
Department of 
Environmental Protectic - 32501.002 

09.01.02.0019 

June 22,  1995 

Kr. B i l l  Hill 
Code 1851 
southern Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Connnand 
P.O. Box 190010 
NO- charleeton, South Carolina 29419-0068 

RE: Draft Ramdial Investigation (m) f o r  
Bay Waterfxont) fi 'Naval A h  Station Pen 

Dear Kr. Hill: 

1 have completed the technical review of tbe subj 
document, dated February 24, 1995 (received Pebnaazy 
The recorulendation of No Further Action for this  sit 
appropriate due to the folloving conmen-, incl 
corrments (see attachments) froa Ils. Hora-Applega 
Fuglar, as well as cagment8 fron D r .  R o b e r t s  (Un 
Florida) : 

1. S i t e  History (Section 2.2): Besides noting that 
approximately 83 million gallons of untreat 
wastes were dumped into Pensacola Bay near 
section should state that  Site 38 (NADEP Buil 
associated IUTP Sewer Line) ,  located directly 
Site 2,  has groundwater contamination that 
seawall (and has spread along the seavall) 
discharyes to Pensacola Bay. 

2 .  W i t h  the highest sediaent contamination clo 
discharge outfall of Building 7 1  (location 
groundwatex plume eaanating froa the Buildi 
contacts the seawall and has spread east a1 
and possibly i n t o  Pensacola Bay; sediaent ana sur 
samples should be collected in Pensacola Bay adja 
where the groundwater contanination contacts the  
(near and slightly east of monitoring vel1 
7-14 from the Deccnbu 8 ,  1994 Iu f o r  Site 
samples should also be collected to the wet3 
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where outfall J discharges (Figure 4-3) .  Note, 
of these contamination ~OUTCCS to  the  Bay supers 
argument not to sample these areas due t o  non-f 
sediment/low TOC as areas of probable lov cont 

The conclusion of tbas document directly contra4 
I Partnering Team decision agreed to by all a 
(Conference call, February 88 1995). The de 
this site is not appropriate for N o  Further 
metals, DDT, PCBs and PAHs i n  sediments above S 
ten sediment toxicity bioassay samples shou 
This decision va6 based on previous Tier I 
that  if contaminant levels detected lin sed 
ssvs, Phase I1 assessment ( toxici ty  bioass 
be conducted t o  determine if ecological re 
effected. Again,  FDEP strongly recomsends 
toxicity samples, a6 stated in the comments t o  
1994 Technical Hemorandu, the  conferenc 
partnering meeting, and i n  the enclosed c 
assessment from nS. Fugler and Ms. Mora-Applegat 
vorkphn describing the specific location of tht 
test 0rganism6, detection limits, etc. 6hou16 be 
before these samples are collected, The vor 
submitteb after the rdditlonal sediment ramp 
Comment No. 2 axe obtained, unless bioas 
are collected currently. Then, when a l l  
been collected and analyzed, the'draft RT 6hou 
resubmitted. 

Appendix A: Though CLP protocol vas fo l  
detect ion l i m i t s  are above CLp POLS in s 
Florida Surface Water Quality Standards ( 
surface water (lead, mercury, nickel, silver, 
dieldrin, and endrin). Other analytical meth 
846) should be used vhen analyzing the  recop 
sediment samples (Comment No. 2)  and the 
samples (Comment No. 3 ) ;  60 the detection levels 
below t he  nev Florida Sediment Quality AS 
(November 1994). Note, the argument of d 
pr0bl-s due t o  matrix interference does not  ai 
exceedances. If matrix interference is a probl 
alternative analytical methods should be Used. 

Contaminants detected i n  surface vater should be 
in a table, as tbe  eedinent data was presented, 
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. 
Xr.  Bill Hill 
June 22, 1995 
Page 3 

I f  I can be of any further assistance vith this I 
please contact re at (904) 921-9989. 

Sincerely, mb 
David W. Cloves, P.C. 
R e m e d i a l  Project Manager 

cc: Ron Joyner, N U  Pensacola 
All i son H u n p h r i s ,  EPA Region IV 
Henry BeirojBrian Calduell, Ensafe, Pensacola 
Phil Crotvell, Bechtel, Xnowilla, TN 
Tom Moody, FDEP Wortbvest District 
John Hitchell, PbEP Nat'ural Resource Trustee 
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Memonndum 

l10rida Dep ...... "·at of 

Environment Protection 

• 

• 

• 

TO: David Clowes, DOD Facilities Teclmica1 bview 

'IBllOl1GB: Iun Crane. Bureau orWaste Cleuup ;1 e, 
nOM: laDe 'uFo Hazardous Waste SiIes Tedmica1 ~ 

DATE: April 7, 1995 

SUBJECl: Risk A.ssessmeot &eview for NAS PCQACOla She 2 

I have reviewed the riD: assessment portio~ of the Pebruary 24, 1995 "Draft 
Investigation llepon for Site 2. NAS Pea.sacola-. I do ftDl recommt.Dd CODI::um.-,e 
funbe:r actions that are proposed UJIIil the following eoncerns are addresJed. 

P&olQaica11\i* Nstssmem 
1. The ri.sIc: usessment (llA) document should be a staDd-alooe documeDt, IiDce is uaWly 
reviewed by someone other Ihan the Projcc:t Manager. 'lbaeC~ tbe f'ollowiDI . is 
expected ill a ItA, which wu not iocIuded here: 

L A list of the state's threatened aad awbngered (T It E) spedet to be f'ouDd at 
this site; 

b. A list of the aquatic and T .t B apecies observed It this lite; 
~. A data IWDIDIIY table Cor aD contaminaDts detected ia _media ad that coutaiu the . 

&equacy of detection. range of detects, avense coDCeDtrltioa aad bacIqp'omul DCCDtrItioa 
(from site $pcQ1ie stucfacs); 

d. A brief sentence ofwhich pidaoces wen used lor this U ad .., d • . as &om 
thoac guidances; 

e. The environmental settiDg 
£ ContaaUDant fate and transport mechanismt that IDlY exist at the lite; 
g. Ec:olOxicity associated with contaminants aDd Jibly categories ofl'eCl$ton that coulcl 

be urected; and 
h. The complete expoSUI'C pathways that may exist a1 the site from SOun:eJ 

to receptOR tbu could be afJectecl. 

2. The Department bas established new scdimcDt qua1izy useaYQeDt JUidrliDes Ihou1cl be 
applied here. It appears the Federal aumbcn were used an4 DOt FDEl'1 for this dy. At1acbed 
is • copy oflhis list, the lEI. val\l~ m used IS the SedimtDt Sc:reeainB Values ( SV). 

3. CLP analytical methods wc:rc used inst~ of the sedimelU dlgestiOD mahods £P used for 
die ~aml scdimCDl study. 'Ibis u like wmparing apples and ORDICI. Also, the e is repeated 
reference that this site is no wone than areas nearby bued on the coastal study; thiJ 
sNdy included non-devdoped and highly developed areas. Qn.Jite IIISUIaD:y • 

• • DER t..¥=lSTE rG1'T TI-l.. 
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MEMOIUNDUM 
David Clowea, Technical Rtvkw Srctioa 
April 7,1995 
?age ')hvo 

________________________ =======c---

" MEMORANDUM 
aow", Tedaaical )teview SKtioa 

?,tm 

• 'azeTwo 

• 

• 

background levels should be used for comparison. if1hey WIIIt to cbaJlCDP 1be JUICIo ance 
aDd Itaodards . 

.... All the metals dbeusted Ar, Cd. Cr, Cu, Pb, B& AI. ZIlIDd totalPAH, to DDT, and PCB. 
showed detections above the federal SSVs. J disagree with their c:oacNIioa DO fiJIIbt.r ICtioD 
iJ needed; further assessmeat shoulcl be pursued for the CODtamiDaDb that were meWed <tee 
comraem Ie) aDd Illlbe contaminants that cxJn"bit complete aposure rOOleS or .'ty 10 the 
potential receptors. The most recent draft hmEPA Seplembet 26. 1994 pRist 
As.tessmenl Guidance for Superfimd; ProceJS forDetipiDg ad eoadu-. JosicallUsk 
Msessrnenu- di.scus!es the steps ~ for & RA Ia Idd"ltiOD, SiMr was not • in. Tlblet 
10-1 and 10.-2. but wu incJuded in the dixumoD. NICkel wu IDIlyz:ed. but DOt deaf in the 
discussions or tables. A brielreview oCtbc xdimcnt lab data f'ouDd the d • limits vlried 
greatly betweeu samples. 1'bere may be more detects than iDd.icated. 

S. The sediment sample description on pap 5-9 explaml that the lIIDples were 
split-spoon sampler, transferred into a atainless steel bowl, dIeD put iDIo umple . 
VOC aoalyses were collduCled on these umpla. Pap 5-19 explaias they were 
minimize degassing. Which is correct? 1 recommend more c:ue in reduciDJ YO 
during sample coUeQi.on. such as coDecting diredly from the core before J~eau",.. 
JpOOn. 

6. Pap 4-11 lists wastewaeer colllaining radium paial waste u a poICaIiIl COIlltatlUUIJOD 
for this she. Wu radium analyzed for ill previoUJ SlUdies aad later decermined 
concern? 

7. h was I\.Ited the surface water was DOt & coocem, however I \IDdcntad 
intaference durlDa the water analyses. SUIUce water colII.minttioalbould be ,.1HSsecs. 

8. Fagurc 4-3 mows out&1l 1 west of seaplane ramp 3141114·~16. pj 
transecU UHd for sedimcDI sampliDg, howevec this out&Jl was DOt iDduded ill traDJects. 
Sample location U1 is the Dearest to thb outfall and showed counmioarioa. • outfaIllhauId 
be c:oosidered for Nnher asteSSmelll. 

Human Health lUst Aspww 
9. On page 10-44, first paragraPh. second seDtcnce, your name is misspelled "D 

10. They used 20 std for .6. ingestion q~ wbich is 8.De. Howewr, msJDEP· ill tile proc:ess 
of developing more accurate insestion r&les for di&reut fish groups (ie. finfish sheU6sh). 
they CUlTentJy recoaunend wing 30 gld and EPA's guidance (March 7, 199$. . -Ba.tcd 
ConceotratioD [RBC] Table) recommencb 54 Wd. 

• • 
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13. B d  OII the W RBC guidarrco, tbs AT-N should k 10,950 fir rrLlk. u 
dumion, 30 m tables 10-7 md 10-9. Also, there is no dir t inct ionw dub 
the 6sh cOLuumptiOn rates in the RBC. 

14. hT&k 10- oandafoamocuutootlirted 

15. No explanation was provi&d why subnstenct h k m m  WCLI rrot irrhvlrA 
chsnga the ingestion ratt aad other panm#m 

i? 
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Florida Dtp 

David Clowu, DOD P ~ d i f i a ,  Technicrl Review S#rios 

0 
Memorandam 

TO: 

THROU- Jim , TechPiasl Review Section, BWC 

FROM TechnicrlRcviewSectioa,BWC 

DATE: 

SUBJECT; I Risk Arrtssmtot Section for NAS Ircnrrcolr Site 2 
PtWICOh, Florida 

1 have reviewed the above mmioned Section I hve rlso reviewed Dr. S 
(UF toxidogist oncomnctto FDEP) CO-. hWiIi0~ I h  ilro d i 
Jane hgla's COmmtDtr wirh her. I contuf WithDr. Rokro UrdMs. Fuleia. md 
their concuTu be addressed I a b  han the fillowing commer9s for your consid 

1.0 As discussedwithyou and J&, tbt dowmat docs not shad onit3 o 

. 

cc: JmeFugler 

P. e7 



BUREAU OF WASTE CLEANUP 
I 

TECHNICAL REVIEW sEcnot4 felt (901) 462-3277 
Puc  00 462flS29 

2. In Section 10.2.2, sediment conc+nmtioxu should have been c0mp1 
FDEP Sediment Quality &*ant Guidelines (SQAG), althoug 
conclusions would not cbangc~substaa~~. SQAGs vrlues ut som 

V8 fur most of d)c con-t6 b q 

3. Table 10-15: Concentration units arc not specified Some I 
whik othasut iappb. 

4. pg 10-22, line 9: should tud, "Except for Stations A2, p1. and P2 .. 
5 .  pg 10-24. "Silvu": Not lirtad in cirber Table 1G1 or 1&2. 

6. pg 10-39. last 2 lines. atxi pg 1040,20d complete pangraplx A CO: 
cvried through the risk asscssn~nc as a COC if ic poses a risk > 10 
of whether the pathway risk is > 10-4. Using a lw capcer risk u a 

5 9  

CdaLoWi tb  
, tbe omall 
what higher 
rcsrioa here, 

IbeiDppm, 

I4  

C s h d d b e  
I. regardless 
hrubold for 



7 .  

8. 

9. 

11. 

12. pg 10-52: 'Ibe tissue intake rate- a p  1-6 is listed hcrt 1s 20,OOO 1 
Table 10.7 as 2,000 why. 

13. Tabk 10-7:Morcccm~dons. Foomor~~"saysthtcxpos\aefn 
daystycar, wbile tht tabulated vrhre above is 175 daydyw. Ah 

TO supencripts 'h" and "0" appearing io tbc 1 

regarding the assumed 

HQ cablatiom 
11 md 12; above) afltcct tbe h 
per year i s  assumed (but nu! 

ingwtiop rate of u),OOO nq 
Wumed, aad oot 2,000 W d a y  a6 stated in Table 10-7. 

Sincerely. 

Stephen M. Robercs, PhD. 
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