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aAttached are EPA’s comments on the subject documcnt.
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pop Remedial Section, FFB, U.§. EPA Region IV

Transmittal of comments ONn Technical Memorandum for

Sitea 1D & 14 (Phase 1 Results)

-
Please

give ma & call if you have any questions or wish to discuss these

lggues further,

The Navy need not revise and resubmit the

Technical Memorandum, given its status as a aecogdary dqcument.
However, in order for EPA to consider the next primary document

to be submitted for these sites for a

al (i.e. the RI

Report), that document must address our attached comments.
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£, Pages 30-31, wmwmmt
The following additional tasks must be performed in order to

complete the investigation far this site:

A. This section ahould evaluate the potential for ecological risk
posed by the contaminants contained In the dredge spoils, and the
potential for migration of these contaminants into Fensacola Bay
and/or the adjacent wetlands. In particular, what axre the
potential pathways from the basins to the wetlanda? Are theae
pathways viable? what would the potential impact on the Bay be IN
the event of catastrophic failure Of the berms (theberms ars quite
high and reinforred only with rip zap)?

B. Surface water IN the basins can act as both an exposure medium
and a means of contaminant migration (e.g. dissolved and suspended
particulate fractions,. 1In order to assess these potential
exposure pathways, surface water samples for chemical analysis must
be collectad from (i) the upgradient side of each culvert .(4
samples total), and (ii) midway between the two culverts In each
basin (2 samples toteal).

C. Due to differences In physical conditions between basin centexrs
and peripheries {e.g. depositional patterns, frequency/ duration Of
submergence), it ie possible that contaminants have been deposited
inhomogenously throughout these basins. In ordex to characterice
the spatial variability of contamination, one additional sediment
sample for chemical analysis must be collected from as close to the
center of each basin as possible.-

D. One sediment sampie from each basin outfall will not provide
adequate charactserization Of contaminant wvariability at those

locationgs. In ordsr o obta this _informat recomme
o2 2t % bast "ofS BTd i Ci TR hop s’ ahd o  TeplTeats Be™ eIToePeq
from each basin outfall for chemical arnalysis (4 samples total).

E. Sediments in the “"mudflat- or flatlands area Of the western
basin represent a potential exposure pathway to shoxebirds (food
chain tramsfer). In order to characterize these sediments, two
sediment samples must be collected from this area. Both chemical
and taxonomiC analysea must be performed ON these samples.
Taxonomic analyses shoula determine which macroinvertebrates may be
living in these sediments (i.e. food sovurce for the shorebird?).
1f possible, the relative abundance of diffsrsnt species cshould
also be determined.

». Page 22, Recommended Actions

EPA agrees with the Navy‘s decision to upgrade screening site 14 to
RrI status end perform e Baseline Risk Assessment, Additional field
actjvities should be performed =z needed and an Rr Report which
addresses all of thé above comments should be prepared and
rubmitted for Agency review and concurrence.




APPENDICESs

i. Appendix B: !

It ig unclear from Tables 10-2 and 14-2 which samples ate sediment
andI -.-(rjhigh are sSOil. The depth of =soil samples should also be
Included.

Tables 10-2, 10~3, 14-2 end 14-3 appear to presént the data in more
significant figures than the data would indicate IS appropriate.
Please revise as needed.

2. Appendix Ct _ ! -
It is 1inappropriate to present data which the 1laboratoxy has
reported as 39 ug/l as 39.0000 ug/l, even with the added caveat
that "data are not shown in significant digits.. Data should be
presented as reported from the laboratory, Please revise as
needed.

A key which includes all data qualifiers presented in the appendix
should be provided.
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T 2ANDUM: SITES 10 & 14

MAVAL ATR STATION (NAS) PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA

GENERAL COMMERTS 3

1. The text should not refer to the values prsasated for compariscn

.1 the al 1l data (e.g, Region IIY n8Cs, FDEP C s ARARx,
:ﬁihcgfcr'e%%a?g%cgérugﬁeee v'?.lulésg Isrl’rei{ni!?a'ry Remegfgtfon 'Gt.r:ia
(PRCs}. ©f the valuee referenced, Only EPA’s MCLs and FDEP’'s
FPOWSe are promulgated standards. Also, the texm "background
gtandarde* should not be used in discussing the analytical results

for background samples, since the termm "standard" has a regulatory
connotation.

2. Comparison of soil analytical reeults to USEPA RBCs and FDEP CGs
for the aggreﬂate residential sScenario will addreess the potential
for exposure through direct physical contact, but not the potential
for ground water contamination through leaching. in accordance
with EPA Region IV policy, If ground water contemination, or the
potential for soil contaminants to lsach tO ground watcr, exists,
then sSite-specific ssil acticn levels must be developed for each
detactad contaminant. e methedolegy used to derive these numbers
must alse be provided for review. If the existing data clearly
indicate that ground water contamination, or the potential fot
ground water contamination via soil leachabflity, does not exist
(thereby alleviating the need to calculate soil action levels),
this conclusion should be clearly documented and justified in the
text.

In keeping with the above comment, the presentation of anaiytical
resulte should distinguish more clearly between surface and
subeurface soil samples.

3. Groundwater data should be cocapared toc the Safe Drinking Watex
ame (SDWA) Maximum Contaminant Lesvels (MCLs), MCLGCs, SMCLs an
health-kased numbarsz, not 'the U.S.EPA RBCe for Tap Water or RALs
fur Contaminated Drinking Water Sites.

AlBo, in order tO evaluate a “worst-case® Scenario for ecological
concerns with respact to potential ground water discharge to
wetlands Or other surface water bodies, ground water concentrations
should bo compared to surface water screening numbers and
standards.

4. rl) references tO the RBRCs should clearly indicate which of the
Region III RBCs are "applicable” (i.e., residential or iddustrial).
The text should also clearly indicate which RBC table was used
{i.e. Hazard Index of 1 oxr 0.1, date of table preparation),




5. Uss ©f the texm "Contaminants of Concern® IN these documents is
nct appropriste. This term; or preferably “Chemicals of Concerm”
(COC), should ba reserved for chemicals which exceed a 107 risk

{ =

level or HI of 0.1 in baseline risk assessment scenarios which
exceed 10 risk level or HQ of 1. Please revise the text
accordingly.

6. The groundwater background sampling data is suspect due to the
high (above MCL8) concentrations OfF many inorganic chemicals (es.g.
beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead (action level), manganese,
mercury, nickel). Unless adequate documentation supporting the
representativeneas Of this data (e.g. collected from a contaminant~
free area using adequate field sampling technigues), this data
cannct b used to discount the presence of gronnd watex
contaminaticn and/or the need fOr remediation at these sitaes.

7, According to the text on page 4, 4.25" 1D augers were used to
install wells. Theee augers are too small. In the future, 6.25"
augers must be used, a6 specified In the ECBSOPQAM.

SPECIFIC COMMEBNTS - SITE 10:

1. Page *, Paragraph 1s )

"[The] resuits jof a geophysical survey of the area containing
buried drums) will ba an appendix to the site investigation
report." During recent Partnering meetings, the Parties discussed
the pessibility of addressing these buried drums through a removal
action., What is the status Of this proposed xemoval action? Also,
the preceding quote indicates that the Ravy is planning to expand
Site 10 to include the buried drum area. If this | a the case, this
should be more clearly indicated in thas present: document and the
FY95 Site Management Plan.

2. Page 9, Paragraph 2:

Phenols were detected in both soil and ground water samples during
E&E's Phase I investigation. Yet during the current sampling
round, NO organics were detected In ground water samples, and only
pesticides and PCBs were detected in solla. An explanatioa for
this discrepancy iIn analytical results must be provided.

. Page 14, Paxragraph 1 .

The mean background concentrations for seils should be calculated
using only the getgr,'e% concentrations; they should not include
one-half the detection level for non-detected parameters.

4. Page 14, Paragraph 3: )
The apparent purpose of collecting the sediment sample In the
drainage ditch waa to evaluate possible contaminant migration from
Site 10 to the nearby wetland. 1If so, this should be clearly
stated, and the results evaluated accordingly, in the text.




Page 18, Paragraph 1:
racommandod action is poorly worded. The detected pesticides
PCBs in suheurface goil samples ate clearly related to past

e activities, specifically, the filiing and reworking of the

e described On page 17. Please revise the text accordingly.
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EPA concurs with the Naw"s recommendation of no further action for
screening site 10. A Preliminary Site Characterization Report
which addresses the above comments should be prepared and aubmitted
for Agency review and concurrence;

EPECIPIC COMMENTS ~ SITE 143

1. Pege 21, Paxagraph 4:

As was the case Tar Site 10, phenols were detected in both ground
water and soils during the B&E Phase | investigation. Yet phenols
were NOt detected iIn either medium during the present
investigation. An explanation for this discrepancy in analytical
results must be providsd.

2. Page 23, Paragraph 3 )

It is quite possible that the berm blocking tho creek in the south

wetland 1S a temporary feature which is dependent upon the
nearshore hydrodynamics Of the Pensacola Bay system. |If so, then
g;e creak in the south wetland might be connected to Pensacola Bay
uring ecme portion Of theyear. This point should be addreeeed,
end the potential impact on the Bay evaluated, in the text.

3. Pages 24-25, Figures 3 & 61

One or both of these figures should iliustrate the location ofs
(1) the creek outlet; for the north wetland, and (ii} the c¢xeek for
the south wetland and the berm blocking the creak outlat.

A potentiometric surface map should not be gsnerated using only two
well pointa. The general dirpction OF ground water flow was
determined during B&E’g Phase I investigation through the sampling
cf multiple tsmporary wells, The text should refer to thie data In
crder tO {llnztrate the direction and gradient of ground water
flow, The potentiometric surface from the Interim Data Report
should be included in the present document.

4. Page 27, Paragraph.4:
See comment 3 for Site 10.

5. Page 28-29, Soil:

The settling basins contain water at least part of the timo, as
evidenced by the presence Of drainage coatrol struciures. The
dredge spoil samples from these basins must therefore be evaluated
as sediments , particularly for ecclogicel concerns. Please compare
the analytical resulte for samples cOllected from within the basins
with U,.S.BPA Region IV draft sediment screening values.
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