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5 .  PEQPS 30-31, PoncluRlons and R e c o ~ e n d q ~ n s  f or Furt her wtionr 
The followfn~ additional t a s k s  m8t be performed in order to 
camploto zhe investigation far thi8 site; 

A. This section ahould evaluate the potential for ecological r i s k  
posed by the contaminants contained in the dredge spoils, atnd the 
potential for migration of chest? contslehanti Lnto Fenseeoh  Bay- 
and/or the adjacent wetlands. In particular, what  an? the 
potentiai p a t h w a y 8  €XOIII the basins t~ tile wetland=? Are these 
padways viabiel hiat  would tha p t e z t f a l  *act the B q  be in . 
the event 02 tataetropfiic h i l u r e  of t!~e bemu (the bermo are quite 
iiigh ate rafr.,PcrceO only wZth rip zap)? 

8.  Slzrfece water in t h e  b A ~ i n s  cari act as both an expomure medium 
errd Q meane o f  contaminantn.Lgrati.on (e.9. dissolved and suspended 
particulate fractions . order to a ~ 8 e e e  these potential 

satex smq3les fcr c h a c a l  enalysis must 
be coiiected from (i) t a b  u2gzadisnt side of each culvert . ( 4  
smpleti total), aic1! (ti) ddw&y b e t w e %  the twr, culvert6 in each 

C. h e  to difference8 in phyeical conditions between baein centere 
and peripheriee (9.g. depositional patterns, frequency/ duration of 
submergence), it; l a  possible that contaminants have been deposited 
inhomogenously throughout these baaine. In o r d w  to characterice 
t h e  spatial  variability of contamination, one additional sediment 
sample for chemical analysis muat be collected from as clolse ix the 
center of each basin w po6aiible.- 

D. One sediment 8~mp3.e from each basin outfall w i l l  not pxevic% 
adequate crleracterisstion of cofitminmt v e r i a i l i t y  at: these 
iijcatirrra. X i l  G ~ & S X  to c9+ab th i s  infQ-rzastion, BPA rmcommeads 

tram e a c h h s l n  o?ztfnll for chemical analysis (4 aamplee total). 

E. Sediments in the %udflata or flatland8 area of the weetern 
b a s h  repremnt a potential exposure pathway to uhorebirds (food 
chain traaafer). In order to characterize thede sediments, two 
eedimnt sample8 muat be collected from this area. Both chemical 
and taxonomic analyses must be perfometd on these epmples. 
Taxonomic analyses ehould determine which macroinvertebrul;~a m y  be 
l i v ing  in the89 sediments ( i .e .  food MOUCC~ for the shorebird?). 
If poseible, the reletwe abundance 02 diftaraak SpeCi8S shozLd 
also be deteained. 

J exposure pathtiya, 8uzLaLce 1 

b d 6 h  ( 2  Sm@,68 %=e&l) 

c). L 4 b C . C  -4 tt least oze additional s ~ ~ l s  and a replicate be collected 

- 1 .  Page  32, mC”mzaf?adee .?%5*5.tmS 

IZPA ~ x e e s  w i t h  t b t  # m y ‘ e  decislloi~ to upgrade screening site 14 to 
21 status end perform 6 Baedine k i sk  Assesenrent. Additional f i e l d  
acflv4tfes should be performed ai3 needed and an RI Report whfch 
addreeses a l l  of the above connnente rshould be prepared and 
Riibmitted for Agency review and concurrence. 
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i. Ap~aiidix Ct 
It: Ls w~Cleer from Tablee 10-2 and 14-2 which samplee ate aediment 
and which a m  soil. The depth of so i l  sample8 should also be 

I 

included. 

Tables 10-2, 10-3, 14-2 end 14-3 appear to pm88)Pt +he data in m o r e  
significant figures than the dath would indicate is appropriate. 
Please revise as needed. 

. .  2. Appendix Ct  
Zt is inappropriate to preeent data which th i  laborezery 3 ~ s  
reported BB 39 ugh  as 39.U600 ugl l ,  even w i t h  the added caw.at 
th6t "dsta are not ~ h w m  in significant digits.. mta 0hould be 
greserrted aa repor+&d E r a  the laboratory, Please reviee as 

.. . .. 
A key which includes all data qualifiers presented fn the appendix 
ehwld be provided. 

, . . . . . . . . 
... 
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. 
GENERAL C O M k E ~ :  

1. The toxt  uhould not refer to the values p r s s s n ~ d  for csqeziaoa 

(?Em;. (?f the value8 mferenccd, only ItPA's HCLs snd FDBP's 
PPEWSe are prm~lgated  stqndards, ALSO, the tern "background 
etmdardPH ahould not be used in di~cueefng the analytical reaults 
for background smples, s ince  the term "standard" has a regulatory 
connotation. 

w i t h  tha an&iyticai data {S.S. Regfor, IIf W C S ,  PDZP CGS) 03 P-F!!-,?. 
mL AAAO - ~ G r m X t  tern. fer theze velues is Prelirrinsry Remediatian G O d 8  

2 .  Comparison of 60fl analytical reeults to USEPA RBCs and FDEP COS 
for the aggregate reaidentlal scenario will ~ddreere the potential 
for exposure through direct physical contact, bur not the potenth l  
f o r  ground water  contamination through leaching. in accordance 
with BPA kegion IV poxcy, if ground w a t e r  ccntemhatiofi, 02 &e 
potential for B O ~ Z  contaminants to hach  to gtound water, e x f t t t ,  
then site-specific a o l l  action lwols  nust be developed for each 
detactad conts;;;inant. The ~athcdulc.;y wed to derive these numbex8 
=:st: ala9  b =rcvi&d for rsviev. If the existing data clearly 
ir?d+cate that ground water contamination, or the potential fot 
ground water contamination via so i l  leachability, does not exiot 
[thereby alleviating the need to calculate soi l  action levels), 
t h l s  conclusion should be clearly documented and justified in the 
tex t .  

xn keeping w i t h  the above comment, the presentation of a n a i p i c d  
result6 should dietinguisb more ciearly between aurfcrue aid 
subeurf ace soil 8sspies - 
3 ,  GXGUflu"*rat0r da'ia ShG'i i16  be Go;iipared LO th8 Safe D X f r ' k h g  W C t M  
&c m -4- fSDXA) Y!xiu7'm Ccazmfmnt Lsvel9  (.-a), F!LGs, S w Z s  and 
he.~l~!k.-based T?*-YS, p i t  'the TJ.S.EPA RBCS for T R ~  Water or RALS 
fur Contaminated Drinking Water Sites. 

Also,  in Order to eVnlUat@ a "worst-ca~e* scenario for ecological 
concerns with respect to potential ground water discharge to 
wet landf l  or other surface water bodies, ground water concentrations 
should bo compared to surface w a t e r  screening numbere and 
standards. 

4. 921 r e f ~ ~ e n c e ~  to the ZECs ShQulU clearly indicate which nf the 
~eg;tsn f f ~  RBCs are "applicable' (i.e., residential or ihdustrial). 
The text should also clearly indicate which RBC tablb waB used 
(1.9. Hazard Index of  1 ot 0.1, date of table preparation), 



E IS.-- s - 6  &k a. w e d  uL r b . 3  toL=, "Ce~t-nznte 02 Ccncern" in theoe documents i a  
r,zt apsmgria*&. TbFe tern, c?r prefsrably aC.he!mfc41~ of Concerna 
[ C Q D  e!muld bs reserved for C h e ~ n i C a h  which exceed a lo-' r i s k  
Levei or HI of 0.1 In baseline riek aeaesament scenarios w h i c h  
exceed lo-' risk level or HQ of 1. Please revise the t ex t  
accordingly. 

6 .  The groundwater background sampling data is euspect due to the 
high (above =La) concentratLon8 of many inorganic chedcals (e.g. 
beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead (Bction level), manganese, 
mercury, nickel) . Unless adequate ciu~xmtsxaki~icrri mpporting the 
representativemes of t h t e  data js.g. collected from a contzmfnazt- 
free area using adequate field szmpling techniguee), t b h  th to  

ccatmi.w~tfrzn cndfcr tP! need for remediatian at theme sitee. 
C i i M O t  ba US- T.0 diSCoUl tk3 p,q88XlCe Uf gmsnd W c l t e t  

7 ,  Accordtng to the text on page 4, 4.25" ID sugeta were used to 
i n s t a l l  wells. These augexa ere too small. In the future, 6.25" 
augers muet be UBed, a6 specified in the ECBSOPQAM. 

1. Page 7,  Paragraph l r  
"[The] results jof e. geophysical survey of the area containing 
buried &rum] %ill ba an appendix to the site h m s t i g c t h a  
rsport." Didring recsnt Partnezing raeetiaga, the Par+ies discussed 
the  poazibiltty of ccMze-,shg there buried drum8 through Q remcrvnl. 
e c t i ~ o ,  Wb!t is the status of thia proposed xemwal action? Also, 
the preceding quote indicates that the N a v y  i8 planning to expand 
Site 10 to include the buried drum area. If th i s  l a  the cme, IU.8 
should be more clearly Lndicated i n  the present: document and the 
FT95 Site Hanagement P l a n .  

2 ,  Page 9 ,  Paragraph 21 
Phenols were detected in tmth soil and ground water samples during 
EhE'e Phase I investigtktion. Y e t  during the current sampling 
round, no organics were detected in ground w a t e r  ~kaplas, axid only 
peeticidea and P C U  w e r e  detrsted in eoile. explanatiorr for 
th is  diacrepancy in analytical reoulta m~zs+ be pxovided. 

. . .  

3. Page 24, Ptre5ze@1 I t  
Ths maan background concentrations for  aoile should be calculated 
using only the  petec*@g concentrations; they should not include 
one-half the detection level for non-detected parameters. 

4. Page 1 4 ,  Paragraph 3t  
The apparent purpose of collecting the sediment stample in the 
drainage ditch waa to evaluate possible ContaniPLLnt migration frae 
S i t e  10 to the nearby wetlad.  If BO, this ehould be clearly 
statecl, and the tesults evaluaced accordingly, in the text. 
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5 .  page is, ?aragiaplz 1: 
&b&O r e z ~ . s z d = c !  c s t b n  is poorly worded. The detected pesticide6 
and PCB:: h s*&surfn,ca soil  samples ate clearly related to p e t  
site ectivities, specifically, the f f l l i n g  and reworking of the 
r i t e  descrlbed on page 17. 

EPA concurB with the Navy's reconmendation of no further action for 
screenin e i t e  10. A Prelfminaty Site Chsracterizacion RepOfl't 

for Agency review and concurrence; 

rnL 

Please revfea the text  aCCOrdingly- 

which ad & 88888 the above comments should be prepared and submnitt=d 

GPbCXIIC comms - SXTZ l f t  

1. Peg= 21, Prrrgteph 4: 
As :?a; t b  case far S i t e  lo1 phenols w e r e  detected in both ground 
water and soils during the ELB Phase I inveatigatioa. Yet phenoZs 
were not detected in either medium during the preeent 
investigation. An explanation for  th is  diecrepancy in analytical 
reeulte must be ps8vided. 

2. Page 23, Pazagraph 3: 
It i a  quite possible that the bern bildclcbg tho creek fn the sor~th 
wetland is a temporary feiitEco whfch is 4apndent upon the 
nearehore hydroOynanics of the pensamla Bay system. If ao, then 
the crsak ia the scutb wetlmxl d3ht  be connected to Ptna&cola Bay 

end the potential Onpact on the Bay evaluated, in the text.  
&.- ,An5 8me portLon of the year. T h i s  point should be addreeeed, 

3. Pawe 24-25, Figure6 S 6 6: 
One or both of these figures should flluatxate the location oft 
(i) the creek outlet;  for tne north wetland, and (ii) thtj (=rz.e& for 
the south wetland and the berm blocking the creak ouklat. 

A putentiowerric surface map %hGulO imt be ger;era+%x! u s i q  only tm 
well pcrlnts. Tl'e ger.eraL d k c c t i o n  of ground wat5r f h v  wa8 
&:tomined &iring UL's pAheae r i r~es t ige t ion  through tbe sampling 
of iziiltiple tszqcnz-j wglls. The text should refer to thie data in 
czhr  to i l lnn+,rats the direction and gradient of ground water 
f k w ,  The ptentj.0metric surface from the Interim Data Report 
should be included in the present document. 

4 .  Page 27, Patagraph.4: 
See comment 3 for Site 20. 

- .  

5 .  Page 28-29, Soil: 
The settling basin0 contnia wateE at laast part  of ttie tLz, ts 
evidenced by the preaence of drainage ooatzol strs;ct-aeu. The 
dredge spoil samplffir €rim these bsins m e t  thexefore be evaluated 
aa sadiments , particularly fcx e=:ologicsl concerns. Plsaee compare 

wit21 U.S.=A Rsgion I V  draft sediment screening values. 
4-k ixmlytical rsszlt= fez elmples collected from w i t h i n  the ba6ins 
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