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RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Commanding Officer

Attn: Mr. Bill Hill = Code 1851

Southern Division

NAVFACENGCOM

P.O. Box 190010

North Charleston, South Carolina 29419-9010

SUBJ: Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report for Operable
Unit 10 and Site 13 at NAS Pensacola, Florida
EPA Site ID No.: FL9170024567

Dear Mr. Hill :

Enc osed are comments prepared by the Environmenta
Protection Agency (EPA) on the-Draft Final Remedial Investigation
(RI) Report of Operable Unit 10 and Site 13 at NAS Pensacola. As
. noted in the January 13, 1994, letter from Ms. Allison Drew, the
draft final Rl Report did not adequately address EPA’s comments
on the draft RI Report.

Although some questions remain with respect to contaminant
levels 1n surface soils and plume delineation, EPA believes that
site characterization was sufficient to satisfty the stated RI
objectives of documenting the extent of environmental
contamination and evaluatinﬁ human health and ecological risk and
to support preparation of the Feasibilit StudK- However, EPA
cannot complete i1ts review and aﬁprove the Rl Report until the
deficiencies in the Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA) noted in the
enclosure are corrected. Among other things, the BRA component
of the Rl Report does not conform to National and EPA Region 1V
risk assessment guidance with respect to format and content.

The enclosure also contains groundwater comments. Comment
X76 must be addressed in a revised RI Report but EPA expects the
Navy to actively address the remainder of the groundwater
comments during future field work to support the Remedial Design.

EPA has previously invoked informal dispute resolution over
the adequacy of the draft final Rl report (see the Allison Drew
letter of January 13, 1994). The dispute can best be resolved by
the Navy making the changes sought by EPA to the RI Report. If

‘ the Navy agrees to the changes, EPA requests that the Navy
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provide a schedule for submitting the revised RI Report within
fourteen (14) days of your receipt of this letter.

Should the Navy wish to challenge the need to revise the RI
Report in response to any of the enclosed comments or if
clarification on any comment is needed, please contact me by
telephone as soon as possible so that we can arrange a meeting or
conference call to discuss the Naw"s specific objections or
guestions. My telephone number is (404) 347-3016.

Sincerely,

s [

Craig S. Brown

Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Branch

Enclosure
cc: Ron Joyner, NAS Pensacola

Eric Nuzie, FDEP
Paul Stoddard, Ensafe/allen & Hoshall



BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT COMMENTS
Human Health

1. As previously commented, Section 10.1 should include a
reference to "supplemental Region IV Risk Assessment Guidance*
(March 1991) i1n the list of guidance documents.

2. Section 10.1, For consistency of A%ency risk documents,
"potential Chemicals of Concern" should be changed to "Chemicals
of Potential Concern" (COPCs). COPCs are those chemicals which
are carried through the risk assessment process. Throughout the
document all references to Chemicals of Concern or COCs should be
reserved for those chemicals which contribute to a pathway that
exceeds a 1E-4 risk or HI greater than 1 for any scenario
evaluation in the risk assessment.

3. Section 10.1, Toxicity Assessment, incorrectly
references Table 10-1. The information on Table 10-1 1s not
toxicity information. It is_inappropriate to include toxicity
information in the introduction section.

i 4. Section 10.1, page 10-3, paragraph 3, 1s inappropriate
in an introduction section. It is inappropriate to present
specific data relative to site characterization or toxicity
information in the introduction section. The second sentence of
this paragraph does not make sense; literally it means that a
chemical must be detected in all media before 1t may be
considered. This is contrary to standard risk assessment
procedures.

5. As previously commented, the initial summary tables (10-
1 through 10-8) should include the background concentrations for
each media and the 95% UCL values should be moved to the exposure
assessment section. These tables should include a footnote
indicating that the average values are the average of the
detected concentrations only.

6. Section 10.2 should be titled Chemicals of Potential
Concern (COPCs). COPCs are those chemicals which are carried
through the risk assessment process. Throughout the document all
references to Chemicals of Concern or COCs should be reserved for
those chemicals which contribute to a pathway that exceeds a 1E-4
risk or HI of 1 or-greater.

7. Comparison of chemicals to background values should be
presented in Section 10.2; this reviewer could not find this
information in Section 7 as referenced. This document is
contradictory with regard to the background data issue. Site
s?eC|f|c background should be established for this area and
clearly presented iIn this document.
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8. Section 10.2 of this document should include information
on which specific samﬁ!es_were used to develop the Baseline Risk
Assessment; without this information the verification of the risk
assessment values i1s not possible.

9. Table 10-1, indicates that this data i1s surface soil
data. For risk assessment purposes, Region 1V Office of Health
Assessment considers the top one foot as surface soil available
for direct exposure. Based on a review of the Remedial
Investigation Report, it appears there were no samples collected
in the top foot of soil.

_10. This table should include background levels. The
headlnE of this table indicates that all values presented exceed
2X background; for risk assessment purposes the 2X background
comparison is only apﬁllcable for inorganic compounds. Table 10-
7 and 10-8 indicate that the 2X value 1s 2X maximum; it _should be
2X average. The 95% UCL values should be moved to the Exposure
Assessment Section. The response to EPA comments indicates the
95% UCL values were calculated based on a normal distribution;
most environmental data is lognormally distributed. The
lognormal calculation should be used for this calculation and
presented in this document (see attached guidance). Use of the
normal uUcCL equation requires presentation of a normality test for
each data set. Most of the above comments for Table 10-1 apply
to Tables 10-2, 10-4, 10-5, and 10-6.

11. It is unclear from Table 10-3 i1f only one sample was
collected from_the deeﬁ_aqU|fer; this table should include a
footnote clairifying this point.

12. Tables 10-7 and 10-8 should be deleted. The background
data should be included in the same table(s) as the site-specific
data. It is unclear why Section 10.2 indicates that it was not
BOSSIble to establish background when these tables present

ackground data. What is the source of the background data?

13. _As previously stated, a table following the format of
RAGS Exhibit 5-7 should be presented in the Chemicals of
Potential Concern Section.

of describing the exposure setting, i1dentifying and detailing the
exposure pathways and presenting the quantification of exposure.
This section requires extensive revision.

14. The Exposure Assessment Section §§0.3) does a poor job

_15. Is Section 10.3.1, paragraph 3, sentence 2, accurate?
This facility is scheduled for realignment and is included in the
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) list.



16. Section 10.3.1 should include more information on the
physical environment and potentially exposed populations. Basic
site characteristics such as climate, vegetation, groundwater
hydrology and the presence and location of surface water should
be identified. Potentially exposed populations should be
identified and described with respect to those characteristics
that influence exposure of the current populations and well as
future populations.

17. Section 10.3.2 1is poorly written and does not
adequately describe the exposure pathways. The second sentence
of the fTirst paragraph should be deleted. It is clear from this
sentence that the author does not understand the EPA concept of
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) and the purpose of using the
95% UCL or the maximum concentration when the UCL exceeds the
maximum (See RAGS Section 6.4.1).

18. It is unclear from the following statement, included in
paragraph 1 of Section 10.3.2, if all soil samples were i
considered surface soil for the purposes of this baseline risk
assessment: "All soil within the area of concern is also assumed
to be exposed at the surface." It Is i1nappropriate to consider
any samples collected deeper than 1 foot below land surface as
surface soil for the Baseline Risk Assessment.

19. The following statement in the second paragraph of
Section 10.3.2 1is unclear: @@Althougmeither exposure pathway
has been reported . . . ." It iIs Inappropriate to automatically
default to the maximum detected value. The maximum detected
value should only be used if the calculated UCL values exceed the
maximum detected value; though a limited data based will usually
result 1n the maximum It should not be assumed. Also, the first
sentence after Table 10-9 is poorly constructed and unclear.

20. Table 10-9 should follow the format of Exhibit 6-8 in
RAGS. The table as currently presented does not include exposed
populations for all exposure routes. Also, the table should
clearly distinguish between current and future Bathways. The
risk management information included in this table should be
removed (the information included in the parenthesis of the
second and third bullets).

21. Section 10.3.3 should present the 95% UCL equation and
calculated values. The response to EPA comments indicates the
95% UCL values were calculated based on a normal distribution;
most environmental data is lognormally distributed. The
lognormal calculation should be used for this calculation. Use
of the normal UCL equation requires presentation of a normality
test for each data set.

_ 22. The reference to Figures 10-1 and 10-2 is inappropriate
to its location; its location implies that these figures contain
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information on the calculation of the 95% ucL or 95% UCL values.
Also, these figures should be included in the document on the
following page; not 17 pages later.

23. The uncertainty discussions in Section 10.3.3 ehould be
moved to the Uncertainties Section.

24. All references to worst-case ehould be deleted and
replaced with a discussion of the reasonable maximum exposure
methodology (see RAGS Section 6.4.1).

i 25. Section 10.3.3 should present the intake equations and
input parameters prior to presenting the chronic daily intake
values.

26. The third paragraph of the Groundwater Pathway Section
(page 10-27, top paragraph) does not make sense. The paragraph
starts with "This use would . . . ." What i1s "this" referring
to? This paragraph also includes a reference to see
Quantification of Exposure, this Is the Quantification of
Exposure Section. The intake parameters should be clearly
presented in this document.

27. The "Groundwater Value" heading in Tables 10-10 and 10-
11 should be changed to "Exposure Point Concentration." Also,
chemical concentration values should not be presented in
scientific notation. These tables contain no ¢pi’s for 1,2,3-
trichlorobenzene.

28. Table 10-12 should not contain hazard quotient values;
these should be included In the Risk Characterization Section.
It should be noted that hazard quotient values should not be
presented iIn scientific notation. As previously stated, the
exposure point concentration should be the lesser of the 95% UCL
or the maximum detected concentration. The column heading
"Maximum Groundwater Value" should be changed to "Exposure Point
Concentration. "

29. Table 10-13 should not include slope factors, TEFs,
reference doses, cancer risk values, hazard index values (which
are really hazard quotients). These values do not belong in the
exposure assessment section but _rather in the Toxicity and Risk
Characterization Sections. It is also unclear how a cancer risk
value of "0.0E+00" can be obtained for 1,2-dichlorobenzene. AS
previously commented, the concentration for carcinogenic PAHs
should be adjusted by the TEF and not the slope factor as the
footnote in this table implies. The column heading "Surface Soil
Concentration" should be changed to "Exposure Point
Concentration, "

30. Table 10-14 should include a footnote for the "--* used
for 1,2-dichlorobenzene and 1,3-dichlorobenzene. The column
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heading "surface Soil Concentration* should be changed to
“Exposure Point Concentration.*

31. In Table 10-15 the heading *surface Water Value
Detected" should be changed to "Exposure Point Concentration.*"
Lead does not have an MCL; 1t has a "treatment technique action
level" of 0.015 mg/L.

32. In Tables 10-16 and 10-17 the heading "Surface Sediment
Concentration” should be changed to "Exposure Point
Concentration.” The 500 mg/kg level set by the agenc¥ for lead
i1s an interim remedial action level and not a bioavailability
threshold. The notes in Table 10-17 indicate that the TEF
computed slope factors are shaded; they are not included iIn this
table. As previously commented, the concentration for
carcinogenic PAHs should be adjusted by the TEF and not the slope
factor as the footnote in this table implies.

33. _Tables 10-18 and 10-19 should be presented prior to the
presentation of the CDI values. Footnote b in Table 10-18
implies that the average of detected chemical concentrations was
used in the risk assessment; this contradicts the document and
EPA guidance. The reference to "Soil Exgosure Formulae RKey" in
the lifetime category is not understandable by this reviewer.

The exposured body parts for dermal exposure should be included.

34. Figures 10-1 and 10-2 are confusing. The age-adjusted
soil ingestion factor is referenced to RAGS Part A; this IS not
included in RAGS Part A. RAGS Part A advocates the use of
separate equations for calculation of childhood and adult
exposures. The heading for these figures indicates these
formulas compute carcinogenic _and non-carcinogenic risk; these
formulas calculate chronic daily intake not risk. The
assumptions included iIn these equations are not adequatelK
described; for example what is the rationale for the 2.6 hour
factor in the "time and age adjusted ingestion rate" and the 104
days/year recreational _exposure frequency. Aalso, it is unclear
how the "ingestion during recreation exposure" was calculated "50
ml X 2.6 hr/day and adjusted for age as above = 0.1 l/event."
The units don"t cancel and i1t is unclear how 0.1 l/event was
obtained. Footnotes a and b are not used in Figure 10-1. It
should be noted that RAGS Part B is inaﬁpropriate for use in _the
baseline risk assessment; RAGS Part A should be used to develop
the equations for the baseline risk assessment. RAGS Part B is
used for development of preliminary remediation goals which are
developed during scoping of the remedial investigation.

35. Figures 10-3 and 10-4 are not referenced in the text of
the baseline risk assessment. See comments on Figures 10-1 and
10-2 for comments relative to these figures. It 1s unclear why
the daily indoor inhalation rate for the worker is different on
Figures 10-2 and 10-4.



36. Table 10-20 should follow the page which i1t is first
cited (page 10-34). The reference in the text implies that
toxicological data (i.e. reference doses and slope factors) are
included in Table 10-20; they are not. The toxicological values
are included in Table 10-21 which is not referenced In Section
10.4, but rather at the bottom of Table 10-20. As previousl
commented, the main body of this document should include a short
description of the toxic effects of each chemical carried through
the risk assessment in non-technical language. Included in this
description should be information on the effects associated with
exposure to the chemical and the concentrations at which the
adverse effects are expected to occur in humans.

37. The TEF footnote on Table 10-21 should be changed;
exposure point concentrations should be adjusted not slope
factors. This note also indicates that some values will be
shaded; no values are shaded in this table. The 95% UCL, maximum
detected, and lead bioavailability notes should be removed from
this table; they are not applicable. This table should be
rearranged so that i1t is clear that the cancer class reference
column pertains to the slope factors and that the uncertainty and
modifying factor columns pertain to the reference doses. It
should be noted that this review .did not include verification of
the reference dose and slope factor values.

38. Section 10.5 should present risks associated with the
site; most of the discussion in this section iIs uncertainties
issues which should be moved to the uncertainties section (e.g.,
tﬂe uncertainty issues presented in Section 10.5.1 relative to
chromium ).

39. Section 10.5.1, second paragraph, first sentence, 1is
incorrect. All references to "worst-case" should be removed from
this document. Acronyms should be used consistently throughout
this document; PaHs has been used up to this section which now
uses PNAs.

40. Section 10.5 should include a table which shows all
pathways with risk greater than 1E-4 and HI greater than 1. _For
these pathways all chemicals which individually contribute risks
greater than 1E-6 and Hl greater than 0.1 should be included.

41. It is unnecessary to present the TEFs, reference doses,
cancer slope factors, and soil concentrations in Tables 10-22
through 10-28. These values have already been presented and they
confuse_the presentation of the risk values. Due to the numerous
errors in the preceding sections of this risk assessment,
verification of Tables 10-22 through 10-28 was not included in
this review. Per RAGS, all risk, HI and HQ values should be
presented as one significant figure. Additionally, HI and HQ
values should not be presented In scientific notation.



__42. It is unclear why Section 10.7.1 and 10.7.2 are both_
titled "Groundwater Pathways" and unusual that Soil uncertainties
are not addressed iIn Section 10.7.

43. Section 10.8 should be a risk summary and not a
continuation of the Uncertainties Section (10.7).

44. Due to the numerous errors iIn the preceding sections of
this risk assessment, review of Section 10.9, Remedial Goal
Options, was not included in this review In addition to Section
10.5, Risk Characterization. However, i1t should be noted that
the terminology Preliminary Remediation Goals or PRGs should be
eliminated from this document and that RGOs for non-carcinogenic
compounds should be presented for the 0.1, 1, and 10 hazard
quotients levels.

Ecological Assessment

45. sec. 5.3, p. 5-21 - The text states that salinity was
measured for surface water samples, yet no salinity data are
included with the Auxiliary Field Data presented in Appendix E.
This should be checked. Also, i1t appears that dissolved oxygen
was not measured for the surface water samples. This should be
done for any surface water samples collected in the future.)

46. sec. 7.3, p- 7-55 and Table 7-10, p. 7-56 = (@a) Surface
water concentrations are compared to surface water standards or
criteria in Section 7.3 (Surface Water Contamination) and Table
7-10, and also in Section 10.6 (Ecological Assessment), pages 10-
75 and 10-82, and Table 10-31, but these comparisons are not
consistent. Table 7-10 compares only a_ few metals to the Florida
Surface Water Quality Standards for marine waters (Class 111),
while Table 10-31 compares detected concentrations of both
organic and inorganic chemicals to surface water screening values
for freshwater (i.e., Ambient Water Quality Criteria) and the
Florida Surface Water Quality Standards for marine waters. [On
the other hand, sediment data were compared to sediment screening
values i1n Section 10.6, page 10-82 and 10-85 and Table 10-32, but
not under Section 7.2 (Sediment Contamination), pages 7-44 to 7-
53.]1 If these comparisons with standards or screening numbers
are primarily for ecological purposes, it would be better to
retain them 1n Section 10.6 and delete them from Section 7.3.
Either way, the approaches should be consistent.

(b) The concentrations of all detected chemicals should be
compared to the appropriate screening values.

(c) Determine whether the surface water is freshwater or
saltwater (e'ﬂ" based upon salinity measurements, If available).
IT 1t 1s freshwater, an average hardness should be calculated,
based upon the concentrations of calcium and magnesium in the



surface water samples. (Hardness is needed because the surface
water standards for some metals are hardness-dependent.)

d) In both the text and Table 7-10, the Florida Surface
Water Quality Standard for cadmium should be 9.3 ug/L, not 0.3
ug/L. Since the samples were analyzed for total chromium, the
standards for both trivalent and hexavalent chromium should be
given.

47. Sec. 10.1, p. 10-1 - As stated In my memorandum of July
19, 1993, the list of guidance documents used for preparing the
risk assessment should also include the following documents:

_ Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund. Volume II =
Environmental Evaluation Manual. Interim Final, USEPA/OERR,
EPA/540/1-89/001, March 1989.

Framework for Ecoloaical Risk Assessment, USEPA/Risk
Assessment Forum, EPA/630/R-92/001, February 1992.

Although these documents are mentioned in Section 10.6, page 10-
73, they might also be included in the list of risk assessment
guidance documents presented in Section 10.1.

43. Sec. 10.6, p. 10-73 - (@) In the fTirst sentence of the
first paragraph, change "terrestrial ecosystem" to "ecological
receptors". Next, mention that this section focuses on the
terrestrial ecosystem at oui0, but it also includes an initial
assessment of surface water, sediment, and ground water 1iIn
relation to possible effects on the ecological receptors of the
NASP Wetlands, Pensacola Bay, and Bayou Grande.

(b) In the second paragraph, the meaning of the first
sentence i1s unclear. Each Operable Unit (OU) must have i1ts own
ecological risk assessment; an overall ecological risk
assessment can be done once all of the individual ous are
addressed. If data gaps are identified, the document should
indicate how and when these gaps will be addressed. For example,
the Navy, EPA, and the Natural Resource Trustees have agreed that
data gaps for the oui0 wetlands and drainage ditch will be
addressed in conjunction with the investigations for the NASP
Wetlands, Pensacola Bay, and Bayou Grande Operable Units.

(c) Define the term "trigger levels". As mentioned in the
text, the issue of sediment screening values still needs to be
resolved. EPA has been reevaluating 1ts sediment screening
values and has received recommendations from the Region 1V
Ecological Technical Advisory Group (ETAG%- EPA hopes to
complete i1ts reevaluation at the January 27 meeting of the ETAG,
and to i1ssue new Region 1V Waste Division sediment screening
values shortly thereafter.



49. sec. 10.6, p. 10-75 - (@) In the_first paragraph,
summarize the results of the Habitat and Biota survey as
presented iIn Section 4.4, and refer to the wetland/habitat map
(Figure 4-6).

(b) In the second paragraph, the concentrations of chemicals
found in surface soils should not be compared to the sediment
screening values, since these are two different media. Instead,
information on ecotoxicity of the chemicals should be obtained
from available literature, databases, etc., and used to
gualitatively or quantitatively evaluate the soil data.

(c) With respect to the third_paragraph, the ecological
assessment must_address the potential for ecological effects with
respect to possible discharge of site-related ground water
contaminants into surface water bodies. (See Section 9.2.2, page
9-4, Section 9.3, page 9-6, and my memoranda of July 19, 1993 and
October 26, 1996 regarding the Draft RI Report for OUIO.) An
initial screening of the ground water data can be conducted as
part of the OUIO RI Report, with further evaluation of potential
ecological impacts to be addressed in conjunction with the _
Pensacola Bay, Bayou Grande, and Nasp Wetlands ous, as mentioned
in Section 9.3.

(d) Since this section apEarently contains the first mention
of the Long and Mor?an (1990) ER-L and ER-M values, it could
include a short explanation of the effects range values generated
by NOoM. The reference should be cited in the text, and the
reference citation should be included under the References in
Section 12.0.

(e) Since a consensus has not yet been reached on sediment
screening values to be used at Nas Pensacola, it is acceptable
for now to use both the ER-L (the lower 10th percentile of the
NOM effects range database, used as a screening value by the EPA
Region 1V Waste Division) and the lower 20th Bercentlle of the
same database (proposed as a screening value by the Navy).
However, since the ER-L is defined as the 10th percentile, the
term "20% ER-L" is inappropriate and must be changed.

() In the fourth paragraph, clarify that the purpose of
comparing sediment analytical data to the sediment screening
values is to determine the potential for the sediment
contaminants to cause adverse ecological effects. Exceedances of
these screening values might indicate a need for further site-
SﬁeCIfIC ecological studies. Also, change line 3 to read "USEPA
chronic and acute Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AwWQC)".

__ 50. sec. 10.6.1, p. 10-75 = _To support the statement about
limited use of the IWTP by ecological receptors, expand the
description of the IWTP. ~For example, Section 4.2.2, pages 4-5
to 4-6, mentions grasses and bare soils iIn this area, and that
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marsh vegetation is present in the closed stabilization and
polishing poinds.

51. Sec. 10.6.2, p. 10-76_- In line 6, change "ecology" to
“ecological receptors". Also, it would be helpful to number the
subsections under Section 10.6.2 (e.g., Section 10.6.2.1,
Potential Chemicals of Concern)..

52. Ssec. 10.6.2, Potential Chemicals of Concern, p. 10-76
and Table 10-30, p. 10-77 = Check the guidance for human health
risk assessment regarding selection of Potential Chemicals of
Concern. Soil concentrations should be compared to two times the
mean background concentration rather than the maximum background
concentration. Once this comparison is done, revise the text as
needed. For non-detects in Table 10-30, include the U value for
comparison. Either include the background soil concentrations or
refer to Table 10-7, page 10-15, and refer to the figure which
shows the surface soil sampling locations.

_ 53. sec. 10.6.2, Exposure and Pathwavs, p. 10-79 = (@) In
line 1 of paragraph 2, change "birological components" to
*animals", since the focus of this paragraph i1s fauna.

(b) In paragraph 4, mention that the highest surface soil
contaminant levels were found in the swale area, rather than in
the pine flatwood area. (However, high contaminant
concentrations were found In sample 33s57 at the old wastewater
tratement plant, which was not included in this evaluation.)

54. sec. 10.6.2, Risk Characterization, pp- 10-80 to 10-
81 - (@) Delete the statements about comparison of soil
contaminant levels_to the NOM sediment ER-L values and the "20%
ER-L" values. Modify_this section, based upon literature
information on ecotoxicity of the contaminants. (See the
comments given above.)

(b) The focus of the Ecological Risk Assessment should be
populations and communities, rather than individual organisms,
unless species of special concern (e.g., endangered or threatened
species) are present. Therefore, It Is recommended that the
information presented under the subheading Potential Individual
Oraanism Effects be combined with the section titled Potential
‘Species/Community Effects.

i (ﬁ? Recommendations for remedial action should be included
in the Feasibility Study, not the Ecological Risk Assessment.

(d) See _the comment given above concerning an initial
evaluation of ground water contaminants.
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55. Sec. 10.6.2, %nﬁmmmmmmm%m,_ pp- 10-82 -
See the comment given above concerning recommendations for

remedial action.

56. sec. 10.6.3, Surface Water, p. 10-82 - As mentioned
above, see the human health risk assessment guidance concerning
non-detects and calculation of the mean concentration. The
reference to Table 10-14 is incorrect.

57. Sec. 10.6.3, Sediment, p- 10-82 - As mentioned above,
change the term "20% ER-L values". Change line 3 to read "to
evaluate the potential for adverse ecological effects and the
need for further study."

58. Table 10-31, p. 10-83 - This table needs to be revised,
as follows:

a) In the footnotes, indicate that the EPA Region 1V Waste

Division surface water screening values are based upon the
Ambient Water Quality Criteria, and change "NOAA" tO "EPA."

_b) These comparisons should be shown for all detected
chemical parameters shown in Appendix O.

c) For each parameter having at least one detection, the
non-detected values should be shown as "u" values, with the U
value being the detection limit for that sample. The
substitution of the "lesser of 1/2 CRQL or lowest hit" for non-
detects does not appear to be correct; ?enerally, 1/2 the
detection limit for_each non-detect sample is used in calculating
the mean concentration. Check the human health risk assessment
guidance on this point.

d) As mentioned above, indicate whether the standards and
screening numbers used for comparison are freshwater or
saltwater. (The values given appear to be the freshwater numbers
for the Ambient Water Quality Criteria and the marine numbers for
the Florida Surface Water Quality Standards.)

e) Include standards/screening numbers for both trivalent
aﬂd hexavalent chromium, since samples were analyzed for total
chromium.

) Too many digits are shown for some of the screening
values, implying more significant figures than are appropriate;
only the original number of decimal places shown for the surface
water standards or screening values should be used iIn the table.

) If the values given are for freshwater, include the mean
surface water hardness value in a footnote, and adjust the
standards/screening numbers accordingly.
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h) The text on page 10-82 should be revised appropriately,
based On the comments given above.

59. Table 10-32, p. 10-84 = (@) Several of the comments for
Table 10-31 also apply to this table.

(b) Change "10% ER-L value® and "20% ER-L Value" to "10th
Percentile Value (ER-L)" and "20th Percentile Value",
respectively, and revise the title.

60. Sec. 10.6.3, p. 10-85 - Rather than mentioning specific
types of tests to be done in the future, it IS recommended that
the last two sentences be changed to indicate only that further
investigations of the southern drainage ditch will be conducted
in conjunction with the investigations for the NaAsp Wetlands and
Pensacola Bay OUs.

61. sec. 10.6.4, p. 10-85 - (@) For clarification, state
that Magazine Point _is Site 13, and that sediments were collected
from the dredge spoils disposal area.

(b) While the sludge pit area at Magazine Point contains_
dredge spoils (sediments from the yacht basin/Bayou Grande), it
seems to be more of an upland habitat rather than an aquatic
habitat, and it does not appear to have a direct connection to
Pensacola Bay (e.g., no drainage ditch.) (See Section 7.2.2,
page 7-48, and Figure 4-6, page 4-23). Figure 4-6 shows the
dredge spoil/sludge pit area as a disturbed habitat, adjacent to
a pine/flatwood community and a beach/shore habitat. Therefore,
it might be more appropriate to address the dredge spoil area as
part of the terrestrial risk for oui0, rather than including it
in the NAsSP Wetlands, Pensacola Bay, and Bayou Grande 0OUs.

62. Table 10-33, p. 10-86 = IT this table is retained, see
the comments given above for Table 10-32.

63. Sec. 10.7, p. 10-85 - This section can include _
UUCErtalntleS\Nlth respect to the determination of ecological
risk.

64. Sec. 10.8, p. 10-89 = This section should also include
a summary of the ecological risk.

65. Sec. 11.2, p. 11-10 - (@) Summarize the ecological risk
to terrestrial receptors with respect to soils.

(b) Correct the last paragraph where it mentions "NOAA*®
screening values for surface water. Also, as mentioned above,
check to see whether freshwater or saltwater screening values are
appropriate.
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66. Sec. 11.2, p. 11-11 = (@) Change the first sentence to
state that sediment data were compared to the two sets of
sediment screening values (i.e. , NOM ER-L and the 20th
ggrg@ntile of the NOAA effects range database), and summarize the

indings.

(b) In the second sentence, change "action levels for
contaminants in freshwater sediments" to "sediment Screening
values.*"

67. Sec. 11.3, p. 11-11 = In the thircharagraph, indicate
that the drainage ditch will also be included in the
investigations of the NASP Wetlands and Pensacola Bay OUs.

_ 68. Site 13, p. 11-11 - The first_para%raﬁh might need
revising, depending upon the reevaluation of the dredge spoils
area with respect to terrestrial risk.

GROUNDWATER COMMENTS

69. The aquifer tests conducted at 0U10 were unsuccessful
in providing representative hydraulic property data. The tests
were _conducted for 6 hours at pumping rates that did not
significantly stress the aquifer. Drawdown In surrounding
observation wells ranged from 0.04 to 0.15 feet. The duration of
the aquifer test and the amount of drawdown produced in the
observation wells were insufficient for evaluating hydraulic
properties and boundary conditions of the aquifer. It is critical
that a constant rate aquifer test be conducted that lasts a
minimum of 72 hours (48 hours drawdown, 24 hours recovery). Data
obtained from the test will serve as baseline data for designing
the extraction system.

70. The Iithology of the surficial zone is described as a
continuous quartz sand that extends the thickness of the unit.
The text states that the surficial zone i1s composed of white- to
light brown, fine- to medium quartz sand, extendinE to a depth of
approximately 38 to 48 feet bgs. There 1Is no break In the
lithology for the entire thickness of the zone (pages 3-6 through
3-7). However, based on slug test and specific capacity tests
the hydraulic conductivity of the shallow portion of the
surficial zone (upper 15 Tfeet of saturated zone) is an order of
magnitude greater than the basal portion of the surficial zone
(approximately 30 to 40 feet bgs). The text states that the
upper and lower portions of the surficial aquifer exhibit
different hydraulic properties but are hydraulically connected
and ground water communicates freely between zones (pages 6-39
through 6-41). Based on the limited data provided this may or

may not be true. There may be several reasons for the low values
calculated in the deeper interval of the surficial aquifer.

These include: well installation, well construction. well
development, screen corrosion, and/or lithologic changes.
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71. The well installation varied for wells installed at
oul0. Shallow wells (12 to 15 bgs) were installed by hollow stem
augers and deeg wells (30 feet or greater) were installed by mud
rotary (pages 5-24 through 5-25). Mud rotary wells are much more
difficult to develop properly and often leave a "skin effect”
that does not allow ground water to move freely into the well.
Also, the sPeC|f|c capacity tests conducted on the wells indicate
that the wells were not properly developed. Table 6-5 (page 6-30)
lists the results of the specific capacity tests. Two wells were
tested during development and after development. The specific
capacity results did not increase but remained the same after
development indicating that development of the wells did not
occur .

The lack of development may also be due to the type of
screen used in well construction. Rather than using punched slot
screens, continuous slot screens should be installed in future
extraction wells. These screens have as much as 40 percent more
open area than punched slot screens which increases the
transmitting capacity of the well.

As mentioned in the text, another factor that may limit the
productivity of the well is corrosion of the well screen. The
corrosion may by dissolved chemically or possibly by over
developing the well. Finally, the clay composition i1n the
surficial aquifer may increase with depth causing the hydraulic
conductivity to decrease with depth.

The lower hydraulic _conductivity values observed in the
basal portion of the aquifer may be due to one of the factors
mentioned above or a combination of the factors. In anK case,
more work should be conducted at oul0 to determine the hydraulics
of the system. A constant rate aquifer test should be conducted
at the site. Ildeally the test should be conducted with a new
extraction well constructed in a manner that maximizes the
transmitting capacity of the well. If an existing recovery well
is used, it should first be developed using a high powered
flushing technique, such as jetting.

72. Analytical methods that assume an unconfined aquifer
should be utilized to evaluate aquifer test data. Also, 1t iIs not
acceptable to use the screened interval as the aquifer thickness
in calculating the hydraulic properties of the aquifer. The text
states that for calculation of the transmissivity of the
surficial zone the aquifer thickness was calculated as follows:
'. ._.by subtracting the elevation of the bottom of the well from
static water level elevation.” Depending on the results from the
constant rate aquifer test, the thickness should be assumed to be
the entire saturated thickness of the surficial zone
(approximately 35 feet) or i1f it is found that the aquifer is
indeed composed of two zones with unique hydraulic properties

14



then the value utilized for calculation should include the entire
zone that represents those hydraulic properties.

73. Before the constant rate test is conducted, a step
drawdown test should be performed to determine optimum pumping
rates. At least 5 steps or pumping rates should be used to
select the optimum pumping rate.

74. Figures 6-11 through 6-13 - Information should be
provided that indicates the tide cycle relative to the water
levels measured in the surficial zone aquifer April 22, 1993.
Also, information should be provided that provides the pumping
rates for each of the recovery wells.

75. Extent of ground water contamination in the surficial
zone has been delineated areally except in the area of ES-15 and
33620. Monitoring well ES-15 contained PCE (190 ppb) and TCE (5
ppb). . The adjacent recovery well screened in the same interval
contained dichlorobenzene as high as 90 ppb. The source area for
the chlorinated solvent contamination is unknown. Monitoring
well 33620 contained 1,2 dichlorobenzene (1200 ppb) and 1,4
dichlorobenzene (670 ppb). Additional intermediate wells should
be installed northeast and northwest of ES-15 and north of 33620
to define the extent of the contaminant plume.

_76. Section 7.4.2, p. 7-79 - The data interpretation
section should address the possible occurence of Dense Nonagqueous
Phase Liquids (DNAPLs) as free phase product pooling on the clay
surface at the base of the intermediate zone or as residual
trapped in the soil matrix.
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