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INTRODUcnON

. These responses reflect discussions and agreements regarding resolutions of the comments
from a phone conference on May 20, 1993 between U.S. EPA, Navy and Atlantic.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1.

2:

3.

The Work Plan and the Field aDd Sampling Plans are unclear with regard to preservation
aspects of samples that will be collccted from the various areas of concern (AOC) at the
site. The Plan needs to include a comprebeDsive table showing the number of
environmental and QAlQC samples collccted frOm the AOCs, the sample containers, and
the preservation procedures to be used. Also, the plan needs to identify more of the field
equipment that will be used in sampling activities.

Appendix B oflhe QAIQC pion cOTUoins a UJble Q1TQ12ged by sile which shows analyses
10 be performed. media 10 ~ sampluJ. fUll7fber ofsampks 10 be collected including
separare listingsfor field dupliCQ1u. rrip blanJa. equipmou rinsaru.field b1Dnks. mtJlri.x
spikes.~ matrix spike dupliCQ1es.

Addendum 4 ofA.ppendix A. of Iht (}AIQe pion is a Illble Q1TQ12ged by partJ11JeIer being
IUled. showing required sample volume tJIId COTUtJiner type. preservation mnhods. tJIId
holding times.

1M only field equipmou nol tllkqUJJIely tkjined pertains 10 sedimmJ sampling. ~
sedimeTU sampling SOP hiu bun revised 10 idmlify alljield sampling equipmou.

Review of the Navy responses indicated that S of the 16 comments raised in EPA's
January 8, 1993 correspondence were deficient and are identified in the following
specific comments section. Each of the specific comments concerning the Navy
responses begins with a summarized statement of the original EPA comment followed by
an evaluation of the Navy's response.

No response required.

An objective of the Phase II Wort Plan should be to adequately characterize the extent
of VOC contaminatioD in groundwater. In addition, the work plan should identify
alternative sampling COUectiOD techniques in the evcot that utilities pose access problems
during the advancement of borings. As previously recommended by EPA. the Navy
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4.

should considei the use of microweUs, angle boriDp, aDd geopbysical methods in
performing the proposed investigations.

7bis comment refus sp«ijictJ1Jy 10 the Lower Subase and is discussed ~low in OUT

rupDnse 10 COIIUIIDIl 23.
. .

There are a few points where the text aDd figures either. do DOt agree. or requiJe
clarification. In addition, the specific analysis methods to be used for the TAL and TCL
in surface water aDd sediments should be included in the fiDaI work plan.

Thae conams an tJJ1JJrusedin rupDnst!31O thefo1Jm!ling contmDJlS lB. 19, 20and 23.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

•

•

•

•

•

Section 1,0 - latrpcludjon •
s. rage 3, FieuR 1-3

This is an outdated map. In accordance with Appeadix m.ofthe draft NSBNL Fedelal
Facilities Agreement (FFA), several study areas aDd areas of contamination should be
added to. the figure. In addition, siDc:e the ball fieldlUDdcrground stmage tanks, a.k.a.
Fuel Fann, is listed in Appendix m of the FFA as a study area, why is it DOt an
Installation Restoration Study site']

EPA had requested in its March 10, 1993 comment letter that the figure be modified to
include the locations of several of these study areaslareas of contamination. All site
maps in the Work PLaD sbould incorporaae these other Installation Restoration Study sites~

AU study an4J duig1l/lled in 1M FFA art odtkd 10 Figun 1-3.

•

•

•

Sectiop 4,0 - DumlD Healtb RPk AssessI'Deat

6. Page 81. SectioQ 4,2,1, Parampb 1

The data evaluation section must clearly identify aU sample data which are available for
use in the risk assessment. This section must also identify all sample data which are
excluded from funher consideration in the risk assessment and indicate the reason for the
exclusion.

w~ ful lhal il is p1'01llJllUt 10 idouify all of the data which wiU be aWli/Qb~ for u.s~ in
1M risk assusmmr Ql this paiN IllllillM SDmpling is complDe. 'I'M dDla which wiU be
uclutkd from junMr consitkTtJlion wiU be idoJIUied whm 1M sampling is compkle.
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.PREFACE

This document is Jbe PhJJse 0 RemeditU 11IW!Sligation Woli Pion for the Naval Submarine
Base-New London. It is prepared as part of the United States Navy Installation Restoration
Program. This report was developed to implement recommendations in the Phose 1 JWiredjal

Investigation Report and to address comments raised by the technical review committee (TRC).

The first draft of this report was submitted to the TRC for Jeview in November 1992.
Written comments were received from TRC 'members as listed below:

• EPA - January 8, 1993;
• C11)EP - January 13, 1993; and
• Mr. Roben Fromer - March 14, 1993.

Two new sections of the work plan regarding the CBU and OBDANE sites were sent to
TRC members for review on Marcb 1, 1993. The following written comments were received:

• EPA - April IS, 1993; and
• CTDEP - Marcb 24, 1993.

The Navy prepared detailed responses to all of these comments and prepared a revised
draft for review by the EPA and CTDEP in Marcb of 1993. The EPA submitted aletter'
responding to the Navy's revised draft work plan. The Navy bad discussions with the EPA on
May 20, 1993 to resolve outstanding issues. As a result of these discussions, an agreement was
reac;hed on the outstanding issues and documented in writing by the Navy. This report bas been
modified to address comments from the TRC.

The following documents pertaiDing to comments and responses to the draft report are
provided in Attachment I to this preface.

•-
•

;

•
~,

•,....

•i

Navy Response to EPA Comments (May S, 1993) on the Revist!d Draft
Phase '11 RenwliDl Invurigarion Work Pion (March 1993)

Navy Responses to EPA Comments (January 8, 1993) on the Draft Phase
// Remedial Investigation Work Plan (November 1992)

Navy Responses to CTDEP Comments (January 13, 1993), Draft Phose n
Remedial Investigation Work Plm1 (Noven:'ber 1992)

Navy Responses to Mr. Roben Fromer's Comments (March 14, 1993) on
the Draft Phase II Ront!diallnvestigarion Work PJan (November 1992)

NavyR.esponses to CTDEP Comments (March 24, 1993) on CBU and
OBDANE. Sections (March 1, 1993) of the Phase nlWnediallnvestigation.
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• Navy Responses to EPA Comments (April IS, 1993) on CBU and OBDANE
Sections (March I, 1993) of the PhDse 0 RemeditJllnvutigation.

All revisions made to the draft report have beeIi highlighted in this final report except
for revisions to tables or figures.

.)
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7. Page 81. Section 4.2.1. ParamPh 2

Why will ·U· qualifiers (indicating the compound was DOt detected) be considered
adequate for risk assessment? Please explain.

The higher of the two measured contaminant concentrations from duplicate samples
should be included in the risk assessment.

The Work Plan has IN!en modijied as follows: •... ·U· qualijiers will IN! considered.
odi!quarefor we in 1M risk assusmou. The ·U· qUQ/ijier indiCOlu that the ontllyte was
not deteaul in 1M Stlmple tWl is an DCCeplDble lI1IQ/ytiCDl ruult. Ifwe ofthis Sllmple

is indiCOled by 1M exposure assumptiolU. and thut is TtASDn 10 IN!lievt thDl 1M tI1I/llytt
is pruent at a level ~low the S~. then the somple wlU IN! lISSigned a 1UI11IeriCtll WJlue
ofo~ hoVthe S~. Non~eas with .lI1III.Sually high SQJ.,s· wiU genertJ11y~ acluded
from we in the quanritDlive risJc assessment as described in RAGS, Section 5..3.2... •

The Work Plan.has IN!en modijiulro read: -", FUM and laboTDlory control samples wiU
~ aclwWl. The higher of the IWD me.asund WJ1ue.J from dupliCOle Stlmples wiU IH
included in 1M risk assessmml '" -

8. Page 81. SectioQ 4.2.3. Paragraph S

The risk assessment must present the rationale for excluding a compound from the risk
assessment.

Secrion 4.2.3 adequarely tkscribu lhe rarionale for including D compound in 1M risle
asse.rSmml. The rarionaJe for aclllding a compound from lhe risk DetJessment wiU IH
presented in lhe risk asSe.umDJl.

. .-

9.

10.

Page 82. SectioQ 4.3.1. Parampb 3

This paragraph stales that worken will likely be exposed to volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) from soil and groundwater, but will these pathways be evaluated quantitatively?
Please clarify.

ThL Work Plan hm been modified 10 read: .... exanwion and consrruciion. The
assessmenr, o/the groundwaJer inhaJarion and tknnaJ contact pathways will be addressed
qualiranvely ".

Page 82. Sectiop 4.3.3. Parampb S

The geometric mean does DOt indicate or describe the normality of the probability
distribution. Normality tests must be performed to determine if the data are normally
or ~og-nonna1ly distributed.

We have modijitd lhe Work Plan to rtDd: ..... eVOlls which are then averaged. Awragt
and matimum exposurt point '.' ... by tliminaring lhe souence in OUT Work Plan on lhe
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use ofthe geomor;c mmn.

11. Table 4-2. Exposure Summaa [or Pot_lal DUmaD Receptors

a. Why is the dermal pathway for soil exposure~ for some receptors and not
for the others? Please explain.

7he dumD1]JQlhway is Dddrused whm W TUqllor is exposed to 10tLr directly.

b. Is exposure to soil vapors one of the exposure palbways? Although discussed in the
text (see comment 2 above), the soU vapor pathway is DOt specified in this table.
Also, from the rqxnt, it seems that only IIOil particulate aDd DOt soil vapor is
actually being assessed by the Navy. Please clarify.

EXposIUt 10 IoU WlpOl'I Is OM of the apoIure ]JQlhways. 7hae dtIIo. wiU be
daermiluul analyrictJlly. Soil vapors WID be Dddrwtd flIIlIIIliItUivtly only to
receptors .frequmring W Gos.J Colo't museum.

c. Groundwarer is listed as exposure point and exposure medium for many m:eptors,
but exposure JOUtes are DOl specified. The Navy bas discussed the possibility of a
vapor exposure for wOJkm from VQCs iD grouDdWater (see comment 9 above).
However, in both the draft and draft final work plans, the Navy does DOl seem to
~ any inhalation pathway from groundwater for workers. Please explain.

As far as grouNlwater exposure, depending upon lhe depth of1M utility linu•. the
wiliry warUn mighl be exposed to. VOCs. Bowelo'tr, we db not hDvt 1M dD1fJ ya
to atldrus this. 7he rtDdu is rt/umJ to 1M ruponse to CDmmDU 9.

d. Outdoor air is also being listed as an exposure point, but is this pathway going to
be assessed'? Please explain.

. I

DU/door air is lisled bill hDs bun corrected 10 DICOmptW only paniculDta in tJir
(fugiriW! dusa). InhDJiJdon ofoutdoor air wiU notlH lIIldrused qwwilQlilo'tly.

c. Page 8S ...;.. Frequency for residential drinlcing water for Superfund sites should be
350 days nther than 365 days based on -standard defauh exposure factors-,
OSWER Directive 92856.03. Please revise.

TM frtq~ncy has been changed from 365 dayslyear to 350 dayslyear.

•

•

•

•

...

-•

...

•
-•

•

•
f. Page 86 - FOOblote -..- - What is the source for EPA's default frequency of

. exposure for wolkers at 48 days/ycar1 EPA's defauh value for frequency is 250 •
days/year for workers based on -standaid default exposure factors-, OSWER.
Directive 92856.03. . .

•
Mosl of1M upoSUTt dDIll for workers ts s;Ie-sptdfic.

•

•



g. nose pathways for which exposure points and exposure media are listed, but no
exposure routes and exposure parameters are specified, should include some
discussion as to whether they are going to be assessed quantitatively, qualitatively
or not assessed at all.

7he definition of the ~SUTt rowu and ptJI'tJ11Wen is prenllJlUTe unzil the dlJla
have been colJeat!d. This wiU be done in the risk assusmDIl.

12. Page 89 throop rage 91,.... Exposure Equations

'The equations presented are the eQuations from the Risk Assessment GuidanCe for
Superfund (RAGS), Volume 1, Human Ikaltb Bvaluation Manual (Part A).. However,
site-specific equations sbould be presented. For example, soil particulate is included in
the'calculation for soil exposure for this site, but bow is it incmporated in soil exposure
equation is not shown. Moreover, if the Navy inteDds to assess vapors from groundwater
or soil quantitatively, the modified cquaDons for calculations of these routes should be
presented. On the other band, if outdoor air is not assessed quantitatively, Why is the
equation for inhalatioD presented? Also, where is the equation for groundwater?
Accordirig to Table 4-2, groundwater is an importaDt exposure pathway for Area
AlOBDA residents through the future use sceuario. Please clarify.

We have inclutkd the general inIaJz equtllion as well as the inlDke equations for
parhways for which the~ art CU1'7"Ollly c/QIQ to suppon. Additional eqUlllions wiU be
included in lhe risk assusmou after zhe e:lposun routu have been defined.

13. Paer 93. Sectiop 4.4.1. Paracopb 1 - Dermal GuidaDce

a. DennaJ exposure from soils:, Tbc following is the modified Region I Superfund
dermal guidance for soils.

TCCD: (0.1-3 ~) For other polychlorinated dibenzo(p)dioxins and polychlorinated
dibenzofurans, use upper bound of 3~ far absotption.

TCB: (0.. 6-69ll) Apply upper bound of 6~ for all PCBs and arocblors.

Cadmium: (O.o-l.O~) For Superfund risk assessments of dennal exposure from
soils: quantitatively assess exposure and risk for the above three compounds only.
For other compounds. assess qualitatively in the uncertainty section.

b. J;)c:nnal exposure from surface water: For inorgamcs. Kp values in Table 5-3 of
dermal.guidance should be used. If there is no Kp value in Table 5-3 fOT
inorganics, then a default Kp value of water at 1 x 100"cmfhr sbould be used. FOT
organics, Kp Value in Table 5-7 of dermal guidance can be used. 'This is consistent
with procedures developed by EPA headquaners to support the calculations for the
dermally absorbed dose described in chaPters 5 and 10 of the dennal guidance.
These procedures are available in spreadsheet fonn (on adiskette) that can be
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obtained from tile EPA Region I SuperfuDd CoordiDat.or in the Superfund Suppon
Section.

We haYe modified 1M Won Pltm 10 include D1IIy the upper bound valua for dermal
DbsorpliorJ for &OIls 4S per Region 1 SupDfund guidtzna: -... and cadmium
Dbsorbed an JS, 6" and IS, respectively.

-For utimDting the dumDl1y absorbed do3e o/inorganic CDmpounds per eYmlfrom
surjaa lWUeT, tM pemwlbiUty eotd/idenlfrom nuface wtUer- through skin (cm/hr) .
am be obtDiMdfrom Tabk 5-J in 1M derm/Jl gllidtma tlocumorl (EPA 1992). If
then tue 110 published l'tl1uD fOT sp«qIc compollllds, ,. de,/tJMJI value ofJ(p cmIhr
wiU be used. . For UlimDIing the dermtJlly obIorb«l dose of orgtinic compounds
from surjaa lWUU, 1MpmnubtUty coejJicleIUfrr1m lWIfU through mnfrom Table
5-7 in the deml/ll gllidDnce documenI (EPA 1992) will be usd-.

•

•

•

•

•
•

c. Although CUJTeDtly UDder review, EPA RegioD I does DOt n:quire the quantitative •.
assessment of the groundwater dermal pathway.

As peT EPA Reg;on 1poliq, Q qutI1IIiuzrive lWusmDIl o/the groll1JlJwtlteT dermal •
pathway wiU fIOl be Incblded.

14. Page 93. Section 4.4.1. Paramgh 2

The statement -EPA has withdrawn its RIDs for lead... • is inaccurate. Although EPA
Region I has accepted the use of an RID back calculated from tile drinking water MCL
of lead at 50 ppb in the past. there has not been an RID for lead verified by BPA's RID
work group.

1M Work PlanwiU be modified 10 read: "i1M U.S. EPA has Q£cepled 1M we of the
Inugrmtd UpuJlc.elBioldnnic (lU1BK) Model ... -

IS. Pagt' 94. SectjOD 4.4.2. Parampb 3 - Lad Uptakr/Biokinetic Model

a. The text should iDcludc discussion of I lead exposure patliway for children.

In 1M risk assUJ11IOIJ thert wtU be a discussion ofa le.ad aposu~ parhway in lhe

arUM of lhe silt 10 which children mighlhDvt Q£cess.

b. If the Navy intends to address lead exposure for adults iD the uncenainty section,
why has the safe blood lead level for adult not been established yet? Please explain.

"l'Mrr iJrt advust effects of le.ad sten in adMlu. '1JI.e~ art apos~ and effecu
dauJ in 1M lite1'tlllln which CQIJ be ustd 10 evtlluiJlt po,DllUllloridtiu 10 wo'*en..
A wori:er tmd 1101 G child might~ G rrceplor on W sile. Jfrhis wert 1M cast, the
CDlculaled bloodle.ad levels CQ1I be compared with th.e 10 to 15 ugldl bDIduNut.
If Ih.en Is minilMl poIOllial for adVf!nt htalth efftm blued upon this level. thm
IMre probably wiU IN lID pountialfor adverst heabh effects in adulJs.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•



Section 5.0 - EmJQucal Bbk Assessment Work Plaa

16. Page 108. Table 5-1. Area A - Summ,D' or Wadell Sampling

In the seventh row oftbis column, under "Introduced Earthworms from Bioassays·, there
arc three tissue samples to be takco from the downstream warercourses, with a footnote
that this number includes three reference locations. Since the downstream watercourses
would not be suitable for reference locations, aDd there is DO mention in the text of three
reference locations, it seems likely that either the Dumber of tissue samples or the
footnote is ~ error. PIC2SC clarify or coI1'CCl these Dumbers.

The footnote~ an ·error and has been removed.

SectioD fi,Q - PrelimlNO' IdentlficatioD of Rap"';" Actin Alternatives

17. PaR 131, Table 6-1

&plod the table to include the Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for bis(2­
ethylhexyl)phthalate and copper,

Tabk 6-1 has been revised by adding copper and bis(2-edrylhayl)pJuha1J:zle.

Section 7,0 - RemediallavestiptiQn aDd Fcas;bUitv Obiectives

18. Page 172, Figure 7-1 - CBU Dmm Storage Area Field Sampling PlaD

According to the key in Figure 7-1, there are proposed surface soil locations. However,
there are no surface soil sampling locations indicated 00 the figure itself. In addition,
there are no surface soil sampling locations indicated in Table 7-3. If the test borin~s

(0-2') in Table 7-3 are intended as surface soil sampl.es, they should be indicated as such.
Please clarify.

There are no proposed swjace (~6·) soil sample loauiOIU at lhis sile. Sampks IMW1S
((}'2'), ITBJ (~2') and ITB2 ((}'2') shDwn in Table 7-3 are boring soil sampks that will
bt collected from ~2 feer below 1M ground surface.

19. Page 176. Figure 7-2 - OBPANt Field Samplipg PlaP

Please refer 10 the above comment 00 surface soil locations in the CBU Drum Storage
~. . .

Pleo.se refer 10 lhe response 10 commenr 18 above.

~ 20. Page 198. figure 7-5 - Field Samplinc Plan. Goss Cove Landfill

A sediment sample locatioo is described in the text of this section (7.2.3, p. 199) along
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the bank of the Thames ·Rivcr D01'tb and upstream of the pier. yet south and downstream
of the stanD'dJaiD outfall from the ball fields. The Goss Cove LaDdfi11 Field Sampling
PlaD does not show this sample location. If the locatioD described is the location
requested, this sample location should be indicated in Figure 7-S.

ID addition, tile~ needs to be mised to m1ect that CLP TAL and TCL. TPH, TOe,
aDd grain size detenniDations·will be made.

7he refermct in thi.J section of1M report 1I4f bun cIDrlji~ to IndiCtlle thtlt D11 sedimuu
samplL loctJtions in the 1'htJmeJ River an shown in Figun 5-3 and lined in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2 btu been rm.r~ 10 IndiCIIU thtzt IIlmpIe nSDl, which is IDeated along the
bank ollhe river nonh tmd upstrel1m 0/* piu, yet soUlh tmd downstream olIM norm
drain olllfall, will be tuledfor vOCr.

21. Paft 210. Table 7-19

In a March 10, 1993 comment 1eUer, EPA requestedthal the Work Plan be revised to
ensure that surface water samples and sediment samples were collected prior to the actual
dJaining of the lake. However, the action plans as described in the table for both water
and sediment samples iDdicaIC that samples will be collected after tile lake is drained.
The table needs to be revised to clearly state that the water and sediment samples will
be collected before the lalce is drained.

As discws~ during OIU phone conYmGlion on May 20, 1993, thue sompla wiH be
collLcled when the IDU is draiMd and thDl the nufaa WQlU sample wiH be collecred QI

an area where groundwaler seqJs into Norrh LDJce.

22.. Pace 21S. Table 7-21 - Area A F1eld SampUnC Plan
\

The sediment samples from locations 2DSD24~gh 2DSD29 are proposed at a depth
of O' to base of sediments. Benthic organisms are only exposed to contaminants in the
top few inc~es of sediments. To best represent expOsure to benthic organisms, samples
should be collected at the least from the top few· iDcbcs aDd no more than one foot in
dcplh.

Three sediment samples are listed for groundwater seeps into North Lake, at a depth of
o10 I fOOl. Earlier Navy comments have indicated an intent to sample sediments wbile
the lake is empty. 1be sediment chemistry may change in the absence of overlying
water. 1berefore. in order to be considered sediment samples. these samples must be
raken either· while the lake is full or, if desired, immediately after draining of the
immediate area of the sample locations.

1S discussed. 1M. p/Qn is «ceploble as wrlnen as sedimou sompks in the Area .A
Downstream wiU be colkctedfrom lhelolJowing iNervtJ1s: 0-1',1-3', tmd 3-5'. A note
114' been odded to Table 7·2 for clDrijiClJlion.
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Please refer '0 ,he above response (21) regarding the second plUfJgraph oflhiJ comment.

23. Page 228. Table 7-25

EPA bas requested in its March 10, 1993 comment letter that additional groundwater
monitoring wells be installed in the area of welll3MWS and the tanks so as to determine
the extent of floating layer. Also, it was reCommen~ that the Phase n Work Plan
include provisions for the complete identification of the exteIit of VOC contamination in
groundwater at the site.

The table shows DO additional groundwater wells in the BRa of well 13MWS nor does' .
it address VOCs contamiution in the groundwater. 1be table sbould be revised to show
the installation of additional wells in the area of wc1l13MWS. Tbe table also needs to
include the dctenninatiOD of VOCs cootamination in grou.odwater•.
Tabk 7-25 has been revised 10 InIJiCQIe IhDl defining 1M UleN of VOC co1JliZll'li11Dlion
is an objeCtive ofW Phase 11 RI.

Wells 13MW18 DN1 oplionol wells 13MW19-25 have been tJdikd to Tabk 7-27 '0
tUltrmine if fret product aim near the powu holUe (Building 29), which is where
13MW5. is locmed.

24. Appendjx C

a. The average cleanup levels listed in the memorandum in Appendix C for PCBs and
PAIls are said to be developed based on EPA's toxicity value and risk level.
However; the cleanup levels developed and presented in the table are based on three
different routes, and it is unkDown as to which one is chosen for the cleanup level.
For PCBs, it appears as though the cleanup level of 4 mglkg stated in the
memorandum is chosen from the ingestion route based on 10" target. risk level
which is 3.69 mglkg. However, for PABs, it is impossible to relate the 24 mglkg
average cleanup level stated in the memorandum to the cleanup level developed in
the table for PARs.

b. Page 6 of the memonndum: The statement -If a lower soils ingestion raJe of 100
mg/day is assumed (as suggested by EPA's reviewers), then~ target level will be
33 mg/day· is misleading, because EPA always recommends 200 mg/day soil
ingestion rate for children, and 100 mg/day soil ingestion rate for adult. Also, it
should be noted that cleanup level for DDTR is not presented in any table of this
appendix.

c. According to equations presented in RAGS, Human Health Evaluation Manual, Part
B: -Development of Risk-Based Preliminary Remediation Goals·, the cleanup
level for the contaminant in one' medium (soil) is developed based on all the
possible routes combined. For example, cleanup level for PcBs in soil for this site
should be based on the equation with three routes combined. For PABs, if dermal
pathway is not applicable for soil absorption, then dermal routes should be omitted
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from the equation.

d. 1be parameters used for development of cleanup levels should be the same as the
ODeS used for risk assessment.

e. SiDcc the CPF of 7.3 per mgJqIdBy for beIIzo(a)pyJeDe bas Jq)1aced the CPF of
5.8 per mglkg/day, it is unwise to preseat cleaDup level based on both. The reason
is tbat the Jeuer is a result· of a mathematical error aDd will unlikely be used again.

f. Lead Uptake/Biokinetic Model: It is inappropriate to present cleanup level for adult
workers ODly•. Based on the public beaIth poiDt of view and based on the
application of Lead Uptake/Biokinetics Model to childJal, the priority is to develop
a cleaDup Ieve1 of lead for childreD.

-
-
-
•

Thu~ clemwp ~Lr wiU be revLriled during preptDflliDn ofthe jeDsJbiliry study and wiU
be btued upon the parrzmettn wed in the rUk~ and the liu data. 7he c1eDnup •
leveLr wiU be· aUcu1Dled using the Risk Assessment GuidDnt:e for Suptifund." Vo~ I
- HIItnQII Heo1th EwWuztion Mtl1UIQl (Pan B, DevelopmeiJI ofRisk-Based PrelimJNUY
~D1I Goals). For purposes ofjlnQ/itJng 1M Wort PI/ln, ~ have ItQled thDJ l11IY •
cWuwp levels pruDJUJl in the Wort PIDn are prelbnIntuy tmd are only 10 be used in
scoping 1M Ji~/d invurigariollS to be performed.

FIELD SAMPLING PLAN

•
2S. The work plan and the field and sampling plan lie unclear with regard to preservation

aspects of samples that wiD be collected from the various areas of concern (AOC) at the
site. The plan needs to include a comprehensive table showing the number f I

environmental and QAlQC samples coUcicted from the AOCs, the sample containers, and
the preservation procedures to be used. Also, the plan needs to ideiJtify more of the field
equipment that will be used in sampling activities.

A compr~houive UJbIe is provided as Addendum 4 to Appendix A ofthe QAIQC Plan.
ThL plan ho.s been modified to indiCQU the type of equipmmr thm will be used for
sedi~nr sompling.

26. Paces 52 and 53. Section 4.2.2.3

Two rounds of air sampling are anticipated in and around the Nautilus Museum Building.
Each round wiD consist of three samples. Duplicate sampling requirements are not
indicated. At least one sampling event must be collected in duplicate according to the
procedure outlined in Section 8.2 of Ailantic Environmental's SOP No. 1256-D.

Appendix B Dfthe (}AIQC PIDn has bun revised 10 indictUt duplictU~ sampling during
each air uunpling nteIIl.
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27. Page' 53. section 4.2.2.4

EPA has~ in its March 10; 1993 comment letter that a.complete round of
monthly water level measurements be obtained from all monitoring wells on the base to
produci a series of groundwater elevation maps. However, the text in the draft final
work plan does DOt indicate that such samples will be collected nor is such collection
identified in accompanying tables for this section. The text or tables need to be revised

. to show that a complete round ofmonthly water level measurements will be made for all
monitoring wells on the base.

TtJbk 4-2 in Section 4.1.16 of W Field SompUng PIlln shows 1M welJ.r thor wiU be,
monitored on Q monzhly basis for groundwater elevation.

28.
<)

Page 71. Section 4.2.3. Parampb 5

Based on previous tdepboDe conversations betwcco the Navy, CIDEP and EPA, it is
EPA's understanding that several additional monitoring wells were to be installed during
the Phase n investigation, upgradient of the downstream watercoursesldowngradient of
the pistol range to better defiDe groundwater quality in the downstream watercourse area.
However, the installation of these additiODll monitoriDg wells was DOt discussed in the
work plan nor were the proposed well locations fouod in Figure 4-8 or Plate 1. What
is the Navy's CUlTCDt position with regard to the advancement of this additional
groundwater monitoring well?

71Ie work plDn has been revised 10 indiCQIe W in.rtaJlDtion ofthru welLr (one upgrtJdjenJ
and TWO ~wngradient) Q1 W pislol rang~.

,-

29.' Pace 72. Section 4.2.3.1. Paragrapb 4

The second sentence states that surface WIler samples will be taken when the lake is
dtained. General practice for taking sediment and surface water at the same location
dictates that the samples be cakeD concurrently. The lUlface water sample is taken first,
followed immediately by the sediment sample. 'Ibis would iDdicale the need to lake these '
surface water samples and the above-mentioned sediment samples prior to draining of the
lake. '

Please ujer 10 our raponse 10 commeru 21 regarding sampling Q1 Nonh LoJce.

APPENDIX A
FIELD SAMPLING PLAN

ATI..AN11C STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES

'-

r.

30. Procedure No. 1022. Pace 8 of 11. sectiog 6.4.2 - Sedimegt Samples

This SOP indicates that a stainless stee) spoon is to be used fOT collection of sediment
samples. There are two concerns raised by this approach.

-11-



In order to avoid losing the surface layer of sedimeat wtwe the saoiple is being mised
through the overlying water and to obtain the appropriate sediment depth, a baDd corer
should be used.

.71Iis SOP htJ.r been mved ID IndiClJle thtJt when sediment wnples an submuged, they
wiU be co1I«red wilh tJ core wnpler p1't1VlMd wilh tJ CDre CIllChD.

•

•

•

•31. Proc;edure No. 1023. Pap 6 of 8. Section 6,3

The text stltes that either dedicated Teflon bailers or peristaltic pumps may be used for •
groundwater sampling. Tbe~ needs to be revised to shoW that peristaltic pumps
must nol be used to sample VOCs in water. I8IIlples.

•
This SOP htJ.r been prmously reviled lD 1ndlC/lU dIIll groundwalu somples for VOC
QllQ/ysis wiU be coll«ted wilh tJ btJIlu. SiU-spt!dJk modijit:tlrion.r ID aU ofAllDnric's
sOPs an pruenred in Q 1IJb~ QI tliLjront ofAppendix A lD the Pkld Sampling Plan. •

32. Procedure No. JZs-n
•

The SOP primarily discusses the sampling aspect aDd DOt the analytical requirements of
Method TO-I. AppeDdix A docs reference a -Teclmica1 Procedure- for Method 1'0-1,
DelermlNllion of Vo1Dd~ Compounds til AmbiDU Air-Using TDII1X Adsorption IJIII1 Gas
ChromtllographylMass Spectrometry (GCIMS), however it is DOt included in the
~ndix. Following are a list of items jJenainingto Method TO-1 that must be
addressed in the analytical and sampling SOPs. .

This SOP was only iruOl/kd 10 Dddress sampling procedJlru. An QllQ/yIiClJ1/obortllory
has fIOl btor se~ctedQ/ this rime, therefoTt, it would be diJlicu1l1D provlik a /obortllory
SOP. To addrus this conctm, tJ MW Stction ngarding llIbortllory anolysis will be
tJtlded 10 lhis SOP and Method TOI will be included lIS a pan ofAppendix A.. 7his
section will TtferrMt the tJN1lytical Method (TOl) IJIII1 add a provision lhat w~n tJ

laboratory is selected, Us SOPfor TOIIJ1UJ1yIts will be submitted to EPA for renew and
approval.

• The SOP fails to include a target anaJyte list aod quantitatioo limits for this site. Also,
the maximum sampling flow rate must be established according to the procedures
outlined in Section 7.1, Flow Rtut and TOlal Vo~ St~etiOI'l of Atlantic procedure
No. 1256-D.

.A largel analytt lisl is includtd. '1"M lDbortJJory SOP 10 be provUkd ltuer wiU inclutk
quanrilarion limilJ. '1"M lDboratory will provitk 1M TefIQX ClJl'tridga, I~refort, Ihts~

compwarionJ ClWIOI~mIJik IIIIliI ,~ ctimidge weight is known. tht SOP dttaiLs ,~
calcuJarion.r ,hat wiU be wtd 10 tUlermlM the maximum flow rtlle.

• The SOP must delineate the analytical method to be used.
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The analytical mahod wiU be.Method T01. 'Ibis hils been spedjied in the new seerion
in the SOP reganiing tmtzlysis.

• What calibration process will be utilized? There are three potential cahoration
procedUIeS 1) direct syringe injection of dilute vapor phase standards, 2) injection of
dilute vapor phase Sl3JJdards into a canier gas stream directed through the Tenax
cartridge, and· 3) intnxlucUon of permeation or diffusion tube standards onto a Tenax
cartridge. These standardization techniques are explained in detail in method TO-I,
Sections 13.1, 13.2 and 13.3.

This will be tIJlt/rused in 1M ltzbororory analytical SOP which wiU be submilted Ql Q

IDler dDle.

• Discuss the mechanism for the preparation aDd amditioDing of the Tenax cartridp.
Specify if the Iaboratoly or A1Iantic Bovironmental will be supplying pre-<:oDditioned
cartridges with a minimum ofone sample per batch verified clean by GCIMS analysis.

The /Qbororory will supply the ctUTridgu. 7bese ctUTridgu will be verified clean by
lUring Ont sampk per btuch by GClMS analysis.

• Specify if the internal standard (IS) or the extema1 standard method of quantitation will
be utilized. If the IS method is to be used, specify what IS(s) will be used and what
the acceptaDee criteria for the IS(s) will be. Also, specify bow the internal standards
will be introduced onto the Tenax adsorbent.

This will be fJddrused in the labOrtllory tJlIlJ1ytical SOP which will be submined Qt Q

/mer dale.

•. Specify if surrogates will be intnxluced onto the Tenax prior to shipment to the field.
These procedu~ must be dcscnbed in detail and include acceptaDee criteria and
corrective actions.

This will be tJddrused in the /Qbortllory DNllyriClll SOP which w1U be submintd Ql Q

laJer dale.

• The constituency of the sampling lines used to collect th~ air samples must be
provided. Tygon tubing must not be used upsueamof the sampling ttain. Therefore,
to eliminate potential analytical interferences, Teflon or stainless steel wbing is
required.

We agree and the SOP has been revised 10 specify only Teflon or slainkJs sleellllbing.

• Page 4, Section 7.1.1 - Approximate breakthrough volumes should be provided in
Table 1.

The breaJahrough volumLf will be adJWl to Table 1.
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• Page 10, Section 8.3 - Backup'C8Jtridges &bouId be used for each sample taken at this
.site. If the level of target aoalytcs in the backup sectioD exceeds 20 percent of the
level of 1arpt anaJytes in the front baIf, les8lDJ:'ling at a lower flow mte is required.

1J«bIp CIUlridges an specified for eJJt:h IIlItIfJling evou~ At tl minimum, tl 1KJcJaIp
aurridge for eDch 1m smnp/ing ItllIiD1l.J will be provilkd.

QUALITY ASSURANCFJQUAUTY CONTROL (QAlQC)
AND DATA MANAGEMENT PLAN

•

•

•

•
33. The QAlQC Plan lists several possible methods to be used wbeD lDIlyziDg surface waters

or sediments for the CLP TCL and TAL 1be Fmal Plan sbouId list the specific methods •
to be utilized for each medium aod uaJysia. WbeD seJecring lIUllytical methods for
surface waters aDd sedimems, it is imponaat for ecological risk usessmem JJwposcs, to
obtain practical quanitation limits (PQLa) that are below _y biological effects levels. •
Please cbeck with the following two mcreoces with respect to dctermiDiDg these limits.

"
• U.S. Environmemal Protection AgerJcy. AmbieDt Water Quality Criteria, 1986, •

Freshwater Chronic Criteria.

• National Oceanic aod Atmospheric AdministratioD,~ PotDllilllfor BiologicalEJfeas ..
of~mou-sotWdConIomiNznu Tested in the NtmONJl Status and TmuJs Program,
NOAA Technical memorandum NOS OMA S2, August 1991.

•
Specific ~Ihod.s art spedfitd in Staion 5. J of 1M (}AIQC Plan. 71we mnhods art

pr~mudin Tables ~1. 8-2 and 9-1 ofdle LabortlJory Quality AssUTtlllCe Project MQIIUllI
(Ap~ndix A of QAIQC PIDn) and for voc IINllysiJ in Table 5-5 of the (}AIQe Pitm.

Your comment ngtuding f[IIQ1IliuJIionlinthJ \IemIS biologiCtJ1 eff«ts levtLr brings up an
impontuU Luue. As we discussed, il is propostd 10 lUe CZP mnhods and we wiU oblain
1M lowesl qUDNiUllion limiu possible with ~e procedures. II is acknowledged.
ho~~r. lhor SOII'Ie effects Inds (e.g., chronic AWQCfor DDTand mercury) iUt much
lo~r IhDn ctl1t be ildJiew..d with. ap methods. 7his wue is most impo1T01U when
perfomUng the ecologiaJl rW: tWusmenl. Any lbniltllions of1M tmDlyriaJl mezhDds wiU
~ discussed in lhe unceTUlinry semon oflhe ecologictll risk QSSu.rmozl. &th CDnlraCI
required and ~Ihoddettction limils wiU~ twzlUtlltd. Semon 5.1.1 oflhe QAIQC pltm
has bun revised 10 address rhis issue.

34. Paer 9. Table 3-1

The table shows that rinsate samples will be collected at a frequency of one per day.
The table needs to be corrected to show Ihat riDsate samples will be collected at a
frequency of one per piece of equipment per matrix per parameter per day.

NOlt 4 in Table 3-1 SltlltJ th/ll Ont equipmenr ri1lJlllt smnple flU dtry metVU one per dtry
per matrix per piect of tquipmou for non-dtdiCQItd equipmenJ.
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35. Page 27, ScioP 9,1. Parampb· S

The data package should be provided as an Appendix to the RI report.

ComplDe dmll padctJges wiU be provided 10 EPA. D~ 10 the size of'hue t/QrQ padctJges
(sevual rhousond pagesJ,il is no, prrzaiCtJ1lo incblde them as an appendix '0 the report.

OTHER COMMENTS DISCUSSED

During the phone conference, the Navy's responses to U.S. EPA comments (April 15, ,
1993) regarding the CBU BDd OBDANE sections of the WorkPJan were also discussed. The
Navy's original~ are provided in this documem. TIle issues discussed along with
resolutions are presented below.

General Comment 1,1

The U.S. EPA indicated that the response appears acceptable, bowever, they would like
to completely evaluate the QAlQC Plan as it relates to the CBU and OBDANE sites prior to
giving their fmal concurrence.

Specific Commeat 11,l, 5ec:oDd Parampb

The U.S. EPA indicated 'that this response was icc:eptable regarding the CBU and
OBDANE sites, however, they would like us to re-evalUate the depth of borings selected at all
other Phase n RI sites. In general, the' U.S. EPA indicated that drilling to a depth of four feet
below any evidence of contamination was only acceptable if some type of thermally enhanced
headspace analysis for VOC was, used in the field.

The Navy indicated that they would further evaluate this issue. Presented below by site
for all sites except CBU and OBDANE is a table show~g proposed boring depth and type of
field screening proposed.

SITE BORING DEPTH FIELD SCREENING

Rubble Fill at Bunker A-86 RcfuuJ OVA

Torpedo Sbops Refusal OVA

Goss Cove Base of fill OVA.XRF

Spent Acid and Disposal Area 1S' and two boriDg, to refusal XRF
Area A Landfill 1',' or waJ.er table OVA. Field GC

Weapons Center, 1", waJ.er table, or limit of OVA
contamiDalioD

DRMO Base of fill OVA.XRF

Lower Subase Base of fill and two borings to refusal XRF
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The Navy~ that all borings should be advanced below any evidence of
contamination and that this decision should be based on the results of reliable field screening.
As a rcsuh, the Work Plan bas been revised to add aD additional criteria that an borings will be ,
advailc:ed to a depth at least four feet below any evideDce of COD1amination. After re-evaluating
the field screening metbods proposed, the Work Plan was revised to indicate a thermally
CDhaDccd OVA method will be used at the Weapons Cemer. All other sites either complete
borings to refusal or~y use an accurate aDd more appropriate field screening technique
(based on type of contaminationp~) sueb as XRF or field GC techniques. .

Specific Comment U

The Navy agrees to analyze this sample for pesticides in addition to the other pariunClel'S
proposed (i.e., TCL, vee aDd SVOC, aDd TAL CODStitueots).
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