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Ms. Allison Drew i -
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) N00204.AR.000291
Region IV o NAS PENSACOLA
Waste Management Division
RCRA and Federal Facilities Branch 5090.3a

345 Courtland Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Dear Ms. Drew:

Enclosed for your review are our responses to your comments on the
Draft Interim Data Reports and the Proposed Recommendations for
Phase II Workplans at the Naval Air Station Pensacola Sites 1, 2,
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 24, 26, and 30.

We have 1incorporated your appropriate comments into the Final
Interim Data Report submittals and the Draft Phase 11 Wprkplans for
the above mentioned sites. The Interim Data Reports were Tinalized
in the context of the corresponding primary document (Federal
Facilities Agreement (FFA), Section VII1.B.2).

We will proceed with the RI/FS process on these screening sites
since_contamination was detected_ and the recommendations for
additional field work had been provided. The appropriate Operable
Unit will be expanded to include these screening sites,

and in the future, we will prepare submittals pertaining to these
sites, up to and |nclud|n? the generation of a Baseline Risk
Assessment (BRA), as Operable Unit-specific documents.

We appreciate your effort and corporation. Please contact Ms.
Suzanne O. Sanborn at (803) 743-0574, if you should have any
questions pertalnln? to our responses or any other matter
concerning the Naval Air Station Pensacola, Pensacola, Florida
Instal lation Restoration Program.

Sincerely,
JAMES B. MALOoNE, JR., P.E.
MANAGER, INSTALLATION
Encl RESTORATION, EAST SECTION
ncl:
(L)NéVY Responses to EPA/FDER/NOAA/FDNR comments
copy to:
NAS Pensacola (Mr. Ron Joyner, Code 18250)
FDER (Mr. Eric Nuzie)
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NAVY RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

ATTACHMENT A: EPA COMMENTS AND NAVY RESPONSES
ATTACHMENT B: FDER COMMENTS AND NAVY RESPONSES
ATTACHMENT C: FDNR COMMENTS AND NAVY RESPONSES
ATTACHMENT D: NOAA COMMENTS AND NAVY RESPONSES

ENCLOSURE (1)



Attacment A

RESPONSES TO OOMMENTS FROM THE
U.S. BWIRGNMENTAL PROTECITON AGENCY, REGION IV

GENERAL. COMMENTS PERTAINING TO SITSS 1, 2, 11, 15, 26 AND 30

Comment 1

The Work Plans for trese 10 sites were summitted as Grogp-specific Or Operable hit-specific
documents. This wvas IN accordance With Section VITI.C. and D. of the FFA which states that all
Primary and Secondary Documents "shall = for a specific operable unit(s)". Wy weren't the
Interim Cata Reports also submitted according to this format?

Response:

The Navy could have combined the reports for sites in the same operzble units. Bowever, given the
large amont of data presented in each report, the combiration of sites would probably be umwieldy
for review puposes and vould serve no real purpose other then complying with the specific
reference in the FFA.

Crmment 2:

Trese Interim Cata Reports are Secondary Documents, ard most remrly falll under the category of
Preliminary Craracterization Summary Reports (See listing in Section YITI.D.1. of the FFA). 4s
stated IN Section VIII.B.2, of the HA, Secondary Documents are regarded as "input or feeder
documents™ which camprise "discrete portions of the primary decurent [in this case, the RL/FS Work
Plan]". Greater srprasis shauld therefors be placed on prearation of the primary document than on
the "feeder" secondary decument, since the Phase II Work Plan will, in effect, be the RI/FS Work
Plan, it is EPA’s opinion that reporting efforts should have focused on using the information
gained in Phase | to justify and support recommerdations for the phase I investigation rather than
a straight presentation ard discussion of the data. In other words, the Phase II recommerdations
should have been mxh more substantive.

Response:
The objective of the Phase 11 reconmendations was to provide #Pa, FTER and the Technical Review

Carmittee (TRC) With a conoeptual plan for additieral investigations at each site. The phase IT
work plans will be significantly more substantive then the Attachment A recamendations in the
frase | report.

.Comment 3;
All currently available, relevant information should be Included in the screening report so that
the mest camplete concsphial mdel possible can be developed. The reports generally include only
passing r=fer=nces to previous investigations performed at these sites (e.g. Site 1, rage 33L:
".. .these results are generally consistent With those previously reported by Geraghty & Hiller
(1986)..."). Al historical information on waste maragsrent practices at the site and data frem
preiass inmvestigations should be used to nap out the present extent of contamirstion, and
potential migration/exposure pathnays, to the maxdimmm extent practicable. Given the amount of
information which currently exists for these sites, every effort should be made to make the next
prase of field work the firmal prase. This makes development of as clear ard corplete a model as
possible particularly critical at this point. The more camlete the model, the zr=ater the
certainty with which the edstirg data gaps can be identified and targeted for investigation in the
mest efficient manner possible.
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‘ . Some specific examples Where the inclusion of other existing informatien in the present reports
would have been useful include:

a) Site 1, Section 3.9.43: What were the WC concentrations cbserved during G & M's earlier
ing events? Comparison of these values with values trem the present roud of sampling may
provide useful infonmtion on contamirant migration Or degradation. For example, vinyl
chloride 1S a degradation product of TC&E. 4hat, if any, changes were observed in the relative
distribution and concentration of these two VOCs between 1984 and 19917

b) Site.2: Identification of hazardous waste ad product storage facilities, mainterance
facilities, tank farms, vessel dockage aress, etc., and correlation of their locations with
waste migration patterns and "outfall' carections should have been included in the present
report. This information mey have facilitated the interpretation of sampling results and
helped to focus further sampling events.

c) Site 30: Shallow groundwater results for this site suggest the presence of two separate
sarees Oof groundater contamdnation which appear uwelated to Site 0. Inclusion of available
information on the past and present uses of surrounding land and buildings (e.g. in the
vicinity of BO01) may have facilitated interpretation of sampling results and helped to focus

further sampling events.

Response:
It would be completely impractical to include all the currently available and relevant infonmtim
for each site in the sereening reports. This infonmtion was noted in the screening reports for
comparative poposes,  All currently available ad relevant information was, however, included
and/or referenced in the work plan for each site. All historical informatian and previous
investigation data was LBad in eonjunction with the phase | data to determine the extent of the
. affected media and meke recommendations for additicral work. TO the extent that is cost effective
ad efficient, every effort will be made to make the next phase of work the firal phase. It is
expectad that for many sites the next phase of wok will be the final phase. However, s Sites,
deperding on the results of phase I, may require additional data to fill gaps or further delineate
the extent of an affected medium,

The followvirg responses are divided among the three points raised:

a) Twe Site 1work plan presents a complete summary of groundwater WOC concentrations from G & M's
earlier samplirg events. Furthermore, many refersnces to data frem these previous events were
included in the report text for comparison With current data. The text clzarly indicates that
overall, vinyl chloride cocentrations are lower and there are f e w occurrences of elevated
cencentrations in the current roud, as campared to previous sampling events. The EPA should
keep in mind that the objective of the Phase I investigation was not to perform overly detailed
analyses of the data such as a comparisen of potential chemical breakdown products frem the
past, but rather to clarify and meke a determination of the locations for additional samples in
order to fill data gaps and fully characterize the site. A fully detailed comparative analysis
of all past and present data will be performed as part of the Phase I imvestigation, as
required to support a baseline risk assessment ad select reredial alternatives.

b) The mejority of the requested additional information is described in the work plan for Site 2.
Additicral information will be gathered during Phase I regardirg the historical use of adjacent
property/facilities ard other potential sources of the detected contamiration,

¢) One of the recommended tasks for Fhass II at Site X0 is to gather information in order to
determire the source or sources of the compounds detected which appsr to be unrelated to the
site itself. At the present time, only g=eral information is available; however, this
infonmtion was menticned in the report and was used in consideration of the suggested

' additioral sampling locations.
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Comment 4.
For risk assessment purposes, a backgrourd or control sample location should ke chosen and the

collected sample analyzed for the same parameters.

Response:
Background Or control samples will ke collected at approximately 3 locations at NAS Pensacola for
comparative purposes during the risk assessments.

Comment 5:
significant problems with lab 4/QC were evident in some of these reports. It IS recommended that

either ,stricter amalytical protocols be instituted for future samples or another lab ke used that
can produce usable cata.

Response:
There were a fow problems for laboratory QA/QC for the TCL analytical deta. These problem areas

have been identified and E & E’s_laboratory has implemented corrective measures. However, overall
the data are valid and usable. Regarding the analytical screening data, there seems tobea
general misunderstanding of the intended Use of the data, that being to identify the principal
areas and chemicals of concern at each site. Given the data quality objectives for Phase I, the
screening analyses produced highly useful data. See also the responses to comments 49 and 50 for
Site 1

Comment 6:
EPA concurs with FIER’s general comments 1-7.

Response:
See the responses to FDER’s general comments 1 through 7.
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SITE-SPECIFIC OIMMENIS
Site 1 - Sanitary Landfill

Interim Data Report

Comsent 1, Page 1-19 Section 1., Paragraph 1:
The date given for the GOAPP in Section 5 - "References" is 1569, A revised edition of the 1989
version wvas sutmdtted in July 1990, Was the work performed at thiS site dane according to the 1569

or 1990 version of the ure?

Response:

Tre date of the QPP was incorrectly referenced as 1569, All work performed under the Phase I
project was completed under the guidelines established in the EPA-approved 1990 GOAPP. All
references have been corrected to reflect this.

Comment 2, Page 2-1, Section 2.2, Paragraph 1: _ _ N
Briefly describe whet is me=nt by "most suitable conditions," Easily accessible? Visibly
affected/stressed are=s?

Response: )
Site 1is densely wooded and very large in area. E & E decided that the most efficient vay to
establish an accurate grid systen over a site of this Size would be to set up several adjoining
grids and to take advantage of the edstirg roads and clesred arems to establish base lines for the
individual grids, and overall grid system, Hence, the search for the most "suitable conditions” in
this woodland for set up of the grid.

Comment 3, Page 2-3, Section 2.4, Paragraph 1:
Exactly how was the asbestos survey conducted?

Response:

The asbestos survey was corducted in conjunetion with site reconnaissance and habitat/biota
surveys. One of the biologists participating in the above activities Is an asbestos specialist ad
made Visual inspections of ar=as where egesed debris wes discovered, for evidence of asbestos
tuilding matarials disposal. The text has been revised to provide sane additional description of

the task.

Ccement 4, Page 2-3, Section 2.5, Paragrant 1:

Considering that the purpose of the Prase | investigation was to determine all possible
contamiration at the site, it is not clear why the.preliminary survey did not also inelude using
the methodologies described in Section 6.1.2 of te 1990 GAPP - {.e., VOC air samplirg, whole air
collection and solid absorbents, or Section 6.14 = Semi-Volatile sampling. The Mini-Ram
particulate mmitor shauld be used for health and safety determirations, It does not measure gases
srarating from the site. Same of the eonstituents of concemn are cammenly measured in the
nanograms [E" CUDIiC meter range (ex,-pesticides, FCBs), The Mini-Ram used at this site measured in
mi ligrams per cubic meter. The tests were aly n for 15 minutes per location which IS a \ery
minimm amount of time for amy type of air sordtoring, The Mini-Ram hos a high degree of
uncertainty imherent in this instrument as evidencsd by the detection lIMIts. wocs are more
commonly measursd by the T0-14 method and P(Bs/psncids by the To-4 method instead of the

Mini-Ram.




As discussed in the aporoved Phase I work plan and in the draft report, the air emssions survey
and particulate sampling toek involved more than Mini-Ram particulate monitoring. An OVA
instrument Wes used in the screening survey of smissions by cbtaining groad level measurements at
each grid point on the site. In addition, to this formal grid survey, the OVA and an BV were usd
during earlier reconnaissance walkovers. The purpose of the air monitoring work completed in the
Phase | screening exercise wvas not to produce a definitive ¢conelusion regarding the overall
question of emissions regarding this site. Rather, the irvestigatien was intended to screen for
the general parameter groups of concern In order to gain indications of the sdstexe ard magnitude
of the problem. Tre air mnitoring work that was campleted in Phase | has provided at least
preliminary indication that Site 1is not a significant source of air snissians in its present
cordition, ard any further subsequent steps to confimm this trdication should be tailored as
practical, justifiable and defensible in supporting a risk asssssrent, as well as the ultimate
decision regardirg this site.

Comeent S, Page 2-3, Section 2.5, Paragraph 1:
Section 6.1.3 referenced here pertains to Hi-\Vol samplers; how does this relate to the Mini-Ram

sampling since they are two separate sampling methodologies?

Response:
The referenced Section 6.1.3 in the GAFP Wes incorrect, The report was corrected t0O specify
Section 6.1.1 in the GWFP, which pertains to particulate sampling.

Comsent 6, Page 2-4, Section 2.6, Paragraph T
Why was the Bicron Micro-R-Meter chosen over the sodium iodide prebe gamma seintillation detector?

Response:

Both instruments have sedium iodide probes and are effective at detectirg gamma radiation at low to
very high levels. AsS a result both instnuments are useful in performing prelir===s; radiation
surveys and either could have been Lsad.

Comment /, Page 2-5, Section 2.7, Paragraph 4:
Wy were the 'yy’ and ‘zz’ desigraticns included, since th-,\éa.re api)arentl not used? Also, Grid
Survey Origins and the believed landfill boudaries should be clearly labeled in the figures in

Appendix C.
Respanse

The 'yy’ .and 'zz’ desigrations were not USed in thiS grid system and the refersnce to then in the
draft report was in error. Tre designaticns have been deleted frem the final interim data report.

Comment 8, Page 2-7, Section 2.10, Paragraph 1:
Where IS Beaver Pord and the ''adjacent marshy area"? These features are not labeled in Figure 2-1.
Also, all reeds in this figure should be labeled, particularly those which are referenced later in

the text.

Response:

The rares of ssweral site features were removed from Figure 2-1 for the ske of clarifying the
intended purpose of the figure, which vas to illustrate the lay-out and orientation of the survey
grid systen, Bowever, these features will be identified en figure 2-1 iIn the final interim data

report.

Comsent 9, Page 2-7, Section 2.10, Paragraph 1:
Why were surface water samples not collected directly into their samle containers? Also, it would
seem {mpractical and very difficult to obtain a representative samle of waler from ae feot above

the bottam of a water body using a stainless steel bowl.
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Response:
The surface Water sarples were collected according to the methods specified in Section 6.9.1 of the
1990 GQAPP. However, the three surface water samples collected in Bayou Grande were collected
directly into the sample contairers. The only sample collected fram below the surface according to
the method specified in the report was ae of the two from Golf Course pond. This method was
non-standard ard Will not be used aggin.

Comsent 10, Page 2-7, Section 2.10, Paragraph 2:

Tre decontamination procedure given in Section 6.10 of the 1989 GAPP was not acceptable (See
7-789 ED m=m to McCurry-WES). |f thiswas the procedure used instead of the decontamination
procedure given in Section 6.10 of the 1550 version, then the equipment camot be considersd
adequate.ly " decontaminated as per the Envirormental Compliance Branch Standard Operating Procedures
and Quality Assurance Manual (ECBSOPOAM), April, 1986 (revised February 1, 1991).

Respanse:
See response to comment 1.

Comment 11, Page 2-8, Figure 22
The pond names would be useful in this figure. Also, vhat is the pond at the far right edge of
thiS map, below the GOIT Course Pond? Wy Vas it not sampled?

Response:

The pord rames are identified on Figure 1-2. The rames of these features have been removed in
Figure 2-2 for the purpose of clarity in identifying sample locations. The pond to the south of
Golf Course Ford has not besn ramed, This pord (0ES NOt apmear to be comected to the landfill
area by either surface run—off or surface water or groudwatar flaw. Thus, no landfill-related
eontamration was suspected and the pond was not samplad, per the approved Phase | work plan.

Comment 12, Page 2-8, Figure 22

As a general rule, both a sediment and a surface fimter sample should be collected from the selected
sampling location vhenever practicable. Why waes a surface water sample not collected at locations
SD002 and SDOO4?

Respanse:
Phase | work plan called for five sadiment samples and three surface water samples because more
variation in sediments would be eqected then in surface vater, Both sediment and surface water
samples are proposed for the general areas of SD002 and SDOO4 during Phase 1.

Comment 13, Page 2-9, sectim z-12, Paragraph 1
WC sanples should never be compasited, They must be transferred into sample containers
immediately after collection to prevent udue volatilization.

Response:

All samples were collected according to the procedures set forth in the July 1950 Gpp, "Samples
for volatile organics will not be hamogenized or composited; rather, selected segmenis of soil,
equal In volume, will be taken from each aliquot and placed in a 40 ml glass vial” (July 1950 QPP
sect. 6.10 p. 6-30). Althoxgh the text mmy have indicated that soil samples were composited, the
WC samples were collected in the manner described In the July 1990 GQAPP.

Comment 14, Page 2-10, Tahle 2-2:
TCL is an acronym for the tar%et compound list, and includes everything except metals. The Target
Apalyte List (TAL) includes the metals.

Response:
Coment roted,




Comsent 15, Page 2-lo, Table 22
Why veren’t samples for the temporary and permanent mordtoring wells aralyzed for the same
constituents?

Response:

The Phase | effort did mot origirally include the sampling of edsting permanent wells, However,
the sampling of edsting wells was subssquently added to Phase I in an attemt to gain more
grondvater Oata during the analytical sersening phase. The installation ad screening of
tamorary wells was intended to provide supportirg information for exmandine the present well
network. The permanent wells that camprise the network were sampled and analyzed for TCL organics
and TAL metals in order to; 1) asseSs the current groundwater carditions; 2) to compare with
earlier G & M results; 3) t0 aid in the develoament of the Phase II work plan; and 4) to

campare With later Phase II grouxwater data.

Comenit 16, Page 2-10, Table 2-2:
Why was grass alpha the anly radiological parameter analyzed for (and enly for) the permanent

mord toring wells?

Respanse:

Gross alpha was included as a grouadwater analytical parameter to Mimte alpha—emitting
radionuclides (e.g., radium 222, uraniun 234, uranium 238, thorium 230, radon 222, polonium 210),
and as a sereen for groudwater exceeding the 15 pCi/L Florida drinking water standard for gross
alpha. Per the Phase | work plan, this analysis was not interded for the temporary wells.

Coment 17, Page 2-11, Section 2.14.1, Paragrant 1:

The precading section states that temorary well scrsens were Installed to bracket the water table.
These Wells would thus be useful for the detection of floating, but not sinking, irmiscible
liquids.

Response:

Detect— sinking immiscibles would be unlikely in a well with cnly five feet of sersen installed
to bracket the water table. Nonetheless, all the wells were checked for hoth flcating and sinking
immiscibles, However, concern for the potential presence of sinking immiscible liquids is amrg
the reasons that intermediate-depth mordtoring wells will be installed at Site 1during Phase II.
The intermediate—denth wells are to be constructed above the top of the confining/semi—confining
unit separating the Surficial Zone fran the upper portion of Main Producing Zore,

Coement 18, Page 2-13, Section 2.15, Paragraph 3:

Wy were the water levels for the28 tamorary wells collected over a period of 5 days? This is
absolutely urmeceptable, \WaEr levels must be collected over as short a time period as possible if
they are to provide comparable values, This procedure IS of particular importance at NaS
Pensacola, where tidal phase could have a considerable effect on water level.

Response:

The water levels wer= collected from the 28 temporary monitorirg wells over a 5-day period for
practical reasrs, Due to the high cost of stainless steel casings and sereens, it w=s not cost
effective to use a mw casirg and scr=en at each location. As a result, a limited mumber of wells
were installed and then extracted and decontaminated after the collection of the groudwater sample
from each well. Consequently, the installation, sampling and extraction process required five days
at Site 1. However, as shown in Figures 3-7 and 2-8 of the report, the water levels, grardwater
flow directians and mydraulic gradients derived from the temporary well data are very coamparable to
those derived from the permarent shallow wells where measursrents were collected in one day. In
additien, tidal phases have teen otserved to significantly affect grordwater levels cnly in wells
in very close proximity to tidaly irflluenced water tedies at NAS Pensacola. Therefore, tidal
fluctuations are not considered to have any significant impact an the water levels and flow
directions observed in the temporary wells at Site 1.
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Comment 10, Page 2-13 Section 215, Paragraph 3:
Wrat S5S Benchmark was the previously established elevation at permarent mondtoring well Q39

referenced t0?

Respanse:
The refererce elevation utilized at @39 was established by G & M during the 1984 study. G 6 M

does NOt indicate in the report the berchmark from which the well elevations wers established, only
that it was refersrced to m=an Sea level by a registered surveyor,

Cosment 20, Page 2-14, Section 2.16.2, Paragraph 1:
As before, the decontamiration procedure given in Section 6.0 of the 1989 QUAPP was not acceptable

(See 7-7-80 ESD memo to McCurry-WES). |f this was the procedure used instead Cf the
decontamiration procedure given in Section 6.10 of the 1990 version, then the equigrent cannot be
considered ademately decontanirated as per the BCBSOPQAM.

Response:
See response to comment 1.

Coement 21, Page 2-14, Section 2.17, Paragraph 3:
What was the rationale for pouring the development/purge water for the temporary wells tack into
tre well after samples were collected? This practice IS not according to the BCBSOPQAM.

Response:

Development and purge water was poursd taek into the temporary wells to minimize the disposal casts
of irmvestigation—derived wastes for the project. Given that the wells were temorary and that enly
water specific to that location was reintroduced, this practice should have no adverse affect on

the aquifer or the collection of future grourdwater samples.

Comment 22, Page 2-14, Section 2.17, Paragraph 4:
How will the drummed investigation-derived materials be disposed of by NAS Pensacola?

Response:
The Nawy is in the process of establishirg procedures for the ultimate disposal of the drumed
imvestigation=derived materials,

Comment 23, Page 3-1, Section 31
Edsting data analysis should have included a discussion of historical waste management practices
at the landfill and the smterials disposed.

Response:
All available and pertinent historical data for Site 1is included, referenced, and/or summarized
in te site work plan,

Comment 24, Pages 3-1 10 3-9, Sectians 31 ad 32

A figure (or figures) illustrating the locations of all significant features described in these
sectias (e.g., tar pit, linear features sauth of the tar pit, marshy-appearing depression, the
dark circular feature rear the picnic area road, medical vaste disposal area, etc.) and the time
periods over which these were visible should be included, A showirg the location of current
significant land uses (e.g., picnic and camping areas) should also be Included.

Response:
figure been added to the report depicting the locations of the pnncipal features identified

A
by the aerial photograph analysis task.

T
[



Comment 25, Page 3-13, Section 34, Paragraph 1
As before, hov was the asbestes survey performed?

Response:
See response to comment 3.

Crament 20, Page 3-15, Section 35, Paragraph 3:
See cament 4 above on the inadequacies Of using a Mini-Ram.

Response:
SEE respense to comment 4.

Comment 27, a(e 3-15, Section 3.5, Paragraph 3
Thes: measurement |ocations should t clearly latelsd in same figure (e.g., Figure 3-2),

Response:
The coordinates for particulate air monitoring stations are provided in Appendix B FOr reference,
the station lecations were added to Figure 2-2.

Coment 28, Paze 3-15, Section 36, Paragraph 1
Was the background radiation data collected for alpha, beta or gamma radiomiclides? Also, can past
disposal records or other information provide insight into the elevated radiation readings?

Response:

Tre tackgroud radiation data collected was for gamma radiatim. Trere iS no information available
from previous reports that address the issue of otential!}/ radicactive materials being placed in
the landfills. It is suspected, hosever, that the known disposal of granite rock in the landfill
may at least partially contribute to the elevated background gamma radiation observed.

Comment 29, Page 3-18, Section 3.7.1, Paragraph 2
Why is the single isolated response resar Bayou Grande northeast of the landfill eonsidered

insignificant?

Respanse:

Litter and debris that included metal cans and other metallic objects were observed to be washed
onto the shoreline area of Bayou Grande in this area. The srell and isolated respense located
directly on the shoreline is believed to be related to this debris and not to material associated

with the landfill.

Comment X0, Page 3-18, Section 3.7.2, Paragraph 1
Background electromagnetic conductivity values in the area should be provided in the text for

comparison. Also, quantitative definitions of "moderate” and "strong® should be provided.

Response:

The referenced section does not discuss ™ results, rather it discusses the magretameter survey,
where backgraund IS reported to have been approximately 50,000 gammas. Moderate magretic anomalies
are ansidered to be 30 to 1000 gammas above or below background. Strong magnetic arcmalies are
ansidered to be 1000 gammas Or greater relative t0 tackgrourd.

Conment 31, Page 3-18, Sectian 3.7.3, Paragraph 1:
Again, what js tackgrourd for these surveys? The 10 mmhos/m is not exceptionally anomalous and may
represent ambient conductivity for the area.



Response:
Background electromegnetic terrain conductivity was found to range between 4 and 7 mhos/m. A
statemnt to that sffect was added to the text.

Comment 32, Page 3-22, Section 3.7.3, Paragraph 2:
Given the firdirgs sumarized in sentence 4, sentece 5 should probably indicate that the depth of

burial lies cleser to the 10’ exploration depth.

Response:
The fifth sentence in the referenced paragraph is in agreement with the comment in that it is
concluded that given an exploration depth range of 10 to 20 feet, the depth of burial is probably

in the 10 to 15 foot range.

Comment 33, Page 322, Section 373  Paragraph 3
The anomaly r e T d to here appsars to be present in the deeper vertical coplanar mode rather than

the shallov horizental coplanar mode.

Response:
The ancmaly ceferred to wes foud to beﬁin both the horizontal coplarar mode and vertical
coplanar (f o 6l

Conment 34, 324, Section 381,
Have mere been no other studies of the shallow subsurﬁace lithology for this site conducted in the

past? al1:¥h such information edsts, it should be included in this section to support and
e findings of the current investigation. All available informatien should be used to

&Ssﬁe corditions ard evaluate their potential effect on contamdnant relzase ad migration,
This comment applies equally to all types of field investizations conducted at the site.

Response: i
All previous known and/or available subsurface lithologic data is included, r e f d and/or
sumarized in the Site 1work plan.

Comment 35, Page 324, Section 3.8.2, Paragraph 2 )
Because the water levels measured €or the 28 tamorary wells wae collected over a five day peried,

their validity 1s questionable.

Response:
See response to comment 18.

Comment 35, Pages 3-29 1D 3-30, Figures 3-7 and 3-8: i
The legends in these figures should indicate that water level elevation isopleths are for the

surficial zone ally.

Response:
"Surficial zone" was added to the isopleth legend in the report.

Coement 3/, Page 3-32, Section 3.9.1, Paragraph 1
What parameters were analyzed for? This section should reference Table 2-2.

Respanse:
Reference to Table 2-2 was added to this section.

Comment 38, Page 3-36, Section 3.9.1.1, Paragraph 3:
Could the high concentrations of iron and manganese mask other potential metal contaminations?

A0




Response:
High concentrations of iron and manganese can cause erroneously elevated readings for selected
metals using ICP analysis. However, the surface vater samples were not analyzed for iron and

. Thus, the pr=s=ee Of these metals has not == enfiomed; however, all frase O
su water =zl Will be analyzed for TAL metals, which include iron and manganese.

Comment I, Page 3-37, Section 392, Paragraph 2
IT the T smples were armpusited, this Lmproger eollzction methed could eplain Wy enly cre VOC
was detestad in the samle.

Response: _ _ ‘
'L samples =r= collzetad NN accordance with &<tixn 6.10 of the approved 1990 GQAPP. See
response 10 =t L3,

Comment 40, Page 3-3/, Section 3.9:2, Paragraph 2:
The methylene chloride B ieirg written off as a laboratory-derived contamirant. What future lab

Qa/qc will e proposed tO prevent this sreblan?

Respanses
E& BS laboratory red mede improvements 10 reduce the occurrence Of lamoratory-derived

contaminants in sample results. As a r=sult, laboratory QA/QC results, espécially regarding
methylene chloride, have lmproved.

Comment 41, Page 3-43, Sections 3.9.2.3 & 3.9.2.4: i )
I there are other ?Pids besices benzo-a-pyrene in the sample, how Will they be ditferentiatad in

future samples? AlSD, If terols are reported as trichlorsenearol, how Wil they be differentiated
in future samples?

Response: i o
Prase | analytical sersenirg usad benzo—-pyrere 85 an aralytical target 1o give an indication of
total PABs. N Frase IO, aralyses for T organics willl involhve the w=rortirg ofF individual A
compounds. Future TCL organics analyses Will include individual phenolic compounds as well.

Comment 42, Page 3-43, Section 3.9.3, Paragraph 2:
S22 comrent 39 above - C samples should NOt be camesited,

Response:
See response to comment 13.

Comment 43, Page 346, Figure 3-12:

A s=arate figure sheuld be prepared B illustrate the analytical results for =ch metal. The
"Total Metals® plot combires 00 mueh informatien in o= figure. Also, effort should be red: 1O
antar the data vhenever useful or practiceble.

Response:
Figures will be added 10 the report t Show eoresntrztions for selected individual metals,
However, contouring these data would not be representative, useful or practiceble.

Comment 44, Page 3-47, Figure 3-13: ) . B} o
Tre nrmeric results of analyses should e included in all such figures o fecilitate visualization

of the =xt=nt and magnitude OF contaniration, Also, effort should be rede 10 contour the data
whereser useful OF practicable.




Response:

The locations vhere Y0Cs, Pafis ad pherols were detected were few, axd the data summery tables are
easily referenced. Contouring the results of these analyses is not practicable due to the fact
that voCs, PAHs ad phenols were each enly detected at o or three locations on the site.

Comment 45, Page 3-48, Section 3.9.3.3, Paragraph 2
Having & laboratory-derived centamirant of 19,000 ug/kg methylene chloride indicates that the kb
IS usirg lrproper Or inadequate QA/QC methods - OF that methylene chloride is present at the site.

Response:

Tne highest level of method blank contamiration associated with soil sample aralysis resulted in a
methylene chloride corcentration of 8,900 ug/kg, not 19,000 ug/kg as stated by EPA. Methylene
chloride was detected in sample PO1-S012 at a corcentration of 19,000 ug/kg ard the report clearly
indicates the potential for the presence of this «arpard on the site.  See r=spnse to cament 40.

Comment 46, Page 349, Sectian 3.9.4.1, Paragraph 1
¥hat is the reason for the o8 of 186 in temporary well TW014 and the pH of 3.9 in well TW0267

Tre reason for these lover values of pA in uknown, The pH meters usad to obtain these readings
were properly calibrated immediately prior to collsctirg the measurements, Thus, the pH values of
18 ad 3.9 are believed to be correct, although no confirmation of these unexpected low values
was performed. In addition, all the measurerents collected from wells immediately before and after
thesewells showed more normal readings.

Comment 47, Page 3-52, Section 3.9.4.2, Paragraph 2-
Specifically, which of these metals listed in Table 9-4 of the QAPP might be observed at elevated
concentrations due to dissoluticn of aquifer matrix sediments?

Response: )
All the listed metals cculd, to varying degrees, be eected to be elevated due to dissolutien of
aquifer matrix sediments.

Comment 48, Page 3-60, Section 3.9.4.2, Paragraph 3:

" results... suzgsst that the detected elevated total metals concentrations in the temorary
well groundwater samples probably reflect acid preservative leachirg or dissolution of aquifer
matrix sediments entrained in these mfiltered samles rather then actual groundwater
contamdration, ™ Will this be the reasoning LS vhenever metals are detected in a total metals
groundvater satple? |f the constituent is in the aquifer (matrix or otherwise), the purpose of
colleating a sample is to determine the concentrations (MCLs are tasad on unfiltered samples).
Also, v are metrix dissolution effectsbelieved to be greater in temorary than in permement
wells?

Response:

The reasoning which is offered to explain elevated metals concentrations in unfiltersd, turbid,
acid-preserved s=mlas is no less valid than any concerns which would be raised regarding the
represantation Of filtered samples as characteristic of dissolved groundwater constiruents, Actual
representative concentrations of metals contamirgtion in grosdwater are protably cetw=en filtered
and unfiltered results. The answer to the first question raised in the cament is yes. To
interpret this data without consideration of procedures that skew results wauld be irresponsible.

Matrix dissolution effects are believed to be greater in the temorary wells than in permanent
wells partially due to the fact that these were nevly constructed wells without filter packs araud
the screens, ard tecause the parmanent wells have been N place for more then five years,

previously purged and sampled on more than one occasien, and have filter packs arosd the well
screens.
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Comment 40, Page 3-62, Table 3-O: ]
Pleass note the mmber of qualifiers usad in this table ad how many results have a qualifier after

then:

duplicate analysis not within control limits.

correlation coefficient for the M4 is less then 0.995.

reported value is estimated because of the preserce of interferencs,
duplicate injection precision not met

past digestion spike for furmaoe AA analysis is aut of control
limits (85-115%), while absorbance is less then S of spike
absorbance.

FEPL

The large nunber of results with a qualifier indicates that improper or iredeq=mte QA/QC procedures
are being used in the lab.

Respanse:
The presence of qualifiers on data does not necessarily Micate improper or lredeqate QA/QC
procedures are being used.

Comeent 50, Page 3-67, Table 3-10:
According to the analytical results for samples W3, @444 ad @45, fiftesn instances Of camourd
detection in the method blark were reported for these samples, AS before, this indicates improper
or inadeqate kb Q/QC procedures.

Response:

The levels of TCL compaurds present in the method blanks associated with these samples met P
criteria. A potential airbome source for the freen and heare eontamimation was identified in the
laboratory ad corrective measures have been implemented,

Comment 51, Page 3-77, Section 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 2:
The results of G & M's 1986 study should be tabulated or presented in a figure in the present

report for caparison purposes.

Response:
Results of the G & M 1986 study are refersneed, tabulated and discussed in the Site 1work plan.

Comment 52, Page 3-77, Section 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 2:
The final sentence of this paragraph requires further explanation. Bow do the analytical results
suggest potential grourdwater contamination below the surficial zore of the sand ad gravel

aquifer?

Response:

The potential for grodvater contamination below the surficial zere of the sand-and—gravel aquifer
is elaborated upen in the the grourdwater contamimation distritutiay/scurce discussion that follows
in Section 3.10. The concluding statement in Section 3.9.4.3 has been modified in the final
interim data report with a referaence to the discussion in Section 3.10.

Comment 53, Page 3-79, Sectian 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 8:
See comment 5L

Response:
See tasTns2 to camment 51
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Comment 54, Page 3-79, Section 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 8

According to Table 3-10, Trichlorcethere was detected in samples WOO4, WO33 and W038. Care should
be taken to make sure that all text and tables accurately present the rav data. Also, figures
illustrating the detected concentrations of the more fraquently detected campourds would greatly
facilitate visualization of the extent and magnitude of cntamiratian,

Response:
Comment noted. The typographic error on page 3-79 has been corrected. See response to comment 44.

Comment 55, Page 3-81, Section 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 14:
As before, why werz only the permanent monitoring well samples aralyzed for gross alpha?

Respanse:
See response tO comment 16.

Comment 56, Page 3-81, Sectimn 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 15:
A discussion of regiomal groundwater alkalinity, hardness, and total organic carbon, sheuld be

included for camarisan with the present results.

Response: .
A discussion Of regional grourdwater alkalinity, hardress and total organic carbon was added to the

text in Section 3.9.4.3.

Coment 57, Page 3-85, Section 3104, Paragraph 2: )
The fact that the temporary wells are more turbid than the permanent wells could be explained by
iradeqate well development or that the wells do not have a filter pack around the Screen as do the

permanent wells,

Response:
Comment noted.

Coment 38, Page 3-86, Section 3.10.4, Paragraph 6:
All available information on the existing deep G & M wells, including construction details,

sampling results, etc. should be included in the present report.

Response:

Well construction infomation regarding the deep wells installed by G 6 M is provided in Table 3-2
of the report. Discussions of groundwater sample results in Section 3.8 (Hydrologic Asssssment),

Section 3.9 (Chemical Amalyses), and 310 (Contamiration Distritution/Scurce Discussion) refer to

G & M deep well water levels and previaus samples’ analytical data for comerism purpeses to this
Fase | investigation, A camplete sumary of the previcus G 6 M investigation is included in the

Site 1work plan.

Comment 39, Page 3-95, Sectian 3.11.2:
The results OF matrix spikes ad duplicates should have been discussed in this section.

Response:

Any problems concerning laboratory QA/QC are discussed either in thiS section or in the case
narrative at the begiming of the data in the appendix.
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Attaciment A

Comment 60, Page 1, Paragraph 1- )
Please clarify what is meant hy: "to the greatest extent practicable™. The purpese of theRI is to
adequately characterize the nature ami extent of cntamiration so that a Baselire RiSK Assessment

canbe perfod (i.e., epesure potential identified) and a sufficient me=ns for remediating the
site determined.

Response: _

Tre intended meaning of the sentence in question is that a mjor geal of Phase I is to put forth
every practical effort in order to delineate the extent of contamdiration as identified during frase
l.

Comment 61, Page 1, Paragraph 2>
The propesal to analyze for a very limited nunber of eontamdrants for this site is not acceptable

for several reasons: 1)if the WC samles or any other samples that readily volatilize were
coposited in the Phase | roud of sampling, there is a distinct possibility that this fraction of
the sample was last due to wlatilizatiav/aeration; 2) the large mmber of constituents detected
in the method blank caused several of the aralytical results to be written off as
laboratory—derived contamination, There is alvways the possibility that saome of these constituents
were actually in the sample; 3) samples were anly collected ance - not on a monthly or quarterly
basis. Same constituents may not have yet migrated to the sampling point, have been attenzted in
the finer sediments, beendiluted by precipitation, etc. With time, more constituents may be

moving through the soil, growdiater, etc.

Response:

The proposed Phase I work plan will now include TAL/TCL analyses for almost all samples to be
collected at all sites. Additicral responses to this comment are divided among the three points
raised:

1) The WOC sarmples were collected as adaquate in a manner consistent with the requirements set
forth in Section 6.0 of the GQAPP. Homogenization of soils for ¥OC samples was not conducted.
This method is regarded as appropriate and the results to be valid. In response to EPA’s
concern, the Phase IT work plan will be modified to include the full TCL/TAL on all samples;
however, some sample lecation have =en adjusted.

2) ¥ethed blanks and sample analyses indicate the presence of several contaminants cammanly
attributed to laboratory procedure sources. Careful consideration of these results hes
crcluded that it is highly likely that a laboratory saurce is responsible for the presence of
these, and although it is possible that their presence could in part be attributed to the site,
it is unlikely,

3) The coment implies that mermy more rourds OF sampling ami «xterded periods of time may be
required to evaluate the extent of comtaminants at this site. This is inconsistent With EPA’s
assertion that the phased apercach does not proceed in the mest direct path toward the
objectives of the RI/FS process, nor does it reflect the EPA’s assertion that RI planning should
strive to make the next phase of fieldwork the last.

Comment 62, Page 2, Paragraph 1-

Tre discussion of where to Install additicnal monitor wells is too general. The purpose,
or raticrale, for installing each well mxst be specified. The rationale should be based
on exdisting data. Wnat is presently known about the nature and extent (both lateral and
vertical) of the plune? What "gaps' still exist in the data? What can and carnot be
predicted/anticipated about contaminant migration from available data? Will the proposed
locations adequately address =sach of the remaining data gaps?
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Response:
A detailed ratiomale for all sample locations and anmalytical requirements will be
provided in the Phase IT work plan.

Comment 63, Page 2, Pa:mmlh 4:
Wwat data gaps remain with regard to delineation of surface water contamiration? How

wvill thee samples fill these data gaps?

Response:
See response to comment 62.

Coment 64, Page 2, Paragraph 5 .
wat data gaps remain with regard to delinmsation of sediment contardration? Bow will

these samplses fill these datagaps?
Respanse:

See restense to cament 62.

Comment 65, Page 4, Table 1:

wy aren't all samples within the same media to be analyzed for the same constituents?
why will the arly media to be a n a | . for gross alpra be the soil samples? Why is this
the enly radiological pararetsr to be amalyzed for?

Response:
Se= response tO comment 62

Comsent 66, Page 5, Paragraph 1: )
W¥hat data gaps remain With regard to delireation of soil ¢contamiration? How will these

samples Till these data gaps? Also, as stated before, no VOC samples should be
campasited,

Response:
See responses to comments 13 ard 62.

Comment 67/, Page 5, Paragraph 4:

The mnitorirg wall installation procedures must be moe oetailed. The Region IV
Enviromental Services Division guidance for well installation regquires installation of
stainless steel wells. A Variance may be requested for the use of alternative well
materials, such as PC. Attachment A IS a listing of the sinimm information to be
supplied fOr consideration amd the risks retained by the davy if the variance is granted.

Respanse:

More detail regarding monitoring well installation Will be provided in the Phase IT work
plan. In addition, the Navy will sutmit a separate request for the use of AT well
materials,

Conment 68, Page 7, Paragraph 3

Justify the decision not to perform more extensive hydrologic assessment tests (e.g.,
step drawdown tests, pumping tests) at this phese of the investigatien,

Response:
A rationale for the type of hydrologic testing proposed Will be provided in the Phase IT
work plan.
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Coment 69, Page 7, Paragraph 4 )
Is the GQAPP referenced here the 1989 or 1990 version?

Response:
The referenced GQAPP is the EPA-approved 1990 version.

Comment 70, Page 7/, Paragraph 5:
The goal of the RI is to gather enough information to do a full Baseline Risk Assessment

(BRA) and Fessibility Study (FS). The BRA clarifies a preliminary evaluation and its
purpose IS not 10 determine the need for further investigations or characterization as
stated in the Recommendation Letter. The investigation and characterization of all media
should be complete before the BRA is completed.

Response:

Comment noted. This paragraph was intended 1O point out that an early part of the ERA
will be 1O conduct a preliminary risk evaluation. This preliminary evaluation will
provide an early indication of the potential threat at the site as well as assist iIn
determining the need for any additional investigation. A more detailed discussion of the
tasks to be conducted as part of the BRA is contained in Section 18 of the work plan.

Appendices

Comment 71, Appendix B

Please note that the radiation readings for Site 1 ranged from NA 10 11 WR/h and that WA
readings ranged from NA 10 20 ppm (NA = Not Accessible).

The range of radiaticn readings was added 1 the text in Section 35.

Comment 72, Appendix D:
Please note that the highest open-borehole OVA/HNu readings for the temporary wells
ranged from O 10 400 ppm and the pH ranged from 1.86 t0 7.4 units.

Response:
The ranges in open-borehole OVA/HNu readings and groundwater pH values was added to the
text In Sections 381 and 3941, respectively.

Coment 73, Appendix L
Please note the case narrative explaining the problems with the QA/QC for the permanent
monitoring well samples.

Response:
Cament noted.
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Site 2 - Vaterfront Sediments

Interim Data Report

Commeit 1, Gererzl Coment)

Throughout the report, the field logbock was referenced as a source for field ard
smpling documentation and site cbservations and measurements. This important
information source should have been included in the report as an attachment or appendix.

Respanse:
Copies of the field logbooks will be provided to the EPA and FDER.

Cosment 2, General Comment:

Trere IS No discussion regarding the depth of water, water condition (i.e., turbidity),
tide, or sediment deseription (sand, mxd, etc.) or similar factors relative to this
sampling investigation. Contamirant deposition at the two !subsites® of this site (1.e.,
to the east and south) may be influenced differently by wind, tide and other such
factors. Without a description of these factors, it is difficult to assess the impact of
contaminants migrating offshore and the appropriateness of Phase I recamerdations,

Response:

This information was collected and is contained in the field logbooks which will be
provided to EPA. This information will also be collected during the Phase IT
investigation and included in the Phase II report.

Comment 3, Page 1-1, Section 1., Paragraph 1
See camment 1 for Site L

Response:
The work was performed according tothel990ve.r51moftheGMPP 'IhedateoftheGl‘\PP

has been changed in the references.

Coment 4, Page 1-3, Figure 1-2-
The letter quality of this figure, particularly building numbers, must be improved.

The letter quality of Figure 1-2will be improved in the final interim data report.

Comsent 5 Page 1-3, Figure 12
The rortheasterly portion of this site contains only cre "outfall", Wt is the reasen
for the relatively large aerial extent of this portion of te site?

Response:

Tre area represented as the northeastern portion of te site on Figure 1-2 is larger than
the aetnal area of imvestigation. This figure will be charg=d to accurately reflect the
actual size of the site.

Comment 6, Page 2-1, Section 2.1, Paragraph 2:
Wat was the raticrale for using the 1982 FLDER data for sites PNB-5 and PNB-6 aS being
indicative of amient tay caditions? This data should have teen included in the report.

Response:

FDER Pensacola By sampling stations #8-5 and A8-6 wee chosen as being indicative of
ambient corditions (Site 2) because both locations are appradmately 1 mile east ard
upstr=am of Site 2 and NAS Pensacola, and would not be expected to be affected
significantly by activities an the installation.
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Coment 7, Page 2-3 Section 2.4, Paragraph 1
See cament 4 for Site 1

Response: _
See resporse (o aament 4, Site L

Comeent 8, Page 2-4, Section 2.4, Paragraph 1
2= cyment 5 for Site 1

Response: )
3= r=sporse {0 comment 5, Site 1L

Coement O, Page 2-4, Section 2.5 Paragraph 1
See coment 6 for Site 1

Response: _
See restonse 10 coment 6, Site 1

Comment 10, Page 2-4, Section 2.7, Paragraph I
As before, WOC samples shouild not be campasited,

Response:
See response t0 cxment 13, Site 1

Comment 11, Page 2-4, Section 2.7, Paragraph 1.

The we=s21 dockage area situated between the east and south portions of the site =s not
sampled, This area iS highly suspect of sediment contamination due to relsase of metals
from vessel bottams and deck paint, oily bilge discrarges and releases (accidental or
othervise) of razardous materials over the years. Tidal influence (flushing), wind
dispersion and storm surges can e a factor of contaminant migration. Sampling of this
ar=a must be performed.

Response:
Sdiment samplss will be collected in this area as part of the Phase II investigzation,
See resporse to comment 62, Site L

Comment 12, Page 2-4, Section 2.7, Paragraph 1
Surface water samples should have been collected frem randamly selected ar=as where

sadiment samples were collected, This would have helped to further assess contaminant

mi(?ration and define pollution sources. Contaminants are transported through this media
and surface water contamination may have revealed a need t0 eqpand this investigation.

Response:
Surface water samles will he included as part of the Phase I investigation. See
r=onsz to comment 62, Site L

13, Page 2-5, Figure 21"
Tre designation of "outfall versus storm water outfall" discussed throughout the report
and identified an mmerous figures is confusing and misleading. The term "outfall®
should have e=n used exclusively and defined in applicable portions of the text as storm
water drainage from culverts, drain pipes or sewer systems, and/or point sources (i.e,
elevated structures, production and mainterance areas, product or waste storage units).



Furthermore, the figures identify "outfalls” fran tuildings that are not adequately
characterized. based on the sampling results, several of these "outfalls" could be from
strxetures that have stored or retained hazardous materials, a lsting of building
structures and types, by number as they appear on the figure, would render a better and
more r=alistic picture of potential pollution sources.

Response:

As part Of the Frase 11 investigation a contamirant source survey Will be coducted,
This survey will include a review of available Navy documents (e.g., Public Works Canter
[PC] records, ad the installation's Spill Prevention, Cantrol and Coamtermeasures Plan
[seeC Plan], etc.) and a physical survey of potential source ar=as, To the extent
possible, this survey will identify and define the outfalls and sources alerg the
waterfront, including the buildings from which they originate.

Comeent 14, Page 2-6, Section 2.8.2, Paragraph T
See cament 10 for Site 1L

Response:
See resprse to conment 1, Site L

Coment 15, Page 2-6, Section 2.9, Paragraph 1
Méastes generated during decontamimation activities swere allowed 10 evaporate to the

maximm extent possible, and the residue was dispesed of on site.” Wnat exactly does
this mean - were solvents, contaminated wash water, etc. poured into the bay? Define
"properly disposed of" as it IS used in this paragraph.

Response:
Only excess sediment and wash water (no solvents) were Placed into the water, Tre text
was revised to clarify this.

Coment 16, Page 3-5, Section 34, Paragraph 2
See comment 4 for Site 1L

Response:
See response to comment 4, Site 1

Coment 17/, Page 3-5, Section 35, Paragraph 2:
The radiation levels of 12 and 35 WR/h were not given in Apperdix B.

Responses
These radiation readings were mistakenly omitted from Apperdix B and have been added.

Coment 18, Page 3-5, Section 35, Paragraph 2
"The high tackgrord level is assured to be due to the ratural radiation of the granite

wall." WVere other measurements taksn along the wall to verify thiS assumption?

Response:

The seawall itself IS prirarily compesed of concrete, The granite-slab vall was noted
anly at the southern tip of this north-south oriented vessel dockage ar=s. The
comparitively low resdings alerg the concerete seawall and the higher readings along the
granite wall suggests that the level noted at the granite wall is due to natural
radiation from the minerals in the granite. The text has been changed t0 clarify this.
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Comment 10, Page 311, Section 3.6.3, Paragraph 10
See coment 40 for Site 1

Response: _
SEE restorse to coment 40, Site 1

Coment 20, 3-13, Section 3.6.4, Paragraph 1
Se coment 41 for Site 1L

Response: _
" %= response (0 cament 41, Site 1L

Comment 21, Page 3-13, Section 365, Paragraph 1
Assuming all stormvater run—off from the base is directed to the south and sast, it is

somevhat surprising that pesticides were not detected in any samples. |f the samples

were collected at depths requiring "'diver's gear", then perhaps wind and total dispersion
were factors in transporting contaninants downstream and anay from the assessment area.

Response _
Comment noted. The formulation of the Phase II sampling planwill t@e this into
accant,

Comment 22, Page 3-14, Section 332, Paragraph 1
See cament 40 for Site 1

Response: )
See response 10 cament 40, Site 1L

Attaciment A

Coment 23, Page 1, Paragraph 1-
See camment 60 for Site 1

Respanse: _
== response to comment 60, Site 1.

Comment 24, Page 1, Paragraph 2
Aren’t the proposed sanples sadiment and not soil samples?

Response:
The EPA reviewer should note that the proposed samples are designated in the text as
sediment samples,

Comment 25, Page 1, Paragraph 4:
See coment 69 for Site L

Response: _
See response t0 corment 69, Site 1

Comment 26, Page 2, Paragraph 1:

The purpose for collectim of each propased samplirg location should be clearly stated.
How will the information gained help assess the magnitude or extent of contamiration at
Site 27
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Identify on-base tank farms, hazardous waste and product storage areas, mamufacturing,
fabrimticn, machining, painting, meinterance facilities, and correlate their locations
with "outfall" carections, waste migration patterns and site topographic features. This

will be necessary to focus sampling locations,

Response:

A detailed rationale for the location of sampling points ad the selection of analytical
parametars Will be presented ard disoussed in the revised phase II work plan for s
site. A contaminant source survey (Seer=ssponse to coment 12, this site) will be
conducted during the second phase of the investigation, and will identify all potential
sources of pollution ard the potential pathways for migration of such pollution.

Comment 27, Page 2, Paragraph 1
Surface water samples should be collected at several randomly selected sediment sampling

locations to asSeSS eontamirant migration ard further define pollution sources.

Response: i ) o
Surface water samples will be included as part of the phase I investigation.

Comwsent 28, Page 2, Paragraph 1:
Several sediment (surfaceand subsurface) and surface water samples should be collected
from the vessel dockage area to determine if this part of the facility is contaminated

ard impacting Pensacola Ray.

Rq_nm: i

Sediment and surface water samples Will be collected from the vessel dockage area during
the Prase I imvestigation,

Comeent 29, Page 2, Paragraph 3
See comment O for Site 1L

Response:
See response to comment /O, Site 1.

Comment 30, Page 5, Table T
Wy aren't all samples within the same media to be analyzed for the same constirents?

Response: i
The Phase IT work planwill be revised so that all phase II samples will be analyzed for
the TQ/TAL list. See respmse to cament 62, Site L

Appendices

Comment 31, Appendix B:
See comment 17 for Site 2

Response:
See response to coment 17, Site 2




Site 11 - North Chevalier Disposal Area

Interim Data Report

Coment 1, Page 1-1, Section 1., Paragraph I-
%= comment 1 for Site 1

Respanse:
See restorse to cament 1, Site L

Coment 2, Page 1-3, Pigure 1-2: i
The believed boundaries of the site should be indicated an this figure.

Response:
This figure has &een revised to stov the boundaries of the site.

Coament 3, Page 2-3, Section 2.4, Paragraph 1:
See comment 3 for Site 1.

Response:
See resterse 10 comment 3, Site 1. The text has been revised to clarify the' methodology.

Comment 4, Page 2-3, Section 25, Paragraph 1
See coments 4 ax 5 for Site 1

Responsa:
See response to comments 4 and 5, Site 1.

Comment 5 Page 2-4, Sectim 2.6, Paragraph 1
See comment 6 for Site 1L

Response: )
See response to cament 6, Site L

Comment 6, Page 2-7, Section 2.10, Paragraph 1:
Were the WOC soil samples also composited?

Response: )
See resporse tO coment 13, Site L

Comment 7, Page 2-9, Section 2.10, Paragraph 2:
Wy were all wells installed to bracket the water table? Was there no evidence or
records to indicate potential Cense Nen—aquecus Phase Liquid (DNAPL) contamination?

Respanse: . i

The water table vas bracketed with the well screen in an effort to detect fleatirg
immiscible product on top of the water table. In resporse tO DNAPL contamination, ss=
response tO comment 17, Site 1

Comment 8, Page 2-9, Section 2.10, Paragraph 2:
See comment 10 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comnment 1, Site 1.
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Comuent O, Page 2-10, Table 22
See coments 14, 15 and 16 for Site L

Response:
See responses to coments 14 and 15, Site 1. Gross alpha radiation wes not analyzed for

on tiS site during Fhase |.

Comment 10, Page 2-11, Section 213, Paragraph 3
Vells at Site 1 were tied into the well @39 elevatian; here, the wells are referenced to

well M47. What USGS Benchmark was the previcusly established elevation at permanent
mond toring well Q¥47 refersnced to?

Response:
The reference elevation utilized at @¥%7 wes established by G & M during the 1986 study,
ard it was referenced to the same datum used in the 1984 Study. Se= response to camment

19, Site 1

Comment 11, Page 2-13, Section 2.3, Paragraph 3:
See comment 21 for Site 1

Response: _
&= respanse to comment 21, Site 1.

Comment 12, Page 2-13, Sectian 2.15, Paragraph 4:
See comment 22 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to comment 22, Site 1.

Camment 13, Page 3-1, Sectian 3L
See coment 23 for Site 1L -

Response:
See responss to comment 23 Site L

Comment 14, Page 3-/, Section 34, Paragraph 1-
See comment 3 for Site L

Response:
The text hes been changed tO clarify the methodology. See resperse to coment 3, Site 1

Comment 15, Page 3-/, Section 35, Paragraph 1
See coment 4 for Site L

Response:
See response t0 comment 4, Site L

Comsent 16, Page 37, Section 36, Paragraph 1
Was the tackgroud radiatim data collected for alpha, beta or gamma radicmusclides?

Response:

The background radiatim data collected vas for gamma radiation. Tre text has been
changed to reflect this.
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Comment 17/, Page 39, Section 36, Paragraph 1
Appendix B hes a radiatic -eading of 45 WR/h for grid coordinate N2+OOE1+50-grid B.
Thds was not moted in the ext. %hat are the road materials at this site that are

contributing 6 t0 8 WR/h radiation?

Response: i o _
Tre text has been changed t0 include this radiation reading. The roed material at Site
11 IS asphalt which included pebble-size rock fragments.

Comment 18, Page 3-15, Section 3R1
See cament 34 for Site 1.

Response:
All available data is included, referencad, #or  summarized in the Site 11work plan.

Comment 19, Page 3-16”Table 31

According 10 this table, water levels for the 11 temporary wells were collected over the
period 1/17/91 to 1/722/91 - 6 days. Why did it take 6 days to collect 11 water level
measurements? \\ater le\el measurements for e eleven permanent wells were all collected
within a 2 hour period on 2/26/91. As stated for the temporary wells at Site 1, wvater
levels should be measured as closely a5 possible to each other and during the sare tidal

phase.

Respanse: _
Comment noted. See response to coment 18, Site 1

Comment 20, Page 3-18, Figure 3-7:
See comment 36 for Site 1L

Response:
"Surficial Zone" was added to the figure.

Comment. 21, Page 3-19, Section 391, Paragraph 2
The meaning Of "A" and "B" intervals should be defined in the text.

Respanse:
The EPA reviener should note that %e meaning of the "A" ard "B" intervals wes fully

described in Section 2.10 of the report.

Carment 22, Page 3-27, Figure 3-9:
e cament 43 for Site 1

Response:
See response to cament 43, Site 1

Comment 23, Page 3-30?Section 391, Paragraph 10:
See coment 40 for Site 1

Response:
See respense {0 comment 40, Site L

Comment 24, Page 3-30, Section 391, Paragraph 11 & 12:
See comment 41 for Site 1

Response:
See response to comment 41, Site L
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Coment 5, Page 3-31, Section 3.9.2, Paragraph 2
EPA concurs with FIER's camment 1 for thissite.

Response: _
See response t0 FTER cament 1, Site 11

Comment 26, Page 3-35, Section 392, Paragraph 4:
See comment 48 for Site 1

Response:
See response to cameEnt 48, Site L

Comment \V/, Page 3-39, Section 392, Paragraph 12:
See comments 51 and 58 for Site 1

A complete summary of the previous G 6 M investigation is included in the Site 11work

plan. See responses to caments 51 ad 38, Site 1L

Comment 28, Page 3-40, Table 3-6:
Pleasz note the qualifiers in this table and the nunber of samples they apply to; this
indicates iradequate or Lmroper lab Q4/QC procedures.

Response: )
See response to <oment 49, site 1.

Compent 29, Page 3-43, Table 37:
Please note the murber of constituents that were present in the methed blank. This again
indicates iredeqate or improper lab QA/QC.

Response:
See r=sters2 to comment &0, Site L

Comment 30, Page 3-50 to0 51, Section 3101 and 3102

The results presented in these sections suggest that Site 30 should be Included as a part
of Operable tnit 2 (Group B.  Also, sutmittal of a single report for this Operable Unit
(rather than site-specific reports) would facilitate preparation of a more camlets,
meaningful discussion of these surface water and sediment results.

Responses

Although still part of Site 30, the lower portion of the creek does appear to be impacted
by contaminants trom Site 11. However this was not known until the results of fhase |
were assimulated. Future reports may include this area as part of Operable Unit 2. See
also r=strmse 10 gereral coment 1, Site L

Cosment 31, Page 3-56, Section 3104, Paragraph 8

The upward gradient at @51 appears relatively small. Inclusion of the results of any
earlier sampling events in this discussion may be useful.

The results of all earlier investigations at this site ar= summarized and presented in
the site work plan.
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Comuent 2, Page 3-61, Table 3-O:
See comment 29 for thisS site.

Response: )
See r=spense to cament 40, Site L

Attachment A

Comment 33, Page 1, Paragraph 1
S comment 60 for Site 1.

Response: _
Se2 response to coment 60, Site 1

Comment 3, Page 1, Paragraph 2:
See coment 61 for Site 1

Response:
See response to cament 61, Site 1

Comment 35, Page 1, Paragraph 3:
SEEE: 2 for Site 1

See respors=s to cament A, Site 1.

Comment 35, Page 2, Paragraph 4:
Samples for WCs should not be compasited,

Respanse: _
See response t0 coment 13, Site 1

Comment 3/, Page 2, Paragraph 4:
The rationale behind the proposed sampling scheme for each individual boring should be

more clearly stated. For example, carposited SOIl samples will be collected at the
specified intervals frem surface to 10’ below the water table for five borings where high
leels of contamination were detected in Phase 1. Why 1S boring 812 Included in this
grouwp when rore extensive contamination was observed in the adjacent boring B137?

Respanve:
== response to cament 62, Site 1L

Comment 38, Page 2, Paragraph 4
The stated goal for collection of two samples telow the water table is to assess the

vertical extent of soil contamiration, What assurance exists that thiS appreach will
define the vertical extent of contamiration?

Response:

The stated goal of collecting soil samples telov the water table and analyzing for metals
aldy wes to differentiate between grourdwater and aquifer matrix contamiantion, not to
define the vertical extent of contamination,
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Coment 3, Page 3 Figure 1:

It s useful to have all existing and proposed samples for each locality an the same
figure. However, the cromded rature of this figure makes it difficult to lecate the
specific locations being proposed for a given sample type. A series of clear plastic
overlays would help to clarify the proposed sampling plan.

Response:
Conment noted.

Comment 40, Page 4, Table 1:
why aren’ t all samples within the same media to be analyzed for the Same constituents?

why will the anly media to be analyzed for radiamclides be the soil samples? Why are no
samples to be analyzed for gross alpha?

Response: )
In resperse to these concerns, all Phase T samples will be analyzed for the full TAL/TCL
list and for gross alpha, betaand gamme radiation to screen for radiamuclides,

Crrment 41, P= 6, Paragraph 1:
See coment 67 for Site L

Response:
See response to coment 67, Site L

Coment 4°, Page 7, Paragraph =
See camment 68 for Site 1

Response:
See response to coment 68, Site L

Compent 43, Page 7, Paragraph 2:
See coment 69 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to coment 69, Site 1

Coment 44, Page 7, Paragraph 3: )
Wat samplirg or other types of field investigation Will be performed to lecate and

further delinete these potential sources Of contamiration?

Response:

The revised Phase IT work plan will provide detail regarding the types of sampling and
field investigation methodologies that will be performed for site characterization and
contaminant source determiration, See respanse t0o comment 62, Site 1.

Comment 45, Page 7, Paragraph 4:
e cament 70 for Site 1

Respanse:
See response to comment 70, Site 1
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Appendices
Comment 46, Appendix B:
Please note that the radiation readings ranged fran 4 to 45 uR/h.

Respanse: o )
The range IN radiation readings has been added to the text in Section 3.5.

Comment 47, Appendix E

Please note that the highest open-borehole OVA/HNu readings ranged from O to 1000 ppm.
The fact that 12 of the borings had high readings of 1000 ppm should have been noted in
the tact.

This information has been added to the text I Section 3.8.1.
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Site 15 - Pesticide Rinsate Disposal Area

Interim Data Report

Comment 1, Page 2, BExecutive Summary, Paragraph 3

Vas a survey of all past uses of the surrounding property performed for this site as part
of the screening phase? This would have provided potentially useful information on these
"additicral sources of contamiration!,

As part of Phase I, historical aerial photos ad present site activities vere evaluated.
As part of phase 11, a contamiration source survey Will be performed which will include

an extensive review of the past uses of this site and the surrounding property in order
to identify other potential sources of entamiration,

Comment 2, Page 1-1, Section 1, Paragraph 1-
See comment 1 for Site 1L

Response: )
See response to cament 1, Site L

Crmment 3, Page 2-3, Section 2.4, Paragraph 1:
See caments 4 and 5 for Site 1 Also, why Was no radiation monitoring performed for

this site?

Response:

See re=storses to caments 4 and 5, Site 1. Historical information provided by the Navy
and the previous investigation by G & M did not indicate the potential for radiation on
the site. Thus, no formal radiation survey was conducted. The U2 of a

radiation monitor IS required on every site according to the procedures set forth in the
1990 General Fealth and Safety Plan. These were usad by all field teams on this site
during phase |, and any elevated readings would have t=en noted in the text.

Coment 4, Page 2-6, Section 28, Paragraph T
See cament 13 for Site 1.

Respanse: )
See respense {0 comment 13, Site L

Coment 5, Page 2-6, Section 2.8, Paragraph 3:
See coment 10 for Site L

Response: )
e response to comment 1, Site L

Conment 6, Page 2-8, Section 2.10.1, Paragraph 1:
See cament 17 for Site 1

Response: )
See resporse tO cooment 17, Site 1L

Comment 7, Page 2-9, Tahle 2-2-
See coments 14 and 15 for Site 1.



Response:
See resporse to coments 14 and 15, Site 1. The text was been crarged to include TAL

Coment 8, Page 2-10, Section 2.11, Paragraph 3:

As before, water levels should be measured a5 <lesely as possible to each other ard
within the same tidal phase. Why were the temporary wells surveyed in to well elevations
159 and ME0? Vells at Site 1were surveysd In relative to well @39, at Site 11 to
well %47, at Site 12 to well @15 ard at Sites 13 ard 14 to USGS Benchmark No. Al61,

Response: _ _ _
See respenses to coment 9, Site 12, comment 9, Site 14 and cament 18, Site 1. @59 and

60 were the closest daturs with a surveyed elevation.

Comment O, Page 2-11, Section 2.13, Paragraph 2
See comment 21 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response (o cament 21, Site L

Coment 10, Page 2-11, Section 2.13, Paragraph 3:
See cament 22 for Site L

Response: .
See responsz to ament 22, Site L

Comment 11, Page :- 1o Section 3.2, Paragraph 1:
Ragarding the description of Building 2692, whet is meant by the term "unpaved"?

Response:
Rased 0N information gathered fran persarrel during the site recorraissance, the floor of
this building was formerly dirt and wes recently paved with concrete. The text has been

changed to clarify this.

Comment 12, Page 3-2, Section 3.4, Paragraph 1:
Only the OVA readings are included In the appendix; where are the HNu readings?

Response:

As stated in the text in Sections 2.4 and 3.4, an WA was LB to perform the surface
enissions survey at this site. The HNu was used only during Site reconmaissance for
health and safety purposes, and any elevated r=adirgs would have been noted in the text.
All BNu readings were recorded in the field logbook, which will be provided to the EPA.

Comment 13, Page 3-2, Section 3.4, Paragraph 2:
See comment 4 for Site 1L

Response: _
See resporse O coment 4, Site 1L

Comsent 14, Page 3-3, Section 361, Paragraph 1
See comment 34 for Site 1

Response: _
See response to ament 34, Site L
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15, Page 3-8, Figure 3-2:
See camrent 3P for Site 1L

Response: _
See resprersz to camment 36, Site L

Comment 16, Page 3O, Table S3:
&= comrent 40,

This comment |S assumed to be referring to cament 40 for Site 1. See resparss to
crmment 40, Site L

Comment 17, Page 3-19, Section 3.7.1.1, Paragraph 1:
Wat exactly wvere G & M’s results for Arsenic (as well as other parameters)? Did thee
results indicate the presence of contamination in any other areas? See cament 51 for

Site 1

Response:
The results of the G 6 M study are referenced ad discussed in the Site 15 work plan,
See resprse 10 comment 51, Site 1L

Comment 18, Page 3-19, Section 3.7.1.3, Paragraph 2
Please note the reference to a false analytical positive ad more evidence of
laboratory-derived contamination for methylee chloride. Tress oroblems indicate

improper or inadequate lab QA/QC.

Response:
See responses to general comment 5 and to comment 40, Site 1.

Coment 19, Page 32, Section 373, Paragraph 3:
Vere either OF these TCL WOCs detected in earlier (i.e. G & M) sampling rourds?

Response:
Previous groundwater samples collected from these wells were only analyzed for
chlorinated pesticides, PCBs and arsenic.

Comment 20, Page 3-22, Section 3.7.1.4, Paragraph 1
See comment 41 for Site 1

Response: )
See response to comment 41, Site 1L

Coment 21, Page 3-24, Section 3.7.1.4,

*The absence Of chlordane in E & E soil samples may be due to E 6 BS compositing soil
over a 0- to 4-foot interval BLS. This larger interval may have diluted ary chlordane
present at the surface." These samples should be re—collected to verify if samplirg
tecniques caused questicnable data.

mz ) _ o

Tre site area Will be sampled further during the Prase II investigation. fne
methodology will INClude sampling soils over smller depth intervals in order to
refine the vertical extent of contamination; see response to cament &2, Site 1
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Comment 22, Page 3-24, Section 3.7.2.2, Paragraph 2
See comment 48 of Site 1.

Response: )
See response tO cament 48, Site 1

Comment 73, Page 3-32, Table 3-6: )
Please rote the number of samles vith qualifiers; this indicates Lmpreper or inadequate
lab QasQC.

Response: )
See response {0 coment 49, Site 1

Comment 24, Page 3-37, Section 3.8.1, Paragraph 2
Historical ambient source data should be investigated for VOC contamiration and the

information used to focus further sampling efforts.

Response:
This information will be camiled and evaluated as gart of the proposed Phase IT

contaminant source survey.

Attaciment A

Coment 25, Page 1, Paragraph 1:
See coment 60 for Site L

Respanse:

&= respnsz to coment 60, Site L

Comment 26, Page 1, Paragraph 2:
See cament 61 for Site 1.

Response:
See respansz to comment 61, Site L

Conment 27, Page 1, Paragraph 3
See comment 62 for Site 1

Response:
2= response {0 comment 62, Site 1

Coment 28, Page 2, Paragraph 2
What sampling measures Will be taken to assure that the vertical extent of soil
contamdration IS determined? See coment 68 for Site 1

the frase II investigation, soil samples will be collected over smaller depth

intervals in order to refine the vertical profile of contamiration in the soils. See
resperse to coment 21, this site.

Comment 20, Page 4, Table T .
Vhy aren’t all samples within the same media to be analyzed for the Same parameters? Uhy

aren’t radiological parameters proposed for this site?



Response:
Almost all Phase IT samples will be analyzed for the full TAL/TCL list and for gross
alpha, beta and gamma radiation in order to screen for radionuclides.

Comsent 30, Page 5, Paragraph 1-
See comment 67 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 67, Site L

Comment 31, Page 5, Paragraph 3
S comment 68 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 68, Site 1.

Comment 3, Page 5, Paragraph 4:
See comment 69 for Site 1.

Response: )
See response to comment 69, Site 1

Comeent 33, Page 6, Paragraph 1:
See comment 70 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 70, Site L

Appendices
Conment 34, Appendix C:

Please note the highest openrborehole O(VA/BNu reed — for the temporary wells ranged
fraom O to 780 ppm. This fact should have been noted In the text.

Response:
The range of the highest open-borehole readings has been added to the text in Section
3!7.
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Site 26 — Supply Department OQutside Storage
Interim Data Report

Comsent 1, Page 1-1, Section 1., Paragraph 1:
See comment 1 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 1, Site 1.

Comment 2, Page 2-3, Section 2.4, Paragraph 1:
See camments 4 and 5 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to comments 4 and 5, Site 1.

Comment 3, Page 2-3, Section 25, Paragraph I
See cament 6 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response tO comment 6, Site 1.

Comment 4, Page 2-7, Section 2.9, Paragraph 1:
See comments 10 and 13 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response t0 comments 1 and 13, Site 1.

Comment 5, Page 2-9, Section 2.11, Paragraph 1:
See conment 17 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to comment 17, Site 1.

Comment 6, Page 2-11, Section 2.12, Paragraph 2

These temporary Wells were surveyed i relative to well @15. The temporary wells for
Site 24 were surveyed in relative to the well elevation for @39. Wells at Site 1 vere
surveyed in relative to well @39, at Site 11 to well. M47, at Site-12 to well @415, at

Sites 13 and 14 to USGS Benchmark No. A161 and Site 15 to well. elevations for @59 ad
@60. Why does each site have a different reference point?

Response:

The temporary Wells were surveyed in to the closest permanent monitoring well with
surveyed elevation. See response 10 comment 9, Site 14. The EPA should bear IN mind
that many a(cj;gjcent Sites do have a common 1link. For example, all site 11 wells
(including ) were surveyed relative to @%7; sites 26 and 12 were subsequently

surveyed relative to GM1S.

Comment 7, Page 2-12, Section 2.14, Paragraph 2:
See comment 21 for Site 1.

See response {0 comment 21, Site |.
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Comment 8, Page 2-12, Section 214, Paragraph 3
& cament 22 for Site 1L

Response: _
See resperis2 to comment 22, Site 1L

Comment 9, Page 3-1, Section 3.1:
See comment 23 for Site 1

Responge: )
See response t0 carment 23, Site 1

Cosment 10, Pages 3-2 to 3-3, Section 3.2, Paragraphs 2, 3:
what is contained in the storage trailers? %hat was the condition of the olive gre=n
containers labeled DDI? What are the contents of the refuse bins and did there appear to

be releases from the bins?

Response:

In respnse to the three points raised: a) It is unknown what was stored in the trailers;
they are no longer located on the site; b) the single five gallen coentainer Visually
arceared tO be in good corditien; c) the refuse bins were completely emty and abandoned,
and there was no physical svidence of releases from these bins. The text has been
crangsd 10 clarify these points.

Comment 11, Page 3-5, Section 34
See comment 4 for Site 1. Also, were any HNu readings recorded?

Response:
See respnse 10 coment 4, Site 1. The BNu readings were recorded in the field logbooks,
which ¥111 be provided to the EPA.

"

Comment 12, Page S5, Section 35
Was the background radiation data collected for alpha, beta or gamma radiomclides?

Respanse:
The background radiation collected was for gamma radiation. The text has been changed to
reflect this.

Comment 13, Page 3-/, Section 36, Paragraph 2
Whet work Will be performed to determire if the strorg localized magnetic anamaly in the
south—central area ard other ar=as Of Site 26 is actually buried metal?

Response:

Soil samples Will be collected near these areas during Phase II. Further investigation
will ocaur only if it becomes apparent that they are associated with some type of
contamination.

Comment 14, Page 3-14, Figure 3-6
See «orment 36 for Site 1

Response:
See r=trrst to comment 36, Site 1.
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Comsent 15, Page 3-21, Section 3.8.1, Paragraph 6:
See cament 40 for Site 1.

Respanse: .
See response to comment 40, Site 1.

Comment 16, Page 3-26, Sectian 3.9.2, Paragraph 1:
See comment 48 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to comment 48, Site 1.

Atagment A

Crmment 17, Page 1, Paragraph 1
See comment 60 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 60, Site 1.

Comment 18, Page 1, Paragraph 2:
See comment 61 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 61, Site 1.

Comsent 19, Page 1, Paragraph 3:
See comment 62 for Site 1.

Response:
See respanse to comment 62, Site 1

Comsent 20, Page 2, Paragraph 2:
See comment 66 for Site 1.

Respanse:
See respanises to comments 13 and 62, Site 1.

Comment 21, Page 4, Tahle 1:

why aren‘t all samples within the same media t0 he analyzed for the same parameters? vy
aren't radiological parameters proposed for this site?

Response:
In general, all Phase II samples vill ke analyzed for the full TAL/TCL list and for gross
alpha, beta and gamma radiation N order tO screen for radiomuclides.

Comment 22, Page S5, Paragraph 1:
See comment 6/ for Site 1.

Response:
See response t0 comment 67, Site 1.
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Comment 73, Page 5, Paragraph 3

See comoent 68 for Site L

Response:
See response to coment 68, Site 1.

Cosment 24, Page 5, Paragraph 4:
See coment 69 for Site 1.

Response: )
See response to comment 69, Site 1.

Comment 25, Page 5, Paragraph 6.
See comment 70 for Site 1.

Response: )
See response to comment 70, Site 1
Apperdices

Comment 26, Appendix B:
Please note that radiation readings ranged from ND 10 16 uR/h.

Response:
The range in radiation readings has been added to the text I Section 3.5.
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Site 30 - Buildings 649 and 755
Interim Data Report

Comment 1, Page 1-1, Sectian 1., Paragraph 1:
See ¢cament 1 for Site L

Response: _
See resparse to coment 1, Site 1

Comment 2, Page 2-3, Section 2.4, Paragraph 1:
See comments 4 and 5 for Site L

Respanse:
See responses t0 conments 4 and 5, Site 1

Comment 3, Page 2-3, Section 2.5, Paragraph 1:
See ccmment 6 for Site L

Response: _
See response to comment 6, Site 1.

Comment 4, Page 2-6, Section 2.9, Paragraph 1:
See cament 10 for Site 1

Response:
See response t0 comment 1, Site 1.

Comsent 5, Page 2-8, Section 2.11, Paragraph 1:
See comment 13 for Site L

Response: _
See respanse to coment 13, Site L

Cowrent 6, Page 2-11, Section 2.13, Paragraph 2:
wy did it tae two days to measure water levels in 5 terporary wells?

Responoe:
See resterse to coment 18, Site L

Cament 7, Page 2-12, Sectian 2.13, Paragraph 1:

The Site 30 temorary wells were surveyed in relative to USGS Benchmark No, N26. At Site
26 the wells w=r= surveyed in relative to well G135, The temorary wells for Site 24
were surveyed in dative to the wll elevation for @39, wells at Site 11 to well G¥%7,
at Site 12 to well G115, at Sites 13 and 14 to USGS Benchmark No. Al61 and Site 15 to
well elevations for @59 and @%0. Why so many different survey references?

Response:

Wells were surveyed relative to the nearest datun with a knewn elevation. In sane cases
itwas a U benchmark, in others it wes a previossly surveyed well, On adjacent sites,
every effort was made to UBe the sz datun, while on sites separated by sane distance
this wes Lmpractical and would have resulted in excess clesure error,
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Comment 8, Page 2-13, section 2.15, Paragraphs 2 6 3.
See comments 21 and 22 for Site 1.

Respanse: _
See response {0 comments 21 and 22, Site 1L

Coment O, Page 33, Section 32, Paragraph 5.
Provide additicral information (e.g. usage/purpose) on the "irdustrial waste manholes™.

Response:
This refers to manholes that access the nﬂustnal wvastevater sewer systen The text has

been changed to clarify this.

Coment 10, Page 3-3, Section 3.2, Paragraph 9:
Only the OVA readings are given in Appendix B - not the HNu readings.

Response:
The Site recorraissance BNu readings were not included in an appendix, but were included
in the field logbooks which will be provided to the FPA. The WA readings listed in

Appendix B were recorded during the formal surface emissions survey.

Comment 171, Page 3-10, Section 3.4, Paragraph 7.
See cament 4 for Site 1L

Response:
See response tO0 comment 4, Site 1

Comment 12, Page 310, Section 35 Paragraph 1-
NO radiation readings ar= given in Appendix B.

Response:

The radiation survey was an informal walkover survey as described in Section 2.5. As a
result, measurements were not taken at gridded coordinates ad are not included in an
appendix. The radiation readings are included in the field logbooks which will be
provided to EPA.

Comment 13, Page 314, Table 3:
Again, vhy did It take 2 days to measure 5 water levels; water levels should be measured

as closely as pessible together and within the same tidal phase.

Respanse: )
See response t0 comment 18, Site 1

Comment 14, Page 3-18, Section 3.8, Paragraph 1

What type of future work will be performed to verify the assumption that Site 11 is the
potential source Of contamination for Site 30?7 The contents of this section suggest that
Sites 30 and 11 should be included in the same Operable Unit., Submittal of a single
report for this Operable Unit (asopposed to PSC-specific reports) would facilitate
presentation Of a more camplete, meaningful discussion of these sites.

Response:
The sroeesed Phase I investigation en Sites 11 and 30 should verify the correction
bereen thee Sites. See responses to coment 30, Site 11 ad general cament 1, Site 1



Comsent 15, Page 3-22, Table 3-4:
See comment 41 for Site 1

Response: _
&= =2 to cament 41, Site 1L

OComment 16, Page 3-26, Figure 3-6:

S0013 had a scmewtat nigher total metals and TRFS than surrounding sediments. Could this
smle point be adjacent to a point source or was the sample collected in an area of
acamulation of silt or sediment? Also, see coment 43 for Site 1

Response:
As stated in the report, the distribution of entaminants is probably not uniform. The
passibility exists that thiS sample was collected adjacent to an as yet unidentified
point saurse, Additiaal identification of possible saurce(s) of contamration will be
conducted as pert oF the contamination source survey during the frase I imvestigation.
See response t0 <orment 43, Site 1L

Comsent 17, Page 37/, Section 3.8.2, Paragraph G:
S cament 40 for Site 1

Response:
See response to <yment 40, Site 1L

Comment 18, palp 3-28, Figure 3.
Can phenol detection in 20 be attributed to a point source near its sampling point?

Prerol contadration in SDO20 may be related to current facility activities
topographically upslope in Building 649. Soil samples collected in that area also
exhibited elevated prenols, The text has been revised in Section 3.9 to include this

possibility.

Comment 19, palp 341, Section 3.8.4.2, Paragraph 1
See ccment 48 for Site 1

Response: _
See response to cament 48, Site 1

Cament 20, Page 3-47, Section , Paragraph

A disaussion of activities and amy a.ss::::iated waste dispesal practices of the buildings
and grounds In the vicinity of boring BOO1 should have been included in this report
(probably in Section 31). FOr example, in the past ¢hlorirated hydrocarbons have
apcarently been detected in the grourdwater resr PSC 31 (Building 848) located just north
of this site. Examination OfF all edstirg data and information may have facilitated the
selection Of sampling localities zrd {nterpretation Of sampling results in addition to
Meloirg foos further investigative efforts.

Response:

A1l currently available and pertirant information addressing past and present activities
at and in the vicinity of Site 30 were sumarized in the site work plan. This
information, along vith the results of this report, is beirg used to prepare te revised
Phase I1work plan. See respense to comment 62, Site 1




Attadment A

Comment 21, Page 1, Paragraph 1
See comment 60 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to comment 60, Site 1.

Comment 27, Page 1, Paragraph 2
See comment 61 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 61, Site 1.

Comeent 23, Page 1, Paragraph 3
Se coment 62 for Site 1.

Respanse:
See response t0 comment 62, Site 1.

Coment 24, Page 2, Paragraph 3;
See comment 63 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 62, Site 1.

Coment 25, Page 2, Paragraph 4:
See coment 64 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to coment 62, Site 1.

Coment 26, Page 2, Paragraph 5:
See coment 66 for Site 1.

Respanse: _
See response to comments 13 and 62, Site 1.

Coment 27, Page 5 Tahle 1:
See comrent 65 for Site L

Respanse:
See response t0 coment 62, Site 1.

Coment 28, Page 6, Paragraph 3
See coment 67 for Site 1.

Response: )
See response 10 camment 67, Site 1.

Cosment 29, Page 7, Paragraph 1:
See comment 68 for Site 1.

Response:
See response 1D comment 68, Site 1.




Coment 30, Page 7, Paragraph 2
See cament 69 for Site L

Respanse:
See response to comment 69, Site 1.

Comment 31, Page 7 Paragraph 3
S comment 70 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response tO comment 70, Site 1.

Appendices

Coment 32, Appendix B:
Please note that OVA readings ranged from O to 100 ppn; no radiation or HNu readings were

given in this appendix.

Respaonse:
A formal radiation survey wes not conducted at this site. See response tO comment 12

this site. The site reconaissance HNu readings were not included In an appendix, but
were recorded IN the field logbooks which will be provided to the EPA.

Comment 33, Appendix E:
Please note the the highest open-borehole OVA/HMu readings ranged from O to 40 ppm.

Response: i )
This information was added t0 the text In Section 3.7.1L
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Site 12 - Scrap Bins

Interim Data Report

Comment ], Page 12 Paragraph 1-
&= coment 1 for Site 1L

Response:
See response {0 coment 1, Site 1L

See comments 4 ard 5 for Site 1L

Respanse:
See respories to comments 4 and 5, Site 1

Coment 3, 2-3, Section 2.4:
S cament 6 for Site 1L

Respanse:
See r=pens2 to coment 6, Site 1L

Comuent 4, Page 2-4, Section 27.
If this information was given primary information in the development of placement
strategies, a description of these strategies should be presented Somewhere in the text.

Response:

These placement Strategies were presented to the Navy by E & E in a Data Evaluation
Sunmary during the phase | investigation. Upon request, a copy of the summaries for each
site will be provided to the EPA. In all cases, the medified soope of work was equal to
or greater then that specified in the approved Phase | wok plan.

Comment 5, Page 2-6, Sectian 2.9:
See coments 10 ad 13 for Site 1

Response: )
See response to caments 1ad 13, Site L

Comment 6, Page 2-9, Section 2.11:
See ccent 17 for Site 1L

Response:
See response to cament 17, Site 1L

Comment 7, Page 2-|0, Paragraph 1
The wells at Site 1were tied into well @39’s elevation ad the wells at Site 11l were

tied into well @%7’s elevation. Bere at Site 12, the wells will be tied into menitoring
well @15 (Site ). Why so mary different refarence points?

Response:

See resTerses to camment 9, Site 14, ad coment 6, Site 6. Given that Site 11wells
(including @115) were surveyed relative to G%7 and Site 12 wells were subsequently
surveyed relative to GM15, both of these sites ultimately were tied to the same datum.




Comment 0, Page 2-10, Section 2.13.2:
See cmment 10 for Site 1L

Response: _
See respense {0 coment 1, Site L

Comment 9, Page 2-11, Paragraph 2:
See comment 21 for Site 1

Response: )
See response {0 comment 21, Site 1

Coment 10, Page 2-11, Paragraph 3:
S cament 22 for Site 1

Respanse:
See response t0 cament 2, Site L

Coment 11, Page 3-1, Section 31:
Bdsting data amalysis shauld have inclided a discussion of historical weste management

practices and the materials disposed.

Respanse:
All available information on pest ad present site operationswes included in the work
plan for this site.

Comment 12, Page 3-2, Section 32, Paragraph 4: )
The BN readirgs refersreed here were not Incluce for review.

Response:
The BN wes catried dquring the site recormaissance as a health and safety precaution.
Tre HNu data is contained in the field logbooks which will be provided to the EPA.

Comment 13, Page 3-4, Paragraph 2:
See camment 4 for Site 1L

Response:
See response to cament 4, Site 1

Comment 14, Page 3-4, Section 3.4, Paragraph 2 i
Bow Will the high radiation potential rezr Building 2821 be addressed I the future,

corsidering the 300 uR/h reading from the boring?

The proposed Phase II investigation includes the collection of soil and groundwater
samples from this area. The samples will be analyzed for gross alpha, beta ad gam=
radiation in order to screen for radicrmuclides., The proposed approach ard ratiorale will
be presented in the Phase II work plan for this site.

Coment 15, Page 3-8, Figure 3-3:
See comment 36 for Site 1.

Response:

See response to cament 36, Site 1.



Comment 16, Page 39, Paragraph 4:
See coments 39 and 40 for Site L

Response: )
See responses 10 comments 39 ad 40, Site L

Comment 17, Page 3-9, Paragraph 5
See comment 41 for Site 1L

Response: )
See response 10 comment 41, Site 1

Coxment 18, Page 3-117 Paragraph 1- )
Uhat are the possible sources of the 120,000 ug/kg concentrations Of PCBs in sample

SD001?

Response:
Additional discussion of the potential sources of PCBs was added t0 Section 381 of the
report.

Comment 19, Page 3-11, Section 372

Metals concentrations discussed are relative o the site, rather than 1o action lewels.
EPA’s proposed action levels, as per the appendices contained In the proposed subpart S
rule: Resource Conservation ad Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Action (CA) for Solid
Waste Management Units (SWUs), must be included in the discussion.

Response:

The Navy agrees with this comment, however, given the late arrival of these comments from
EPA and the extensive changes 10 the report which would be required, it was not possible
to incorporate the changes Mo the report in time for resubmittal to EPA. ALl future
reports, where applicable, will make references to these action lewels.

Coument 20, Page 3-12 thru 3-197 Table 3-3:
The state action levels and the blank data should be included in this table.

Response:

Table 3-3 wss revised to include State of Florida surface wvater and drinking water
standards. The sumary analytical results for blanks are presented in Sections 391 and
392

Comment 21, Page 319, Table 3-3:
Sample BO16D is listed twice. Please correct this error.

Response:
Table 3-3 has been corrected.

Compent 22, Page 323, Paragraph 2:
See comment 40 for Site 1 Also, the reference t0 Section 3.10.2 should be t© Section

392

Response:
See 3Be25_pmse 10 Comment 40, Site 1. The reference to Section 3102 has been corrected
to



Comment 23, Page 3-24, Paragraph 2:
See comment 41 for Site 1.

Response:
See response t0 coment 41, Site 1L

Comment 24, Page 3-24, Section 3.7.3, Paragraph 1:
The reference to Appendix C should be to Appendix D.

Response: .
The reference to Appendix C has been changed to Appendix D.

Comment 25, Page 3-26, Table 3-5:
Include the Florida Primary Drinking Water Standards (FPDWS) on this table.

Response:
Table 3-5 has been amended to include the FPINS.

Cosment 26, Page 3-27, Paragraph 6:
See comment 48 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to coment 48, Site L

Comment 27, Page 3-30, Paragraph 1:

See coment 11 for this site.

Response: i
See resporse to comment 11 this site.

Cosment 28, Page 3-31, Section 3.8.3:
Purther clarification IS needed as to which samples and analytical results "other on-site
metals" refers to.

Response: _
The reference to Mother an-site metals" has been deleted in the text.

Comment 29, Page 3-32, Paragraph 3:
Uhat was the rationale for not installing temporary wells into borings BOOB and BO1O,
vhich, upon aralysis, had the highest detected metal concentrations?

Response:

The number Of SOIl borings and temporary monitoring wells and their locations were
established iIN the approved Phase | work plan. The field work associated with completing
s0il borings, temorary monitoring well installation, ad the associated samlirg were
condueted concurrently. AS a result, the Navy and E & E did not have the opportunity to
review the soil aralytical results prior to installing te termporary monitoring wells.

30, Page 4-1, Section 4.0: _
On several occasions, In this section and throughout the text, "'off-site sources",
"additional sources”, Or "‘ambient sources’ are mentioned but not detailed or explained.

BExactly where and vhat might these sources refer to?




Respanse:

Site 12 IS surrounded by industrial facilities, warehouses, storage yards, and a solid
vaste transfer statim. Any one Of these may be an off-site, additional, or ambient
source Of contamination. The proposed Phase IT contaminant source survey will attempt to

specifically identify any other sauces.
Attachment A
Comeent 31, Page 1, Paragraph 1

See coment 60 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 60, Site L

OCmment 3, Page 1, Paragraph 2
See comment 61 for Site L

Response:
See response {0 comment 61, Site 1

Comsent 33, Page 1, Paragraph 3
See comment 62 for Site L

Responses
See response t0 camment 62, Site 1.

Comment 36, Page 2, Paragraph 2:
See comment 64 for site 1.

Response:
See response t0 comment 64, Site 1.

Comsent 35, Page 2, Paragraph 3 tmu 5:
See comment 66 for Site 1.

Response:
See responses t0 comments 13 and 62, Site L

Comment 35, Page 5, Table 1:
aren’t all samples of the same media to be analyzed for the Same parameters? Why are
y the SOl samples to be analyzed for radiometric parameters? Why iS gross alpha not
on the list of analyses t0 be performed?

Response:
All Phase IT samples will be analyzed for the full TAL/TCL list and for gross alpha,

Egta, and gamma radiation iIN order to screen for radiomuclides. See response 10 comment
s Site 1

Comment 37, Page 6, Paragraph 3:
See comment 67 for Site 1L

Response: )
See response to conment 67, Site 1




Comment 38, Page 6, Paragraph 5:
See comment 68 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 68, Site 1.

Comment 30, Page 7, Paragraph 1
See conment 69 for Site 1.

Respanse: _
See response to comment 69, Site 1.

Comment 40, Page 7, Paragraph 3
See coment 70 for Site 1.

Response:
See response {0 comment 70, Site 1.

Appendices

Comment 41, Appendix B:
The 300 uR/h noted in the text was not included in this Appendix.

Response:

The 300 WR/h radiation level was detected in the subsurface during the drilling of a
borehole as part of personnel health and safety monitoring. This information IS included
in the field logbook, which will be provided to the EPA.




Site 13 - Magazine Point Rubble Disposal Area

Interim Data Report

Comment ] Page 1 (Executive Summry), Paragraph 3:
Trese findings suggest that it would he useful to growp further Lmvestigation of this
site with investigations for Operable Unit 10; the IWTP ard asseciated PSCs.

Responge:
The Navy agrees with this coment, Ruxrther investigation of Site 13 will be performed in

conjunction with Operable Lhit 10 at a later date.

Comment 2, Page 1-1, Paragraph 1
See comment 1 for Site 1L

Response: _
See r=spse to cament 1, Site 1.

Comment 3, Page 1-3, Pigure 1-2:
Insert the text and boundary lines for the IWIP and designate the discharge point.

*

Response: ,
The figure has been revised to identify the IWIP boundary and the approximate location of
the treated effluent discharge line. 8Bowever, the discharge point is located
approximately 1/2 mile sast of the IWIP in Pensacola Bay ami can not easily be shown an

this figure.

Comment 4, Page 2-3, Section 2.4:
See @rment 3 for Site 1L

Respanse:
See response to cament 3, Site 1. The text has been changed to clarify the methodology.

(_lt 5, m 2-3, &tim 2-5:
See coment 4 for Site 1L

See response t0 cament 4, Site 1
Comment 6, Page 2-5, Paragraph 1:

See crment 5 for Site 1L
Response: _
3¢ resporse to coment 5, Site L

Comment 7, Page 2-5, Section 2.6:
See cament 6 for Site 1

Response: )
= resprs= to comment 6, Site 12,

Coment 8, Page 2-5, Section 2.0:
See cament 4 for Site 12.
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Response:

See response to cament 4, Site 12.

Comment 9, Page 2-GO Section 29, Paragraph 1:
See comments 1D ad 13 for Site 1

Response: _
See resprises {0 comments land 13, Site 1L

Coment lO, Page 269 Section 2.10:
See comment 17 for Site 1L

Response: _
See restorse to comment 17, Site 1

Comment 11, Page 2-7, Section 2.11:
Wells were surveyed in relative to USGS Benchmark No. A161, Sites 1, 11 ad 12 all had
different reference poINts. Will each Site have its own elevation reference point?

Response:

See responses to cament ;o Site 12, cament 9, Site 14 ad cament 6, Site 26,

Comment 12, Page 2-9, Section 2.12.2:
See cooment 10 for Site 1.

Respanse:
See response to comment 1, Site 1.

Coment 13, Page 2-9, Section 2.13, Paragraph 2:
See coment 21 for Site L

Response:
See response tO comment 21, Site 1.

Comment 14, Page 2-9, Section 2.13, Paragraph 3:
See coment 22 for Site L

Response: _
See respons2 to coment 22, Site L

Comsent 1S, Page 3-1, Sectian 3L
See carmen 11 for Site 12,

Response: )
See response to camment 11, Site 12.

Comment 16, Page 3-2, Paragraph 12
Any idee as to what had been in the 55-gallon drums?

Response:
There vere no Visible markings or labels on the drums to indicate what ey may have
contained. The text hes been changed to clarify this.

Comment 17, Page 3-4, Section 3.4:
See comment 3 for Site 1.
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Response: )
See response t0 cament 4, this site and coment 3, Site 1.

Comment 18, Page 3-6, Section 3.5, Paragraph 2
See comment 4 for Site 1

Response: _
See response to comment 4, Site L

Coment 19, Page 3-6, Section 3 ) )
Vas the background radiation data collected for alpha, beta or gamma radionuclides?

Response:
The background radiation data collected wes for gamma radiation. The text has been
changed to reflect this.

Comment 20, Page 3-8, Paragraph 1: ]
Bow will the high radiation potential near Building 771-F be addressed in the future,

considering the 100 WR/h measurerent?

Response: ,
The proposed Phase 11 irmvestigation includes the collection of surface water, sediment,
soil and grouxdvater samples frem this area. The samples will be analyzed for gioss
alpha, beta and gzmma radiation in order to ser=en for radioruclides. The proposed
approach and rationale will be presented in the Phase O work plan for this site.

Conment 21, Page 3-11, Section 3311
See coment 19 for Site 12.

Response:
See response to comment 19, Site 12.

Comment 22, Page 3-12, Table 33.
See coment 41 for Site 1 and camment 2 for Site 12.

Response:
See the responses to cament 41, Site 1and comment 20, Site 12.

Comment 23, Page 3-15, Section 3.8.1.3:
Having a laboratory—derived contamirant (Methyleme Chloride) In so many samples indicates
that the lab is using improper or iredequate QW/QC methods,

Response:

See the restorss to comment 40, Site 1

Comment 24, Page 3-18, Table 3-4:
Wt is the sxplaration for the pH of 412 In well TWO11, when the other Wells had pH’s
of 61 to 73

Response:

The reason for the lower pH for this sample is unknown. Although this value IS lower
than the values recorded for other mnitoring wells on the site, it is not outside of the
rarge of pH values cammly recorded for Sand-and-Gravel Aquifer. A review of the field
logbook showed that the pH meter had been calibrated and appeared to be functioning

properly.



Comment 25, Page 3-19, Table 3-5:
See comment 25 for Site 12.

Response:
This table has been amended to include the FPDWSs.

Coment 26, Page 3-20, Paragraph 2
See comment 48 for Site 1

Response: _
See response tO cament 48, Site 1

Attachment A

Comment 77/, Page 1, Paragraph 1
See comment 60 for site 1

Response:
See restense to comment 60, Site 1L

Comuent 28, Page 2, Paragraph 1: o
Justify the geoptysical survey proposed for this site. The site is a rubble disposal
area. |f the purpose IS to look for radioactive metals, then a radiation detector should

be used rather than a metal detector.

Response:
The purpose of the proposed geophysical survey is to check for any buried materials, such
&5 dnums, which could be a source of the soil and groxdwater eontamiration detected in

this area. A rationale for the type of geophysical survey proposed for this site will
also be provided in the revised Phase II work plan.

Comment 29, Page 2, Paragraph 2:
See comment 66 for Site 1

Response:
&ee responses to comments 13 ard 62, Site 1.

Comment 30, Page 2, Paragraph 4:
See corment 67 for Site 1

Response:
See response to comment 6/, Site 1

Comment 31, Page 4, Table 1:
Vhy aren’t all| samples within the same media to be analyzed for the same constituents?
Also, if monitoring instruments detected up to 100 WR/h radiation, why are no radiometric

amalyses to be performed an any of these samples?

Response:
All Phase IT samles will be analyzed for the full TAL/TCL list and for gross alpha, beta
and gamma radiation in order t0 screen for radiamsclides,



Comment 3, Page 5, Paragraph 1:
See coment 69 for Site 1.

Respanse: _
Sce response {0 comment 69, Site 1.

Coment 33, Page 5, Paragraph 2:
Site 13 should be grouped with Operable tnit 10 for all further investigative and

reporting purposes.

Response: _
See response t0 corment 1, this site.

Comsent 34, General Comment:
A baseline RiSk Assessment must be performed for Site 13. See comment 70 for Site 1

Response: _
See response to comment 70, site 1.
Appendices

Coment 35, Appendix C: _
Bow will the high radiation potential near Building 771-F be addressed in the future,

considering the 100 uR/h measurement?

Response: )
See response t0 comment 20, this site.
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Site 14 - Dredge Spoil Pill Area

Interim Data Report

Cosment 1, Page 1-1, Paragraph 1
See comment 1 for Site 1L

Response:
See respense to cament 1, Site L

Comment 2, Page 1-1, Paragraph 2 ,

A description iS needed of the location from which the Pensacola By sediments were
dredged. This should be shown on Figure 1-1. Also, the contaminants vhich may have been
relamsed into the sediments and the sources Of the releases must be provided.

According tO this paragraph, dredging occurred in the late 1970’s, but on page 3-2, the
secrrd paragraph states that more dredge spoil disposal occurred between 1986 and 1989.
vas this material stored cm site from the late 1570’s to the late 1980’s, or was this
additicral material dredged between 19686 and 1989.

Response:
The text has been changed t0 include additional available information regarding spoil

origin. It should be noted that Figure 1-1 does not exampass all of the areas dredged.
The contamirants present in the sediments and their possible sources will be further

investigated during Phase II.

Comsent 3, Page 2-1, Section 2.1, Paragraph 2
vhy were stations R8-5 and M\B-$ selected &5 representative of ambient tay conditions

for determining tackgraand contamination? Are they located near the location where the

spoil material was originally dredged? If there are any sampling stations closer to the
original dredging location which are representative of ambient bay conditions, this data

should be used for determining background levels.

Respanse: _
See r=spense to coment 6, Site 2.

See cament 4 for Site 1L

Response:

See resporns=e to comment 4, Site 1L

Comment 5, Page 2-4, Paragraph 1
See comment 5 for Site 1.

Response: )
See respense to comment 5, Site L

Comment 6, Page 2-4, Paragraph 2:

See camment 6 for Site 1

Respanse: )
See response {0 comment 6, Site L
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Comment 7, Page 2-4, Section 2.7:
&= camment 4 for Site 12,

Response:
See rasTns2 to cament 4, Site 12,

Coment S, Page 2-5, Section 2.9, Paragraph 2:
See comments 10 ard 13 for Site 1.

Response: _
See responses to caments 1and 13, Site 1.

Comment 9, Page 2-9, Paragraph 1:
See comment 10 for Site 1. Also, wells were surveyed in relative to USGS Benchmark No.
Al61; Sites 1, 11and 12 all had different refer=nce points. Will sch Site have its own

elevation reference point?

Response:

See response to comment 1, Site 1. The nearest datum with a known elevation IS used to
suvey wells; it is not uncommon for adjacent sites to be surveyed relative to the same
datun. In some cases this datum is a USGS Benchmark, in others it IS a previcusly
surveyed wellhead. However, sites separated by sare distance will generally have their
own refersnce point.

Comment lO, Page 2-9, Section 2.12.2:
See camment 10 for Site 1

Response:
See respense to cament 1, Site 1.

Comment 11, Page 2-10, Paragraph 1
See corment 21 for Site 1.

Response:
Se¢ response to coment 21, Site 1

Cosment 11, Page 2-10, Paragraph 2
See comment 22 for Site 1

Response: )
See response to cament 22, Site 1

Comment 12, Page 31, Section 31
See cament 11 for Site 1

Response:

The meaning of thiS comment to Site 14 is not entirely clear. The small ponds on the
site rave o rames. Sediment from the larger pord was sampled during Frase I, The
revised Phase II work plan will include surface water and sediment sampling in both these

ponds.
Comment 13, Page 3-2, Section 3.2, Paragraph 2:

Why didn't any of the air menitoring aquigment pick up the strong organic 0dOr dowrmwind
Sice of the pads? Will the drum alluded to here be sampled?
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Response:

The response 10 this corment will bedivided to address the two points raised: a) The
strong organic odor reported was one that is typical of decaving maturally occurring
organic material. Organic compounds characteristic of this type of odor are not
generally detected using an HNu or an OVA; and b)) The drum vas rusted completely through
and no material was noted inside of it; & mentioned N the above response, samples will
be collected from the pond during Phese II.

Coment 14, Page 3-5, Section 34, Paragraph 2
See comment 4 for Site 1

Response: )
See response to comment 4, Site 1

Comsent 15, Page 3-8, Table 3-1:

Why were the water levels for the 10 temporary wells collected over a period of 5 days?
This Is absolutely unacceptable. Water levels must be collected over as short a time
period as possible. Considering the praximity of the site t the bay, they should also
be measured during the same tidal phase.

Response: )
See response 10 comment 18, Site L

Comment 16, Page 3-9, Pigure 33:
See comment 3 for Site L

Respanse:
See response to coment 36, Site 1.

Comment 17, Page 3-12, Section 3.7.1.1, Paragraph 2
There appears 10 be a typographical error. "Zn" is referred to twice.

Response:
The second "Zn" wes deleted franthe text, and replaced with "nickel”, which was the
metal being referred 1.

Comment 18, Page 3-12, Section 3712
A table should be provided showing background sediment levels that are being used for
comparison 1D On-Site sediment samples (i.e., data for PNB-5 and PNB-6 sediment samples

provided by FIER).

Respanse: i i
This data is sumarized in the Site 14 work plan.

Comment 19, Page 314, Paragraph 1
See comment 40 for Site L

Response: )
See response t0 comment 40, Site L

Comeent 20, Page 3-15, Table 3-3:
See coment 41 for Site 1 and coment 20 for Site 12.

Response: i i
See responses 1D coments 41, Site 1, and coment 20, Site 12.
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Coment 21, Page 3-21, Section 3731
See comment 19 for Site 12.

Response:
See response {0 cament 19, Site 12.

Comment 22, Page 3-22, Pigure 35
See cament 43 for Site 1L

Response:
See response to cament 43; Site 1.

Comsent 23, Page 3-23, Section 3.7.2.3, Paragraph 1:
See comment 40 for Site 1.

Response: )
See restens2 {0 comment 40, Site L

Comsent 24, Page 3-24, Section 3732, Paragraph 2
= coment 48 for Site L

Response:
%= pesponse {0 comment 48, Site L

Comment 25, Page 3-26, Table 3-5:
See cament 25 for Site 12,

Response:
The FPDWSs have been added to the table.

Comment 26, Page 3-31, Section 3.8.2, Paragraph 3
TRPH contamination IS not restricted to the settling basin, and this statement should be

deleted or modified accordirgly,

Response:
The text has been modifiad to include TRPHs detected west and south of the settling
basin.

Comment 27, Page 3-32, Paragraph 1 )
How will the assumption that the WOC contamination source may be ambient in origin be

proven?

Response:
The widespread occurance of VOCs at a Site comprised of dredged sediments and located

adjacent to an active airfield suxggests a possible ambient source. Upon further
deiireaticn ad confirmation of tress WCs durirg Phase I, the ambient source

possibility Wil be further considered. Air sampling could be used to determine if the
source IS airborne. In addiditon, the contamirant source survey proposed for Phase IT
will, to the greatest extent possible, also attampt to identify potential sources of the
potential ambient contamination.

Comment 28, Page 3-32, Section 3.8.3, Paragraph 1. o
PAHs w=re oanly detected in ope OF the two samples. The text should be corrected
accordingly.
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The text has been changed to indicate PABs were detected in only one sample.

Comment 29, Page 4-1, Paragraph 2:
The PAH concentration N the sediment samples collected from the drainage chammel was 4.7

ppm and should not be considered a " " highlglevated level, hut only “elevated™.

Response:
The text has been changed to "‘elevated'.

Attacment A

Comment 30, Page 1, Paragraph 1
See coment 60 for Site 1L

Respanse: _
See response {0 comment 60, Site 1.

Coewent 31, Page 1, Paragraph 2
See comment 61 for Site 1.

Response:
See respanse tO comment 61, Site 1

Comment 32, Page 1, Paragraph 3:
See comment 62 for Site 1.

Respanse: _
See response 10 coment 62, Site 1.

Comment 33, Page 2, Paragraph 2
Justify the geophysical survey proposed for this site.

The rationale for the type of geophysical survey proposed will be provided in the revised
Phase 11 work plan for this site.

Cament 34, Page 2, Paragraph 3
See comment 64 for Site 1.

Response: )
See response tO comment 62, Site 1.

Comment 35 Page 2, Paragraph 4:
See comment 66 for Site 1.

Responge: .
See responses t0 caments 13 and 62, Site 1.

Comment 5, Page 4, Table 1
Why aren’t all samples within the same media to be analyzed for the same parameters?
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Response: )
In general, all Phase II samples Will be analyzed for the full TAL/TICL list. sSe
to comment 62, Site 1.

Conment 3/, Page 5, Paragraph 4:
See coment 67 for Site 1.

Respanse: _
See response to comment 67, Site 1

Comment 38, Page 6, Paragraph 2:
See coment 69 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 69, Site L

Coment D, Page 6, Paragraph 3;
See comment 70 for Site 1.

Response:
Se response to coment 70, Site 1

Appendices
Comment 40, Appendix C:
Please note that the OVA wes not working while drilling TWOO9.

Response:

A review of the field logbook indicated that the OVA was operating properly, but that the
readings obtained were O ppm above background. The summary page for TWOO9 in the -
appendix has been changed to reflect this.



Site 24 - DT Mixing Area
Interin Data Report

Coment 1, Page 2, Becutive Summry, Paragraph 1:
See comment 30 for Site 12.

Tres= potential sources will be evaluated as part of the contamdration source survey
during the Prase 11 investigation.

Comment 2, Page 1-1, paragraph 1
See cxment 1 for Site 1

Response:
S response to comment 1, Site 1L

Cooment 3, Page 2-3 Section 2.4: )
See comments 4 and 5 for Site 1 Why was radiation monitoring not conducted at this

site?

Response:
See responses to cament 4 and 5, Site 1. Historical information an this site did not
irdicate a need for a formal radiation survey. See response to coment 3, Site 15,

Comment 4, Page 24, Sectim 2.8, Paragxaph 1
See eorment 13 for Site 1

Response:
See rsspanse to coment 13, Site 1

Comment 5, Page 24, Section 2.8, Paragraph 2
See comment 10 for Site L

Respanse:
See response o coment 1, Site 1

Comment 6, Page 2-8, Sectian 210
See comment 17 for Site 1

Response:
3= response to cament 17, Site 1.

Comment 7, Page 2-8, Section 2.11, Paragraph 2:

Water levels should be measured asS close to each other as possible and within the same
tidal grase, Please note that temporary wells for Site 24 were surveyed in relative to
the well elevation for @39, wells at Site 1were surveyed in relative to Well G039, at
Site 11 towell @47, at Site 12 towell @5, at Sites 13 and 14 to USGS Benchmark No.
Al61 and Site 15 to well elevations for @59 and G0,

Response:
See response t0 coment 18, Site 1 and camment 9, Site 14. Given that Site 24 IS located
immediately adjacent to Site 1, the wells on two of these sites Wae surveysd relative to

the same datum (QR039).
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Comment 8, Page 2-10, Section 21P2
See camment 10 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 1, Site 1.

Cooment 9, Page 2-10, Section 2.13, Paragraph 2:
See conment 21 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to conment 21, Site 1.

Comment 10, Page 2-11, Paragrapt 1:
See comment 22 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to camment 22, Site 1.

Cosment 11, Page 3-1, Sectian 3.1:
Existing data analysis should include a discussion Of historical weste management
practices and the materials disposed.

Response: i i _
This information IS sumarized and provided in the site work plan.

Comment 12, Page 3-2, Section 3.2, Paragraph 2:
Only the OVA readings are included in the appendix; where are the HNu readings?

Response:

The OVA readings were recorded during the formal surface emissions survey. The HNu Was
only ussd during site reconnaissance for the purpose of health and safety and the
readings recorded in the field logbook which will be provided to the EPA. Any elevated
readings collected during this 12Kk are noted in the text.

Comment 13, Page 3-3, Section 3.4, Paragraph 2:
See comment 4 for Site 1.

Respanse: _
See respanse to coment 4, Site 1.

Comment 14, Page 3-5, Section 3.6.2, Paragraph 2:
Please explain why it took 2 days to measure water levels for 5 wells.

Response:
See response to coment 18, Site 1.

Comment 15, Page 3-7, Figure 3-2:
See comment 36 for Site 1.

Response: )
See response to comment 36, Site 1.

Ql—'lt 16, m 3‘8, ktim 30701' m 2:
The methylene chloride and toluene are being written off as laboratory-derived

contaminants. \\ht future lab QA/QC will be proposed to prevent this problem?

A62



Respanse: _
&= response {0 comment 40, Site 1.

Comment 17, Page 3-8, Section 3.7.1, Paragraph 3:
See carent 19 for Site 12

Response: _
See response {0 comment 19, Site 12.

Comment |a, Pages 3-O thru 3-15, Table 3-2:
See comment 20 for Site 12.

Response:
The Standards wee added to the teble. = response to cament 20, Site 12.

Cosment 19, Page 3-16, Figure 33
See cament 43 for Site 1

Response: _
See response to coment 43, Site 1L

Comsent 20, Page 3-18, Paragraph 5:
See coment 41 for Site 1

Response:
See response t0 cament 41, Site 1

Cosment 21, Page 3-20, Section 3.7.2, Paragraph 2
Aren't there only 5 temporary wells, not l0?

The text has teen charged to indicate that there wee five temorary wells,

Comment 2?2, Page 3-22, Table 3-4:
See cament 25 for Site 12.

Response:
This table has been amended to include the FPDNS.

Cosment 23, Page 3-23, Paragraph 1
See comrent 48 for Site 1L

Responge: _
See response {0 cament 48, Site L

Comment 24, Page 3-27, Section 3.8.1, Paragraph 2:
what type of air monitoring will be conducted in the future to determine if there IS an

ambient source Of the DDT-pesticides for Site 24?

Response:
The refersnced Section did not sugg=st a potential ambient source for coT, Given that _
DOT was not detected in Soil or groundwater at Site 24, there is no reason to perform air

monitoring for this group of pesticides.



Attachment A

Coment 25, Page 1, Paragraph 1
See comment 60 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to comment 60. Site 1.

Coment 25, Page 1, Paragraph 2
See comment 61 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 61, Site 1.

Coment 27, Page 1, Paragraph 3:
See comment 62 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to coment 62, Site 1.

Comment 2B, Page 2, Paragraph 2:
See comment 66 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comments 13 and 62, Site 1.

Comeent 29, Page 2, Paragraph 5:
See comment 67 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to comment 67, Site 1.

Comnent 30, Page 4, Table 1:
Why aren’t all samples within the same media to be analyzed for the same parameters? Why
aren't radiological parameters proposed for this site?

Response:
In general, all Phase II samples Will be analyzed for the full TAL/TCL list and for gross

alpha, beta and gamma radiation In order to screen for radionuclides. See response to
comment 62, Site 1.

Comment 31, Page 5, Paragraph 2
See comment 68 for Site 1

Response: _
See response tO comment 68, Site 1.

Comment 32, Page 5, Paragraph 3
See coment 69 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to comment 69, Site 1.



Comment 33, Page 5, Paragraph 5:
See comment 70 for Site L

Response:
See response to comment 70, Site L
Appendices

Comment 34, Appendix C:
Please NOle that the highest open-borehole OVA/BNu readings ranged for O to 175.

Response:
The range Of open-borehole OVA/HNu readings has been added to the text In Section 37.




Attachment B

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE
FLORTDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Comment 1 '
The documents (0 not mention that potable/irrigation water wells ecantersd during a NEESA survey
or recently installed wells drawing from the producing Zone of the Sad and Gravel Aquifer are
beirg used at or near the vicinity oOf each of tte sites reviewed below,

Response:

Information obtained from Mr. Ron Joyner and the Public Works Center (PWC) Of NAS Pensacola
indicate that: 1) there are no irrigation wells located on NAS Pensacola. All uater used for
irrigation is either purped from nearby ponds (such as those on the golf course) or is drawn from
the NAS Pensacola mmicipal water supply system; and 2) there are three supply wells at NAS
Pensacola, ncre of which are currently used. All potable water is obtained from a field of wells
at NaS Corty Field, located appradmately three miles north of NAS Pensacola.

Conment 2

Tne consultant plots the total metals for soil ad grourdwater in the figures witheut providing
specific figures for each metal, especially for the primary cres. As is the case of Figure 2-14,
Site 1, for TWO04 the figure irdicates a total metal concentration of 1,669 ug/1, however, 700 ug/1
corresponds t0 ziNC, a secondary drinking water Standard. Trerefore, we recammerd that different
parameters be plotted in different figures.

ry

Response:
Figures will be added to the reports to shown corcentrations for selected individual metals.

Coment 3

Total PABs in ssdiments, soils, and groundwater are reported only as Benzo-a-pyrene. Were any
other constituents, i.e, raphthalene, fluorere detected in the analysis? It is =pectad that

the secord prase of the assessment will report individual PAHs as opposed to total PAHs as
Benzo-a-pyrene only.

Response:

Phase | analytical screening used Benzo-a-pyrene and Trichlorophenol as analytical targets to give
& indication of total PABs and phemols, respectively. In Phase IT, analyses for TCL organics will
inolve the reporting of individual PAE compounds. Puture TCL organics analyses Will include
individual phenolic compounds as well.

Comment 4.

Phenols are reported as Trichlorocpnerol, Once again, were any other chlorinated or natural phenols
detected in the laboratory analysis? Likewise, it is expected that "thesecerd phase of the
assesgrent Will report individual phenols as opposed to total pherols as Trichloropherol anly.

Response:

See r=Tors= to generic comment 3,
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Comment 5:
Are the detectim limits for the different constituents analyzed throughout these reports the

lowest attairable? Trat IS, are there assurances that even though constinents were not detected
at stated detection limits (vhich In the case of WCs for soils were 1000 ppb) they could be
present still above TER stardard for clean soil although below laboratory sereenirg limits?

Given the amlytical screening metheds used, these detectim limits were the lowest attainable.
Phase I analytical data was intended to be used for screening purposes only. In contrast, all
Phase II samples Will be analyzed with full QP protecol using the lowest detectim limits
achievable. To the greatest extent possible, sampling points will be located in a manner to fully
characterize the site.

Comsent 6:

The presence OF methylene chloride is prevalent throughout the analytical phase at almest all sites
many times at corcentrations exceading the assigned detectim limit, While said parameter is a
common laboratory contaminant, no discussion is presented as to the possibility of methylene
chloride edsting as a constituent rather then a laboratory contamirant,

Response:

In most cases the ¢corcentrations at which methylene chloride was detected were similar for both the
samples ard the associated method blanks. In these cases it is unlikely that mettylene chloride
exists as a real constiruent in the samples. On Site 1, however, the report indicated the
potential for this compourd to actually be in the samles due to significantly higher levels of
metiylene chloride detected in the samples.

Coment 7.
It is expected that the additional work propcsed will be performed at full protecol ard not use

"screening phase" detectim limits,
Response: )
During the second phase of imvestigations almost all the samples will be amlyzed for the TAL/TCL

list using full &P protocol. A detailed rationale for sample locations and aralytical
requirements will be provided In the revised Phase II work plans.
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STTE-SPECIFIC COMMENIS
CA/RT Sanitary Landfill (Site 1)

Comeent 1
On the proposed sediment sampling event and its locations, additicral sediment chemical parameters

should be analyzed for especially NE of the site. At a minimm, metals and TRPHs should be
included in additicn to BNAs given the fact that no sampling event Ies been caducted for the above

mentionad constituents.

Response: )

The proposed Phase II work plan will now inciude full TAL/TCL analyses by CLP protocol for almost
all samples collected at all sites. However, the sampling locations have besn adjusted from those
originally proposed. The raticrale for the selection of sampling points ad analyses will be
presented in the revisad Phase I work plan.

Comment 2
on the proposed soil sampling event and its locations, is there reasen to suspect that the soil

borings to be located cutside the landfill boundary will only centain metals? For instance, what
is the ratiaale for analyzing the proposed soil boring below the grourdwater table adjacent to
TW022, TW028 and TWO12 for metals anly? Are there assurances that of all pessible leachate
constituents, anly metals are migrating through the groundwater table into the soil in that part of
the site? We recamerd that the soil be analyzed for TCL parameters at these locations since the
soil borings analysis for TWO22, TWO028 and TWO12 was not provided.

Response:
The objective of sampling soils below the water table for metals only IS to distinguish metals
present in the groundwater from metals present in the aquifer matrix. see response to comment 1,

this site.

Comment 3
For the gromxdheater data presented, please refer to geeric cament no 2.

Response:
See response to generic camment 2.

Comment 4:
It would be advisable to further investigate the collapse feature in the southern part of the site

due to the fact that they are usually associated with solution cavities which could act as a
pathwvay for contaminant migration, i.e. leachate to the main producing zone of the aquifer. Ve
recommend that subsurface geophysics be corructed to determine the horizontal/vertical extent of
this collapse feature before the proposed intermediate and the deep monitoring Wells are installed

in the nearby vicinity.

Response:

Tre "collapse feature” in the southern part of the site is likely due to the collapse of a void or
hollow in materials placed in the landfill. The Sand-and-Gravel Aquifer IS not characterized by
solution cavities. Given the depth to the low permeability zone at NAS Pensacola (approxdimately
40-60 feet) ad the thickness of the zone (appraximately 25 feet), it is highly unlikely that the
main producing zone in this area is affected. Intermediate and degp mondtoring wells are proposed
near this area during Phase II.
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Cosment 5:

It s indicated that this site contains a Boy Scout camp and a recreational area; if so, are
recreational fishing/oystering activities being conducted on any of the ponds and/or the Bayou
Grande area that could cause unacceptable risks to camp and/or picnic attendants given the levels
of TRPBs, PAHs and phenols in the near shore/pond sediments?

Responge:
According 10 Navy-mandated restrictions, there iS no fishing, oystering, OF swimming allowed ;. any
of the ponds on Site 1 or in the Bayou Grande area immediately adjacent to Site 1.




Vaterfront Sediments (site 2)

Comment 1
It would be prudent to include I this report the often mentioned FDER’s Pensacola Bay sediment

sampling data ad its plot on a mp. Moreover, no discussion IS presented regarding the
possibility that the parameter concentrations found at this site exceeded the reported FDER values.

Response:

The FOER sediment sample locations and results are sumarized I the Site 2 work plan. The results
of metals concentrations in Phase | sediment samples were compared to the metals data collected by
FIER at stations PNB-5 ad B8-6. S» response to EPA comment 6, Site 2.

Comment 2
Please refer to generic comments nos. 1 through 6.

Respanse:
See response to generic comments 1 through 6.
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North Chevalier Disposal Area  t 11)

Comment 1
Free product recovery should be implemented at the detected wells.

Response:

Although free product was detected in four wells, it was only slightly more than a sheen on the
vater surface. Inall cases the product thickness was less than the 1/32-inch limit of resolution
of the oil-water probe. As a result it would not be practical or cost effective to attempt 0
recover such an smll thickness of product until the site is fully characterized with respect
the other contaminants detected.

Comsent 2
Please refer to generic comment nos. 1 through 6

Response:
See response to generic comments 1 through 6.

Cament 3

Due 10 the apparent direction of groundvater and surface water flow, plus the amount of PAHs and
phenols found in the vicinity of the creek adjacent o the site, sediment and surface water should
be sampled and analyzed for TRPHs, PAHs, and TCL metals In addition 10 the sampling proposed in the

document.

Responses

Sediment and surface water samples will be collected and sampled for the full TAL/TCL list as part
of the second phase of investigation at and In the vicinity of Site 30. The rationale for the
selection of sampling points and analyses will be discussed in the revised Phase IT work plan for
Site 30. See response 0 coment 1, Site L

Comment 4:

The consultant proposes 10 conduct an "0ff-Site Contaminant Source Survey", however, additional
details of the proposed survey are not provided. For instance, are any additional drilling or
geophysics necessary to conduct such assessment?

Response:

The Phase II work plan (Section 14.2.1) will provide more details regarding thiS. However, the
cantaminant source surveys Will generally consist of an extensive review of available Navy records
of areas adjacent 10 the Site and the subsequent physical surveys Of areas suspected to be a
contributing source(s). In addition, In the area esst of Bayou Grande, additional soil and
groundvater sampling will be proposed for Phase II. Furthermore, data obtained from the
investigation Of adjacent areas (in the case of Site 11, data from Site 30, Site 26 and the IVTP

Sites) will also be evaluated.



Scrap Bins (Site 12)

Coment 1
on the proposed soil sampling, why are the samples north, south, and west of 202 only going to be
analyzed for TCL BNAs? Are there av/ assurances that WCs are atsent from the soil in that or any

sector of the site at concentratiens below those stated in the lab analysis?

Response: _
See restrrses tO geeric coments 5ad 7 and coment 1, Site 1.

Comment 23
The s0il boring north and south of BOOl should also be analyzed for Fherols due to the

ancentrations fad at BO02.

Respanse:
See response to coment 1, Site L

Comment 3
Please refer to generic comments nos. 1 through 6.

Response: _
See responses t0 generic coments 1 through 6.

Comment 4:
Wwhile the consultant indicates that a source of contamiration may be Bldg. 435, no indication is
provided as to the instituticral controls being exercised that could prevent possible contamination

migration to the outside.

Response:
According to information obtained fran Mr. Ron Joyner of NAS Pensacola, no institutienal controls

are beirg used to prevent contaminant migration at this site.
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Megazine Point Rubble Disposal Area (Site 13)

Coment 1:
Please refer t0 generic comments nos.1 through 6.

Response:
See responses to generic comments 1 through 6.

Comment 2
Vhy does the proposed additional work plan not include monitoring any of the wells that Geraghty

and Miller installed as part of a separate study?

Response: i
The additional work proposed for Site 13 will be performed In conjunction with the investigation of
the adjacent IWTP (Group O) sites, which includes monitoring these wells. This work will be
perfod at a later date.

Comment 3:
Any investigation near the vicinity of the previously encountered asbestos material should be

carried out With care due to the fact that while asbestos tile is not readily friable, it can
become so by any type of boring or disturbing activity that encounters said material.

Response:
Comment noted.



Drerge Soil Pill Area (Site 14)

Comsent 1
Is there reason to believe that the proposed sediment sample northwest of BOO9 will tnly contain
TRPHs When the sample 200 feet northwest and up the creek will ke analyzed for TCL and other

parameters?

Response:
See response to comment 1, Site 1.

Comment 2
In the case of BOO1A and others, please refer to generic coments nos. 1 through 6.

Response: )
See responses to generic coments 1 through 6.

Comment 3
On the work proposed adjacent to BOO(?) and BO07, why IS analysis for VOCs not being proposed?

Response: . i
Amgysis for WCs will be included In this area. See response to comment 1; Site 1.

Comsent 4:
For comparison purposes, we recommend the results Of the FDER sampling event (e On Pensacola Bay

be provided.
This information IS included in the Site 14 work plan and will be provided in the Phase II draft
work plan.

Comment 5:
Are pond, underdrain sand filters, or any institutional controls being used/practiced for filtering

potential contaminants?

Response: _ o

Information obtained from Mr. Ron Joyner of NAS Pensacola indicated that no institutional controls
are being used to filter potential contaminants.
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Pesticide Rinsate Disposal Area (Site 15)

Comsent 1
Analysis for VoCs in soils should also be conducted north and west of BOO1 north of B0O3, west of

BOO4, east of BO13, north of BO1S5, east of BO16, and south Of BO17.

Respanse:
Phase II soil samples collected from these areas will be analyzed for VOCs. See the response 1O

comment 1, Site 1

Conment 2
Please refer to generic comments nos. 1 through 6.

Response:
See responses to generic comments 1 through 6.
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IDT Mixing Area (Site 24)

Cosment 1
The SOil borings northeast, southwest of BOO1, southwest of BO02, southeast of BOO8, north and

northeast Of BO1S, should be analyzed for VOCs.

Respanse:
Phase IT soil samples collected from these areas will be analyzed for WOCs. See response t0
comment 1, Site 1.

Cosment 2.
The soil boring proposed southeast of Bal7 should also be analyzed for metals.

Response: _
See response t0 camment 1, Site 1.

Comment 3
Due to the groundwater flow, a monitoring well east of TWO17 should be installed and the

groundvater amalyzed for Metals and Pesticides.

Response:

Although Water leel measurements from the Site 24 temporary wells indicated groundwater flaw to
the northeast near TWO17, the prevailing flow direction for the site is probably to the northwest
(see Section 3.6.2 of the report). As a result, an additiomal well northeast of TWO17 is probably

not necessary to characterize the site. A monitoring Well is proposed north-northwest of TWO17
during Phase II, that, in conjunction with the other proposed wells, should adequately characterize

groundwater conditions at the site.

Comment 4
Please refer to generic comments nos. 1 through 6.

Respaonse:
See response to generic comments 1 through 6.
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Supply Department Outside Storage (Site 26)

Comment 1:
Ve recommend analyzing the soil borings around B0O4 for WCs.

Response: i i i
The revised Phase I draft work plan will include sail samples collected north and south of boring
B004. All sOil samples collected on Site 26 will be analyzed for WCs. See response 1D comment 1,

Site 1L

Comsent 2: ’
Ae any pesticides stored in the chemical storage shed and if so, the soil borings proposed behind,

in front Of, and southwest of it should also be analyzed for pesticides.

Response:
Information oObtained fran Mr. Ron Joyner of NAS Pensacola indicates that pesticides are not stored
N the chemical storage shed.

Comment 3:
Please refer to generic comments nos. 1 through 6.

See response 10 generic comments 1 through 6.
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Buildings 649 and 755 (Site 0)

Comsent 1
Ve recommend that the proposed SOil borings around BOO1 be analyzed for VOCs.

Respanse:
wocs will be included for analysis in the samples collected from these borings. See response to
comment 1, Site 1

Comment 2:
Please refer to generic comments nos. 1 through 6.

Response: )
See response to generic comments 1 through 6.
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Atiadeent C

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE
FLORTIDA DEPARIMENT OF NATURAL KRESOURCES

Cryment 1, Site 1 (Sanitary Landfill): )
Contamiration of the surface water and sediments were detected in Bayou Grarde and the ponds
adjacent to the site. Also, due to the color of the leachate in the ponds and at the base of the

pond vegetation, iren and manganese may be in high quantities.

The proposed Phase IT recommendations expand the mumber of sediment ard surface water samples.
However, the samplirg is limited primarily to analysis of BN&s and a few TRPHs in Bayou Grande and
for metals and BNAs in the ponds. Why aren't all parameters being analyzed in all the adjacent
water bodies? Are iren and manganese going to be tested for in the metal samplings and why weren’t
they tested for in the Phase | sampling?

In the habitat and biota suney, a variety of species were foud in both the upland and submerged
habitats. As the soils, sediments, and surface waters are contamirated, sampling of the flora and
fauna should be perfod to determine if there is any biceccumilation in any of the species.

Direct and indirect link to the human food chaiin can be attributed to many of the species found on

and adjacent to the site.

Response:

Iron and merngarese were not included in the list of approved Phase | sereenirg EJarameters however,
the Phase 11 work plan will be modified to Include the full TAL/TCL on alrest all samples at al |
sites. Samling of the flora and faura at this site willl be conducted as part of the ecological

risk assessment for Site 40 (Bayou Grande area) and Site 41 (NASP Wetlands).

Cemeent 2, Site 2 (Materfront Sediments):
Detectable levels of contamination were faurd in the sediments. The additional sampling and
aralysis recamerdad for Phase 11 iS commendable,

Benthic samples also need to be studied, considering the types of faura observed reside in the
sediments and serve & a food source for larger animals. Some of these species are filter feeders,
which would indicate a high potential for dicaceunilation of contaminants.

Respanse:
Benthic faunal sampling at this site will be corduceted as part of the ecological risk assessment
for Site 42 (Persacola Bay aren).

Comment 3, Site 11 (North Chevalier Disposal Area) and Site 30 (Buildings 649 and 755):

The contamination results of tte surfacewater and sadiment sampling for Site 3 shews direct

correlation to Site 11 in the area of Bayou Grarde. The surface water quality vas telov class IT
. Phase IT recarmendations show moe sampling of surface water and sediments in Bayou

Grande, however, they do not extend further out in the Bayou then «rat Wa initially dere in Phase

I

Ve would like to s=¢ Moe sampling performed further rorth in the southern ann of Bayou Grande. Ve
would also like benthic sampling and analysis in Bayou Grande as the habitat has been contaminated.
The Habitat and Biota survey results for Site 11 states "no indication of stressed biota was

observed." However, the previcus paragraph mentions a benthic coring wes performed in the marsh
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revealing no biota. If the habitat was not stressed, than e would expect some livirg organisms
within the marsh sediments. Sampling ard analysis of the flora and fauna in the marsh and bayou
should he performed to assess natural resource damege and possible bicaccumulation of contaminants
within species. This also applies to the wetlard adjacent to Buildings 649 and 755,

Contamdnation of Bayou Grande may also be related to other arsas of the base mih of where the
creek leading from Buildings 649 and 735 joins the northVsouth drainage ditch. We recommend
further sampling of the ditch south of this confluence as most surface water drains frem the
soutineest end of Chevalier Field.

Response:

Sediment, surface water, ard benthic faunal and floral sampling will be condueted further out in
thiS area of Bayou Grarde as part of the ecological risk assessrent for Site 40 (Bayou Grande
aed). Extensive sampling of both sediment and surface water in the wetlands, creek, drainage
ditch, the marsh ar= and Bayou Grande will be proposed in the revised Phase II work plan for Site

3.

Comment 4, Site 12 (SCrap Birs):

Sediment contanination wes found in the ssdiments of the storm water drain.” AS contaminants may
have progressed off-site through this drainage systam, further sampling of ‘the corplete drain
system should be performed, as well as location of the outfall of that drainage system, W realize
contamiration within other areas of the storm drain may be fram locations other then Site 12.

Response: _ i
The Navy agrees with this corment and has added additiora) sampling of the drainage system ard the

outfall area to the phase I investigation for Site 12.

Comment 5, Site 13 (Magazine Point Rubble Disosal Aed):
Sediment and surface water sampling needs to be amalyzed for Pensacola Bay. Also a habitat/biota
survey should be performed iIn the sediments and water adjacent to this site.

There does not appear to be significant contamination emanatirg fran this site, tut is traced tack

to the IWIP (Group 0). Ve review of the plan for Group 0 is deperdent on the study at this site.
NO surface water or ssdiment samples are addressed for this area of Pensacola Bay, yet shallow

grodhater has been effected which may leach into the bay.

Respanse:
Sediment and surface weter samples as well as a habitathiota survey have been added to the phase
IO investigation for Site 13,

Comment 6, Site 14 (Dredge Spoil Fill Area) _
Elevated levels of contamination was detected in all sediment samles, but were highest in samples

3 and 4 which are located in Pensacola Bay. Phase 11 increases the mumber of sediment samples at

the souttest area of the site, but no additioral ﬂi’s are designated for the bay. We would
like more samples taken iIn the tey between the cut fram the site.

Also, the habitat biota survey at the site apesars to have excluded the marine envirorment of the
bay and should be performed. If further sampling shows contamination above safe limits, benthic
sampling should be analyzed.

Response:
Sediment and surface water samples as well as a habitathiota survey have been added to the phase

II investigation for Site 4.
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Comment 7, Site 15 (Pesticide Rinsate Disposal kea):

Ve perceive a limited corcern at this site based on Phase | results, However, groundwater axl
surface water flew IS toward the golf course ad the pord lecated at the NE comer of the golf
course. Due to possible surface wvater mn—off from the soils ard possible surficial aquifer
leachate occurring In the pond, surface sater and sediment sampling shculd be performed In the
ponds. This pond has a tidal comection to Bayou Grande through a culvert at the north edge of the

pond.

Responoe:
Sediment ad surface mter samples Will be collected in this pond and in Bayou Grande as part of
the frass 11 imvestigation of Site 1L

Comsent 8, Site 2} (DOT Mixing Area)
Refer to General Comments.

Response:
See responses to general comments.

Comment 9, Site 25 (Supply Department Outside Storage):
Refer to Gereral Caments,

Response:
See responses to general comments.

Comment 10, General Conments:

As a natural resource trustee, the Florida Department of Natural Resources perceives the entire
naval base as a site of potential eontamdnation of ar trust resoress, Our trust resources
include all of Bayou Gramde, Pensacola Bay, and the tidal sstharies and sloughs In and around the
base. Ve have jurisdiction over these submerged lands ad the marire environment.

The Pensacola Naval Alr Statim is identified by USEPA  as a site on the MNaticral Priorities
List. We commend the Navy, and E & E for identifying all potential sources of contamination (PSC)
and proceeding to identify the extent of contamination for thxse specific PSC., However, all of
these sites are located on a peninsula surrounded by our trust resources. All surface mter
run-off, drainage, and groundwater lsachate flow frem the base into eur trust resource. Most of
the above sites do not address the surface water flow from the PSC. The only ones addressing
surface mter are Site 1, 11and 30.

Ve believe sediment sampling and aralysis needs to be performed in all ares of the water bedy
surrounding the base. Also surface water flow needs to e addressed thoroughly at these sites not
directly adjacent to a creek, bayou, or bay. All of the Phase | studies of the sites state
antamiration may be fram ambient sources.

Response:
In respmse to FR's concerns, the Nawy is fully commdtted to the svaliation of all surface vaters
and associated environments ON and surrounding the NAS Pensacola. Storm water nuoff, surface
water flow and groundwater discharge were considered during the Prase | investigation, as well as
the proposad Phase I investigation. For example, during Phase | routes of storm water runoff into
surface water bedies wer= looked for and were t0 be sampled, if found. None Vere cbserved for this
grop of sites; however, extensive surface vater and Sediment sampling in adjacent water bodies was
performed. In additim, in response t0 your comments, more extensive sampling of surface waters
and sediments is now proposed for Phase II. For areas that are not directly associated with these
(Batch 1) sites, these concerns will be addressed during the Phase IT work an Batch 2 sites or the
ecological risk assessments for Site 40, (Bayou Grarde ared), Site 41 (NAS Persacnla Wetlands) and
Site 42 (Pensacola Bay).
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Attzceent D

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE
NATTONAL OCEANIC AND ATMDSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION

Comment 1, Site 1 Seanitary Landfill:
Elevated contamirant eancentrations w=re fasd in soil and shallov grardwater at the site.
Elevated ¢orcentrations of metals, TRPHs, PAHs and sherols were found in sediment &rem the pords

adjacent tO Bayou Grande, same Of which discharge to Bayou Grande ard support NOAA resources.
Sediment samples are needed to determine the extent of antamimation of wetland arsas to the west

ard southwest of the site and are not currently plarred for Phase O,

Response:

Sediment and surface vaters will be added in tESe arwss for the Phase 11 investigation, A
cetailed ratiorale for the location of samples and analytical requirements will be provided in the
Phase 11wtk plan for this site.

Crment 2, Site 2, Vaterfrant Sediments:

Metals, TRPHs, WCs and PAHs were fourd in rear shore sediments. Elevated metals and paH
coneentrations were located along the sastern portion of the scuthern waterfront area where
wntreated industrial waste had fommerly discharged. Elevated TRPH corcentrations Wae widespread.

Planed Phase II samles should be amalyzed for 82&s and pesticides at detection limits that will
show effects on aquatic Life,

Response:
Pesticides ad P2s will be added to the amalyses. The detection limitswill be the lowest
achievable using standard EP4 methods and full CL? protocol.

Comment 3, Site 11, North Chevalier Disposal Area:

Contamination from burnirg, landfilling ad disposal of industrial wastes was famd in soil and
groundwater throughout the site. The site is adjacent to Bayou Grande and sediment sampling there
found high contamimate cencentrations from the site.

Prase II soil, groudater, ad sediment samples should o= analyzed for radiauclides. Detection
limits for pesticides and RRs should be below AR and ER-L values.

Sediment samples in addition to the plammed Fhase I samples (to be included in Site X samlirg)
shauld be collected to delineate the extent of the high contaminant concentrations faurd in Rayou
Grarde ard to determire the extent of contardmation in the wetlard ar=ss adjacent to Bayou Grande.

Respanse:

All phase II samples Will be aralyzed for gross alpha, beta ad zzm= radiatian to screen for
radionuclides. Detsction limdts for pesticides and &2s will be the lowest achievable using
stancard EPA methods and full &P protocol. sdditicral irvestigation of Bayou Grande and adjacent
wetlands will be performed during the ecological risk assessment of Site &) (Bayou Grarde area) ad

Site 41 (NASP Wetlands),
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Coment 4, site 30, Buildings 649 and 755:
Former plating operations at these buildings is considered to be the source of most contamination

fard at the site, although same contamination may result from off-site sources. Elevated
eentaninant concentrations «=re foaund in soil and groudwater at the site. Sediment and surface
water near the site are eontamirated with metals, TRPHs, PAHs ard phenols. (rdetermined
corcentratiens of pesticides and PCBs were also faurd in sediment near the site.

additioral Phase II sediment samples should be collected to determire the extent of the high metals
corcantrations ford at two sampling locations in Bayou Grarde near Site 11 For all Phase IT
samples, FBs and pesticides should be analyzed for using detection limits less then the AWC and
ER-L \alues.

Response:
Extensive samplirg in this area of Bayou Grarde IS proposed in the revised Phase I work plan for
Site 30, See response to commeEnt 3.

Czmmet 5, Site 12, Scrap Bins:

e facilities at the site which Include a salvage yard with a compactor, a chemical storage shed
and storage bins are likely sources of contamiration found at the site. Elevated surface radiation
readings were found and a boring was abandoned because of radiation levels to 300 uR/h. High
corcentrations of metals, PAHs ard FRs were found in sediment samples from a storm drain at the
site. Elevated contamirant concentrations were also found in soil and groundwater,

Phase II graudwater and sediment samples should be analyzed for radiomxclides, (ower detection
limits should be used for A3 and pesticide sampling analysis in Phase 1.

Response:
Phase [T samples on all siteswill be analyzed for gross alpha, beta and game to screen for
radicmuelides, Phase II detection limits for pesticides and PcBs will be considerably lower than

those for Phase I.

Cazment 6, Site 15, Pesticide Rinsate Disposal Area:

Arsenic wes faurd in high concentrations in both soil and groundwater at the site, which is located
near Bayou Grande. A high concentratieon of mercuwry wes found in an edsting permanent well at the
site.

Lewer detection limits should be ussd for pesticides in Phase 11 sampling analysis. Because
mercury was not aralyzed for in soils previcusly, all samples should be amalyzed for metals to
determine the source of the high mercury concentration f a d in the permanent mond toring well.

Possible surface water patways should be investigated.

Response:

Phase II samples will include aralysis for all Target Amalyte List (TAL) Hetals including mercury.
Detection limits for pesticides and PCBs Will be lower and possible surface water pathways will be
investigated on all sites.

Comment 7/, Site 24, DOT Mixing Area:

The site IS located in e center of the peninsula and therefore is of less concern than the sites
adjacent to surface water. Lead T a d in soil and grordwater throughout the site is the
contaminant of concern. The source of the lead contamination IS uncertain, but was suspected to be
from the oeeasional use of aviation fuel for mixing with DOT instead of diesel fuel.
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All Phase II SOil samples should be amalyzed for TCL metals. Lower detection limits for pesticides

should be used. Pussible surface drainage catirvays from the site should be investigated during
phase II.

Response:
See responses to comments 5 and 6.

Comment 8, Site 13, Magazine Point Rubble Disposal Area:

Tre Site iS a martov strip of land along Pensacola Bay where building rubble ad construction
materials were disposed. Several surface radiation readings were recorded above background,
including a mass of metal ship parts which had a reading of 100 W/h. Floor tiles from the rubble
were fard to antain 3% to 2% asbestes materials,

Elevated cencentrations of metals, TRPHs, PAHs and phenols were fand at the site in the vicinity
of the IWIP and adjacent to Pensacola Bay. It is suspected that the IWTP and Chevalier Field
nurvays may contribute more to contamiration at the site then the rubble disposed there.
Contamdration of the area is of concem because of the praxdmity to Pensacola Bay,

Radionuclides should be analyzed for in Phase IT soil ad groxrdwater samples. Sediment samples
should be collected frun Pemsacola Bay in the vicinity of the elevated contaminant concentrations

fard in soil and groundwater.

Response:
See responses to comment 5 and 6. Sediment and surface water samples will be collected in this

area and analyzed for the full TAL/TCL.

Comment 9, Site 14, Dredge Spoil Pill Area:

Contaminated sediments frun Pensacola Bay were placed at the site in the late 1970’s when the By
was dredged to er=ate an aircraft carrier tuming basin and port. Chevalier Field, west of the
site, is suspected to be the sourcs of same of the contamiration found, Wetland arems which
receive drainage from Chevalier Field are located north and south of the dredge spoil fill area.

Sediment, soil, and grasdwater contamination are present, but probably not at high concentrations.
The site is of concern because of its location on Pensacola Bay. Structures to eontrol fuel spills
fram Chevalier Field and oil/water separators should be eonstructed here.

Response:

Surface drairege to the wetlards at Site 14 and Pensacola Bay primarily occurs frun the
sautheastern portion of Chevalier Field. A storm water infall grating inlet is located at the
southeastern comer Of the field; fram there discharge flows to a culvert outfall and drairage
ditch that iS located on the southern boundary Of the Dredge Spoil Fill Area. The Storm water
inlet and culvert do contain an oil-water separating unit, and the discharge to the drainage ditch
is mnitored for flaw, pH, oils and greases, suspended solids, and terperature under NFTES permit
FLO002500, outfall serial no. 006. In addition, surface water and sediment samples are propased in
this area during Phase II.

Commemt 10, Site 26, Supply Department Qutside Storage:

The site is an open shed on a conerete ped used for chemical storage, located in the center of the
Peninsula. Slightly elevated contamirant concentrations were farg in soil and groundvater. The

source Of 1,1,1-Trichloroethane fourd in groundwater has not teen detennined. TRPHs were fourd in
mst SOil samples.

Response:
Cament noted, Further investigation of Site 26 for these concerns will occur during Phase II.
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