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EIPT D 

Commanding Officer 
Attn: Mr. Bill Hill - Code 1851 
Southern Division 
NAVFACENGCOM 

North Charleston, South C a r o l i n a  29419-9010 
P.0. BOX 190010 

Subj: Revised Draft Final Rexnedial Investigation Report for 
Operable Unit 10; N U  Pensacola, Florida 
EPA Site ID No.: FL 9170024567 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed i t s  
review of the revised D r a f t  Final Remedial Investigation R e p o r t  
for Operable U n i t  10, which was received i n  this office on 
October 17,  1994. Our comments are enclosed. Many of these 
comments weze discussed at  the Partnering meting held December 
12-14, 1994 in Atlanta, Georgia. EPA has incorporated the 
decisions reached at this meeting into the enclosed caxmente 
where appropriate. 

Please note that the Parties have been i n  infoxanal dispute 
on this document since January 13 ,  2.994. It i s  therefore 
imperative that the Parties resolve t U s  dispute through 
submittal of an acceptable revision of this documtent as soon as 
possible. 

please contact me at (404)  347-3016 if you have any 
questions or w i s h  to discuss these issues further. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Allison D. HumpRris 
Remedial Project Manager 
Depattment of Defense Remedial Section 
Federal Fac i l i t i e s  Branch 

Enclosure 

cc:  Ron Joyner, EXAG, Pensacola 
E r i c  Nuzie, FDEP 
Henry Beiro, Ensafe/Allen i Hoshall 
Revin Smith, EPA/ORC 
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GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. The RI Report must sum.l\arize the current  s i t e  conditions with 
respect  to nazure and extent  of contaznfnatton, sirrce it is these 
conditions which form the basis for the Baseline Risk Assessment 
and subsequent Fsasibility Study. The present document must 
therefore  be revised to include the post-removal, confirmatory 
sampling r e s u l t s  f o r  the  abandoned wastewater treatment plant. 

2 .  The v a l i d i t y  of the groundwater reference data  provided in this 
repor t  2s questionable. As currently presented, concentrations of 
arrtimony, beryllium, cadrniwn, chromhn, lead,  mercury, nickel,  and 
thallium which exceed federal  staackrds (XCLs o r  T T A h )  would be 
excluded from C O X  se lec t ion  Sesed on +he t r a d i t i o n a l  comparhon 
with background o r  reference dsta. Based on recent discussions 
w i t h  the Navy, a resampling of reference w e l l s  using a Low-flow 
purging method yielded s igni f icant ly  decreased inorganic 
concentrations. The Parties have ag reed tha t  t h i s  most recent  data 
set more accurately represents background conditions a t  t h e  site. 
This most recent groundwater reference data set must therefore be 
used for background comparison throughout the  OU 10 RX Report. 

Monitoring wells nus3 also  be resanpled using low-flow purging 
techniques i n  order t o  obtain re2resm:atlve analp-Lcal results fo r  
groundwater, pa r t i cu la r ly  inorgmlco. This data need shozld be 
noted i n  the RX Report. EPA G r e % = =  %hat grouadweter r e s a q l i n g  be 
completed prior to f ina l iza t ion  cf the  FS report. Howevex , 
resampling may be delayed u n t i l  the R3 s tage of the cleanup 
process. 

0 

3. The ecological risk assessment must be modified to include 
headings f o r  the main components of an ecological  risk assessment, 
including: (i) Conceptual Xode1, {ii) Chemicals of Potent ia l  
Concern ( COPCs ) , ! S i )  E-osure P,e=esssent, ! Fv! Scologfcal Effects  
Assessment, (v)  Risk Chcracterlzetion ollZ (vi) 'Jncertainty. 
Following are sone more specific conccents reg2rdLng these 
individual  components: 

A. The "Conceptual Mode!." should fnclude problem fonnulation. It 
should also present and discuss both contaminant migration pathways 
from t h e  source areas and contaminant exposure pathways for the 
ecological receptors. 

B. As agreed t o  a% the  Dece&er 12, 1994 Partnering m t i n g ,  
informat,ion or? scological zzfscts w i l l  3e presented as a separate 
sec t ion  i n  t he  Zcolo#cal R i s k  Assessment. This sec t ioa  will 
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include the actual inzonnation obtained from literature s&&ces, 
whenever feasible, in readily accessible folanat (e-g,. t$nmazy 
tables,  with complete copies of references provided rx1 M 
appendix). If actual presentation of the literature is irapractical 
and/or cumbersome, these sources will be referenced in the text. 

. C .  Risk characterization must be based upon both exposure and 
ecological effects, As agreee! to at the December i2, 1934 
Partnering Meeting, a qualitative r i s k  assessment of potential 
effects of  contaminants on terrestrial seceptors will be performed 
for OU 10. 

0 
*.I 

4. The ecological risk assessment makes many statements and 
conclusions without providing supporting data or documentation. 
This practice is not acceptable and must be corrected. See, for 
example, specific comments 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 31, 34, 36 and 37. 

5.  Please check to  ensure that all discdssions of the IWTP and the 
area north of the IWTP referexxe the appropriate figures from 
Section S.0  showing the samplfrzq locations for these areas. 

6 .  For regional consistency the y-xth  trespasser should be aged 7 
to 16 with a weight of 45 kg rather than 7 to 18 wkth a weight of 
43 kg. The present RI Report need not be revised to incoqorate 
this information, but it should be used LII future baseline risk 
assessmenfs performed for NAS Pensacola. 

7. The Navy's response to EPA comment 75 states that the 
remediation system will be overdesigned to induce drawdown in the 
area of 33615 and 33620. Giver, the erratic nature of contaminant 
distribution in ground w a t e r ,  it is difficult to estimate the 
extent of ground water c o n t ~ a t i o n  north of these wells and 
therefore difficult to estinate the area that should be included in 
the capture zone. Care should be taken not to over design the 
remediation system because the potential cxistr f- dewatering 
surrounding wetlands and/or causing saltwater intrusion. To ensure 
that the entire ground w a t e r  plume is captured without adversely 
impacting system flow, additional monitoring wells should be 
installed to delineate the extent o f  contamination as discussed i n  
Specific Comment #9.  

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

1. Page 2-20, Paragraph 2: 
If possible, please provide further description o f  the "episodic 
high contamination" which wai detected in wells at OU 10. 

2. Page 4-22, Potential Wetland Xabitatt 
If any of the "potential" wetlaads currently identified at OU 10 
are not confimed as wetlands dczhc Fhase 1 of the RX for  O'CI 4 1  

2 



(and therefore dropped from the OU 41 R I )  it may be nece8'is.q t o  

3. Pages 4-30 through 4-42: 
The references to Figures 4-8 and 4-9 on these pages appear to  be 
reversed. 

4 .  Page 5-1, Paragraph 2: 
The field effor t  performed by EPA ir: Xarch 1994 should be inchded 
and described as "Phase 111" of t h e  OU 10  E, since the data 
obtained d u i n g  that f i e l d  effort comprises an essential component 
of the RI. 

investigate these areas by revisifing OU 10. - . .* .. - -e 
a 

Please make the necessary corrections. 

5. Page 6-4, Sectior, 6.2: 
A b e t t e r  description (including figures) of these surface water 
drainage pathways i s  needed. See a lso  Specific Comment lt22.B. 

6. Page 6-40, Bullets  Q8 t it3: 
AS stated i n  t h i s  paragrap'a and i n  %be Navy's res*nse t o  EPA 
comment 70, there may be severa1 reasons for the s ign i f i can t ly  
l o w e r  hydraulic conductivity values calculated i n  the deeper 
portion of the surficial aquife-: (s -9- screen corrosion, lithologic 
changes, and/or aquifer  matrix corrosion induced by biofouling 
and/or contamination). The Savy states that these types of 
uncer ta in t ies  w i l l  be resolved upon completion of the long-term 
aquifer test. Plans for resolving these issues must therefore be 
included with the aquifer test plans. (e.g. W i l l  borings be 
completed or wells installed in the area where the hydraulic 
conductivity is lower and cementctLon of the aquifer m a t r i x  is 
suspected? Will borings Be ccntLnuously logged t o  determine if 
clay/silt content increases in the basal portion of the aqL,fer? 
How will t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of well screem be inspected?). 

7 .  Pages 7-4 through 7-45, Sectfoa 7: 
The figures i l l u s t r a t i n g  the concentrations of +-qicals i n  soils 
should include a description of soil sampling depth. I n  
particular, ind ica te  whether the sample i s  a surface (0-1' BGS) or 
subsurface sofl sample. 

8. Page 7-82: 
There appears to be some missing text 2t the begFming of t h i s  
page. Please check and revise zs rre9Ced. 

9 .  Pages 7-92 through 7-99, Znter2retation and Conclusionsr 
The RI Report concludes that  the sources for contaminated ground 
water at wells 33615 (I90 ppb PCE, 5 ppb TCE) and 33620 (1200 ppb 
1 , 2  DCB, 670  ppb 1 , 4  DCB) are the ISDBs and the swale area. ' 
However, based on t h e  following obssmations, the chlorinated 
aliphatic source for ground w a t e r  is not apparent based on sampling 
results, and it i s  possible tha t  other source areas exist at  OUlO: 

3 



. .  

- The ISDBs and the swale area may be the 5 
chlorinated aromatic compounds in 33620, 
aliphatics were not detected in so i l s  near the I S D B s a 6 r  the 
swale area nor in shallow ground water. 0 

- TCE was detected at 3 ppb in s o i l  near the abandoned 
wasfewater treatment p l a t  (edjacent, %o 33635). 

Chlorinated aliphatics were sot detected in s o i l  aear well 
GM66 which contained 4600 pp3 TCE. 

- 
- Chlorinated aliphatics occur in ground water sporadically as. 

evidenced by concentrations detected in wells (4600 ppb !EX in 
GM66 and 190 ppb in 33615, but nondetects between these 

Because the potential exists for cdditional sources, it is 
important that the extent of qroud  we=er coatsunination be defined. 
Additional monitoring wells sho~ ld .  be installed northdst  of  33G15 
and north of 33620. These w e l l s  s2maX be Lasta l led  at *he t h e  the 
aquifer test is conducted. 

10. Page 7-102, Section 7.6: 
A. The surface soil  results presented here.appear out o f  context. 
These need to be integrated into the overall presentation of so i l  
sampling results provided earlier i n  Section 7, since these results 
comprise a critical component of the s o i l  data base for OU 10. 

B. Please provide a figure s.?ow& the surface soil and ground 
w a t e r  sampling locaticns . 

wells),. 

e 
11. Page 7-111, Table 7-21: 
The missing column heading shocld zp2areatly be *Cadzniwn." 
check and revise as needed. 

19.. Pages 10-1 through 10-2, Section 10.1: 
Since this section i s  a general introduction to the Baaeliae Risk 
Assessment, it should also mention ecological receptors in the 
first paragraph, and then state that  <he ecological assessment i s  
presented separately (Sec3ior? Lg.?) .  

13. Page 10-20, Table  10-6: 
Clarify what the "Average Referex9 Concerrtration" represents. The 
footnote indicates that sample CIpJS59 was not included i n  the 
calculation of t h e  average reference concentration. The only other 
sample location included i n  the table i s  01GS67. 

Please 

1 4 .  Pages 10-23 through 10-25 and 10-38 through 10-39, Tables 10-7 
and 10-14: 
Sssential m t r i e n t s  (iron, caicium, magnesium, sodium and 
potassium] shocld not be include& en the CQFC list. 

.# 
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15’. Pages 10-23 through 10-39, Tables 10-7 &ugh 10-14:-.>.-’:.’..* . 
e 

I n  accordance with the EPA “Supplemental Region IV RiskAsdesSoPent 
Guidance” (March 1991), the  in i t ia l  data summary tables ‘6hould 
include the average of detected concentrations. 

16.  Page 10-58 through 10-59, Table  10-22: 
Please reformat this table t o  eliminate presentatioxi of %he 
exposure point concentratiops f o r  I,t-dichloroettrene and diel&- 
as “0” .  

- 8  

. .  

17. Page 10-60, Section 10.3.4: 
Clarify w h i c h  of the values presented are adjusted for the PAH TEP 
and which are not. 

18. Page 10-61 through 10-89, Section 10.3.5: 
ft is not necessary t o  present the calculation of CDI in the two 
stage process included i n  t h i s  section. Please present the 
equation i n  i ts  ent irety,  as is done LE the text, rather than as 
two separate equations, as i s  doze i n  the associated ‘figures. 

19. Page 10-108, Section L0.5.:. 
Please correct the typographical error “USUSEPA”. 

20.  Page 10-112 through 10-129, Tables 10-36 through 10-46: 
These tables should be reformatted to include one significant 
figure for each entry. All. “0 .0”  and “0” entries should be 
replaced w i t h  an entry including one s ignif icant  figure. 

21. Page 10-141, Table: 
Please corxect the format er ro r  fn t h i s  table. 

22. Pages 10-164 through 10-179, SectLon 10.9: 
A. For t.he select ion of COPCs i-? the ecological risk assessment, 
tables similar t o  those prepared fo r  the  human health xisk 
assessment (Section In 2 % )  must be tncluded for each medium 
showing the  chemicals detected, t h e  frequency of detection, 
concentration range, and (for inorganics i n  soils) comparison t o  
two times the mean background concentration. Since the IWTP 
(Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plent)  and the area north of the  
IWTP are evaluated separately, seperate sets of tables shouLC be 
includec! f o r  these two ereas. 

B. As discussed and agreed t o  &xixq the December 12, 1534 
Partnering Meeting, t h e  ecological risk assessment should be 
revised t o  include a more complete preliminary ecological 
assessment of (i) t h e  E-W Drainage Ditch and (if) the 
ff l l /”wetland“ area north of t he  swale =Ea. Using exist ing data, 
this assessment should include such tasks as: (i) comparison of 
available data to appropriate standards andlor screening values, 
(ii; a more complete descr2ptfon of the potent ial  sources and 
migration pathways impacting these areas, and (iii) jus t i f ica t ion  
and general plans for perfo-minz sddition2l data ccllection e f f o r t s  

5 
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during the RD stage of the cleanu process. Finally, the %&aa 
4-6) should be clarified e6 soon as possible, and prefer-ly no 
later than the FS (see Specific Comment 1 2 ) .  Completion of these 
tasks w i l l  f a c i l i t a t e  effective clarification and division of goals 
and objectives fo r  OUs 10 and 41/42. 

'23. Page 10-167, Section 10.9: 
Please combine the f i r s t  and second parag,-apb, shce they ere 
somewhat redundant. 

s ta tus  of  wetland 80 (and all  ot ph er wetlands identified An: P i g w k  

@ 
.. 

24. Page 10-168, Paragraph 2: 
T h i s  paragraph appears incomplete . Statements about potential 
e f fec t s  from surface water, sediment, and ground water should also 
be provided. 

25. Page 10-168, Paragraph 3: 
A. The text states tha t  [ a & ~ l y t F c a l ]  concentrations of metals in 
sediments w e r e  compared t o  FDEP regression equations, yet t h i s  
comparison is not shown i n  the document. As agreed t o  i n  the 
Decerr.%r 12, 1994 Partnering Meeting, the FDEP regression equatinns 
will be included/documented i n  t h e  text. This comparison may pmve 
helpful i n  determining whether t h e  metals concentrations detected 
are attributable t o  naturally occurring or  anthropogenic sources. 

B. As agreed to i n  a January 1994 Partnering meeting, t he  sedhent 
analytical data were to be compared to the  EPA Region IV 8ediment 
screening values (SSVs) as an indication o f  the p o t e n t i a l  for 
adverse ecological effects .  If the Navy desires to compare t h e  
"sediment values ,, (sediment conceatratfons or se-nt scree*ng 
values?) to t h e  1989 N O M  Nztiozal Status and Trends (NS&T) 
sediment values as w e l l ,  t h e  purpose of thfo camparison should be 
specified i n  the  text, .partFculsrly since N U  NStiT sediment values 
w e r e  incorporated i n  t h e  development of the SSVs. The document 
must also be revised to show the N O M  NSCT data which were used i n  
the comparison. However, it is EPA's understanding that during the 
December 12 ,  1994 Partnering Meeting the Parties agreed to amit the 
comparison with t h e  N O M  NS&T data from the OU 10 R I  Report. The 
P a r t i e s  further agreed that comparisons with a subset of the N O M  
NShT data base and/or FDEP sed-ent results which are now becoming 
available may be included i n  futuze RI R e p o r t s  for otner: O U s .  

@ 

26. Page 10-169 through 1 0 - 1 7 0 ,  Section lC.9.2: 
A. Although Section 4 includes a detailed description of t h e  
habitats' and biota in this area, a surmaary description (similar t o  
t he  one provided in the first two  paragraphs of Seation 10.9 .2  for 
the "IWP Proper") should be included i n  this section. This 
section should also refer to the wetlandhabitat map (Fig!!re 4-6). 

B. The t e x t  should include a brief description o f  the area north of 
the ITWP, including the  dredge spoils azea. Also, as agreed t o  
during the December 12, 1994 ?artr,ering Xeeting, the  ecological 

6 
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risk assessment should be revised to include a*. _qukl;i;kutive 
assessment of the dredge -spoil area at the northern end, e. the 
peninsula (e.g. compare contaminant concentzations to settiment 
screening values, discuss wetland characteristics, exposure -8 

potential, etc. ) . The text should also mention the source of these 
dredge spoils. 

27. Page 10-169, Paragraph 1: 
Xf ground water samples were colLected from the area north o f  the 
LWTP, this paragraph should mention that an Lnitial evaluation of 
ground water, with respect to 2otential ecological effects, i s  
included in Section 1 0 . 9 . 3 ,  page 10-178, for both the IWTP and the 
area north of the IWTP. 

@ 

28. Page 10-169, Paragraph 2: 
The tendency for pesticides to biomagnify along food chains should 
be mentioned. Yore infoxnation (e.g., the soi l  data summary 
tables, reference to fiques showing pesticide distribution in 
soils, a statement about the potential for terrestrial exposure in 
relation to the "sporadic" spatial cSstrLbu2ion) must be fnciuded 
to support the detemninatioE of 30 ecchgical rfsk .  

29. Page 10-169, Paragraph 3: 
A. The text should mention that the b2oavailability of inorganic8 
i n  soil is dependent upon their form. 

B. The data comparisons for aluxcinura to m e t a l  r a t i o s  in site soils  
should be presented in a table to support the statement about 
fluctuating metals concentrations in relation to silt or clay 
content. Comparison to the backgzound/xeference soils data i n  
selecting the COPCs should lave aedresscd this issue. 

30. Page 10-1708 Paragraph I: 
Mention whether confirmatory surface soil samples were  collected 
after soil removal and, i f  so8 summarize the analytical data. See 
General Comment 91 

0 

31. Page 10-170, Paragraph 4: 
"...relatively hPgher so i l  organic material. . .  and/or clay-silt 
matrices in this area were particlly responsible f o r  these ,higher 
concentrations". Quantitative end/or qualitatLve data (e.g., 
reference to lithological descriptio-as of the soi l  3orings) mast be 
provided to support this statement. 

32. Page 10-171, Paragraph 2: 
The Preliminary Remediation Goals established for HAS Pensacola 
were based upon the protection of human health. Please delete or 
modify the final sentence of this paragraph accordingly. 

33. Pages 10-171 through 10-172, Drainage Ditch: 
A. This section would be clearer if .the surface water end sediment 
analytical result,s were discussed separately (as was done in the 

m 7 
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.. . .. - ... ., November 1993 draft of t h i s  docment). 

1 (e.g., personal communication with 1.  

c. 
F’ .. 

0 B. Include a reference t o  support the last statement i n  pdgraph  

. .  34. Page 10-172, Paragraph 1: 
.To support the statement that “no ecute levels were exceeded-, the 
acute w a t e r  quality criteridstanderds should be included in Table 
10-60. 

35. Page 10-1 f2 ,  Paragraphs 2 &?d 3: 
See Specific Comment 425.B. 

36. Pages 10-178 through 10-179, Section 10.9.3: 
A. Include a brief statement about ground water flow direction in 
re la t ion  to t he  potential  fo r  ground w a t e r  contaminant discharge 
i n to  the wetlands, Pensacola Bay, and Bayou Grande. 

8.  To support the statemen%s is t h i s  section, include a table or  
tables comparing the ground wets: zrrralytfcal concentratiom t o  the  
surf ace water screening --ahem 

37. Page 10-178, Shallow Ground Water: 
”Many of the metals occur naturally at concentrations exceeding 
both MCLs and Florida and USEPA w a t e r  quality Standards.” A 
comparison to background or  upgradient groundwater analytical data 
i s  needed t o  support this statement. 

38.  Page 11-8, Paragraph 3: 
EPA concurs with the Navy’s plans t o  cond‘zct a long term c o n s t i t  
rate aquifer test as sooc as gossible. If possible, t-he resclts of 
this test  should be provfded i n  %e 3r2ft Final FS Xepozt far OW 
1 0  - 

’ 
39. Pages 11-11 through 11-15, Sectlon 11.2 .2:  
R e v i s e  this sec t ion  as needed, based upon the preceding colmarents. 

E 




