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MEMORANDUM

DATEs  ¥N 09 194V
TO: NAS Pensacola Tean

%L :/a/w
FROM: Allison D. Humphris, RP
DOD Remedial Section, FFB, U,S.EPA Region 1V

REs Transmittal of comments on Technical Memorandum for Sites
9, 29 and 34

Attached are rpra‘s comments On the subject document. Please
give me a call if you have any gquestions Or want to discuss these
issues further. The Navy need not revise and resubmit the
Technical Memorandum, given its status as a secondary document.
However, in order for EPA to consider the next primary document toO
be submitted for these sites for approval (1.e. the RI/BRA Report),
that document must adequately address our attached comments. The
Navy should also consider these comments, as appropriate, in making
any decisions to conduct removal actions for these sites.
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TECHNICAL REVIEW AND COMMENTS
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM: SITES 9, 29 & 34
NAVAL AIR STATION (NAS) PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Throughout thie document, Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Maximum
Contaminant Levels (XcLs) should be used as the basis for
comparison with groundwater data. USEPA‘s Rumeric Action Lévels
(NAL) for contaminated Drinking Water are not appropriate ARARe for
the groundwater at these sites and should not be used for this

purpose.

2. The groundwater background sampling data is suspect due to the
high (above SDWA MCL) concentrations OF many Inorganic chemicals
(beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead, manganese, msrcury, nickel).
Unless adequate documentation supporting the representativeness OF
this data (e.g. collected from a contaninant-free area using
adequate sampling techniquer) can be provided, additional samples
muet be collected and analyzed in order to estadblish NASP-speclfic
background concentrations for groundwater. Until thie issue is
satisfactorily resolved, the conclusions regarding the lack of a
metals problem for ground water at these sites is also suspect,

3. Since Site 10 is referenced in several places throughout the
document (e.g. Figurs 1, page 2), please clarify the relationship
between Site 10 and Sites 9, 29 and 34 in the document text.

4. Use of the term *Contaminants of Concern" in this documsnt is
not appropriate. This term, or preferably '_'gﬂgmm of Concern™
(COC), should be reserved for chemicals which szceed a 10° risk
level or HI of 0.1 1IN baseline risk assesament Scenarios which
exceed 107 risk level or #p of 1 Please revise the text
accordingly.

. SUmRALY of Anal.c ages 14
35,T§§)'S ou air%‘f Fé‘%ei}" e'ct;’t:he values presentie%%cﬁmégmgr_egn 2t
ARARs. The correct term for this set of values is Prelimina
Remediation Goals (PRGs). Also, the usepa’'s NarL for Contaminate
Drinking Water should be removed from this 1ist and replaced with
the SDWA MCLs.

6. All tables rhould be located Lmmsdiately after the page which
cites the table. In order to iaprove the readability and clarity
of table contents: (1) the format for a given table should bé
coneistent Tor the entire table (e.g. Table 2), and (ii) the text
site w e t be large enough to allow distinction Of text types (e.g.
bold) and symbols.

7, Inorganic data must be presented in a table similar to organic
data for all sltse included in thie report.
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8. Wy do Tables 2, 4, and 7 include comparisons with RBCs and CGs
but not with background?

9. All references to the *applicable RBCs" should clearly indicate
which of the Region III RBCs are *applicable*” (i.e., residential or
industrial).

10. 1I£ ground water contamination, oOr the potential for roil
contaminants to leach to ground water, is found to exist at these
sites, site-specific roil action level6 should be derived for each
detected contaminant. The methodologyr wed to derive these numbers
should also be provided for review. The EPA Region 111 Risk-Based
Concentrations meay not be protective of ground water, and FDEP
Cleanup Goals may be overly conservative.

11. Difficulties in attaining satisfactory quantitation limits for
samples Wwere noted in several instancee. Therefore, the followin

confirmatory sampling/analyses will be required to support fina

remedial decisions fOr these sites:

A. The quantitation limite fOr volatiles for roil sample 0950101
were elevated (1200wg/kg). In order to support a final remedial
decision for this site, soil samples should be recollected from
this area and reanalyzed to cenfirm that volatile contamination
does not exist IN this area.

B. The quantitation limits for volatiles In und water sampler
34GRO1 and 34GR02 were extremsly high (100ppb), and the detection
limits for semi-volatiles were elevated (40 ppb). In order to
suppert a final remedial decision for ground water at this rite,
ground water from location 34GR01 and downgradient of location
34GR0O2 should be resampled and reanalyzed, possibly using permanent

wellr.
C. The quantitation limits for volatiles in the ground water sample
3466M53 were elevated (33 ppb). In order to support a final

remedial decision TOr this site, ground water from this permanent
well should be reseampled and reanalyzed. It is also very possible
that once confirmatory data for shallow ground water i& oObtained
for this site, additional intermediate wells will be needed to

delineate the vertical extent of groundwater contaminatiqn. EBw
e?llo rt s‘fhould be made to an ICIpaq:e and plan for this nee8, 80 tﬁa

it can be completed INn the upcoming field event, and prevent the
need for an additional field mobilization.

D. The quantitation limits for volatile8 for soil sample 34801 Were
elevated (1200_ug/kg) . Also, elevated levels Of semi-volatiles
were detected INn the *0%* sampling Interval. In order to sup

a final remedial decision for this site, the additiopnal %ﬁ
samples proposed On page 40 should be analyzed not only for lead,
but also for volatiles and semi-volatiles.

12. Given that elevated *J* values for pesticide8 were reported for
the ground water sample from intermediate Well GM-61, both thie
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intermediate well and the shallow nested well which will replace

OM-96 should be reeampled fOr pesticides. This information is

needed to confirm the lack of a Pesticide contamination problem for

g{o%ﬂd Wziter and support a final remedial decision for ground rater
e site.

13. In general, In instances Where additional sur%ling is needed to
delineate identified contaminants, the clearly defined objective of
the upcoming round of sampling should be to complete adequate
delineation of the subject contamination during this field event
and provide final confinnation of the results (i.e. use field
analytical methods and strategize/!.nglement plan8 for contingency
sampling as needed) (see comment Il.C. above).

14¢. The dieldrin concentration6 detected represent a legitimate
contamination concern, and must be addressed through remediation
where deemed appropriate based on the findings of the Baseline Risk
Assessment. However, the source of the dieldrin contamination is
moat likely separate from the sources originally identified as
Sites 9, 29 and 34. The detected concentrations axe just a6 likely
to be seen at any maintained location at NAsP. In order to
effectively delineate detected dieldrin contamination at the base,
It Ny be necessary to devise a different investigative strategy.
EPA recommends that ingquiries be made to PWC concerning their past
use of pesticides (e.g. what was used, under what guidance was it
used, etc.).

SPECIFIC COMMENTS s

1. Page ¢, Paragraph 21
PVC should not be steam cleaned,

2. Page8 19-20, Table 23 ) )
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate is included ea page 8 of the Rgglon 111
RBC table. Please make the appropriate corrections to Table 2.

3. Page 16, Paragraph 2: o

According_ to Appendix B, the nas Peneacola-specific background
standard for lead is 157.60, not 78.8. Please clarify. The FSDWS
for manganese is 50 ppb, not 500 ppb.

4. Page 17, Paragraph 1: } )
Delete the first four lines of duplicative text.

5. Page 18, Paragraph 21 i
Lead concentration6 in groundwater at thir site exceeded the SDWA

treatment . technique action level. Lead was thecli’efore
inappropriately eliminated from consideration base on

inappropriate use Of the NaL value.

6. Page 23, Paragraph 2= o
111 7Ce i s not an appropriate abbreviation. The chemical 1,1,1=
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trichloroethane should be abbreviated 111 TcA and the chemical
trichloroethene should be abbreviated TCB. There 10 no such
chemical as 1,1,1-trichloroethene.

7. Page 40, Paragraph 3s ) )

An inquiry should be made to PwWC regarding the lead detected in
soil samples and the semi-volatiles detected in ground water
samplee. |f a records search Indicates that these chamicals are
not constituents of the believed "source* materials used by PWC at
this site, it is possible that they originated from remnant fuel
spills/leaxs, and as such should be dealt with under FDEP’s UGT
program .

8. Appendix A:

Data should be presented ab reported from the laboratory. It 4is
inappropriate to present data which the laboratery has reported as
39 ug/l as 39.0000 ug/) even with the added caveat *data not shown
in significant digits.” Also, it appears that the data has not
been transposed consisteantly from Appendix A to the Table8 within
the document. For instance, a comparison of Table 2 and Appendix
A indicates that some values presented in Table 2 for 0960301 are
from 0980301 and some are from 09S0301DL. Procedures Tor preparing
tables from the data should be clearly stated in the document.
naq%_ tge accuracy of all tables contained im the text should be
verified.

9. Appendix B: i
Justification for the elimination of 01GS69 In the average
concentration should be presented.





