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Transmittal of coaunents on Technical )68morandun for Sites 
9, 29 and 34 

RE 8 

Attached are LPA.8 comments on thb mubject document. P l e a s e  
give  me^ a c a l l  i f  you have any question6 or w a n t  to discuss them 
issues further. The N a v y  need not revise and re8-t the 
Technical Memorandum, given its statu6 aa a secondary document. 
However, i n  order for EPA t o  consider the next prixnaIy docurpent to 
be submitted for these sites for approval ( i .e .  the RI/BRA Report), 
that document muet adequately address our attached cormente. The 
N a v y  should also consider these conment8, as appropriate, in making 
any decieiona to conduct removal actions for these site6. 
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1. Throughout t h i e  document, Safe Drinking Water Act  (SDUIA) Xawiattpp 
Contaminant Levels (XCLe) should be used a8 the  basis fo r  
cornpariaon w i t h  groundwater data. USBPA's Numebrlc Action Levels 
(NU) for c o n t d n a t e d  Drinking Water are not appropriate ANUU for 
the groundwater a t  theee oitem and should not be ueed for thL8 
purpose* 
2 ,  The groundwater background sampling data is suspect due t o  the  
high (above SDWA )IQ1) concentration8 of many Inorganic chemical8 
(beryll ium, cadmium, chromium, lead, 1~ngane~e, oorcuxy, nickel).  
Unless adequate documentation mupporting the representativenescr of 
t h i o  data (e.9. collected from a contaninant-free afea using 
adequate eampling techniquer) can be provided, additional samples 
m o t  be collected and analyzed in order to aatabll8h NASP-specific 
background concentrations for groundwater. Until t h i e  lseue i s  
sa t i e f ac to r i l y  resolved, the concluoions regarding the  lack of a 
metals problem for ground water a t  these sites is also suspect. 

3. Since Si te  10 ie referenced in several places throughout the 
document (e.g. F i g u s e  1, page 2 ) ,  plea80 clarify the relationship 
between Site 10 and Sitem 9,  29 and 31 i n  t h e  document text. 

4 .  Use of the term ~Contmlnants  of Concern" i n  this document is 
not appropriate. This term, or preferably "m of Concern" 
(COC),  should be reeemed for c h d c a l s  which exceed a IOoc  risk 
level  or #I of 0 .1  in baeeline .r isk assessasnt scenarios which 
exceed lo-' risk level or #Q of 1. Plesse revise the t ex t  
accordingly. 

5 .  The subaectiono entitled of Ana 1- Dam (Pag- 14, 
25, 38) should not refer t o  W values pr86entSd for conrpari6on ae 
ARARB. The correct term f o r  this eet of values io Preliminary 
Remediation Goah ( P R G s ) .  Also, the USEPA's NAL for Contaminated 
Drinking Water ahould be removed from this ltst and replaced with 
the SDWA MCLcr. 

6 .  All tables rhould be located inmediately after the page which 
cites the table. In order t o  Improve the readability and clarity 
of table contenter (1) the format for a given table 8 h O U l d  be 
coneicltsnt for the e n t i r e  table (e.g. Table 2), and (ii) the text 
site w e t  be large enough to allow di8tinCtiOn of text types (e.g. 
bold) and eymbols, 

7 .  Inorganic data muet be presented i n  a table similar t o  organic 
data for all site8 included i n  t h i e  report. 
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8. Why do Tables 2, 4, and 7 include CC#mpariOOn8 with RBCB and CG8 
but not with background? 

9. All references to the 'applicable RFCr" .should clearly indicate 
which o f  the Region 111 RBcs are 'applicable" (i.e.8 tesidential or 
industrial). 

10. If ground water contamination, or the potential f o r  roil 
contaminants to leaoh to ground water, 18 found to exi8t at these 
ritee, eite-specific roil action level6 should be derived for each 
detected contwainant. The methodology wed to derive tbere number8 
should a160 be provided f o r  zwiew. The SPA Region 111 Riok-Baeed 
Concentrations aray not be protective of ground water, and FDgP 
Cleanup Goals m y  be ovetly conrervatlve. 

11. Difficulties Ln attaining 8ati8faCtOry quantitation limits for 
e~lglss were noted in aeveral irutances. Therefore, the following 
confirmatory eampling/analyses will be required to mpport final 
remedial decision6 f o r  these sites: 

A. The quantitatlon liroitr for volatiler for roil sarPple 09SO101 
we- elevated (1200 ug/kg). In order to support a final remeidial 
decision for this 8it8, eoil samples should be recollected froan 
this area and zeanalyted to confimu that volatile contamination 
does not exist in +hie area. 

B. The quantitatfon limits for volatiles in ground water sampler 
34GR01 and 34GR02 w e r e  extremely high (100 ppb), and the detection 
limits for sd-volatiles were elevated (40 ppb) . In order to 
mapport a final rerimdial decieion for ground water at this rite, 
ground water from location 34GR01 and downgradient of location 
34GR02 should be resampled and reanalyzed, p088Fbly ueing pemanent 
wellr . 
c. The quantitation limit8 for volatile8 in the ground Water Sa~pl9 
34WM53 were elevated (33 ppb). In orcler to 8Upp0rt 8 final 
remedial decifsfon for thir eite,  ground water from thir permanent 
well should be reampled and,reanalyted. It i r  a180 very pO88ible 
that  once confirmatory data for shallow ground water is obtained 
for this site, additional Snterraediate wells will be needed to 
delineate the vertical extent of groundwater contamination. Every 
effort should be made to anticipate and plan for thiu need, 80 that 
it can be coxaplsted in the upcoming Zield event, and prevent the 
need for an additional f i e l d  mobilization. 

D. The quantitation limits for volatile8 for soil  8ample 34501 were 
elevated (1200 ug/kg) . Alao, elevated levele of semi-volatilee 
w e r e  detected in the "09' sampling interval. In order to ~ u p p r t  
a final remedial decision for thie site, the addltiorutl roil 
eamplea propored on page 40 tshould be analyred not only for lead, 
but a180 for volatile6 and semi-volatilee, 

12. Given that elevated 'Ja valuer for pesticide8 were reported for 
the ground water sample froan intermediate well GM-61, both thie 
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intermediate well and the ahallow nested well which will replace 
OM-96 should be rerampled for perticider. T U 6  infonuation 16 
needed to confirm the lack o f  a pesticide contarination problem for 
ground water and support a final -dial decision for ground rater 
et the e i te .  

0 

13. In general, in .inutancea where additional sampling 16 needed to 
delineate i$entifleQ contaminants, the clearly defined objective of 
the upcoming round of samplhg should be to gomd ete adequate 
delineation of the subject contcrtnfnation during this field event 
and provide final confinnation o f  the reeultr (1.9. use field 
analytical methods and strategiee/lmplement plan8 for contingency 
sampling as needed) (nee comment ll.C. above). 

14 .  The dieldrin concentration6 detected repreoent a legltirrate 
contamination concernt and must be addressed through ranrediatlon 
where deemed appropriate based on the findings of the Baseline Riek 
Asaeaement. However, the dource of the dieldrin contamination 18 
moat likely separate froa the sourcee originally identified a8 
Sites S t  29 and 34. n e  detected concentratlone axe just a6 likely 
to be Been at ~JQY maintained location at #ASP. In order to 
effectively delineate detected dieldrin contaerinatlon 8t the base, 
it may be necessary to devise a different investigative etrategy. 
EPA reco~uuends that inquiriee be made to PWC concerning their past 
w e  of peeticideo (e.8. what  was used, under what guidance was it 
umd, etc.). 

SPECIFIC COHMENTG: 
0 

1. Page 4,  Paragraph 21 
PVC should not be rrtearn cleaned, 

2.  Page8 19-20, Table 2: 
8io(Z-ethylhexyl)phthalate i e  included oa page 8 of the Region I11 
RBC table. 

3 .  Page 16? Paragraph 2: 
According to Appendix B, the NAS Peneacola-specific background 
standard for lead is 1S7.60, not 78.8. The FSWJS 
for manganese ie SO ppb, not SO0 ppb. 

4 .  Page 17,  Paxagraph 1: 
Delete the first four lines of duplicative t e x t .  

5. Page 18, Paragraph 21 
tead concentration6 in grawrdwater at thir Site  exceeded the SDWA 
treatment technique action level. Lead was therefore 
inappropriately elirninated from COA6ideratLOn based on 
inappropriate u8e of the Nllt value. 

Please make the appropriate correction8 to Table 2. 

Pleaae clarify. 

6. Page 23, Paragraph 2: 
111 TCE i s  not an appropriate abbreviation. The cheuuical 1,1,1- 



trichloroethane should be abbreviated 111 TCA and the chemical 
trichloroethene should be abbreviated TCB. There i o  no 8uch 
chemical a6 l,l,l-trichloroethene. 

7. Page 40, Paragraph 3: 
An inquiry should be made to  PWC regarding the lead detected in 
B o i l  sar~pleo and the 8clai-volatiles detected i n  ground water 
amplee.  I f  a reoords march indicates that thabe chemdcala are 
not constituents of the believed %ourcem materialo ured by PWC a t  
th is  u i t e ,  it 18 poreible that they originated from remnant Zuel 
sp i l l s / l eaks ,  and as uuch should be dealt  with under FDEP‘r U6T 
program . 
8. Appendix At 
Data should be preeented ab reported fraa the laboratory. I t  if# 
inappropriate to present data which the labosatory has reported a8 
39 ug/l ab 39.0000 ug/l even with the added caveat -,data not mhown 
in significant digits.” Also, it appear6 that the data has not 
been transposed consistently from Appendix A t o  the Table8 within 
the document. For instance, a comparison of Table  2 and Appendix 
A indicates that some value8 presented in Table 2 for 0960301 are 
f r o m  0980301 and acme are from OSSO301DL. Procedure@ for preparing 
tables f r o m  the data mhould be clearly stated i n  the document. 
Aluo, the accuracy of a l l  tables contained in the text should be 
veri f ied.  

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