


the environmental status of all potential AOCs be resolved, first by documenting the investigation
determining whether or not a release has occurred.

As part of the above discussion it is appropriate to compare pollutant levels, in any identified
release, to remedial criteria, however the entire extent of the release must also be discussed. Note
that Connecticut's General Statutes (CGS 22a-423) define pollution without reference to a limiting
risk-based threshold level. Thus, the description of a release is different from determination, under
Connecticut's Remediation Standard Regulations (RSRs), that a release requires no further action.
The RI's limitation of discussion to only data exceeding applicable criteria inappropriately merges
these activities.

All environmental data in the final RI should be critically examined in relation to the conceptual
site model applicable for each identified area of concern. The objective of this evaluation is to
ensure that the field observations, sampling locations, and analytical results, from all media
sampled, are consistent with the nature of the release as described by the conceptual model. Data
are not provided in the RI regarding field observations and the detailed placement of sample
locations relative to the targeted area of concern, therefore the adequacy of the field
implementation of the RI work plan cannot be evaluated. Also, as previously noted, cross-media
correlation of findings has not been conducted, therefore there are no reviewable RI conclusions
regarding CSM adequacy and data consistency.

Such critical examination should also determine if additional data are necessary to resolve
discrepancies or develop a further understanding of any area of concern. DEP expects that some
AOCs will require further characterization, either prior to or during remediation, because the
general level of effort in the RI work plan, while capable of determination of the presence or
absence of a release, was not necessarily sufficient for full characterization of the degree and extent
of any individual identified release. (See further discussion under "soil" below.)

All locations with releases, whether in exceedance of remediation criteria or not, must be more
clearly identified, and related back to the source area and release mechanism through the CSM.
Although areas exceeding criteria are generally noted, the text downplays them in its overall
presentation, and does not include discussions of contaminant origin and extent. Such information
is necessary to evaluate remedial options.

The report does not contain discussion of how soil samples at each area of concern were optimally
located through field consideration of the potential release mechanisms and the CSM.

Residential direct exposure criteria must be used for screening interpretation of soil data, although
soils exceeding residential criteria but less than industrial criteria may also be separately identified.

Some soil analyses for some semivolatile organic constituents have analytical detection limits
above the established RSR criteria, yet this aspect of the data is not incorporated in the discussion.
A conclusion that there is not a substantial release may be based on such data, however a
conclusion that the remediation criteria are met cannot be made. Data quality relative to the
decision criteria should be discussed in the text, for all constituents, and tabulations should
incorporate appropriate notations where detection limits affect validity of conclusions. Further
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evaluation, with more sensitive analytical approaches, may be necessary; alternatively, in section
22a 133k 2(e)(3) the RSRs provide a mechanism to address matrix interference effects.

DEP understands that both the native geologic material and the fill material may contain analytes
of concern, such as arsenic. The nature of these materials should be specifically discussed, as it
may expectably affect interpretation of data for identification of releases. An acceptable working
conceptual model for the site is that an overlapping patchwork of small releases is superimposed on
a polluted fill soil. If this proves to be the case, some releases might not be discretely identifiable,
and others might require no additional characterization, because they differ little from the polluted
fill. The RSRs (section 22a 133k-2(c)(4)(C)) provide an exception for pollutant mobility
remediation when polluted fill meets specified criteria, and the RI should include a section
addressing the data needed to support this regulatory option. Note that specific identified releases
might still require implementation of local remediation to address mobility of pollutants
superimposed upon the fill.

Evaluation of pollutant mobility is critical in developing remedial options for the site soils. The
report does not discuss the selection process for leach testing of soil samples. If all samples with
potential to leach above the pollutant mobility criteria were not specifically selected for leach
testing, the finding for several inorganic constituents that "no samples selected for SPLP analysis
exceeded the PMC" is misleading. Reported soil results indicate mobility concerns for TPH exist.
Cursory review of data tables indicate that volatile organic compounds may also exceed mass-
based pollutant mobility criteria in some cases [SB06A3-1C, for example], yet this is not noted in
the text.

There should be appropriate further evaluation recommended. Based on preliminary review of the
data for all media, I recommend that, at a minimum, the material and waste handling areas near
buildings B38/64, B34, and B19 be targeted for further evaluation. The sump in building B-13
should also be evaluated.

Groundwater

The groundwater conceptual flow model should be critically reexamined, and discrepancies should
be resolved to develop a cohesive description of the three-dimensional flow as it relates to '
stratigraphy and is reflected by pollutant migration from identified sources. All data sources and
types of data should be incorporated in this consolidated synthesis, which is likely to identify some
data gaps. Points to address in the re-evaluation include:

The areal relationship of the peat and silt, which is not discussed, and the hydrogeologic
effects. The RCRA groundwater monitoring program at the site interprets the peat as a

local control causing perched groundwater flow.

The origin of groundwater mounding under building 2, which is an area of downward
gradient and limited recharge.

The calculated discharge to the river, which is inconsistent with the low recharge expected
for a paved site with a stormwater collection and treatment system.

The use of significant digits, which introduces a false sense of precision to most of the
hydrogeologic calculations.
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Improved estimation of permeability through comparison of slug test, grain size evaluation,
cone penetrometer data, and pump test data.

The text's emphasis on the importance of high permeability zones on contamination
migration, yet its subsequent use of an average permeability for calculations.

Focused delineation of flow system and contaminant transport details at the shoreline and
in the tidal flats discharge zone.

Characterization of the base of the flow system, interaction with the bedrock, and the
details of bedrock hydrogeology, including effects of fracturing and regional structures.

Distinctions between the shallow local flow and the deeper regional flow patterns, and how
regional bedrock relief affects the flow systems.

Factors limiting downward migration of chrome and solvent plumes, including stratigraphy
and salinity.

Anisotropic permeability, which is not supported by any differing vertical and horizontal
permeability data, as a control on vertical movement of pollutants. Vertical migration
control may be more simply explained by differing horizontal stratigraphy, which would
appear at a macro scale as anisotropy.

Inconsistencies between calculations of diffusion transport and observed pollutant
distribution, as noted in the RI.

The division of site hydrostratigraphy is not carried consistently throughout the RI. Three depths
are discussed yet the shallow and intermediate are grouped for developing the groundwater maps.
The concept of three aquifer layers should be validated through an examination of all lines of
evidence, including stratigraphy, hydraulic properties, potentiometry, tidal effects, water quality,
and pollutant distribution. The validation should include a focus on existing intermediate depth
wells and identify how each relates to the conceptual flow model. The results of this validation
may indicate additional intermediate depth wells are needed to fully characterize flow in three
dimensions.

I understand that a groundwater model is under development. Use of this model, and data
requirements for its calibration, may disclose data gaps. Preliminary information presented to DEP
about the groundwater model raises concern regarding the sufficiency of control data for both
regional and local model development and calibration. Sensitivity analysis for variables affecting
chemical fate and transport may also disclose site parameters requiring additional data collection.

Comparison criteria used in discussion of groundwater analytical results should be expanded:

The RSR groundwater volatilization criteria apply to all groundwaters, regardless of depth,
when the water table is within 15 feet of a building.

Evaluation of metals in groundwater must take into account the presence of the tidal flat,

where there is no dilution at low tide. The appropriate surface water protection criteria to
apply are the chronic salt-water aquatic toxicity criteria in Connecticut's Water Quality
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