detect contammants associated with Otto Fuel II was completed for
groundwater from MW-124B, but Otto Fuel IT components do not appear in the' groundwater
data (able in Appendix F for this well. :

1.4 Dioxane: The mvest1gat10n did not analyze for 1 4 d1oxane n groundwater at any

sampling point. This is a data gap, because thé site l1es downgradient of a release of 1,1,1-
TCA, to which 1;4-dioxan€ was commonly added asa stabilizer. Because 1,4-dioxane is
relatively soluble and sorbs relatively weakly in comparison fo 1,1,1-TCA, it frequently
“leads” the 1,1,1-TCA, and is found well downgrad1ent of 1,1,1-TCA. Additional samplmg
and analysis is needed to charactenze 1,4- dloxane Itis recommended that monltormg wells
MW-07A/B, -101B,-103B, lO4B -105B, -04B, -122, and -03B be sampled and’ analyzed
for 1,4-dioxane, as these appear to lic on groundwater flow paths that may lie downgrad1ent
of the 1, 1,1-TCA release(s). Note that 1,4~ ﬁloxane can be ‘analyzed’ asa VOC but requlres a
heated purge or can be analyzed by 8270 S[M

Specific Comments:

1.

Page 1-9, Section 1.4.1: The second full paragraph states that Area No. 2 of the Bulldlng 185

“comiplex has the saine approximate floor area and conﬁguratlon as Aréa No. 1. However,

Figure 1-5 does not appear to show Area No. 2 at a size equivalent to Area N6. 1.
Apparently Area No. 2 has been partlally demolished, but the text does not discuss that or the
condition of Area No. 2. Please provide additional discussion rega.rdmg Area No 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 ellmmated Area’l is currently used for storage of Otto
Fuel IT and chemicals. What is the curreént spill containment and stormwater drainage system
for Area 17

Page 1-10, Sectionl.4.1: Inthe first full paragraph the reference to Areas 1 and 2 should be

to Areas 1 and 3 accordmg to F1gure 1- 5 Please teview and correct

Page 1-12, Section1.4.2: Please review and reconcile the second and third bullets — one reads

“northeast” and one reads * northwest but both ; appear to refer to the sarme area. In add1t1on
edit the discussion of these gerial photographs to 1nclude observations relative to’ the
existence of the Bu11d1ng 185 complex and the paved areas. fsa tlmelme avallable or
determmable as to when these features were constructed’? :

‘Page 1-17, Section 1.5.2.4; This section references a monitdri'ng*w’éll iristalled in the 1990’s
west of NUWC Pond. Does this we]l st1ll ex1st? Is there momtonng data from thls well that
could be cons1dered'? L '




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Page 1-20, Sectionl.5.2.5: Regarding the two suspect chemical disposal locations discussed
in the first paragraph on this page, please edit a site figure to show these two locations.”

Page l-2l Scctlon 1. 5 2 6: Regardmg the presence of the' tar l1ke substance 1t 1s not
apparent from iriformation in the report that this substance was sampled and analyzed
Please edit the document to clartfy if it was sampled and what contammants 1f any, were
found.

Page 1-21, Section 1,5.2.6: The last paragraph of this section indicates that post-excavation

bottom and s1dewall samples from the excavation of the Buried Container Area were not
collected What data does the Navy have on the levels of lead below the excavation limits?
How will this be considered in the Feas1b111ty Study?

. the removal of sml and concrete at Area No l due to the documented Otto Fuel 11 release

Page 2-9, Sect1011 2 2: The VOC sample collectlon procedure descnbed in the first full
paragraph on this page appears to provide ample opportumty for loss of VOCs prior to
sample collection. Please edit this discussion to provide any additional procedure details that
would support the contention that representative VOC sediment samples were collected w1th
minimal VOC Tloss.

Page 2 28 Sectlon 2 4.4: Please correct the typo in the first scntence May 5, 2009 should be
May 5, 2008

-

"Page 2- 37 Sectlon 2.6.1: The ﬁrst sentence 1s not complete (1t appears as 1f the last word in

the sentence 1s missing).

Frgure 2 7. The last sentence of Note #9 (so1l bormgs note) more appropnately belongs on
Figure 2-5, because there are no soil bormg locat1ons shown on Figure 2-7.

Page 3-7, Section 3.2.2: This section refers to several Figures of geologic cross-sections
completed for the site., No geolo gical cross-section was presented for the Paved Open
Storage.area. To the. extent poss1ble w1th the l1m1ted data available fOr this area; please -
provide a geolog1cal cross-section of the Paved Open Storage Area.

Page 3-9, Sect1on 3 22.1: "The test 1ndtcates ‘that TP- 103 and TP- 105 were terminated
prematurely due to health and. safety concerns and indicate that additional 55- gallon capacity
drums. llkely ex1st in the South Meadow T he Draft Report dlscusses the South Meadow
generally as a source area of contannnatron However the ex1stence of these drums w1th
black tar-like residue and potentlally others as noted, should be specrﬁcally evaluated as a

. source area for contamination.

Page 3- 27 Sect1on 3.3.2.5: The text in th1s section refers to Table 3-5 for, 1nformat10n .
pertaining to the geometric mean hydrauhc conductivities for various units, and to Table 3-6




17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23,

24.

25.F

26.

27,

for calculated groundwater velocities. These Tables appear as Tables 3-4 and 3-5,
respectwely Please check for consistency of the references and edlt as 1nd1cated

Page 3 31 Sectlon 3.5: Th1s section refers to French Stream and the Old Swamp R1Ver
which are surface water features at NAS South Weymouth Please check and revlse as
necessary to déscribe featurés at Site 08. 7 '

Figures 3-10 and 3-11: These two figures present the groundwater potentiometric surface for
two different times of the year in 2008, but they do not distinguish between overburden”
groundwater elevation and bedrock gr’oundwater elevition. Please edit the figures to'
differentiate the contours (i.e., different colors) based on overburden and bedrock
groundwatér elevat1ons "

Pagé 4-3, Section 4.1: In the 1* paragraph after the bullets, the text indicates thaf rejected
results-are reported as a number with a “R” qualifier. Rejected results stiotild be repor‘ted
with just the “R” qualifier and no number so that the'fesult is not inadvertently uséd.-

Page 4-9, Section 4.1:1:4: The last sentence in the paragraph under the table on th1s page is
1ncomplete '

T

Page 4- 49 Sectlon 4.2.6: ‘The text refers the reader to- Tables 2-9a and 2:9b for field
parameters recorded in'conjunction with low-flow sampling. ‘These'tables are labeled 2- 10
and 2-11"as they appear 1n the Tables sectlon Please check for cons1stency and edlt as’
necessary ‘ S b Free R

Table-4-6: Accordlng to-the surface soil data in Table 4-6, 1t does not appear that there were
any-duplicate samples collécted. Please indicate how maiy duplicatersamples were collscted
and show which samples had duplicates in Table 4-6.

¢

Tables 4-10 and 4-11: There are no tmits (i.e. ug/L) associated w1th tlie analytfcal results. *

Table 4- 23 Please 1dent1fy fish concentratlons as dry wel ght or wet we1ght

igure 4- 7 There appears to be an inconisistency in this figure' based on'the Values in'the tags
versus the maximuii value critetion used (5 10 ng/Kg)y, “which ? Appedrs to be indérrest. Most
of the tag values exceed the criterion. Please also review the individual sample location
colors, because at least two locations (SB110 and SB133) should have colored symbols if the
maximum value is 282,900 (at SB 127) as it appears to be. _

Figure 4-8: This figure indicates that the RIDEM screening criterion for ETPH is 500 mg/kg.
For clarification, RIDEM’s residential regulatory threshold for TPH is 500 mg/kg, which is
composed of both gasoline and diesel range organics, not just ETPH. The document should
make this clear. The same comment applies to Figure 4-20.

Figure'4-11: Please check the screemng “critérion Value of 240 pgkg. 1t should apparently
be 220 pg/kg.



28.

29,

30.

31.

32.

33.

Page 5-11, Section 5.2.1: Please expand the discussion of the principal COCs at the site to
include 1,1,1-TCA. Because this compound is found at upgradient interface and bedrock
momtorlng wells (e.g.; MW- 07A/l) at, coneentratlons in exceedance of the MCL, and: - ..
becduse it is hkely the parcnt” of 1,1 -DCA (whlch is discussed.in. th1s sectlon) its uses and
general properties are relevant to the document.

Page. 5 22 Sectlon 5, 3 1.8: The t1t1e of thls subsectlon refers to DNAPL but the discussion
in the text only concerns LN, APL Please check for consistency and edit as needed.

Page 5-26 — 5-2& Section 5.3.4: The section on the fate- and transport of PCBs does not offer
any discussion of potential source(s) of the compounds detected on the site. Is there any
speculation with regard to slt,e use, release,scenarios, etc,?. -By what means might the PCBs
have come to be present in. exposed subsurface” soils (Page 4-18, Section 4 1.3, 4) at
concentrations of the order of several mg/kg?

Page 5-30, Section.5.3.5: The text states, * .. the distribution of metals in Site media
suggests that their presence is largely not Slte-related This follows immediately aftera ..
good discussion of the sensitivity of metals mobility in groundwater to redox conditions. It
should be noted here that, while the “presence” of As, Fe, and Mn may not be Site-related, to
the extent that these elernents arg.likely present naturally in the Site soil and:bedrock, their:,
concentrations in groundwater, may.very, well be. strongly influenced by site impagts.: In .,
part1cular there is abundant ev1dence of release of organic compounds (e.g., petroleym
hydrocarbons) at the site, which, in turn, may have driven the groundwater toward more
reducing conditions due to microbial agtivity consuming electron.acceptors in the process of

breaking down theorganics. -In this sense, elevated metals may be constdered assite impact.

Page 8-36, Section 8.5: The last paragraph identiﬁes the unacceptable human health risk
concerns. to be addressed by the Feasibility Study, . However, the ecological risk concerns
need to also be itemized here.

Appendix G: This appendix was not included in the draft report. Please submit the data
validation memoranda to EPA for review prior to the igsuance of the Draft Final Report; so .
that these can,be. reviewed. for adequacy. ‘-



Human Health Risk Assessment Comments:

General Comments

1. The EPA reg1onal screemng levels also referred ib 1n ‘the draﬂ report as Oak Rldge Natlonal
"Labotatory (ORNL) screening levels wete' updated h' AprIl 2009 and are posted on the EPA
Region 3 website at http://www.epa. gov/reg3hwmd/risk/human/rh-
concentration tab]e/ index. htm Please conﬁrm that the Draft Report reflects these updated
screemng lcvels e :

2. Although'it has been a practicé of using 1/2 of the' reporting limit as ‘4 proxy concentration
for calculating EPC for non-detects, this practice is now d1scouraged for many dlsadvantages.
The EPC calculations should be re-run usmg EPA’s PtoUCL version 4.00.04 software, Wthh
provides #'module‘thiat replac’es hondefect results withsurroghté § Values based ori the overall
distribution of the data, The resilting EPCs might be different than if 1/2 of the repojting
limit is used; dependmg on'the'data disttibution. The latest’ ProUCL statrstrcal‘ softwarc
update is avallable at the followmg websrte http?//www epa gov/nerlesdl/tsc;’TSC forrn htm.

Specific Comments:

1. "Page ES=9; Sectron ES: Please correct the § summary of potentlal receptor groups 'to show :
it lal Workers adolescent trespassers g and reCIe

currentv and future scenarlos for lﬂdus

2. 'Page “6-’33 Sectlon 6.2.4.10: Please update the IEUBK Model for lead't6-2007, the most
updated Usér’s Gu1de ‘Seé hifp/wikwiepa ‘gov/superfund/lead/produéts/ugreubk’?)2 pdf.
‘Pléase clisck the EPA webpage from thé Technical Rev1ew Workgroup for more recently
updated gdidance on léad. See http://ww.épa:gov/sup ' ucts htm#usér. To
address periodic expos’ure of adoléscent trespassers“or“workers to lead ) pléasé use EPA -
OSWER guidance in Assessing Intermittent or Variable Exposures at Lead Sites, EPA-540-
R-03- 008 OSWER #9285.7-76, November 2003 “This guldance recomrhends the t1me-
weighting' approach When assessing itermittent exposures. See” o

“http:www.epa; gov/superfund/health/contammants/lead/productSfWa—ﬁnal-novﬁZ003 pdf
Please revise the risk calculation for the receptors with intéiittént exposifres t6 lead using
this approach

s Ay

3. Page6:38, Sectlon 6.4.1: Please’ rewse the sentence for the second equatlon as‘follows: “If
thé above equatlon resulted i 1'an ILCR greater than 0.01, the followmg one—hit equatlon was
used”) Affer the equation, please add this nce: “This equatlon is consistent w1th the
linear low-dose iodél’™ Please corret the two ‘eqiiations at the’bottom of this page as™
follows “HQ (Estlmated Exposure Intake) / RfD” and “HQ (Exposure Concentratlon) /

f*Rfo*’ o

B ‘:icl»* ’

4. Paée '6-39, Séctlon 6.4.2: Therisk management discuission i in the last paragraph on thls page
* shotild not be includéd in the RI'report:




10.

11.

Section 6. 4 3.7: Please revise the discussion on risks from lead to reflect the revised.
calculation for mterlmttent exposures usmg the tlme weil ghtlng approach as mentloned in the

.....

of coneem

Page 6-59, Section 6.6: Please use the equations in RAGS B to calculate the;site—s‘peciﬁc
preliminary remedial goals (PRGs). Although the equation presented on page 6-59 would
result in the same values, it does not show the specifi¢ parameters used to get thase values.

? Table 6- 13 EPA requlres use of toxicity values from Cahfomta EPA for tetrachloroethene

(PCE) and tnchloroqﬂlene (TCE) for CQPC, screenmg and nsk caleulatlon ,This is congistent
with the 2003 EPA OSWER Directive 9285 7-53 regardmg human health toxicity values to
use CalEPA toxicity values as peer—rev1ewed Tier 3 yalyes i in risk assessment. See

http //rals ornl. gov/homepage/hhmemo pdf. Usm g these values, the target vapor intrusion
overburden bedrock groundwater screenmg values would be 0.55 ug/L and 2.89 pg/L for
PCE and TCE, respectively. Please revise the values in the table.

able 6-15: Please revise the target vapor intrusion bedrock groundwater screening tox1c1ty
values for, ethylbenzene PCE, TCE, and vinyl chloride tg 3.04 pg/L, 0.55 ug/L, 2.89 ug/L
and 0.5.ug/L, respectlvely CalEPA toxicity, values are. used to calculate the screening values
for ethylbenzene, PCE an,d TCE.. For vmyl chlo,rlde the screemng values are calculated
based on toxicity values representmg continuous lifetime exposure durmg adulthood. These
values are suggested to use in risk assessment to address both oral and inhalation:routes of
exposure. T he reason bemg is that the ¢ cont;muous exposure from blrth” tox1c1ty values are

P r ]

charactenstlc of most CERCLA I'lSl( evaluatlon 1s typ1cally 30 years or less 1t 1s more
appropnate to use the contmuous lifetime exposure during adulthood” values

Table 6-20:. Please rev1,se th1s table to reﬂect the “Quantltatlve analys1s for the followmg
scenarios: Adolescent trespassers: dermal, .contact with surface water; ‘Adult trespassers
ingestion of & dermal contact with sedlment and Child/adult recreatlonal users: mgestlon of
fish. ThiS revision will also be cons1stent with Table 6-21, ‘

Table 6-25: The values provided in the table accurately reflect the values in RAGS E but
there are.a coyple points that need to be clarified. Please clarify how,the Dermal Absorption
Fractron was used for chemlcals with NA Or ZEero m the column In, addltlon most of the.
values. listed for PAHs are NA RAGS E prov1des values for all the parameters in thls table
for PAHs Please explam why these values were not mcluded 1n th1s table. |

Table 6-27: The values in this table accurately reﬂect those recommended in;EPA (2002 and

2009). It should be noted, however, that site< ‘specific foc values have been measured at the

SNUSC Site.. A site- spec1ﬁc foc for surface. sorl 0f 0,029 was used to calculate earthworm.

BAFs.in the, ecologlcal risk assessment Please explam why a site- spemﬁc foc was not usedi
to calculate the volatilization factor..



Ecological Risk Assessment Comments:

General Comments:‘

1.

Specific Cbmments:

1.

EPA does not agree Wlth the Navy s 1nterpretatlon of tox1c1ty t',’ ts 1n this case earthWorm

‘and sediment toxicity tests. The “80% survival rulé” that no si gmﬁcant risk is 1nd1cated if

there is 80% survival in a site sample seems to remove the poss1billty ofa growth endpomt
and it eliminates’ the ablllty to'set a dose- response from non-lethal to lethal endpoints. EPA’s
approach, as spelled out in the vatious EPA tox1c1ty testing manuals is to statistically
compare site sample results for survival against the reference. If there isa statistical
difference, there is an effect. If there is a survival effect, there is no rieed to lodK for a
growth effect. For samples without a survival effect, compare growth of site samples against
the reference,. It there is a si gmﬁcant difference, there is an effect EPA is fa1rly’ certam that
o agreemient was thade with the Navy that growth effects wollld ot bé considered in &
sample with 80% survival.

EPA has pointed out prevrously that stralght regress1on analys1s is unlikely to give any clear
association between site contaminarts and toxicity in situations with multiple contaminants
and few samples. There are simply too many variables. A more sophisticated statistical
approach is warranted to tease out associations. The Navy should consider conducting some

. other statlstical analysis, such as pr1nc1pal component analy51s or other multivarlate analys1s
here

-
g t

The risk to aquatic orgamsms should be revised 1o 1nclude a comparisoh of measured fish

‘t1ssue concentrations to Critical Body Residue (CBR) 'valués for ﬁsh T i should be done
‘when ver ﬁsh data are available to measure I'lSk to ﬁsh based on the1r body burden o

DN

Page 7-2. Section 7.2.2: Please add the depth of the pond, in order to better tinderstand
potentia]_ exposure to sediment.

Page 7-4, Sectlon 7. 3 1: Please clar1fy whether Water benchmarks were adjusted for
hardness '

y !

Lopads B
L . 3

.. Section 7.3.4.1: Metals benchrnarlg comiparisons should be summarized here.

Page 7-10, Section 7.3.4.3: The fourth bullet states that 16 inorganics"!Were tetained as-
COPCs. Table 7-8 has only 15 inorganic COPCs identiﬁed. .Please correct the text.

Page 7-10, ‘Section 7. 3. 4 4: The potential effects of PAHs would bé better understood for
wildlife if HMW PAHs, LMW PAHs, ‘and total PAHs were évaluated in the food chaifi -
models. Benchmark screenmg identified these chemical groups as COPCs, TRVs are

presented for these groups and : a BAF is provrded for totdl PAHs Uptake and HQs,

Howevér, weté-not caléulatéd: for the Wildlifé receptOrs Pléasé’ add them to the food chiin
models.” In addition please eXplaln why TPH, GRO, and DRO were not evaluated rn the



10.

11.P

12. P

food-chain models. Potentially, sufficient information does not exist to model these
parameters. If so, explain that in the report.c o
Page 7-11 —7-12, Sectren 7.A.1: The evaluation of potential risk to plants is supported by a
quahtative argum ent ‘that plants appear to ‘be hea]thy and tha,t there is dense plant growth on-
site, EPA observed a dense growth of plants on s1te however many are invasive species
typical of d1sturbed and/or degraded sites. In addrtlon the argument that chemicals are less
ava1lable in the field than in the laboratory is peculiar, and would suggest that no laboratory-
derived benchmarks are valid. Please provide a more robust argument for not evaluating
toxicity to plants further. .

Page 7- 13, Sectron‘7.4.2.l ;. The elimination of carbazole and d1benzofuran is premature at
this stage of the risk assessment.

Section 7.4.2.2: As discussed in the Ecological Risk Assessment General Comment 1 above,
EPA does not agree with the interpretation of toxicity test results presented by the Navy. It

_appears that effects based on "PAH concentrations may be underestimated using Navy

methods

Page 75 37 Sectlon 7. 4. 5 The ﬁsh ‘ussue sample 51ze may not be adequate to confidently
estimate the dietary uptake of. COPC for piscivorous w1ldl1fe The Work Plan proposed three
composite fish tissue whole body samples for the pond, but only two were collected, so the
data need 1dent1ﬁed in the Work Plan was not met. Please include the numbers of fish
collected for each compos1te as well as.the sizes of the mdmdual fish collected $0 that the
adequacy of the compos1te samples can be better understood Based on a, review of thlS
information, it may be necessary to consider litetature BCF's and/or filet data from other fish
collected at the site. The filet data had significantly higher concentratrons of some COPCs
(e.g., DDx, PCBs, and mercury), which is an indication that the whole body data n may not
proyide anﬁtadequ‘ate{ly protective look at potential risk., : (

Page 7-38, Section 7.4.5: Aluminum and iron were eliminated as risk drivérs for the robin
and shrew based on comparisons to background. Because the statistical comparisons to
background do not clearly show that aluminum and iron are not site related, additional
arguments should be provided in the test. For aluminum, please include a statement that the
form of aluminum generally found in nature is less toxic than the forms used in toxicity tests
(see the Eco SSL document for aluminum).” For iron, please add a statement about iron being
an essential nutrient,

Page 7- 38 Section 7.4.5: The last sentence of thé third par -agraph states: “Therefore, risk to
mammals and birds from these metals are possible,” Please.change this to “unacceptable
nsk” to d1shngutsh these dOPC from others for Whlch nsk 1§ also possrble

age 7-40 Sectlon 7.4, 5 The text 1ndrcates that the m1nk would hkely obtam less'than_l25

NUSC lsond The result is that calculated HQs wou d be lower. Because it'is pos51ble that

10



13.

14,

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

the mink and heron would forage in the pond disproportionately if the surrounding habitat is
not good, the argument should be enhanced with a description of suitable habitat for mmk
and heron in areas surrounding the NUSC pond.

Tahle 7-1: EPA uses both central tendency (mean) and reasonable maximum (95% UCL)
risk calculations in a BERA to bettér 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.

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

. Table 7-5: Selection of 1% incidental soil ingestion for the shrew is not conservative, given

arange of 0.9 to 3.0. Please use an average of these values. ,
Table 7-6: According to Table 7-6, 22 surface water samples were.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.

Table7-7: There appears to be a slight discrepancy 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 mlnor dlfferences but the apparent d1screpancy should be explained.

Table 7-12: The listed plant and invertebrate benchmark for 4,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, and total
DDD/DDE/DDT is 12,000 ug/kg, citing the Canadidn Soil Quality Guidelines for Plants and
Inveriebrates. Please provide a reference for this information. According to the Canadian
Soil Quality Guidelines 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 ug/kg 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 and plant benchmarks for mercury originated.
Finally, the footnotes say that Appendix F has background information for soil/plants,
however this mformatlon is not present in Appendlx F

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 potentlal risk drivers. Table 7-17 requires more
information.

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

Appendix I In the table of NOAEL and LOAEL TRYVs for terrestrial wildlife, no avian

‘TRVs are provided for bis(2- thylhexyl)phthalate Values are provided, however, in Sample

at al. (1996) (1.11 mg/kg d’and 11 1 mg/kg d) Please add these values to the table
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