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June §, 2000

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Attn: Joe Fugitt

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399—2406

Re:  Final Feasibility Study Report
Contract # N62467-89-D-0318/059

Ref(a): . FDEP Comments on the Final FFS dated May 1, 2000
Dear Mr. Fugitt:

On behalf of the Navy, EnSafe Inc. is pleased to submit this letter to clarify the responses to
comments on the Draft Feasibility Study Report for Site 38 (OW 11) at the Naval Air Station
Pensacola in Pensacola, Florida dated October 21, 1997 In Ref (a). Formal responses to technical
WSEPA and FDEP comments were not included with the submittal of the Final Feasibility Study
Report dated November 17, 1999 because of the extensive reorganization of the document based
on the previous comments and the inclusion of state SCTLs as TBCs.

Please note that the EPA and FDEP comments were discussed at the October 1997 Partnering
Meeting in Charleston, South Carolina. Greg Brown of FDEP attended te meeting along with
the FDEP RPM, John Mitchell and the EPA RPM Gena Townsend. The decisions made at that
meeting were incorporated into the document including the  alternatives to be evaluated.
Specifically, the following decisions were made:

. Point.of compliance for surface water will be addressed by a) setup of monitoring scenario
to meet SW criteria at point of discharge, and b) each alternative.will discuss the surface
water criteria.

o All alternatives will address compliance with ARARs

. All soil identified as posing a risk will, at a minimum, be addressed in a no
action/industrial control alternative

J FS will be revised to support that soil is not a source for groundwater contamination

. More details on screening technologies, present combinations of technologies, and

investigate new technologies briefly
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Mr. Joe Fugitr .

Responses tu Technical Comments, Site 38 Feasibility Study Report
Page 2

Specific alternatives to be evaluated were the following;:
- No action
- Natural Attenuation
- Pump and Treat with Natural Attenuation
- Institutional Controls
- Enhanced Bio with Natural Attenuation

Although the comments were nut addressed 'individually, the overall intent of the comments was
addressed in the meeting and are documented in the meeting minutes and in the Final Feasibility
Study Report. Because the meeting minutes are in the Administrative Record, the Navy believes
that the comments have been adequately addressed.

The Navy is aware of a clarification on using soil risk-based cleanup goals which is currently
being used at other federal facilities in Florida, specifically Cecil Field and Orlando. The
clarification is provided in the attachment. The Navy is in the process of reevaluating soil
chemicals of concern at Site 38 in light of this clarification and will be submitting the revised soil
volumes and clean-up goals in the future. The Navy regrets that this clarification document was
not disseminated earlier n the process. Many of the comments received on the Site 38 Feasibility
Study Report may have been -avoided which may have resulted in cost- and time-savings for all
parties.

If you should have any questions or need any additional information regarding the document,
please do not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely,
EnSafe Inc.

aﬁ&mx Mag
Allison Hartris
Task Order Manager

Enclosures

ce: Bill Hill, Code 1851 SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM with enclosure .
Gena Townsend, USEPA with enclosure
EnSafe Inc. file with enclosure
EnSafe Inc. Knoxville file with enclosure
Administrative Record with enclosure

ENSNFE
ENSAFE




Centes fox Exvionmants] & Humta Tadookogy |
. R TR .. G‘ i m H i mlw
Tel: (352) 392470, ext. 5300
Fae (352) 3920707
Japuary 10, 1999
. e
igia Mora-Applezaw o
L?unafw:p’:;gam JAR.12 an
Flacida Department of Environtoental Protection _
Room 471A, Twin Towers Office Building TR 5 sy
2600 Blair Stanz Road
Tallahsssee, F1 32399-2400
Dear Ms. Mora-Applegate:

Occasionally, there is some confusion regarding the use of average soil
concentrations in risk assessment, both for estimating risks from a site and in detenrining
whether existing soil concentrations are cansistent with Hskebased soil cleanup goals. |
would like to take this opportunity to clarify, if | cas, some of these issues.

In most cases, risks from contaminated soils are evaluafed based on chronic
exposure, Under these circumstances, an individual will be exposed to contaminzted
soils over an area suther than a one specific location. If the individual's bontact with the
contwminated area is rendom, the best representation of Lhe concentration to which he/she
is exposed iy the averape contaminant conceniration over that wrea The sbility o
accurately genersie an average concentration over 4 given area is depemdent upon 8
number of things, inchuding the Jocation of the sampling and the mumber Of_ samples.
Because there may be tome uncertsinty as to whether the average of & given set of
samples in fact represents the true average over the area of interest, the USEPA
recommends use of & 95% upper confidence lmit estimate (5% UCL) of the mem
generated from the data. [Note: See the atached sheet for the formula used to calculste
_the 95% UCL) This is considered to be conservative in that these is, in effect, 95%

certainty that the true avenage is less than the value used for visk calculsdons or
Because it provides the best mdicaton d:xmwmmn m.rerdm.tixc
95% UCL of the mesn concentration is generally the most spproprise basis for
cowparing site contamingmd cunccuyations with soil cleasup tacget lovale (SCTLS).
There are a few exceptions 10 this, when the maximum concestration rather than the 95%
UCL should be compared with the SCTL. These are:

>
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UCL can exceed the highest concentration observed oa site. In this sitestion, the

USEPA recommends using he maximam detected concentration, rather thaa the
mm-.forﬂskasmmempwpm. ‘

gwdmeemmmdﬂhauﬁ%UCLvahcshwwnotbe(ndthe

maximum conceptration wsed instead) if there are fewer than 10
(Supplemental Guidance to RAGS: Calcwlating the Concerirazion Tenm, -

QSWER, 1992).

in chil Smucln‘ﬁtnomomny
mgwmhhvdylngeqmuofsoﬂwﬁkphm Typical residentiad SCTLs
besed oa chromic, Jow-level exposure to soils se probably also protective under
circumstances of a large, acuie soil dose for most chevmicals, but there are some

important exceptions (Calabrese et al, Eaviron. Health Perspect. 105:1354-1358,
1997). During development of residential SCILS for the Brownflelds program,

cipht chemicals were identified 25 having poteatially unacceptable risks
associnted with an scure, farpe soil ingestion episode in chidren (22, Sw10 g
of 80i on a single occasion). For cach of these chemicals — baxium, cadmim,
copper, cyanide, fluoride, micke), phenol; 14 vanadium — residential SCTLs
were derived based on acute tosicity in children. Since these SCTLs e besed o
mxﬁmhhgamﬁ:msodwm&u.numpmmmtﬂtymu
excerded al sny point oo-sit where ‘children might be exposed. In sitations

involving cument or potential esideatial Jand use and the prasence of these
specific chemicaly, the resideatial SCTLS for these chemicals should be compared
with maximum detecied soil eonceatrations rather than 95% UCL values. Tharis,
these specific SCTLs shoukd be used 15 “not-to-exceed” vakoat

In evalusting whether contaminant copcentrations on sibe are consistent with e
SCTLs, it should not be sutomatically assumed that a site-wide sverage should be ased.
The general ided it to aversge concentrations over an are based oa ressonable acthvity

patterns for the most-exposed poteatisl receptor. Observetions of human actvity .
. assaciated with the site can be used t assist in 2 determination of the approptite fize of

arexs for avenaging when evaluating risks posed by ciurent site conditions. 1t is afen
more difficult 1 decide what constitutes reasonsble averaging for futore Land use where

buzan activity patems are unknown. It has been sugpested that when futire residential

Wmﬂmmmhm.mmuwmwhnmwmwmh

0.5-acte sections, oom:spomﬁug to s average xwdenul Iot, for mmsol wnb
resideatial SCTLy :

Aress oflwnlized. high costuminant concentrations ("ot spots”) may be of
concemm, even o sitoations where the 95% UCL of the mean coucentration foc the
chernical is within acceptable Eaits. The peed to consider hot spotx arises from concem
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Mmcltymaymsuu. imder some drcumstances, fmmmlaave!y bnd"exposmtovcry
hich contaminant concentrations. Data with which to evalpate toxicity from such acute

eXposures are oftea not readily availabic, and a conseqvative, expedient spproach 8 to set
an upper limit for hot spot concentraiions based cn some multiple of the SCTL. Asa
general rule, an upper limit for contaminant conceatrations in bot spots of 3-times the
SCILshouldbebulnmnve[mmemubleuccpumofmsdemdmbmd
on acute woxicity in chikiren, as discussed above).

Ihopethatdnsmfmmaumxsnseful Shwldyouhmmquxcgmﬁng
dusmfnumuon.pb-sedonotmncomxtnx

Sivcerely,

Sl e

Swph:n M. Rubax; PhD. -
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EqmdonfortheCaknhtionoﬂheb%UCLoﬂbeAﬂdunetanfon
Legnormal Distridution: .

y 95%UCL = e('i-.-O.Ssz *SHIJB - 1)

Where:

¢ = constant (bass of the narural Jog. equal o 2.718)
X = mean of the Jog wensformed dama

s = sundard deviation of the log ransformed data
fi= s—r0o

N = number of samples

Eqnadonforthetalcuhbonoﬂheb% UGLufﬂuArlﬂmethanMaNumal
Distribution: | N

PBHUCL = X +1(s/¥n)
Where; ' _ -

X = mewn of the untrensformed data

§ = standard devintion of the untransformed data
t

b=

Stodent-t statistic
oumber of samples

b ———




