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Commander Atlantic Divison

Naval FadlitiesEngineering Command
1510 Gilbert Sreet (Building N 26)
Norfalk, Virginia 23511-2699

Attn.: M. Bob Schirmer, P.E.
Code 1822

RE  Draft Final Sitelnspection Report
Ste4 and AOC 1
Naval Weapons Sation Yorktown, Cheatham Annex Site
September 2000

Dear M. Schirmer:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the abovereeencad
document. Our commentsareliged below.

1. TheRBC concentration for mercury in tables 4-7, 4-9, 4-11, 4-13, 4-15, and 4-19
ISincorrect. Thecorrect value is 7.8 mg/kg, not 7,821 mg/kg. Thisdoes not
affect any of the analys's however it should be corrected in the document.

2. Page4-12, Top d the page — Theargument that bis(2-ethylhexyl)phtalate and di-
n-octylpthalate arelaboratory artifacts isnot supported by thetrip and rinsate
blank analyses. Pleasemodify this section accordingly.

3. Page4-15, lastt wo sentencesin the surface water section — Please provide copies

of thefield notesor laboratory notesdescribing theturbid appearance of the
surface water samplesin order to support these statements. |1 it is not possbleto
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provide support for thetheory thet sediment wasentrained in the surface water
samples, pleaseremovethese statements.

4 For AOC-1, use Of ten times thetap water RBC valueisnat appropriatesince
Jones Pond isa drinkingwater supply. The appropriate soreaning values should be
thetap water RBCs and the VirginiaWater Quality Standar ds(VWQS) for
drinking water supplies, usng the lowest concentration wherethet wo donot
agree. Please modify all tables, calculations and text accordingly.

51 A background st udy hasnat been performed at CAX. Neither has it been
established that the background data for WPNSTA is acceptable for badkground
comparisonsat CAX. Until background concentrations have been established and
agred to by both EPA and VDEQ) please remove all reference to background
concentrations N the document(s).

6. It isnoted that the SVOC reporting limitsfor samples 4-HA03-02, 4HA04-01, 4-
HA05-01, and 4HA06-01 i sunusually high. P esse describe the samplesand
providean explanation as to why thisoccurred. It would alse be helpful if a
description of the ssmples(tar-like, black soil, tan S0il, leaf mold, sandy, etc.) and
thei r proximity to drums, concrete, tar piles etc wereprovided. Thiswould help
to put the sample resuits in Some perspective.

7. Page 5-7, second paragraph — Thisparagraph impliesthat Arochlor 1260 waskept
as a COPC becauseit wasdetected at a concentration |essthan the resdential
RBC. | do not disagreethat Arochlor 1260 should be kept as a COPC; however
thereasoningwould be that dueto the small number of samplesand low mobility
of P(Bs in highly organic soils(leaf mulch) the Source may be a significant “hot
spot" and nat have been identified. PCBs should remain a COPC until data
determiningthe natureand extent of contamination has confirmed itspresencea
lack thereof.

8. Section 5.4.3 — The95% UCL does not appear to have been usad, see section
5.7.2, inthisreport. It would nat be appropriate to do as the samples collected are
not representatived the same portion of the Ste, e.g., one groundwater well.

0. Sections 5.5.1 through 5.5.2.3 — A HI of anything over 1 is not within the
acoeptablerange, and a total ILCR ged e than 1 X 10-6is only accept abl e under
specific well defined circumstances wherethor ough knowledge of the natureand
extent of the contamination hasbean, identified and a high level of confidence
exists as to the actual risk at the site. For thislevd of sreaning and sampling, the
maximum allowablerisk should be 1 X 10-6.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Sections 5.5.1.1, 5.5.2.1, 5.5.2.2 — Supporting documentation of background iron
levelsi n Sl af this site has not been provided in thisdocument and therefore
referencesuggesting that the levdsare within background should be deleted from
this section.

Section 5.2.1 — Dermal absorptionand particulateinhalation / ingestion pathways
should be considered as complete pathways, though they are nat included int he
screening levd risk assessment Wher e concentrations are compared to RBCs. /s
more than a screening level risk assessment was performed, these pathways should
beinduded. Also, thefuture congructionworker Scenario should be evaluated.
Thisisnot thesane astheindustrial worker scenario. Atthis point thesechanges
do nat appear to benecessary asthe COPCs havebeen identified by screening the
maximum concentrations against the RBCs; and even thelessconservative risk
analyses performedin thereport i ndi cat e that unacceptablerisksmay be present at
bath sites and that additional work isindicated. Of course, these scenari s will
need to be addressed duringthe RI level human hedlth risk assessment.

Tables5-6 through 5-10 do not appear to be rdevant to the discussonsin thetext
as the 95% UCL values warenct utilized in the calculation of risk nor for the
screening I OCESSES,

The widespread presence of PAHs suggests thet burningmay havetaken place. I's
thereany evidence, historically a atherwisethat would suggest a source for the
PAHsd Ste4?

Page 6-2 fourth bullet — Cardnogenic risksfor each individual medium were not
within acceptablerangesas they exceeded | X10-6.

A discussion of thesour ces of the PCB and ar senic contamination would also be
appropriateto indudel n theconcl usi ons secti on for Site4.

Page6-2 second bullet — Cardnogenic risksfor each individual medium werenat
within accept abl e rangesas they exceeded 1 X10-6.

Site 4 recommendations fail to addr esSpotential fish contamination in the pond
and determination of theextent of PCB contamination surroundingthear ea.

Theneed to addressthe removal/burial of thedebrisin the vicinty of AOCI exists,
however, additional sampling needs to be performed in order to further classify
rik and theextent of contaminationat theste. Locationsof potential contaminant
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sour ces, drums, debrispiles, ete, should be clearly marked S0 that they could be
identifiedfor future" hot gpot” samplingshould it be required. It is anticipated that
additional surface and subsurfaceas well as groundwater samplingmay be
indicateda AOCH.

19.  Additional surface water samplesshould be obtained to confirm or refiste the
assumptionsmade regarding presence of sediments in the surface water causing
thehigh contaminant concentrationsreported.

20.  Sources for the low detected levd of PCBs should beinvestigated.

If you have any questions or requir e clarification on any of theabove comments,
pleasecontact ne at the numbersbelow. I'm sorry that | will not be ableto make it to
next weeks RAB megting. |f any new issuesarise, please let n@ know.

Very truly,

Yo

Sharon Skutle Wilcox
Remedial Project Manager
804-698-4143
804-698-4383 fax
sswilcox@deq.state.va.us

CC: Rob Thompson, Region III, EPA
Bob Stroud, Region III, EPA
Durwood Willis, VDEQ
file: 2000 - Cheatham Annex

Chronological
Harold Winer, TRO
Milton Johngon, TRO



