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S

-~ would like to see a response to the general:and specific eos

. . Dear Sirs: - ..

B _EPA has reviewed the Draft Data Qua‘lity OjectiVes (DQOs) Worksheets 10, 11, and 17

.  for Site 37 Motor-T Facility Area (Motor-T). Before presenting general-and specific comments, |

s

.+ now,understands the.objectives to include,

some discussion is provided here to l»ay(the groundwork for EPA’s comments. This discussiom is
intended to explain the forthcoming comments, and to-provide feedback in general with regard to-

- the document. . Therefore, no response is expected with respect to the discussion, however, EPA

ich follow the d_iscussion
the remainder of the SAP.

and a revised set of worksheets and figures, before proééédirig;@i_t :

s .

Objectives: EPA believes the objectives of the current phase of investigation at the Motor-T-
Area are actually much broader and more encompassirig than described in the problem statement.
According to the most recent Parris.Island Team meeting and other previous discussions; EPA
in general, the followin




e Obtain siifficient addmonal data to support ‘completion of the Remedial Investigation at
Sites 9, 16, 27 and 55 f llmg prevzously 1dentzf ed data gaps and answermg outstandlng
quesnons o , v Tl

i * Provlde complete analysrs of groundwater samples to address concems regardmg
‘analytes omrtted from analysrs w1thout regulatory concurrence and create anew basehne

* Better refrne horlzontal delmeatlon of contammated groundwater, reducmg the dlstance
between sample locations with exceedances and the nearest non-detect 1n areas
previously 1dent1f1ed as areas of concern for data gaps ' e
* Better refme vertrcal delineation of groundwater contamination, especially in areas

- where odors/sheens/contammatron were observed in 1ntermed1ate and/or deep wells

* Determine if contamination exists in the vadose zone and/or surf1oral groundwater at
concentrations of concern for vapor. intrusion at existing structures in the vicinity:of -
contamination, as well as at the future footprint of the Motor-T facility and a hypothetrcal
private residence over the highest concentrated area of contamlnatron | :

_* Obtain suffrcrent soils data to determine 1f any source areas -and/or contamination ex1sts
" at levels which require remediation in the areas of Site 9, 16, and 27 (55 being deferred
_ unt1l the F1ber Optic Vault (FOV) 1nvest1gat10n and Non—Tlme CrrtlcalaRemoval Actron)

LLE Obtam sufﬁcrent soils and groundwat da f
" I'lSk assessment for Sites 9, 16,27, and 55. Data from thrs investigation and the .
* . recent RI data should be used for.9, 16, and 27, to be combined with post removal data
from Site 55 after the LNAPL and DDT hot spots have been removed

'ov:vatam suﬁ‘“ ozent addmonal sozls and groundwater data: to determme zf construcnon of
- the Motor-T facility can proceed without impeding the Site 27 znvesngatzon and/or
T remedtatzon (as determined to be-necessary), and in a manner which is safe and
. protecttve of faczltty constructton workers and future faczllty occupants

Pl K Deterrnme 1f any areas within the Motor—T facrhty footprmt and/or lay-down area need
Sl remedratlon before construct1on begms E

1l i

Vs ,.',«lf, et 2 AR e Y e e T

i W Obtam suffrc1ent data pertammg to’ contamrnatron levels wrthm the Motor-T facrllty

““= footprint and/or lay- -down area which might be used to make ad]ustments to facility

+ design.or construct1on plans to ensuré protectron of construction workers' and/or future
facility occupants (e.g final selection of facrlrty placement constructron consrderatrons
for footrngs sub slab vapor barrrers, etc )

* Obtarn’ uffrc €

| -  facility constriiction
,:,‘.workers and future facrllty occupants 0

* Obtam suff1c1ent data to determine that constructron of the Motor-T facrlrty dan
proceed in a manner without rrsk of further spreading exrstmg contamrnatron




- Optlc Vault and/or MWll

'There is strong data Wthh 1nd1cates an: LNAPL exists at: Slte 55 (recorded as' several 1nches thick

in MW11). Due to the nature.of LNAPL, water table fluctuations; and a variety of other factors -
associated with'subsurface characteristics; it-can be very difficult to pin'down its‘exact: locatron
However, a review-of what information does-exist to:date seerns to indicate a‘correlation to the. '

clay-r1ch semi-confining layer present at Sltes 55 and 27 near to and downgradrent of the F 1ber

e A flgure "Chlorobenzene 1soconcentratlons in shallow groundwater (2002)" contamed in
the file."Chlorobenzene-05012009.pdf", indicated chlorobenzene concentrations up to
-1000.pg/L in-a large area between: the FOV and the Motor-T area Also the presence of
~ AanLNAPLwas detected 1nMW11 B R :

L .As a conclusron the report "Seurce Characterlzatron and Plume Delrneauon Usmg
- -Membrane Interface Probe: (MIP) and Soil Conduct1v1ty (SC) Technologies” stated "The
- majority of contamination appears to be below the frrst confimng layer between seven
andtenfeet"(p 6). /o ety S

L

. fThe except1on to. thls appears to be 1n the drsturbed sorls of the FOV 1mmed1ate’ v1c1n1ty

N

Len :There is apparently a clay-rrch horrzon Wthh serves locally asa s ml—:’COIlf 1ng layer A
. majority of the contaminant mass including LNAPL is likely sorbed/bound to the clay
~ * rich semi-confining layer with satutated aquifer conditiors ex below this horizon.
-+ Duetoa flictuating watet: table; a smear zonie across this clay-rrc ay"" has been
- 1dent1f1ed at Slte 55; in add1t10n to a ﬂoatlng LNAPL layer T

¢  The semi- conf1n1ng nature of the clay-rich layer cl'eatesan' artesian-effect-and the
, potentlometrlc surface of the water table measured in a well will rise higher than the
depth below: the ground surface. (bgs) of the clay-rich smear zone:: If 'soil samples are
_ collected at the interval-just above the watet table (7-8 ft bgs/or less) ds proposed, the
7 zone of greatest contamination may: niot be sarnpled due to'the local artesian groundwater
effects and water table potent1ometr1c surface is now above the clay—rrch smear zone.

. Analysrs of the LNAPL revealed a varlety ( some 50 1ghly oncentrated
- they may be masking-even more contamihants-at levels below the. grossly elevated
, detection limits. Since it is unsure what exactly.is in the LNAPL; itis very: d1ff1cu1t to
e predrot much about the fate and transport of the LNAPL, as well as the individual -

-+ contaminants, in the subsurface over: the very extended per1od of t1me it has been there

. (likely since the 1970’s otearlier.) .~

i

e Dueto the elusrveness of the LANPL; and the variety of contammants it contams it is

- advised that a varlety ‘of field-techniques be utilized to target soil sample depths within
this smear zone, in real time: in the field, as opposed to relymg on'a. gu1del1ne of ¢ Just

: above the water table”, wh1c ( ‘uld result in the LNAPL be1ng-m1ssed .




There 1’

: Potentlal ex1stence of LNAPL fin er west of MWll near to PAL -27 -SO-28 and FMP12: -

, ncertalnty regardrng the pos31b111ty of a potentlal "flnger" of contammatlon (appearing
to be chlorobenzene(s) and pesticides; but likely also containing remnant petroleum hydrocarbon

- constituents) extending’ westward:from the vicinity: of PAI:27-MW:1: to'the eastern:boundary of:

 the:Motor-T area. Previous documents;:prior:to the drafting of the DQOS; have: ‘indicated the'
potential existence of such a finger. EPA believes the: evidénce still exists to indicate: thls T
potential and does not support the change in the maps and/or Conceptual Site Model. ‘A
relat1vely minor. amount of addrtlonal samplmg is recommended to resolve th1s uncertamty

e The June 2009 Conceptual Slte Model (CSM) 1nd1cated th1s potentlal frnger of
" .. contamination: On‘CSM Figure 4-3, this finger was defined by a contour labeled
" Approximate Limit of Samples with Concentration that Exceed Background and
: Residential or Industrial Scréening Criteria". This contour was drawn to incorporate
. detections:of relatively: hrgher ‘concentrationsiof pesticides at the PAT-27-80-28 location.
~+Only pesticide detections are shown on the CSM Figure:4-3. However, there were also -
- detections of 1;4-dichlorobenzene; benzene; and especially chlorobenzene at the 5to 61t
depth at this locatlon (CSM Figure 4- 1) = S

e Contours drawn for the December 2009 SAP worksheets (on Figures: 17 -1 for both the
Motor-T and the FOV SAPs) had eliminated this potentlal finger of contamination.
.- Location PAI:27-SO-28 was. shown as an isolated: hot spot‘of contamination.:A viewpoint
-+ 7-has been expressed in site discussions that there. is- no evidence of any:potential- finger of
" contamination, and that an-isolated-hot spot exists.as'a result of an activity such as
+ i surfacerelease of wastes. - However,:caution: d1ctates that the issue: of th1s potenual finger
. of contamination be resolved w1th addltronal data Al e i

,,,,,,

e pA rev1en, of the avallable data mdlcates the followmg

* There are about a half dozen sorl borlng locatlons in. the immediate: v1c1n1ty just
' ;downgradlent of the MW 11 aréa (CSM Fig: 4-1). There aré.non-detects for select VOCs
-+ in soil at most of these locations..:However, the non-detects are: mostly from relatively
" _shallow depths (e.g:, 0 to 1,3 to 4 ft bgs). Only about half of these locations (in the
" northern part of this area) have samples 1nclud1ng depths below 5 ft(those samples
- -indeed-are ND: for: chlorobenzene). ‘Only one: location: in: the 'southern: part of this“area
(PAL- 55-FDP04) ‘had a sample below: 5 ft depth (4 to 6. ft bgs) That sample had an
i ,,estrmated 30 ug/kg chlorobenzene LR s e

e * Addrtronally, the locatron PAI-27- SO 28 about 75 ft downgradrent had chlorobenzene
3 80 ug/kg) 1,4- d1chlorobenzene and benzene ‘This sample was from4:to- 6 ft. bgs

Lok ,The December 2009 Flgure 4 2 ("Groundwater exceedances 2007 and 2008 samples")
ndlcates tha hev ground wate Vwells in: th1s v1c1n1ty had deteouons of chlorobenzene

‘ !'-;v;screened entrrelyor p y‘,b.elowvthe shallowest clay layer-at the srte (see ¢ross: -sections -
in CSM F1g 3- 2) ‘They sample the slightly- deeper ground water beneath the shallowest




clay layer. It'is plausible that there exists a plume:of contaminants migrating beneath the
clay and resulting from the denser contaminant chlorobenzene (which could have been
o .released as a DNAPL or: LNAPIJDNAPL m1xture Just shghtly denser than water)

, Bet * There Were no: MIP samphng locatlons i the 1mmed1ate vicin y of: PAI 27 SO 28 or:
= et between it:and MW S : However; a-MIP: samplmg location:(FMP12) some d1stance to
the northwest of MWl IS did 1nd1cate some petroleum fuel. contammatlon
~ Thus, the avallable data suggest the poss1b111ty that contammatron (exempllﬁed by
chlorobenzene and pesticides) extends downgradient from the: wvicinity of MW11S westward
toward the Motor-T area. This contamination appears to be primarily beneath the shallowest
" clay layer While, if present, it may net gteatly affect shallower surface soils and risk -
- assessments for that shallower soil, it does represent a potential problem for more w1despread

. somewhat deeper contamination that is impacting or could impact the downgradient ground

- .water and the; future of the: proposethtructures in-the:sMotor-T- area. :

Exposure Umt

Accordmg to the draft DQOs and Flgure 17 1, Site 27 was placed 1nto one smgle exposure unit
(EU),.and Site 55 placed into a'separate EU (to-be addressed at a'later time).: Clarification is
-needed with respect to the PCB transformer storage area, Sites 9 and: 16,:and thé elevated soils
hit on the border between the Motor-T EU and the FOV, EU. ‘A review of existing data; as well
as data gathermg ObjeCtIVCS, should assist m\determmmg how these areas. should be addressed.
Based on: Flgure 10 2 1t 18- unclear 1f the PCB transformer storage area:is: to be mcluded as
- -part of the Motor-T:EU or not; and. if notif it is-to. beiinvestigated:and assessed
- separately now, or at a later time. In order to.clear the entire area for purposes: of movmg
- forward with the Motor-T construction, it is advised to include this-area, either as part of
_:the Motor-T EU, or as its:own separate EU; as: approprrate -at th1s time. - A revrew of
h1storlcal data and COPCs may assistin th1s decrsron : LR G

. Based on' Flgure 10 2 it is unclear 1f the areas 1dent1f1ed as Site 9 and Srte 16 are to be J
included with the Motor-T Area or the FOV Area investigation; and. whether they are to -
‘be part'of a single EU, or their'own EU. It may be appropriate to include them with the

wsMotot-T-Facility invéstigation'if R1 data gaps’exist; howevery it may-be appropriate to
defer addressing them, with respect to risk assessments; ete. until you are ready to-

: complete the RI (after FOV removal action). A review of h1stor1cal data and COPCs may
ass1st in- decrdrng if. they areto be treated as 1nd1v1dual EUs or not =

It is also unclear Wthh data was mcluded when makmg dec1s1ons about EUs and

decisions regardmg -application of the Visual Sampling Plan program. It is unclear why a

~MARSSIM Sign Test was detetmined to be the most’ appropr1ate application of the VSP

. for the Motor-T- 1nvest1gatlon Tt is unclear:whether or. not theelevated hit on the'border

: betweeti the Motor-T Facility Area and the FOV EU was. or was not cons1dered as part of
- -this EUs data set.It-appears ‘inclusion’ of this-data pomt may havé caused a'

approach to the'use:of:VSP fot the Motor—T Atea, since the standard devidtion'across the
~site. may have been elevated ‘in tum ra1s1ng the number of samples requlred When

f ~




\’/.

i elevated isolated-hits-occur:within a: data set; it:is-often standard practice to create a
- separate;EU to.delineate the hit and tokeep the number of- samples:needed for the-
remaining larger atea to:a minimum. Creation of a separate EU for the elevated hit
" .."lowers:the standard deviation within: each EU, thereby reducing the number of samples
“needed:ir individual EUs::In this case, the: elevated:hit EU.may: only have the:one data
- point, (and therefore a-std. dev of 0). ‘However, it will-be necessaty to:project-how much
area within the Motor-T'EU should be carved.off to répresent the!investigation area’

- around the hit.  This can be done based on a final agreement of sample spacing for k
 LNAPL delineation. : The numbet of samples needed may be based.on an' extension of the
FOV. grld into the Motor-T Facility Area. The investigation may still proceed with the
.-:Motor-T area, even though the grid is a: contmuatlon of the FOV grld EU boundanes, in

turn canbeadjustedafterresultsarem T TH ERGE TR SR S Rt o

Based on. the above fundamental behefs and concems EPA offers the followmg comments p

-G_MR—A-LQMN—TS- .rr" 3 \

1. . Grven one of the purposes of the Motor-T investigation is to address the Remed1a1
. Investigation (RI) data gaps, comnients- prevrously subrhitted regarding the RI Phasge I
- and'Il work plans, as well-as: feedback on Vapor Intrusion issues, would apply here.in.
general Be sureto include data gathering efforts to answer questions posed and fill data
.+ gaps:as necessary:: Please refer to prev1ously submltted comments, ema1ls meetmg
U mlnutes: étc:-as approprlate BT T Ford s (SIS E T P

2.0 Grven one of the purposes of the Motor- i vestlgatlon is’ to prov1de data Wthh w111
- allow:decision-making with respect to obtammg approval for.moving forward with
~construction of the: Motor-T facility; previous comments: and.communications pertaining
: 'frftO construction:of the:Motor-T facility as it relates to:Sites . 27;.55,.9 and- 16.and what
o would-be required to- ebtain: approval would apply-here.in general. . Be sure to.include -
data gathering efforts to address.comments; and fill data gaps as necessary. ‘Please refer to
e prev1ous comments emarls meetmg minutes; etc. -as approprlate
B PR -\ P .
3. leen the DQOs address the Slte 27 Conceptual Slte Model (CSM) unresolyed
- comments onithe previously submitted: Site 27: CSM document would apply: here in
s genefral';to.DQO,-seeti_ons:whi’,eh;?ad,,.dreSS‘the M. See: prevrously submttted comments,
emarls, meetmg mmutes etc:as approprrate e e s

A In general ;to obtaln a clearer pers ectlve on oot ammant drstrlbutlon in the source
e itis. recommended that soil cores extend into the saturated zone. The

“partial - 1] be:
contammant was sprlled and mlgrated vertrcally downward in order to detect




contamination. This is a relatively limited and heterogeneous volume of contaminated
media. However, once the LNAPL reaches the water table; it spreads ‘out-and is generally
distributed across ‘the low and high water table elevations (i.e.; smear. zone).:This. =

“* information can be used to help better understand the location of possible sources and

- distribution patterns.” Specific comments and recommendatlons are mcluded below
o ~:?f"f-f-whlch dlscuss thls matter further e BT S e gt

Due to the elusrveness of the LANPL and the varlety of contamlnants it may contam itis
"advised that a varlety of field techmques be utilized to target soil sample depths within

the smear zone, in real time in the field, as opposed to relying on a guideline of *‘just -
above the water table”, which could result in the LNAPL being missed. This apphes at

- 'Sité'55, and just across the border of Site 27 downgradient from PAI-27-S0-28, MW11

- .and FMP 12 (See d1scuss10n above ) Mod1fy the DQO worksheets to’ address thrs issue.

Flgures EPA has prev1ously requested that MIP locatrons be 1ncluded on maps and

~ figures. Include MIP data on all tag maps and MIP locations on: Figures in the future,
-~ showing the locations of the. MIP data: ‘points in relation to the other site investigation
“locations. Revise Figures 10-3, 10-4, and 17-1 to include MIP locations/data. Be -

prepared to discuss the potential for use of additional MIP. data t6 obtain more detarled
vertlcal delmeatlon and/or to drlve sub-sample vertrcal locatlons : '

,‘<

. -Avallable data suggest the poss1b111ty that contammatron (exemphfled by chlorobenzene
- and pesticides)-extends downgradient from the vicinity of MW:L1S westward-toward the

Motor-T area. . This contamination appears to be primarily beneath the shallowest clay

~layer.. While, if: ‘present, it may not gteatly afféct:shallower surface soils and risk - *

... -assessmetits for that shallower soil, it does: represent a potential: problem for more..

- widespread somewhat deeper contamination that is- -impacting-or .could impact the

downgradient ground water and the future of:the proposed structures in the Motor-T area.

. The investigation should be designed to spec1f1cally delineate the contaminated aréa(s)
. within the Motor-T study area downgradient from PAI-27-SO- 28, MW11, and FMP12

- -during the Motor-T Facility- 1nvest1gat10n ‘Otherwise; address thrs area in the FOV

5 1nvest1gat1on (see d1scussron above: ) ; ; i : :

” A few addltronal ground water and sorl samplmg locatlons are. recommended for the area
"”"‘l'-'r"downgradrent of PAI- 27 SO~28 MW11 and FMP12>:\$ e e R

Addltlonal so11 samplmg locatrons are recommended for the NW comer of the FOV
Exposure Areato prevent a data gap-in this area (i.e.; a uniform sampling grid over the -

~entire FOV. Exposure Area is recommended.~ see. FOV comments):-This-grid could be

~continued into the Motor-T area to investigate-the areas of elevated contammanon along

11.

fthe boundary between the two 1nvest1gat10n areas el o

Exrstmg data and objectlves of the data gathering. effort should be rev1ewed to clarlfy _ |
o exposure umts ‘within the Motor—T Facﬂlty 1nvest1gat10n area. Spemfroally, clarify: 1)if

W or not; or if it should be a'separate
 whether it would be; appropriate to

o mclude a separ; ;,e EU nor the elevated contamlnatlon area just inside the Motor-T -

o _boundary from- the FOV 1nvest1gat10n area, and.3). whether ornot Sites 9 and-16 are part




-iof the 1nvest1gat10n, and if so, whether or not they are separate EUs Modlfy the DQO
F 'f-Worksheets 10 address thlS 1ssue (See dlscussmn above ) SN :

12. 1

13, It 1sf recommen ed that VOCs and pestrcldes beadded to analytes for the: ,ground-
water samples for the Motor-T areamvestlgatlon Ini géneral, ensure that groundwater
- analytes reﬂect sorl analytes Wthh in turn reﬂect Slte C.PCs for each EU establrshed

SPECIFIC COMME TS

i SAP Worksheet 10 Sectlon 10 2. 2' Petroleum H drocarbons Removal Slte
- (2001 and 2003), Page 10-3:  This section discussesthat petroleum hydrocarbon
LNAPL and water were removed from the FOV, Site 55, in 2001 and agam in 2003. This
section indicates that free product and wiaterremoval fremithe vault‘were conducted as a
* previous investigation and removal action. However, it is not clear from the text whether
-the removal of free:product and water was- conducted as'a CERCLA ¢lean-up removal
- action as indicated in this section: The volumes of free product and water removed
- during 2001 and 2003-and their: dlsposrtron were not reported in this'section.
Additionally; subsurface soil most likely contaminated due 'to the presence of free
product in the FOV would have had to have been excavated to.some depth below the
. ground surface to facilitate‘the installation of the FOV:: As such, the soil volumes
. :removed and-ultimate disposition:of the soils'wasmnot: reported in:this:section:; If the
{.:-Navy-is'intending for the free:product: ‘removalbeing conducted d$-a: CERCLA® ‘previous
investigation and remedial action” the volumes of free:product/water and soil removed
-+ from-Site 55 dnd:theirultimate: dispesition: shouldbe included-in the SAP: Alternatively,
provide a brief statement as to the type of operational‘action which occurred'and*
_ . “disposition of soils/materials:temoved;:as well asi provrde reference of where: the
e deta11ed data)and 1nformat10n catl be located - L

: 14.r"

is. SAP Worksheet 10 M Update the 3% e sentence to address all p purposes for
" which the SAP is being developed, or make the statement more. general to-indicate the

- Motor-T bUt not SPCCIfY the ‘purpose(s)” of the investigation (see “objectives” discussion

: above) b T g . RSN

16. = SAP Worksheet 10 Sectlon 10.3 Conceptual Site Model, Page 10-5; There is no
< - diScussion inthis section regarding the clay-rich horizon which serves locally as-a semi- .
“confining layer. A majority-of the contaminant mass:including LNAPL is likely -
orbed/bound to the clay-rich semi-confining layer with: saturated aqu1fer conditions
“existing below this-horizon. ‘Due‘to'a fluctuating water table, a smear zone across this
clay- -rich layer has been identified at Site 55 as-well as a floating LNAPL layer The :
~semi- -confining nature of the clay-rich layer creates an artesian effect and the -
tentiometric surface of the water table: measured:in a:well- will: tise. higher than the
,_  below the ground surface (bgs) of the clay: mear-zone: The text in‘this section
“States:that in‘order to ‘address the potential for' Site 55 toract as a continuing source of
ontarnination to Site:27; refme delineation:is necessary toSupport anon-time critical - ..
, rémoval éffort; However; if'soi imples-are collected-at the'interval justabove the water
v table (7-8 ft bgs) as proposed the zone of greatest contamination may not be sampled due




«18..

” 21 | SAP Worksheet 11 Sectlon 11 1 Problem Statements Pa e 1
. :statement to address all'of the-clarified objéctives.of this investigation: -Address: filling RI-

‘to the local artesian groiindwater effects and;water table’ potentiometric surface isnow
- above the' clay I'lCl’l smear Zone, The conceptual s1te model should be rev1sed to address
th1s issue. SRk S T SR o

SAP Worksheet 10-‘ Sectlon 10 3 Conce tual Slte Model' Pa e 10-6 The ﬁrst full
paragraph indicates what will be covered for:a HH risk-assessment based on. the

; Conceptual'Site Model: However, it-is unclear. which:specific:data. (soils; LNAPL
groundwater) will befused: pertammg to:which specific form of inhalation of: vapors
(exposed- groundwater/LNAPL, showering,. bulldmg intrusion, etc.):The text:here, as-

_1‘7

well as that ' which is in Figure 10-5, are still somewhat vague with respect to this.: Please

further clarify the exposure scenarios specific to soil, groundwater, and or LNAPL (if

encountered) for each specific exposure pathway and receptor A table or bullets may be

~.an easier approach to portray the detalls

; SAP ) orksheet 10 Sectlon 10 3 Conce )t al Slte Model Pa € 10-6 Th1s sectlon

- should also'¢learly:state that the presence of Principal’ Threat Source:Material (PTSM)

.- would require treatment and/or removal.- EPA’s Guide to Principal Threat and Low -
.+ Level Threat Waste (November 1991): clearly identifies LNAPL as PTSM:which requires
treatment: Hopefully, this might only be an issue at the border between the Motor-T"
~ Facility Area and the FOV Area as described above, if at all, for the: ‘Motor-T Area data
gathering effort.. However, we will not know that until the data’is in.. At that point, if
LNAPL is encountered within the boundaries of the Motor-T Facﬂlty study area, a

et constructlon (e g & change in: placement of: facﬂlty rfootprmt tréatmen removal etc )

SAP Worksheet 10: Sectlon 10 3 Conce tual Slte Model  Pa er10-6 ; Contammant
- migration from soil-to ground:water is not specifically mentioned or dlscussed asa
.-potential problem in the Motor-T:area that may: require further investigation-and/or
~_.....remediation,. However, soil-to- groundwater PALs have been specified in:Worksheet 11.
Th1s section should clarlfy that thls is-an:issue and state that it will need to be addressed

9.,

20 SAP Worksheet 10 Sectlon 10 3 Conce 'tual Slte Model: Pa e 10 6 T he last.

== paragraph on Page 1046 states that ecological:risk “will not be evaluated as part of this
- 1nvest1gat10n This appears to be in conflict with Figure 10-5, which represents’ '
exposure of small birds and mammals to surface soils.. Please resolve this conflict. Once
resolved, it:should be noted. that while a complete ecological risk assessment may not be -
necessary in order to determine if the Motor-T facility-construction:may proceed; ata’
,‘ _.minimum ecological.risk discussions; expanding on what you have here, should be
. included as patt of the R] baseline risk:assessment, as well as in the streamllned I'lSk
~ sectlon of the EE/CA (upcommg for the FOV Area) as requlred g

Revrse the problem

B data gaps and clearing the Motor-T Area for construction; including LNAPL/hot=spot

. “delineation at the border as well as- the necessary risk asséssment information,- Especially

wadditional soil and: .groundwater samples-aremieeded to
(See ObjeCtIVCS dlscussmn above )

focus on-the portion: begmmng
2, cand the pI'OJeCt team: w1ll dec1de :

L9y

- «decision will'be needed as to; what would:benecessary. to-move.forward with the Motor-T

N




22. - SA

/
: Due

o "‘-documents and techmcal review comments regardmg mvestlgatlon of the LNAPL

~'mentioned the use or potential use of additional screening methods to supplement the
'proposed field : screening kits, other than:jus ‘
-screening: w1th an FID; visual observations, odors; hydrophoblc dyes UV ﬂuorescence
“and MIP data. It is recommended that further consideration'be: given to the use'of some

- _of these methods. - EPA would like to discuss these: approaches. A final decision with

-, respect to.these screening methods may result in the need to add 1nputs to: the dec1s1ons

B here in Sectlon 11 2 T hlngs to. cons1der are:: R R

18t those listed here. These:included soil vapor

~oa. It is recommended to cons1der the use of drrect push downhole sensing: such as -

) laser-mduced ﬂuorescence (LIF) or membrane mterface probe (M[P) prlor to the

“ dellneatlon they could be: approprlate for the hlgher concentrated LNAPL Dellneatlon
-of LNAPL would therefore provide a good indicator for the presence. of DDT and other

< - pesticide contaminants. It should be noted. that the same GeoProbe rig-and crew used for

* the MIP or LIF screening activities could-also be used for the collection of aquifer cores.
~ Ideally, real time data from preliminary field screening efforts could be used to focus
- ,aqulfer core collectlon actrvmes durmg the same. moblhzatron b

N

.fThe uSe of several techmques to screen: and/or ‘measure LNAPL and DDT have

' za-:q.afbeen proposed; including; (1) soil-vapor screening with an: FIDj (2) visual observations

for hydrocarbon staining or sheens, (3) odors, (4) DDT soil field screening test kits, (5)
- 'TPH screening field test kits, (6) laboratory analysis confirmation samples; and (7)
~ obsetvation: of sheens or LNAPL in boreholes left open:':
_and-measurement techniques-is extensive, there are two'other techniques to consider or

\Ithough:this:list of screening

j:"j;j, ":substltute in this list that may improve the screening; - These-include hydrophobic dyes
. for NAPL detection, and UV fluorescence as an indication of petroleum contamination.

- dyes (i.e., Sudan IV), requlres 1"
purchased commercrally

SAP Worksheet 11' Sectlon 11.2 Identify The In uts To
"“second bulleted item (#5) onPage 2 indicates the USEPA'Regions 3; 6:and 9 Regional

. same bullet mentioned ‘above’ 1dent1f1es soﬂ to: groundWater SSLs as being PALs.

For example, Oil Red O dye is a powder that will disselve-in NAPL but not water and
will show up ds a red dye (in NAPL).Oil. Red O has. fewer health risks relative to other
' trmgent personal protection; is'cheap; and can be

The Decision; Page 2: The -

Screening.Levels-for Chemical Contaminants at- Superfund Sites; Residential and

" Industrial Soil Values and Risk-Baséd Migration t6 Gfoundwater Soil Screening: Level

(SSL) values, Tap Water. . However, the proper screening levels utilized for this -

" “investigation-should be the USEPA Régional Screeéning Levels (RSLs) for Superfund
. 'sites. The most recent RSL was updated-it: December 2009 Revise the text and -
o ’approprlate flgure, o :1nd1cate the most recent versio of the USEPA RSLs will be

nputs To'The Decision, Ps

age 2 The
Contaminant migration from soil to ground water is not specifically mentioned- or

Y
\ -

10




: dlscussed as a potential problem in the Motor-T Area that. may‘require further: .
- investigation and remediation It is not obvious based on. the text up to this point that a
. comparison to these SSLs. would be necessary, however for the record EPA does expect
thrs to be a part of the: analysrs Also clarlflcatlon is needed for Fr gureile -3 SSLs values.

Ly ‘.jPlease explarn the Navy s. mtent with respect to background data.: If needed either -

o " identify:the Parris Island background data set as an input to the decrsron here; and/or

26.
e ’states*"The horizontal boundary for the Motor T Exposure Unit is presented i in Figure 10-

- 28.

S and FOV areas the’ :

30: o

27,

- above)

. determine if a site specific site. background data set will be ‘mnecessary. - In this case,
*“identify it here, as well as establish the collection of the data as an additional objective to

this data gatherlng effort and address itin all appropnate places in these worksheets

SAP Worksheet 11' Sectlon 11 3 Define the Stud Boundanes Pa e 2 Sectlon 11.3

«2.¢. Figure 10-2 is,unclear, does not.relate the- Motor:T-Facility. Investigation-area to the
FOV area boundaries and:is more difficult to use, ‘Considér referencing a different figure
~for boundaries, such as Frgures 10 3 10-4; or 17 1 or add the FOV Area to 10 2 for
betterrepresentatron i g )» Luiai ity

SAP Worksheet 11 Sectlon 11 3 Define the Stud Boundanes- Pa (4 2 Sectlon 11 3
apparently indicates a single exposure unit (EU) for the Motor-T- Facility Area, ‘and
another for the FOV area investigation.: Please explain‘if the PCB transformer area is to
+'be addressed.in the Motor-Tiinvestigation ior-the: FOV: investigation, and as one EU or

_«Separate EUs addressed now.or; deferred untll later (See:Exposure Un1t d1scussrons

ection 11 3
~apparently indicates a single exposure unit (EU) for.the Motor-T Facility Area, and
-another for the FOV- area: ‘investigation. Please explain:if Sites9 and/or 16 are to'be -

“addressed in the Motor-T investigation or the FOV investigation, and as one EU -

SAP Worksheet 11 ' Sectlon 11 tDef‘ ine the StudyBoundaries: Page 2: S

. combined or separate EUs, addressed now,.or. deferred until. later (See Exposure Umt

drscuss1ons abov 5 e

SAPWorksheet 11 Se"ctionz 113Define »thei»Stud ﬁ,BOundari’esf Page2: In Sectron

~:11.3 it is unclear-how decrsrons were made regarding establishing EUs, determlmng how
* Visual Sampllng Plan (V:SP) would be applied; and exactly what data:-was included in the
VSP decisions. Please explain. Consider establishment of an-additional EU to-better fit
the existing data, in the areac of the “hot spot” alon the boundary between the Motor-T
Unit- d1scus31ons above )

decrded to create.an addrtlonal exposure umt to address the elevated h1t at the border
"_EPA would suggest agreement be reached on-the sample spacing for.the: LNAPL
dellneatron for the FOV Area, then that spacmg be applred to the FOV. Area and

. s - B d v . L

| 1nvest1gat10n usin 1s gr1d may still- proceed w1th the Motor-T. vestlgatmn, : Once data
©isin, 1f LNAPL is encountered within the boundaries: of the: Motor—T Facility study area,

\' 1
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34
sy :Q3and4
U ,applylng
~ with 30 to- € &

boundary has been deﬁned for. surface so1ls and subsurface sorls It may. be necessary to

o some way contrar "vs:;to what may bemneede( j $s€! 1ls.. 1t coulc
- -decided what depth would be most appropnate for use 1n a rrsk assessment Then‘ in the

the team will have to decide what would be necessary.to move: forward with the Motor-T

o :;.iconstructlon (e g a change in placement of facrllty footprmt treatment removal etc. )

“‘?plmg for

~area of LNAPL investigation in the Motor-T Facﬂxty along the border-with the FOV area,’
. -additional vertical samples could be taken for delineating the. LNAPL/hot spot. Currently
- .the subsurface soil vertical boundaryis defined as the foot of soil just above the water

table (Worksheet 11 indicates the depth to the water table is 5 to 8 ft bgs, and Worksheet

-.17-indicates the soil sample interval just:above the water table would be 7 to 8 ftbgs). If

.. the soil sampling takes place during high water table: conditions, the soil ‘samples might
- be collected above any soil that would have been previously.c contacted by ground water.
- These soil samples might not be indicative of contamination that has: prevrously been

v

transported downgradlent in .ground water or by an LNAPL plume at.a greater depth.
Contamination may be most evident in the soil interval that is-in contact most of the time
with ground water and/or any LNAPL plume, or bound in the clay-rich layers. Whrle

- such samples would: contain’both ground:water and soil, they ate more-likely to'be -
~-indicative of the extent of LNAPL contamination. If desired, after such soil samples had
. -been analyzed, ;phase-partitioning. calculations could be used for a rough approximation

- of the contaminant:concentrations and mass that would occurin the dissolved, sorbed, -

S 2nd NAPL, phases. Please clarify: how' yow will reconcile what: vertical samplmg is

. needed for the risk assessment with what is needed for LNAPL delineation inyour

- saturated soils in the top. portion of the water table be sampled; for.purposes of

defined vertical boundanes Based on the points raised above, it is recommended that the

B contammant extent delmeatron (these samples would 11ke1y be in addltron'to ’those

3.

; deepest proposed sorl samples would 1nclud" 1

- layer-where previous work has: indicated the presence of contammatron If not itis

' élrecommended that the 1nterva1 be sampled. Freld screemng techmques could help to

_Ob]ectrves

;{5,5 last senten. > t¢

12
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34.

" SAP Worksheet 17 y Sam "lm' Desr
e Samphng, Worksheet-17 states "The extent of contamination in soil-and grovundwater will
e be def ned durmg thlS lnvestzganon however the FOV 1nvest1gat10n does not mclude

- SAP Worksheet 17, 'Sampling‘ Design and Rationale: If it is decided to us¢ more than -
* 1 EU for'the FOV mvestlgatlon area mod1fy Worksheet 17 to address each EU: samplmg

”de81gn accordmgly S i : e \ »

and’Ratlonale. In the text Just before Soﬂ

include any groundwater samples

N

SAP Worksheet 17, Samplin Design and Rationale: ‘Sinice there are no groundwater
samples to be taken as part-of this investigation;it i§ not clear how the investigation will

-~ _fully define the vertical and horizontal extent-of ground-water contamination.’ While it is
~ likely, as stated in Worksheet 17, that much of the known contamination is located above

" the water table, the Worksheet does acknowlédge that there i miay be contamination in

36.

- 370

.38

39,

VSAP Worksheet 17, Sam lln Desr n and Ratlonale ' Sonl Sam lm
_discusses the depth intervals for collection of soil samples, including subsurface soil

ground water. The depth of the contamination is not clear; Worksheet 17 indicates an

- assumed depth of 10 feet for the source zone (yet sample collection is.only anticipated to

extend to a depth of about 7 to 8 feet). Due to.this issue, a number of these technical

. review comments have stressed the,lmportance of the saturated: zone just below the water
table. It is recommended that this depth interval be fully investigated, and that - »
. clarification be provided'on how-the proposed investigation will define the full extent of

contamination in ground water in the FOV area. If the proposed soil:sampling interval of

7 to 8 ft is below the water table such samples would be appropnate to address th1s issue.

s See’ comments

. ""above. " Tt is recommended that the: clay—r1ch semi= confmlng layer be targeted for e
: samplmg Modlfy Worksheet 17 as needed to do 80 2 e ST

>W0rksheet 17

collection in‘the one-foot interval-just above the water table:” As discussed above in’a
comment for Worksheet 11, it is recommended that subsurface soil samples be collected

" in an interval‘at the water tablé that\1s or has previously been under saturated conditions

to ensure that the soil had been i V1n contact w1th any shallow d1ssolved contammant or

SAP Worksheet 17 Sam ling Design and Ratlonale Soil Sam 'lln": EPA

-tecommends agreement be reached on the sampling interval and approach for the FOV

LNAPL delineation, then that -approach be applied for sample location determination
across the FOV EU and continued across the border into the Motor-T Areato investigate

- areas downgradlent from the PAI-27-S0O-28, MW11 and FMP12. Th1s may or may not
‘be a separate EU for the Motor-T" 1nvest1gat1on Ifit is not agreed to investigate the area

just across the border from the FOV EU in the samg manner as the FOV EU, then it may

r be necessary to push the boundary line further west to 1nclude th1s area in w1th the FOV E

ﬁ \'A.
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. SAP Worksheet 17‘ Sam"rlmv' Des1 n and Ratlonale Soil Sam ‘lm :
.. would be driving sampling at 4-5 feet and/or “just above the water table” at 7-8 feet.

- SAP Worksheet 17, Sam ling Design and: Ratlonale Sml Sam ling:
: dlscrepancy in some proposed soil sample- Tocations for the Motor-T area, between Figure
+-17-1 of the Motor-T Worksheet 17:and Figure 17-1 of the FOV Worksheet 17." Figure

FETET B g s,

the subsurface. - These included soil vapor screenmg with an FID, visual observatlons 5
odors, hydrophobic dyes; UV. fluorescenc ,-and-MIP data. EPA would like to discuss

* which of these would be most approprlate and will be included in the mvestlgatlon

¢ It is unclear what -

Please explain how these sample:depths target: LNAPL delineation. EPA would like to

.. discuss these intervals. Agreement needs.to be reached on the vemcal samphng
_intervals.. sl , —

There is.a

g +17-1 of the Motor-T Worksheet 17 shows three proposed soil sample locations in the SE

42

- corner-of the Motor-T area, whlle Figure 17-1 of the FOV. Worksheet 17 shows only two
. -proposed soil sample locatlons in the:SE corner (and which are slightly shifted in
s ,locatlon) It is recommended that thls dlscrepancy be: explamed and the flgures corrected

SAP Worksheet 17' Sam' lm Desn n and Ratlonale Sonl Sa | lin The FOV
Exposure: Area is.covered by the proposed soil sampling grid locations, except for the

-~ NW corner. It is not clear why this data gap was left. . It is recommended that the entire
'_»-_,_FOV:Exposure :Area beuniformly cover'e“d‘:by_»the-proposed sample grid;f' R

Ly

DQOs for SltC 55 Flber Optlc Vault were never fully discussed. A facﬂltated DQO

- _sessron may have helped -eliminate the need for this volume of comments.In the future, EPA

would appreciate DQO discussions prior to the drafting of DQO documents.: If there are any
questlons on these comments please do not he51tate to contact me at (404) 562 9969

~ "-’Si‘n'cer‘ely; e

‘Liklab Ll‘arnas i R
SemiorRPM™ =+

Meredlth Amlck SCDHEC e
Annle Gerry, SCDHEC
- Mark Sladrc T tNUS/
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