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TE CHN I CA L MEMO RA N DUM CH2MHILL 

Response to Comments on the Draft Unifonn Federal Policy 
(UFP) Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) Addendum, Site 13 
Remedial Investigation, Allegany Ballistics Laboratory, 
Rocket Center, West Virginia, June 2013 

This memorandum provides responses to m mmenis received from USEPA via email on 
August 19, 2013 regarding the dOQlmenl referenced above. These responses will be 
incorporated into a final version of the SAP w hich will be submitted upon acceptance of 
these responses. Co mmenls are presented as received, followed by the Navy's responses, 
shown in bold. 

Comments from Sarah Kloss (Remedial Project Manger· EPA) 

1. Comment. As noted in previous SAP comments at other sites, please change the title 
of the "consensus" decision section for Ihe scoping sessions. 

Response: language will be modified as requested. 

2. Comment: Executive Summary, Page 4: In the surface water porewater, and 
sedime nt sampling S('(:tion, change N ABL Parmering Team" 10 " Navy and 
Regulatory agencies," or " Navy, U.S. EPA, WVDEP." Please make this change 
throughout the document. 

Response: All occurrences of " ABL Partnering Team" in the document have been 
changed to " Navy, U.S. EPA, and WYDEr" for greatest pruisiori 

3. Comment. Workshee t 9-7: This section sta tes !hat GGWIO was no t included as a 
background well even though it's a nearby a lluvial well. Please include more deta il 
as to why it is considered an outlier. 

Response: GGWlO was considered an outlier due to the presence of constituents 
d issimilar fro m those found at other wells, and also due to higher tota l metal 
concentrations. u nguage 10 this effect will be added to Worksheet 9-? 

4. Comment. Worksheet 9-7: This worksheet d iscusses consensus decisions tha t were 
not carried forward in the SAP addendum. Please clarify. 

Response: u nguage will be added to the end of the consensus dedsions section 
reading "This approach was modified during a subsequent scoping ~ess io~" 

5. Comment. Worksheet 9-9: The comments section should note that additional data 
for perchlorate were presented to the team. This additional da ta supported the 
decision that alluvial sampling for perchlorate was unnecessary at this time. 
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R~sponse: Language will be added to Worksh~et 9-9 stating that additional data 
(or perchlorate were present~d to the t~am, and that the addit ional data supported 
the decision that alluvial sampling for perchlorate is unnec~ssary. 

6. Comment: Worksheet lOa: The remedial investigation section discusses bedrock 
sampling that predates th~ issu~ date given for the SAP. Please explain. Also, in the 
scoping session, described in worksheet 9-9, additional rounds of bedrock 
groundwater sampling were presented. Please add information about the additional 
rounds of groundwater sampling to this section. 

Response: The July 2011 sampling was conducted under a previously amended 
version of the UFP-5AP approved by the Navy, U.S. EPA, and WVDEP. 

Text will be modified to read "'Subsequent discussions (WS 9-7 and WS 9-8) 
conduded that there was no need to collect surface water/pore water/sediment 
samples as previously p lanned; however, based on the data gaps associated with 
metals data for alluvial and bedrock wells, and b«ause elevated metals are 
present in other fad lily-wide bedrock wells and in the Site 13 alluvial aquifer, 
additional groundwater sampling is warranted as discussed in WS 9-9. Addi tional 
sampling is discussed in WS ~L" 

7. eomm~nt: Worksheet l Oa: The surface water, sediment, and porewater section 
should specify that this sampling would have been within the d rainage di tch. 

Response: Text has been modified to read "'Surfacewater, pore water, and 
sediment sampling were initially proposed in the UFP-SAP (November 2011) and 
would have been conducted within the dr.Iinage ditdi." 

8. Comment; Worksheet lOa: For the bed rock groundwater sampling. please include 
the depths that had wa ter. Also, the second paragraph uses the term ·well" which 
suggests a developed monitoring well rather than an open borehole. 

Response; A review of the boring logs for the wells shows that water was 
encountered at 13 feet below ground surface at each w~1 1. A S("ntence reflecting 
this will b~ added 10 the lext. The term uwell" will be replac~d by the term 
")7orehol';" 

9. Comment: Worksheet 11a: Why was the comprehensive investigation limited to the 
western side of the plume? 

Response: The extent of the voe plume was delineated through DPT in 2002 and 
2003. In 2004, monitoring well samples primarily from the upgradient (western) 
portion of the plume were analyzed for a comprehensive suil~ of analytes. 
Subsequent investigations focused on the COCs, TCE and its degradation 
products. 
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The fiTSt p;uagraph of Worksheet i1 1~will be revised to read "The extent of the 
VOC plume was delineated through DPT in 2002 and 2003. In 2004, monitoring 
well samples primarily from the upgradient (western) portion of the plume were 
analyzed for a comprehensive suite of analytes. Subsequent investigations 
focused on the CDCs, TCE and 115 degradation products; however, two pilot 
studies have been conducted at the s ite determine the ability of inje<:ted solutions 
into the groundwater to enhance the reductive dechlorination process. These 
injections have changed the geochemistry of the alluvial groundwater and 
potentially impacted concentrations of metals constituents in groundwater. 
Therefore, the data from 2004 may not be representative of current alluvial aquifer 
conditions. VOC and metals groundwater da ta is needed to quantify potential risk 
currently posed by the alluvial groundwater at the site.n 

10. Comment: Worksheet 1101: Page 34 discusses how the metals data will be used. It is 
unclear if the tota] metals result will be used for the construction workers scenario 
even if a disparity exists_ Also, the phrase "over a magnitude" should be clarified. 

Response: Total Metals will not be used in the risk assessment if a disparity 
exists. Worksheet 1101 will state "Total metals data will be used for a conshuction 
worker exposure scenario because the conshuction worker would be directly 
exposed to groundwater via a subsurface activity, such as excavation. If a notable 
disparity exists between dissolved and tota l metals concen trations colle<:ted from 
a monitoring well, as demonstrated by total metals concentrations that are over 
one order of magnitude greater (that is, 10 times greater) than dissolved metals 
concentrations of aluminum, iron, and manganese in mutual samples, dissolved 
metals data would be used for thai well in the JUi RAl" 

11. Comment: Worksheet lla: The PQOs section discusses comparing dala to site­
specific background concentrations. While raw dala for the proposed background 
wells are included, background concentration estimates have nol been established. 
Proposed background wells should be sampled concurrently with the a1luvial wells. 
Then the newest da ta can be combined with this older da ta to estimate background 
concentrations for metals in this loea1 area. 

Response: The text of the SAP will be modified to state thai 5 alluvial wells will 
be sampled for metals only during a single event. These data will be combined 
with the existing data from the 5 wells to establish background values. 

Comments from EPA Hydrogeologist 

1. Comment: Executive Summary, Page 5: Is ENCO Laboratories NELAC certified or 
NFESC/Navyapproved? 

Response: ENCO Laboratories is NELAC certified and has been approved by 
NFESC and the ~avY. 
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2. Comment: Worksheet 3a: Distribution List. make all the changes for items to be 
deleted or added plus add Jamie's email address. 

Response: Jamie Butler's email address has been added to the distribution list_ All 
items to be deleted were deleted from the list, and all items added were left 'ili 

3. Comment: Worksheet 11a: For the Project Quality Objectives/ Systematic Planning 
Process Sta tements on page 34, please add groundwater samples will be collected 
using the low flow/ zero d rawdown sampling protocols. 

Response: The change will be made as r equested. 

4. Comment: Worksheet 17a: On page 59, in the table under rationale "data metals" is 
highlighted, this should read ' metals data" 

Response: "Data metals" has been changed to ~metals data'." 

5. Comment: Worksheet 18a: For the Sampling Locations and Methods/ SOP 
Requirement Table on page 61, under the column marked "Depth Uni ts" instead of 
"mid-screen,." the actual depth 10 top of screen and depth to the bottom of screen 
should be in the table. These ranges should al ready be known. 

Response: The text will be revised to specify the spec.ific sampling depth. 

6. Comme nt: Worksheet18a: For the Sampling Locations and Methods/ SOP 
Requirement Table on page 63, in the table under column "Depth Units." What is the 
sample interval of reach of the bedrock boreholes? Are you trying to target a specific 
fracturt'? Is the sampling depth the same in each borehole? 

Response: Specific fractures or water bearing zones have not been identified. 
Sample depth is specified to be the midpoint between the bedrock/alluvial 
interface and the bottom of the borehole, approximately 6O-1Ofeet bgi .. 

7. Where are worksheets 21 and 22? Or were there no Changes 10 the original 
worksheets 21 and 22? 

Response: There were no changes to Worksheets 21 and 22,. so they were not 
included in this ~ddendu~ 

Comments from EPA laboratory 

1. Comment: It is recommended that the analysis be expanded to include "Tentatively 
Identified Compounds" (TIC's). TICs are a valuable tool used by EPA to aide in 
d l!<ln-up, remuval o r treatment decisions by identifying compounds thai mlghl 
otherwise be missed. at the site. Therefore, it is important that any contract laboratory 
analyzing organic (volatile and/ or semi-volatile) target samples be tasked to analyze 
and report TiCs as part of their final data reporting package. 
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Response: TIC data is not quantifiable and are identified on a tentative basis. 
There is no direct way to investigate the potential dete<:tions and no regulatory 
criteria on which to evaluate them. Therefore data generated from TIC analysis 
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