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RESPONSES TO EPA COMMENTS ON‘THE'EQUIPMENT PARADE' DECK_ *SITE 27
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+'FEBRUARY: 2007 S
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GENERAL COMMENTS !

Comment.t These comments are- wrrtten based on’ the followrng, derlved from Partnerlng Team
decisions:

* Sites 9 and 16 will have soils excavated under the CERCLA Hemedral _process, as opposed to
-~ - Removal Process,:basedoncurrent levels: exceedmg'Prell” n :
o used ‘as - soil: screenlng Ievels (SSLs and- refe ih 'y
» documents::

. EPA has not agreed that the current sampllng is suff|0|ent ¢ m’ple’té‘ly"delinéat‘e‘Sité’S"Q-'ahd 16
soils.
e EPA-has-agréed to-deferthe delineation’ portlon ‘of this lnvestlgatron for Srtes 9a s until

the Site 9, 16, 27, and 55 Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP), provided agreement ‘can be

reached on all issues necessary to produce the Remedial Investigation (RI) Report, Feasibility

Study (FS), Proposed Plan (PP), and Record of Decrsron (ROD)., L o
Ve i Thet Navy/MCHD hasiagree
: ~‘<u'55 -an plan for ;ust m-tim

ﬁ \ "abo i ements/inte )
that in the 25 October 2002 revrew' cormments on‘the"JuIy“2002‘Sl/CS report, the EPA concurred that
‘excavation is likely to be the most .effective approach to rlsk reductlon and management for this.site’,
- and-instructed' Navy: to”prodeed - ‘focused' F IS
¢ doctiment; the Navy’ €
contamination’ states that’‘Based 6
actlvmes should be documente’ '

complete delmeatlon of sorls

For the fourth bull}et we are

s S Report,
forthcoming Focused FS will be needed to support a PP(s) and ROD(s) for these 'sites. It Iog|caIIy
follows that a design document will be necessary prior to excavation. At that time the Navy will
o/ propose an appropriate design document and W|I| addr ss complete f soi

-:16,/An dssumption’of &n'RAWP for ! Smay b i
- described:in this’ Work:Plan. ‘Howé

2. Comment: The Titieof the docii




to cover.investigations at all-four sites,: given: the: deferralof Site 9:and 16 Soils investigation (see
above) please so, state .and modify the document: title ‘to “reflect ‘thatclearly. Remove/clarify all
confusing language and references throughout the idocument.

Response: We don’t have abjection to_ changing:the:document title and making this an RIWP for all
four sites. We're just not sure:what.is appropriate:inlight of EPA: and Navy’s previous concurrence:
that no groundwater contamination was detected at Sites 9 and 16 (based on SI/CS testing).
Therefore, it doesn't seem that an Rl would be required for these sites for groundwater, although this
investigation could certainly lead back to them. The Site 55 PA does recommend an R, so at least
Site 55 could be worked into the title, as well as Site 9 and 16 for $oils; ifi order to document the
agreemerit to defer complete defineation of soils at these sites until the point at which a design
-, document can pe developed to.address this. Navy is amenable to hearing specific recomimendations

from EPA.

3, . it:, This. work is_heing planned. for under the.Comprehensive .Environmental Response,

. Compensation, and Liability. Act (CERCLA). “remedial” :action process:and document requirements.

* The CERCLA “removal” process is different. In order to avoid confusion, please refer tosoil actions
as ‘excavations” rather than.removals. . . oo oy o i e BEE R eant A

~ Response:  We will se

~ appropriate. "~ "

h. the -document: and. replace, ‘remdval(s)?; with- ‘excavation’ where

ERTTI

edial-Investigation: Work: Plan;. Revision 0
Linformation exists to support a “removal’
ind, Site . 16:~ Pesticide Rinsate Disposal Area. It was
how the proposed real-time excavation action will be
dial action. , Additionally, the age. of the sail data:(collected in
; Suite. of analysis-performed for:three of the. six: soil:samples
he quality. of the sail-data.  The current soil data sets for

: ents necessary to support an excavation action in the
CERCLA remedial program or the..removal. program. - Data- Quality: Objectives (DQOs).and’ final
Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) will need to be defined and a sampling and analysis plan (SAP)

_ will need to be developed to fill the data needs: ta facilitate,an. excayation, even. f it is to be deferred
“until'stb \WP.. Revise Wor address these issues;; .= - .

- Comment: The Equipment Parad

*dated Februaty 2007 (R Work Pla
action at'Site 9 = Paint Waste Storage
not clearly indicated in the Rl ' Work PI
conducted within the context of the

i)

711988 ‘and 1995) along with the limit

‘slib

llows.EPA’s agreement-on RTC for. the-July. 2002
vation. and. disposal:for. soils: at, these sites: . For
be.conducted via a GERCLA remedial: action, as
thermore, ame. SI/CS report;. the Navy's response:to an EPA

omirien arding ‘¢  delineation of soil contamination’. states that ‘Based:on the small size of
. the''combined' sites, the additional assessment- activities. should. be documented: in-:a: design
document.’ At that time the Navy will propose an appropriate design document, either an RD and
RAWP, or a combined RD/RAWP, which will.complete delineation. of sails for:Sjtes9:and:16, and will
includ - the RAQs, ‘and an SAP. As always, timing for this type of-activity-is dependent on-

> DQOs for
" “avallability of fu

contajn .a, conceptual site: model .(CSM) that, adequately
the. environmental .and contaminant: conditions at the
hould be the basis,for selecting.sample -locations and
should drive the DQOs for the investigation. Revise the Rl Work Plan to present a CSM which
describes, in both narrative and graphical form, the anticipated/known ‘sources. of contamination,
. release mechanisms, contaminant migration pathways,.receptors and points..of exposure:for. the site

-:{t tothe gree po le at this time.. Additionally, the /CSM  will likely-need modifying after the.first




- ..~round- of temporary wells-and: sampllng, in order to 'support - selectlon of Iocatlons for permanent
monitoring wells.
- Response: The source(s); extent; and magnitude 'of :contamination are currently not known and
therefore. productlon of a:meaningful CSM:-is not: possuble Navy agreeS! to provnde a CSM after the
ound of.temp a well installations and; samphng S &

ong I Work Plan mdtoates tha a result of
apfeVIOUS mvestlgatlons rat these- srtes several objectlves ‘have: been developed“to ‘support the
medial-investigation.(Rl)-and a ‘removal” action. :Since:the details*6f the “removal’ ‘action were not
discussed:in the;RI Work Plan,:it:is;assumed:that it will be addressed’in the: RAWP for these sites
(refer to General Comment No. 1 for additional discussion). Please change “refoval to-“excavation”.

Response: The reference to fremov.

ni Aodity.ihe. first.bullet:to: 9:ultin eds to be idetermlne
Ieases at Site;27. have: impacted. groundWate . (see: TW- 418 and TW421'in Table" _
...-8econd.bullet.to, add. “and/or- Site 27" -after.*Site16”and -add 4, and:if so; to: what extent.” “After this
bullet, add another bullet that states, “Determine the:sources of grotindwaiter contarination ‘at‘any/all
of these sites.” As a last bullet, add a note that determining the extent of soil contamination
«, + agsociated with. Sites 9. and 16:will be:deferred until-the. HAWP for th se srtes Use Ianguag
.to that:in the third-bullet of Generat Comment #1:above. w

Response: We’wnl‘make the revrsrons as descrlbed by EPA.

3. Comment: Section 2.1, Description:and History; Page 2:1 SHER7. .

i;:The.text.in the first: paragraph: in ‘Section 2.1:(Page-2-1). indicatés ‘the location of the former PCB

sfo storag area.-.;However;:EPA: understood that the exact location is unknown: “Please

R e next to:last sentence to:read-as follows; “Additionally, tiansformers contarnlng“‘fPCB oils

iwere stored in approxrmately the:northeastern-portién :of: the Equrpment Parade Deck ‘however, the
~ exact location is not known.” T ARAE

Response:: We will make,the:revision.as described:byEPA.

ap » inches of soil
he Former Pamt Waste Storage Area and the: area was ‘subsequently
of a concrete, cap:i; The text-does:not:clearly indicate if the purpose’of the conc e cap
A .- limit- exposure:to:.contaminated - -soil:-(i:e:; remaining’ contaminationgréatet tha ustrlal
screemng levels), to prevent erosion of the remaining soil or to prevent infiltration of rainfall.” For
clarity and completeness, revise the Rl Work Plan to address this issue. Also, add a




.+~discussion/deseription of pipes-and: drains. in the Site area which may have contributed to' Site 55
groundwater cqntamination. L s
... Besponse:. . The following. will:be: added :as.text: to the end’of the“paragraph: = “It lis'not known
- -gpecifically what.the intent- was of the 1984 concrete cap although:it:is speculated that’the’ concrete
was installed to improve the site’s functionality as: a storage-area:(e.g. providing 4 hatd ‘surface for
access by material handling equipment, forklifts, pallet jacks, etc.) rather than achieving some
remedial objective. However, Section 6.2.3 of the the SI/CS Report states that ‘Based on a review of
past publications, they concluded that prior remediation at Site~ 9 “adequately ‘addressed site
concerms...”

Also, a new figure, Figure 2-2a, will bedeveloped which;willbe.a utility. map: overlay of ‘existing Figure

2-2. In addition, sewers, pipes, and drains across the entire Site 9, 16, 27 and 55 Areas will be

- 1. Mapped. during the:R field ‘event.and described in the summary of the temporary well’'sainples. The

.. Joriginal releases -may have originated:from underground:conduits, howey there “are 'no “ongoing

... ~releases and;the p,lumei‘has;r:appa,rentlyszmi'g“rated,;signifieantly‘éfrorﬁﬁf"anf/-‘i‘sﬂchf_startih?gﬁpoint’.*f-3Béé’ed on

.- the shallow site' groundwater, - the. Navy:.concurs: thatimapping ‘the underground utilities'is vital to
Ote”ngthesnte vl messl T (e s b et Foos e Tl s e OF iy

5. Comment: Section 2.1, Description.and History,; Pagei2:1; Site:

~ The third paragraph in Section 2.1 (Page 2-1) discusses Site 16, the Former Pesticide Bjnsaite
Disposal Area, and provides an estimate -on: the :approximate: amount. of pesticide rinsate’ that was
disposed of at the site. The text in this section does not clearly indicate if the rinsate solution

«.. :originating from-the pest gontrol spraycontainers andiequipment consisted only of water, or solutions
.+ of solvents . and/or:other.volatiles /(e.g:, spetroleum’ Hydrocarbons).‘Additionally,” the' liglid' material
: .+ .used.in the pesticide formulation:is not discussed:::Revise this séction of the RI-Work Planto address
e issues. Also, add:a discussion/description-of pipes-aiid-drains in the Site area which may have

ant'rngted 0.Site 56 groundwater .contamination. .- k

. Response: The rinsate estimate data, was copied from theduly:2002 SICS réport and was bised on
the best and most complete information -available ‘at-that time::‘An objective’ of the' RI'will-be an
attempt to clarify our understanding of the operations and waste disposal practicqs:that‘ occurred on-

~ site. No new information or details have been identified.: -+ - S A ¢

- -.The first paragraph on. Page 2:2 references buildings 401and 405" It should-also’ reférerice building
~..852 to.the.north and. the .concrete pads.to-the:southast, . For each-of thesa: buildings/locations,
. . please describe their-historical activities; as well-as associated spills ‘or releases. ‘Bé sire’to include
«, any.drains, or.pipes which.could:be potential: preferential-pathways for:site‘éontaminants: ‘Revise the

RI Work Plan to address this issue. -

. Response: The following paragraph will be:footrioted to the first paragraph on Page 2-2 and .
additional text will be added to the paragraph: ;
Detailed historical building use data is hot known 16-exist. :MCRD:repotts that Bidg 401 is'd i+
RCRA/TSCA/FIFRA compliant pest control facility that was constructed in the early 90s and that Bld

+ 405;is a small warehouse thathas been.used by:3rd'Battalion’and MECS over-the past 10 years or

-.50:Building 852 (approximately-200 feet to:the: north)-has housed: adinistrative' functions for 4t least

' it 30.years, with no pesticide-handling activity known at any time.” No'récords have beén:

ed to-date, however, research forirecords and’anecdotal hi‘s“torvailli'-c’:ohti‘riUeiand“béiré‘pdrtéd in

S eyl
Wity [T SRR SN TR




~++ In-addition, a new figure, Figure 2-2a, will be developed which will be a utility rh’aib*@ikefléii‘df existing
Figur?e'2-,2,3 S I ¢ I St I S I F S T TR

»Anew section 4.11 (Miscellaneous) will be inserted in the work plan with the following requirement:

* +Manholes,and catchbasins will be inspected:(without eritry) for’standing' water and structural iftegrity
during the first field event. In:addition, ‘as-available; ahecdotal history of area strictures will be
assembled. '

Section 2.1, Description and History. Page 2-2, Site 55

7. Comment:

The first paragraph on Page 2-2 indicates that an underground sewer line is located, approximately 70

feet to the northeast of Site 55, Fiber Optic Vault. ‘The:trénd ‘of the. sewer line Was ‘ot discussed.

Also, its location was not depicted in any of the RI Work Plan figures. Since the sewer ling is a

+ .- potential-preferential: pathwayforgroundwater: contamination; the relative location ‘and trend of the

-, sewer:line;. -as:well--as:other drains, "orpipes’ mentionedin -‘~theﬁp‘réCedihg"f?édrfﬁméﬁts, “should be
discussed in:the text and depicted in-a figure.: Revise the RI'Work iddress thisissue.

Figure 2-2a, will be developed which will be a utlity map overlay of éxisting
9 ind 55 Afeas will

.1 ‘Besponse:’ A:new figure;
v «Figure 2-2.;In-addition; sewers;. pipes;:and-drains:across the entire-Site’9, 16,727 (
.- be mapped:during:the RI-field: event and described ‘in:the ‘'summary of ‘the tempol vell samples.
=1 The.original releases:may-have originated:from’underground conduits; » there'af ngoing
releases and the plume has apparently spread:significantly' ffom ‘any’stich"starting point. Based on.
the shallow site groundwater, the Navy concurs that mapping the underground utilities is vital to
«+ characterizing the site Do b v R e o .

8.. Comment: Section 2.2:

i A‘S:éét'ior:\éj'.d/é'scnbes the formef P'C‘B trénsformer stbrage area to be located in‘the northeast ﬁértion
of Site 27, the Equipment Parade Deck. However, according to Figure 2-2, the area investigated is
not fully in the northeast corner of the parade deck. Please explain

Response: The original discussion of the PCB tra‘ﬁsformévrﬂstora‘lgé area SUSpected location and

1999 .sampling::was- provided:in- the::July: 2002::81/CS -Report. The ‘location is ‘based ' "n*"éﬁ”é’i;dotal

. information -an ampling was:-biased:toward ‘areas ‘of ‘stainirig' and’ ¢rac ‘The
-+ description;will beicorrected to refer.to the northern portion of the site; ™ = ‘

ing in ths asphalt.”

“:.-Bection:2.2.1 discusses-the soil:sampling results from the formér transformer storage ‘area
-~1:50il. sampling results.indicated: thatthe transformer 'storage-area “has no mpacted thi 7
-...polychlorinated:biphenyls (POBs).” ::However, concentratioris ‘of: volatile ‘organic ‘compotinids(VOCs),
~-semi-volatile-organic:compounds (SVOCs), pesticides aiid-métals were greater than human health

and ecological screening criteria: :Additionally; arsenic‘levels in onie soil sample éxceeded the Hegion
9 industrial use Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG). An unknown amount of hazardous materials
w.werethandled at Site 27 which-may: includewaste:petroleum products :and  metals, ‘and’ the ‘éxact

- .. location: of.the: PCB' transformer: storage aréa-is not:known:" The 'Rl Work Plan ‘indi ates that the
+.~vertical :and horizontaltextent: of: it contamination®at Site*27; Equipment ‘Par k, will be™
+ determined. However; it;isinot clearly indicated:if thé refriaining 1+ acre area’of S ‘has already

- :Deen.:investigated,:nor: are- there:‘any soil'samples proposed-for ‘the  remaining Site’i 27 area.

erefore,. it is;notyknown'if it-has previously been determined: that‘thé" remainingareas” do"

rlhere < eas do not to
‘require additional investigation. Revise the Ri Work Plan:to address this ‘issue: ?Th‘“é"-rEqUii'édéchanges
may be wide-spread throughout this document. ,




- parking. Io‘tta ,Slte 27.in. accordance with-the:revised Draft:Final RIWP, . )

are assocuated )

Also revise the. first sentence of.the.second paragraph: of Section 2.2.1 to- add “in the limited area

sampled” to the end of the sentence. Also, in the middle of the second paragraph“4,4'-DDE is

dupllcated Should one of them be "DDD”’?

; ”he: Navy/MCFlD has greed to addttlonal sampllng along the downgradlent srdes of the

The first sentence-of Sectlon 2.2.1 will be revised as suggested. In the second paragraph the text
was copied from the SI/CS report but |t does appear that one ‘DDE' should in fact be ‘DDD' The
change will be made here. ; Vo (o priecals L RDARERG R g

. nd sentence mdrcates groundwater samples collected at
) g€ rea were: analyzed for-VOCs:and:inerganic: constituents (fractions that
),lth palnt -type..wastes).. ; The. text does not clarify zwhich jinarganic ‘fractions  were
analyzed. Additionally, Appendix A.4, Soil and Groundwater Figure for Sites 9 and 16, Table 6-1,

. Summary of Groundwater Samples. Collected, Site-9 + Paint-Waste' Storage Area; indicates:the two

11.

\. was. tha

‘:the charag cterization.of: groundwater contamination.

“"";Resgonse The WorkkPlan Sectlon 2. 2 2 text was copled from the SI/CS repo

"":vfpast paint storage.activities had,not-impacted groundwater at Site:9 As:such

, for: target-compound:list: (FCL) VOCs; targét analyte list
de.; @ne:of the:two:. groundwater: samples-included additional tin and
Fol .clarity;; revise-Section 2:2: 2 to address the dlscrepancy ln the
Sits 99round' ater samples i i

Sit 9 groundwaterr samples
I N

However the
second sentence in the second paragraph of Section 2.2.2 will now be updated as follows: The
groundwater samples were analyzed for target compound:list (TCL)*VOECS, :target. analyté’list:(TAL),

“metals (total) and cyanlde One ol‘ the two groundwater samples lncluded additional tin and Appendlx
IX VOC. analyses G et at e (e I e

h|rd paragraphln Sec * n2. 2‘2 dlscu53e .th Vgroundwater analytlcal

recommended for further investigation at: Site 9.+ It-is: not clear: why thé:Site: '9:stirface’8oil: samples
were analyzed for SVOC constituents, but the groundwater samples were not. The text in the first
paragraph on Page 2-4 discusses the analytical soil results and indicates that except for minor
exceedances of the SVOC benzo(a)pyrene and the:inorganic 3ni¢.‘and ‘lead; rall'‘detected
concentrations were less than the United States Environmental P ion Agency (EPA) Region 9

- Industrial use soil .PRGs, - However;,Site 9 groundwater:samples werenot:submitted’for SVOC
-.analysi
) _whether .pas

It |s also riot-known
asteloils,
roundwater

v:rc of the b ?zo(a)pyrene exceedances |n sorl* is! not known

the adequacy of prevrous groundwater sampllng imay: be |rrelevant However please ,

' note tha'tf th‘ '19§9 sampling:was conducted following:an EPA-approved! WOrkplan ahd the résults

were provrd the. SI/CS. report EPA’s; 25 October:2002 comment: specifically-on Site' 9 (and 16)
d Feasnblllty ‘Study, - Proposed-Plan;and.ROD:aré now required’in-order to ‘support

his, unit’,.which:would;indicate to Navy. that; at that tlme EPA: supported the adequacy of




. A footnote will be added tothe text for clarification: - It will read “Although: SVOCs 'were not’ prewously,

12.

13.

. results for:Site <16 were.not presented:in’ Appendix-A'in Tablé format, nor were t
e assomated g gures Ftevrse the HI Work Plan to provnde the 1988 sotl test results for Sité 16 _

Respons The 1988 sorl test results wnll be provrded for App _ dIX A

14.

, . Hesgons A note erI be added to the text: WhICh explalns “FDP13 was nét analy
- because; of . the detrimental potential to the mobile ‘lab’ from: the ‘free produot 'identi

3 Plan Flgure 2: 2

analyzed for in groundwater at the site, current sampling plans do call for SVOC analysis and
groundwater is being further investigated with respect to Site 55 groundwater contamination.”

T

TR L UL T SIS SR N < BT 15 SRS Vi
L Wy

Comment Section 2 2. 3I Slte 16, Page 2- h

.‘:;The second paragraph in: Sectlon 2 2 3 lndlcates the' sorl samples were- only submltted for a l|m|ted

number of analyses and included priority pollutant pesticides, arsenic, cadmium, chromium and lead.
It is not clearly presented in the text why the full suite of analyses (i.e., TCL organics and TAL

-inorganics):was not:performed. The absencé of ‘this analytical data’ results in® uncertalnty regardmg

the adequacy of the characterization of the soil contamination at Site 16. Revise the RI'Work Plan to
address this issue.

Besponse: See the previous RTC. . 0 psli/sll i s i
A-footnote: will -be-added which: reads: “EPAs ‘comments- on“the Sl/CS Heport called for complete
delineation of the soils at Sites 9 and 16 in"a“desigh"document. Eveh though a full’ §uite of analysis

was not performed on soils at these sites, the Navy will consider domg so |n future deSIgn document
sampling and analysis plans in order'to-fill soil dataigaps.” * 7 =

Comment- Section 2.2. 3 Site 16,/Page 2-5 . =

_:The last:sentence:in Section 2.2:3*(Page 2-5)-indicates a summary of the contamlnants detected in

soil.and groundwater:at-Sites ‘9-and16 is presefitediin Appendrx ‘A, Analytlcal Dat: he: 1988 soil test

y mdrcated ‘on the

Comment: Section 2.2.4, Slte 55,2Pa‘g’e_:.2.’6:- L R TR R L T R

The chart of 2002 Groundwater data from DPT Bonngs does not include a column for FDP13. Please
include it and indicate the presence of:free product. PPledse’include: and reference in ‘this RI-Work
Plan, Figure 3-1 from the Slte 55 Sl/CS Report and/or overlay the FDP locatlons onto this Fll:Work

ed orisite, likely,
However

- FDP20 was installed immediately: adjacent and sampleé'was analyzed by the mobile* Iaboratory >

15.

Also Flgure 3 1 from the Slte 55 PA wtll be mcluded in Appendlx A

‘Comment:khsec»tlon 2:.2.4, Site 55’, l’ag\e 2-7 ' rb e R T s

The second paragraph under Site 55 July 2003 Groundwater Investigation indicates that free product
was found in MW-06 in 2002. It theh goes.on to staté: that free ‘product was riot found 'in-2003.
However, MW-06 was not sampled |n the 2003 sampllng event Please rewse the Fll Work Plan to
clanfy thls " sban o

B Respons ' Free produot was |dent|f|ed at the time of water level testlng, however the well”was not
—_sampled The followrng WI|| be added to the end of the flrst and Iast sentence |n the second




paragraph under the Slte 55 July 2003 Groundwater lnvestlgatlon subtltle ...during 'stati¢: water level
measuren'fents T e

16. Comment: Sectlon 2.5.1, Statement of Problem, Page 2-11

K& ,:,;v', ;;- E

The text in Section 2.5.1 makes several references to Sectlons 2.4. 2 2 4, 3 and 2 4 4, However
-these sections: were not found in the-RI Work Plan. Ftevnse thts sectlon of: the Ftt Work Plan to clanfy
th|S|ssue : e T o

: Resgonse, The refer:

des should _"be'"t:'o "séctic"r’{sf 222, '2».,223; any,d. 2':2.“4and'willbe,i'correcte'd_ in the
R : 2y

17. Comment: Section 2.5.1, Statement of Problem, Page 2-1'1‘.2

s - Aevise.ltem #1 to add “, as-well as: the source:of any: groundwater contamlnatlon whlch may be
... Tevealed at Slt‘ 5 9,16, or 27 to the end of: the sentence Tl R

Resgonse The revusmn.wrll be made as suggested by EPA

- Revise Item #2 to.read as follows:. . “The.nature of groundwater contamination has been determined
: i e‘55 how er the extent of the. contamination_has: not been determined.”:Add ‘a new:ltem #3
+ “The. nature of groundwater contamrnatlon at Site9 thas ‘been’ determined,

t _The nature. of groundwater: contamination-at Sites; 16 -and»27-has ‘not ‘been
determined. The nature of groundwater contamination at Site 9 (for SVOCs), Site 16 and Site 27
must be determined. If the groundwater.is:found:to be contaminated, the horizontal and: vertical
extent of groundwater contamination must be determined.” Renumber the remaining Items.

‘Response: The revisions will be made as suggested by EPA.:: . o

_1.{9‘.,\féomme‘nt- Sectlon25 1 StatementotfProbtemiPa, e1§-11 e

Revrse the current Item #4 to read as follows “The nature of sorl contamlnatlon at Site 27 has been

determined for a limited area; however, the extent has not been determined. The horizontal and

... vertical. extent: of soil, contamination at. Site, 27 must be determined.” -Modify this éven:further if it is

f ”'yf,fou d that the. remalnder of Site. 27 needs. to be characterized. -EPA believes it does, based on the

' Irmlted data provrded thus far.in the.RI. Work Plan: -(See comments on Section 2 21, Slte 27, Page 2-
3.) ; _

Response: The Navy/MCFtD has agreed to addrtronat sorl samplrng at the perlmeter of Site 27 as
stated in the Draft Final RIWP. The specific revrsnon Ianguage used in EPA s comment above will be
incorporated into the Work Plan. A s N .

20 Comment Section 2. 5 (1 Statement of Problem Pa e 2-11
‘Rewse the current Item #5 to read as follows ‘ “The nature of sorl contamlnatron at Sltes 9 and 16
was determined in the SI/CS. The extent of contamination has not been determined. ‘However,
. sufficient evidence exists.to indicate the necessity.of soil-excavation: Based:on a: request:from the

Navy/MCHD the Partnering. Team has; agreed: to defer the -investigation'of the extent: of soils

Vi
&l

. contamination at Sites 9 and 16, until the RAWP, provided necessary agreements can be reached in

\




the documents which come before the RAWP. Within the' RAWP a plan will be submitted which
describes the process for conductmg just |n tlme dellneatlon for sorls excavatron .

he above dlscussmn f the path fonrvard for these srtes has ever

Response: We are not aware th

“been documented, although:the'EPA previously suggestéd:that this was the” approprlate path’ forward

-and: stated that: a: focused Feasrbrlrty Study is requnred Item #5 wrll be revused per EPA's suggested

-y language

21,

Eoﬁiﬁléht‘:” ‘Section 2.5.2, Decisions, Page 2-12

- In ‘Degcision-#1 ,-if:.it is-found that: drains: or pipes:are ‘a'source'for: contamination; describe How this

_A new flgure Flgure

v Statement.allows: for addressing that:scenario..:For Decision-#4, clarify if the “equnpment st_brage pad”
.-..refers to just a-small portion:of-the paved:area atSite 27, or-the éntire’ paved aréa at' Srte 2 ol

Response: For Decision #1: Upon completron of the temporary well sampling results permanent
wells will be located. If the isoconcentration curves of the contaminants identified during the
temporary well sampling and analysis-support .a:drain. or pipe. release, then': ‘Some" permanent well(s)
can be Iocated for conflrmatlon

wrll be developed WhICh wrll be‘-a' trll' ap: overlay of exrstlng Fi
In-addition, sewers; pipes, and:drains across the ‘entite Site:9; 16, 27 and 55"Areas will’b

apped

' during the Rl field event and described.inithe summary. of the: temporary: well'samples: “Theoriginal

22,

. -and the plume-has apparently spread significantly from:any such ‘starting point. ‘Based:on thi
- site-groundwater; :the. Navy:concurs: that mapping: the:underground-utilitiés
r‘.the Slte e i, et B F 54 st g o Hivdovy S I TR CE R

releases may have originated from underground conduits, however, there are no ongoing releases

vrtal to charact i

' For Decrsron #4 “Equrpment storage pad" refers to the portlons of Slte 27 agreed to be sampled in

the Draft Final RIWP. Therefore, the 4™ decision will remain unchanged.

Comment: Sectlon 2. 5 4 Conce tual S|te Model and'Risk Assessment Pa e 2-13 -

EETE H o Fag

The text in Section 2.5. 4 mdrcates that there is llttle or no ecologlcal habrtat on sute that would require

..--an.ecological risk -assessment . (ERA).: The:text further indicates the erdsion of contam" ated surface

= sonl would . not.impact: the::pond: i:/As::such; the: Rl Work Plan- concludes tha
.-assessment - will-not be included.in:the RI. -The" R, not the RI Work Plan, is'thé ap priate

: Level Ecological. Risk: Assessment: (SLERA); Steps:1 and 2-of the eight
b be conducted to suPport a scientific managément-decisionpoint: (SMDP)

\

ecologlcal risk

the remedial response process for determining the relative significance’ of ecological risk posediby a
site or facility. Therefore, to meet the requirements of the RI for a federal facility, an ERA must be
performed in accordance with the EPA (1997) document entitied Ecological Risk Assessment
Guidance for Superfund: Process for Designing‘and: Conducting Ecological Risk:Assessments.- This
document presents eight steps which may be used in evaluating risks to ecological receptors at
hazardous. waste sites.::At.a-minimum,-as:defined:inthe'EPA gufdance (1997 and 2001) a Screemng

he 'SMDP ‘tay de a

_,;basrs for:no further-action, :remedial::action;-6r:further evaluation- i’ ttie' form:of “a’more - détailed
ecologlcal risk-analysis.-The detailed:ecological risk analysis‘is reféfrédito-as the' basellne level ERA

(BERA), which consists-of steps.:3-through :8:0f the: eight:step ’ERA process. At'a minimuni'the RI
Work Plan must'include the performance of a SLERA to address this issue. Please revise Also,

.. please lnclude a flgure Wthh shows the proxtm|ty of Sltes 9 16 27, 7and 55 to surface w‘ ter bod|es

| :i‘Flesgonse The f|fth sentence of Sectlon 2 5 4 can be replaced wrth the followmg ‘ore: precrse

language: While a screening level ecological risk assessment (SLERA) is required, it is anticipated
that only steps 1 and 2 will be requwed to support a smentrﬂc management deC|S|on pornt A Flgure _
will be added as requested. FE EREraa VRS i :




. 24._>‘Comment Sectlon 3 0 lnvesti 'atron Sco ing, Pa e3 1

Y

23. Comment: Table 2-1, Site 55 Flber Ogtic Vault Groundwater July 2003

_The “Notes”xsectlon of Table 21 mdlcates that the table references the . EPA Fteglon 9 PRGs

e ;November 2000 ‘and the National Primary Drinking Wateér Standards, EPA; March. 2001 ‘However,

there is a more recent EPA Region 9 PRG reference dated October 2004 and a imore"recent
publication of the National Primary Drinking Water Standards, dated Summer 2002. Verify that the
most recent references and screening criteria lncludlng ecologlcal cnterla are utlllzed and rewse the
table as appropriate. S Femty b s U T iy e :

. .Response:: The: Work Plan table-will be .updated: -As:this:table occurs:in’the. Work:Plan, it'is for

-, + Information ~only,.and- sometimes :summary tables :from- prior. reports are utilized"for’ this: ‘purpose.
’However, aIl ‘tables - |n the Rl would certainly :confirm- that the.:most: recent. references: ‘were
mcorporated

Clarify in the first paragraph of Section 3.0 that field mvestlgatlon actlvmes wnll be conducted ina
- . phased approach. - This:is: speCIflcally mentioned.in-Section 3.2, Investigation-Summary; ‘at the’bottom

... Page.3-1. However, this should also be stated up front, in Section 3.0. - Revise the: textin’ Sectlon 3.0

accordlngly‘ Also:include-a. dlscussmn of the deferred scope for SOllS ‘at Sltes 9 and 16

{ Resgonse The second sentence in the flrst paragraph wrll be revrsed as follows Based on the

« results, of .data: from .temporary. wells; permanent :wells. will be “installed at ‘selected: locations in a

second phase. A new last sentence will be added: However, additional sampling to ‘complete
delineation of Site 9 and 16 soils will be deferred, to be addressed in a design document for those
- gites, provided. the. current data is: suffrcrentfto support development of the FS PP and ROD

Tpenfd e D R Al e

25. Comment: Sectlon 3 1, Investlgation Ftatlonale, Page 3-1 3 ’ o

Add a bullet to address Groundwater; Flow Dlrectlon mvestlgatlon ratlonale

v{_{Response.;,r,,'l'lhe foIIowmg wall be lnserted as a new: flrst bullet Groundwater Flow' Direction
evious, investigations.have provided: inadequate information to-assess grouridwater flow direction.
. -Lhe. first. phase. of  this - |nvest|gat|on will :confirt: the I6cal groundwater flow dlrectlon to aSSISt in

' ;placement of. the permanentx,wells in: the second phase= G A

m M »Sectlon 31 mdtcates the deeper aqunfer izone: had detected m|n|mal contamlnant
'ntratlons and-only: the shallow: intermediate depth' Aquifer zones will be lnvestlgated ‘where

. ious -data:indicate contamlnatlon or-to.verifythat.the: edge of the ‘plume 'has been- reached.

j%_,Because downward hydraulic gradlents exist :at:the'site as-indicated in“Section 2.4;" Hydrogeology

- - (Page 2-10),.a.deep-aquifer-zone sample:should: be: collected and. analyzed to conflrm that downward‘
\mlgratlon has. not occurred. Ftewse the HI Work Plan to, address thls lssue

Respons @ne deep mterval temporary well w1ll be mstalled in’ the vrcmlty of proposed TMW3OS
and TMW31l, and will be sampled for the same analytlcal fractlons as those wells Tables and
flgures wnll be updated as necessary SEESEE @ ‘ s

27Comment Sectlon 3.1, lnl;'estlg?ation Rationale, Page 3-1 W




":‘Ftel'eases to: Gro‘undVWater Modlfy the statement to read asfollows -, (Burlding“‘ 01) next to the
concrete pads and near srtes 9 16 and 27 to determlne :

-
fi :

Resgons The rewsron Wl|| be made as requested by EPA

Please modify the next to last sentence on page 3-1 to read as follows: “... will be provnded by the

Navy/MCRD at the appropnate t|me and quI be revuewed and approved by EPA and DHEC pnor to
proceeding.” et R e e el :

--... Response:.T he»-revisi‘o'n will-be .made as requestedzbyEPA 3k

clay unit
~ found earlier.at approxnmatelys 24 t0 25 feet below the ground surface (bgs) Due t6'the variabmty in
the depth at which the clay unit may occur, rewse the HI Work Plan to lndlcate how the top of the clay
< unit-will-be determlned in: the fleld . ; o

Response: The foltowmg text W||I be mserted pnor to the fmal sentence in the flrst paragraph of
Section 3.2.1: The top of the clay unit will be determined by visually descnbmg chan in Ilth,ology
observed in split-spoon. samplesi:collécted: during “dtilling opérations.. Oncé: the Slay“unit “is
encountered a few contlnuous spllt spoon samples WI|| be taken to conflrm the thrckness of the clay
- dnit..- ; 25 : :

30 Comment Sectlon 3 2 1 Nature and Extent Sam ‘|In Actiwties for Groundwater <
Site 27 and Site 55, Page 3-2

The second paragraph |dent|f|es the number of samples to be taken After addressmg aII comments
correct these numbers if they have changed

Response: After addressmg aII comments from EPA and SCDHEC rthe numbers W|II be updated as
neeessary : :

31. Comment Section 3. 2 1 VNature and Extent Samm Im' Actlvylties for;Groundwater —ﬂSltesv9/16

Modify the last sentence in this Section to read, “... for review and approval be roceeding.” =~
: Lot

Response: The revision will'be made as requested by EPA.

32. Comment . Section-3.2:2;.Sampling Activitiés for Soil at: Site 27, Pa ge 3-2 ¢

- The text.in Section 3.3.2 indicates;the vertical extent.of the: mvest:gaﬂbn will:be determln d at each
Iocatlon by visual observation of soil staining, odor and/or photoionization ‘détector’ (PID) ‘readings
JIndicating .the, presence. of VOCs. - The itext:further indicates.that the ‘samples ‘which ‘exhibited the
.most I|keI|hA d-of contamlnatlon (vrsual PID,:etc.) will: be submiitted 16 a“fixéd=base Iaboratory for
PCBs pestICIdes and’ metals analyses; - It.is:not-clearly. presented: m the Rl Work Plari:why VOC and

s




33,

SVOC analysis are not conducted since the likelihood of contamination as defined by the criteria used
in this section (visual, PID, etc.) may.indicate VOC and/or: SVOC ¢ontamination. Also, Section 221,
Site 27, indicates that soil data collected:in 1995 and 1999 indicates VOCs and SVOGC in exceedance
of human health and/or ecological screening criteria. Revise the Rl Work Plan to provide additional
justification and rationale for why VOC and SVOC. analyses for soil'at Site 27 are'not warranted. If it is
agreed that they are warranted, modify this Section and Table 3-1.

Response: This section and Table 3-1.will be: updated to include VOC and:SVOC analyses; as
requested. .

Comment: Section'3.2.2, Sampling Actlvities for Soil at Site 27, Page 3-3

The current data set regarding Site 27 soils: presented-in the. Rl Work Plan does not: maet the data
requirements for a remedial investigation. Either data which clears the remainder of the Site 27
acreage is missing or this is a data gap that needs to be filled by this RI. Revise the Rl Work Plan to

- -address. this issue. If it is determined that. composite samples:just off each side of the'Site 27 paved \

"' The last sentence in Section 3.2.2 indicates that
at this time for Sites 9/16 and 55. Add a sentence here that states that investigation of the extent of
soil contamination at Sites 9 and 16 is being deferred and will be addressed in a Remedial Action

1 Work Plan. Revise the Rl Work Planvto address this issue. - -

35.

36.

- modify this,

Resg‘onse: Please see response to comment 20.

" Respohseé: Navy will work with EPA and SCDHECasnecessary to facilitate- expedited reviews.

area wolld be beneficial, add a brief discussion of the compositg -approach to:be proposed.: (See

Table 3-1 comments below.) If it is determined that additional samples are needed across Site 27,
Section. and Table 3-1, Table 5-1,:and Figure 5-1.". (See comments regarding: Table 3-1,

and Figure 5-1:for.suggested:sampling if this is determined-to be:a'data gap.) -

Resgo’ﬁse::? "';Th{e Navy/MCRDhasagreed tbl"zavddik"tioné‘l; éoii sérﬁblihg‘;:'éS‘ indicated-in the“Draft Final
RIWP and the necessary changes to text, tab!es and figures have been incorporatﬁd. :

PRI W i ESR N S

0 'ad’dvitibnal soil sampling activities are anticipated

1

Y i Gk FRIE :

Comment: Section 3.3, Project Schedule, Page 3-3

'EPA will étt:élrhbt'"ibyni;e'et the 30 déy feViéw fequeéf; hoWéver, itis dépendeht upon thé;"avéiiability of

contractors. EPA suggests this might be accomplished most efficiently through a face to face
meeting, if notice can be given far enough in advance to accommodate other schedules.

Comment: Table31
Please answer the following regarding 'spec‘ific‘ sérﬁples:ﬂ | )

oes this differ:from MW1?- ANSWER: MW1 has been abandoned andis no
longer available for sampling. : ,

e TW-24S - How does-

9 . TW-25| = How:does this differ from:MW?71? ANSWER:""MW?7l-has been abéridbvr'irédfén‘d‘ ‘i# no

© +;longer available for sampling.; "' o T i f o
TW-28S and :29] .~ Why do we: need these if '30/31 ‘were -in-an elevatéd aréa? “How are they

o -~ different from-MW-17-and 11812:'/ANSWER: 'As shown on Tablé 3-1; TW-28S arid TW-291 were

" “located: to provide confirmation about the plume edge, while TW-30S and TW-31} are -




located to specifically confirm a chlorobenzene hot-spot. However, after further review,
we believe more value will be added if 28/29 are shifted apprommately 100 feet to the
south. MW 17 and MW 18l have been'abandoned:and areéno longer available for sampllng
e TW-30S ~ How is this different from MW 19’7 ANSWEFI MW 19 has been abandoned and is
- nolonger.available for sampling. . ‘
¢ 'TW-35S "and:361 .~ Should:‘we addto thé rationale;
will be added to the rationale.
e TW-37S and 38| - Should we add to the ratlonale “and/or SlteQ" ? ANSWER
. will:be‘addéd to theirationale. -
~ TW- 418 afid 421'+ Should we mé
i-'the pad'7 Also should we add PC

andlor Siteg ? ANSWER: ‘and/or Si

‘a d/or Site 9’

“ev) Additional wells 'Do':we néed ‘some TWs WestSW of thé FOV betweeri Gontours 9.5 and 9.0?
ANSWER: We will add a shallow/intermediate temporary well pair about 50 feet west of
approximately halfway between TW2GSITW27I and exl Mwe, R

RD | has agreed to addltional soil sampling

' prevrously dlscués y
at Site 27 as indicated in the Draft Final RIWP.
Shouid we add  composite -off of and along each side: of the; Site 2’57f'i_E§Y9d' area?

.The text in Section 3.2 indicates that the  Environmental Investigations. Standard .Operating -

" Procedures and Qual't' Ass| 'al[(EI' QAM). procedures will be followed durlng the field -

“investigation activities. “However, Section 4.4 (Page 4-3) of the Rl Work Plan states that the
permanent monitoring wells will be constructed with PVC screen and riser. EISOPQAM Section 6.6.2
states that stainless steel materials are the preferred choice where the analytical:program.is designed
to analyze for organic compounds. Furthermore, in” ‘the next paragraph the Rl Work Plan’ specifies

.. the sand and screen slot size that will be, Jused to. complete the wells.. . EISOPQAM:; Section: 6.6.3
i e s o L n w

Resgonse Though stainless steel materials are Qreferred they are not requnred PVC wells have
_:been w' er utlllzed .across MCRD without incident. ,The. lower. cost ,_ot‘ (I?yC,__aIlows,.—thetNgyy to

Thé'Sand ‘and” sCreen slot size determmatlons have been made based on experlence WIth other
MCRD site investigations.

It is not clear in the second paragraph on Page 4- 4 if the Rl Work Plan stabmzatlon parameters (pH
temp, turbidity) refer to well development (which is. mentioned. in_the, first. sentence) or.well. purging
activities (which is not discussed at all in this paragraph) Also conductlwty is not mcIuded as a
stabilization parameter Revise the RI Work Plan to address this issue. /

Response: The discussion in_ thi nt. A similar

discussion, addressing well purging, is p

ded |n Sectlon 4. 6'”




" The third paragraph onPage4 -4 contains a dlscussron on: how the slug tests wrll be- conducted
. However, how. the. 8lug tests will be. analyzed, was not indicated:in-the text. - Ftevrse the Fll Work Plan
" to address this issue. . o G ‘

gag - 110 percent of the
. static water levels the tests .may be termmated .The PVC slug will be decontamlnated between
weIl o B : A : &

" Data’Sheets prior to toving to - well.... Date lysis methods wrll' be based on the testing
condltlons occurrlng, and candl ' include , Hvors lev or Bouwer and Ftlce in. addltlon to

use of Teflon stainless steel, or glass samplmg tools (EISOPQAM Section 5.13. 7) Ftevrse the Rl
, Work Plan to address thls rssue i v o
e Resgons Soul samples wrll be collected dlrectly
required volume to fill the sample jar needs to be coliécted.
The third sentence m Sectlon 521 W|ll be rewsed to msert ‘Teflon between ‘dlsposable and
L trowels R P

. Comment Sectlon521 Sml Sam Im Pa e5-1

“Provide nomeénclature forthe’ composrte samples if they are to be used. '7




.. 45.

46.

47.

Response: No compbsite sampling is anticipated.

. Comment: Table 5-1

Add PCBs to TW-418S and 42! if appropriate (see previous comments Table 3-1). '

Add VOCs and SVOCs to all Site 27 soil samples if determined to be needed.

Add composite samples if determined to be needed.

Add any additional samples as determined to be necessary based on previous comments.

Response: Table 5-1 (and all tables/figures) will be updated based on the ultimate resolution of all
EPA and SCDHEC work plan review comments.

Commel{t: Figure 2-2, Site Layout and Previous Investigation Locations Map, Sites 9. 16, 27
and 55, and Figure 5-1, Proposed Sampling Location Map, Sites 9, 16, 27 and 55

The shallow, intermediate and deep aquifer zone monitoring wells depicted in Figure 2-2 are not
included in Figure 5-1. For clarity and completeness in determining the extent of groundwater
contamination, all shallow, intermediate and deep aquifer zone monitoring wells available should be
indicated on an additional Figure, Figure 5-2, Comprehensive Well Location Map.

Response: The remaining, available wells are shown on Figure 5-1. Wells that are shown on Figure
2-2 that have been abandoned and are therefore no longer available for sampling, are not shown on
Figure 5-1, mostly to avoid confusion.

Comment: Comment: Figure 7-1

Remove “Koroma-" from my name.

Response: EPA RPM's name will be updated.

Comment: Figure 7-2
Please provide an updated schedule with the draft final document.

Response: We will provide an updated schedule with the draft final document.

{




