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Dear Mr. Nuzie:

Enclosed for your review are our responses to your comments on the
Draft Workplans Phase I and II Reﬁort for Operable Unit 10: Group
O; PSC Site 32, 33, and 35 at the Naval Air Station Pensacola,
Pensacola, Florida.

We have 1ncorporated your appropriate comments into the development
of the oraft/Final Report due for submittal on December 5, 1991.
We have also enclosed for your review our responses to comments
made by FDER, FDNR, and NOAA.

We appreciate your effort and corporation iIn providing review
comments., Please contact Ms. Suzanne O. Sanborn at (803) 743-0574,
iIT you should have any questions pertaining to our responses or any
other matter concerning the Naval Air Station Pensacola, Pensacola,
Florida Installation Restoration Program.

Sincerely,

<" James B. ualons, Jr., P.E.
Manager, Installation _
Restoration, East Section

Encl :
Attachments A through D: Navy responses to comments
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Attacteent A

KESPONSES TO OOMMENTS FROM THE
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, RHGION IV

Comment 1

It should be clear that the screening level data is not acceptable for risk assessment purposes.
The gereration of a separate report comtaining the screening data is unnecessary. The screening
data would most appropriately be included in the Remedial Investigation Report as background
information for selecting CLP (D0 level IV) sampling locations. The generation of three separate
reports for these sites IS umecessary, It IS unclear wy these sites have not been consolidated
into ane site.

Responses

The Navy was Nnot propesing to use screening level data for risk assessment purposes. The risk
assessment will primarily utilize the results of the Phase 11 investigation which includes all
aralyses at full CIP protocol. As will be discussed in subsequent responses, Phases I and IT have
been combined and the seresning aralyses dropped,  Per Section 21 of the work plan, a separate
report for Ffase | is not proposed. The Navy agrees that one report should be written for these
three sites, plus the results of the adjacent Site 13 investigation. The work plan has been
modified to reflect this.

Comment 2:

All crrently available, relevant information should be included in the work plans so that the most

complete eonceptual model possible can be developed. This work plan generally includes only
references to previous investigations performed at these sites. ALl historical information

on waste management practices at the site and data from previous investigations should be used to

map out the present extent of contamimation, and potential migration/exposure pathways, to the

maximum extent practicable,

Once the most complete concsphual model possible has been formulated, the work plan should go on to
identify the remaining data gape which nesd to be addressed in order to adequately characterize the
site for the purposes of performing a Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA) and selecting a Remedial
action (Ra), Clearly, the adequacy of these reconmendations is directly dependent on the quality
ard completeness of the concsptial medel, re-emphasizing the importance of the latter.

Given the amount of informatien which currently exists for these sites, effort should be made
to make the next phase of fleld work the fimal phase, Whether or not Uw%goalisaccamlishsi
will depend largely on the quality ard completeness of the present RI/FS Work Plan.

Response:
All aurrently available ard relevant information was included, surmarized or refersnesd in the work

plan. 1t would be campletely impractical to include the data from a1l previous investigations in
the work plan. A map showing the current extent of affected groandwater has been added to the work
plan. The sampling locations proposed in the work plan were designed to fill remaining data gaps.
More Cetail regarding sample location raticrale was provided in the work plan.

Every effort will be made to make the next phase of field work the final phase,
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Comment 3:

Reorganization of the section 2.0 to include the infonmtion rmtained in Sections 3-7 would
facilitate formulation of a more complete site description. The material rmtained in these
sections mght be more effectively "re-sectioned" as follows:

(i) general, regional infonmtion
(ii) site—specific information (including all data obtained during
previous irvestigations) (1.e. the conceptual site model)
(iii)data gaps which must be filled in order to perform a BRA and select an Ra.

The fleld, lab ad interpretive methods presented Sections 16-18 could then be focused SO as to
provide direct answers to the "questions" presented in Section "(iii)".

Responses
The work plan has been restructured to follov EPA’s suggested fonmt.

Comment 4:

Sections 5523 and 1524 state that PC well casing will be used for this investigation;
stainless stesl well casing should be used. Use of PYC must be justified as noted in the comments
on the Interim Data Reports.

Response:
A justification for the use of PC materials for moni toring well eonstruction has been apperded to
. the work plan for review ad approval by EPA and FDER.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment 1, Sectin 1, Introduction:
An Executive Summary should precede S section.

Section 1 shauld identify the general types of contamration faurd at the Group 0 sites and discuss
the possibility of other potential source aress. It also should contain more detail on the steps
of the RI/FS process, including the specific goals and scope of work to be corducted at the Group 0
sites. The appropriate guldarce doamentation asseeiatad with Lmplementation of this work plan
(e.g., EPA’s Guidarce for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCIA
[1988], E's SOP/QAM [1991], etc.) should also be referenced in this section.

Response:
An executive summary has been added to the work plan. The requested information and references
vill be added to the introducticn section.

Comment 2, Page 1-5, Section 1:

The second sentence in the next t0 last paragraph and the firal sentence in the last paragraph seem
to imdicate that a full-scale RI/FS is optiaml, This text must be reworded to reflect the fact
that the purpese of this doament is to direct the activities of a Remedial
ImvestigatiayFeasibility Study of the NAS Pensacola Sites 2, B and &.

Response:
The referenced text does not indicate that an RI/FS is optional, only that work beyond Phase II may
not be required. The text was modified to include the statement requested by EPA. As will be

discussed below, the work proposed forﬂnssladﬂtnsbealcgi;hﬁ_iﬁm;mm-

A2




Comment 3, Pages 2-1 10 2-5, Section 2, site Descriptian:

Sections 4, 5,6 and 7 should be included as pert of the site description section and include
separate pysical features, demographics, land/water use, and soil sections to develop a better
understanding of the site background ard physical setting prior to evaluation of existing data and
{dentification of data gaps.

Response:
Tre material discussed in Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 was included in the site description in Section 2
in order to comply with EPA’s formatting requirement. The additiomal requested information (i.e.,
demographics, land Use, etc.) wes also added.

Coment 4, Pages 2-4 to 2-5, Table 21-
This tzble belongs in the site history section alerg with the discussion of previous groundvater
sampling irmvestigation data. This teble should also include the installation dates, dimensions ad

construction materials used for each well.

Response:
Table 2-1 was moved to the site history section in order to camly with EPA’s formatting
requ%renrw;)i The installation dates, dimensions and construction materials for each well was added
to the e.

Cement 5, Pages 34 10 39, Section 3
The site history section is incamplete, it only sumarizes sore of the existing data prior to 1989

.and does not evaluate past 1389 quarterly groundvater monitoring data as well as other site data
documented for Group 0 sites identified in Table 1-1.

Aditicnal figures identifying the lecatien of the existing wells discussed in thiS section should
be included for referencing purposes.

Data tables summarizing the previous groundwater sampling investigation data exceeding MCLs should
be included in this section.

Response:
The sumary of the pre-1989 chta was expanded and a sumery of the available post-1989 data wes
added to the site history section of the work plan.

A figure showing the locations Cf the other wells discussed (E-1 through DG-6, and @4-74 and -75)
vas added to the work plan. These wells have al| been either abandoned Or destroyed.

A data table samarizirg previous groundwater sampling data which exceeds MZLs was added to the
work plan.

Comment G, Page 3-1, Section 3., Paragraph 2:
IS there nothing in the FIER files with details on the 80,000 gallons of unknown material that

resulted in a fish kill? Wt did the weste spill consist of?

Response:

FIER could find nothing in the files regarding the spill. Additional details regarding the
incident were obtained from Greg Campbell at NAS Pensacola and were added to the work plan.
However, the exact composition of the waste spilled is still unknown.

Comment 7, Page 3-1, Section 3., Paragraph 3:
BowvasﬂnstimteofS&Dgallam/dayofseepageﬁmthesméepdﬂdetemined?



Response:

The seepage through the soil—cement bottom of the surge pond was estimated using the nethodologis
specified In Landfill and Surface Impoundment Performance Evaluation, SW-869, EPA 1380 and

of ¥aste Impoundment and Disposal Facilities, N-8/0, EPA 1980, The calaulations used an estimated

permeability for soil—cement and a pond stage of 5 feet.

Comment S, Page 3-2, Section 3., Paragraph 5:
Vas any sampling performed to determire if the sulfuric acid spill clean-up wes successful?

The last senterce in this paragraph states ™o other infonmtion regarding the IWTP sludge drying
beds vas available during the time this work plan was being prepared”.” Is this true? Takirg into
accont the regulated history of these sites, it would appear a large body of infonmtion has
already been collected. All pest site information should be usad in preparing the RI/FS work plan.

Response:
It is unknown Whether any sampling was performed specifically to monitor the acid elearuo.

The Mavy’s RCRA section has located additional information regarding the sludge drying beds. This
information has been incorporated into the site history section of the work plan.

Comment 9, Page 3-3, Section 3., Paragraph 6:
Vhy was only one well (0G6) aralyzed for pesticides/PCBs?

Response:

¥ell Di-6 Wes selected for analysis for Appendix VIII constituents which included pesticide/FCBs,
This was per an agreement between the Navy and the Northwest District FOER. The text was modified
to reflect this

Comment |O Page 3-3, Section 3., Paragraph 7.
Mo eoncentrations of cyanldewere present in the five RCRA detection monitoring wells, although
the results could not be confirmed due to the interference of high sulfide concentrations.” Was
the saurce of the sulfides maturally occurring (salt water intrusion) or man<rade (sulfuric acid
spill)?

Response:
The soures of the high sulfides is uwnknown,

Comment 11, Page 3-3, Section 3., Paragraph &

In the Interim Data Reports for Sites 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 24, 26 and 30, many of the
cerpards listed here were written off as laboratory-derived contamination, particularly the
methylene chloride. Why wasn't the same reason used for this data?

This paragraph indicates the tackground well contained low concentration volatile organic
compounds. Has the source of the econtamination been identified? Is this a true background well?
These questians should be addressed.

Respaonse:
The Geraghty and Miller reports from which this data was derived did not include method blank

results. Thus, the possibility of laboratory contamination could not be evaluated.
The source Of WCs detected in well Us-1 has not been determined, This well is not a true

background well given that it IS located hydraxﬂi y down-gradient fran the site. However, the
well was agreed upon &5 a background well in correspondence be twe?’xﬁmeNavyarﬂtheEPAamm
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during the preparation of the closure permit. Rscent analytical results indicate that the
groundwater in this area is not impacted by the IWTP, This was clarified in the work plan text.

Comment 12, Page 3-4, Section 3., Paragraph 11

Tre last sentence indicates that information regarding the surge pord temporary RCRA operation

. permit #8.%, 17-68087 was not available for tre preparation of thiswork plan, however, this
information IS currently available in the 1933 Geraghty and Miller Seni Anmual Report, Corrective
Actialand Compliance - Monitoring Programs, Surge Pond Operation Permit ¥WIF MAS Pensacola and
should be summarized in the data evaluation section of the work plan. A1l exdsting information
mst be utilized to eliminate redundancies and to design a complete, efficient, cost-effective
RI/FS work plan.

Respmse:
The referenced report only mentions that the temporary permit was used to prepare the permanent

permit.

Comment 13, Page 3-7, Section 3., Paragraph 19:
)nnt was the permitted hazardous waste facility mentioned here?

Response:
Tre tazardaus weste facility mentioned rere is located rear Emelle, Alabama, and IS operated by
Chemical \\e Management, InC. This information was added to the text.

Comment 14, Page 379 Section 3., Paragraph 20:
If low or detectable levels oF phenols, cyanide, 1,2-dichlorotenzere, 1,3-dichlorobenzene,
1,4~dichlorobenzene, and toluene were detected in SOilS teneath the sludge drying beds and/or the
surge pond, then how could these units have been given clean-closure status?

Response:
Only the polishing and stabilization ponds were clan—alosed, The sludge-drying beds and surge
pond were closed but with a follow—up mord toring plan according to the pest—losure permit,

Comment 15, Page 3-8, Section 3., Paragraph 21:
How were wells DG-1, DG-2, DG-6, G474 abandoned?

Response:
These Wells «=re reported to have been pluzged and atardered properly following the Nothwest
Florida Water Management District abandonment procedures. The text was mdified to reflect this.

Comment 16, Page 3-O, Section 3., Paragraph 26:

"Since July 1990, the recovery system bas been inoperative..." What other remedial activities have
== conducted in the interim period to substitute for the inoperable well recovery system? The
mst recent literature on Well recovery systams indicates that pulse pumping, not continuous
pumping, IS the best methed to use for contaminated groundwater (Randall Ross, KERL, Ada,

Oklahoma).

Response:
No other remedial activities were conducted during the interim period. The recovery system is
currently scheduled to be repaired and brought to cpersticral status by Novemer 15, 1991, The

comment regarding pulse pumping IS noted.
Comment 17, Page 3-9, Section 3., Paragraph 77:

The next to last senterce in thiS paragraph status "™No overall inter;k'eliveorsuum:y reports have
been developed from these sampling efforts  other then formal data transmission.” Why not? It
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would appear that this large body of information would be aritical to providing adequate
Monmtian for risk assessrent and remedy selection without "reirventing the wheel”. It seems
sometat {rrespensible to igrore thiS data when it hes the potential to save time and mey in the

study.

Response:
Only formal data transmission IS requirsd to met the quarterly permit requirements. Section 12 of
the work plan did propose evaluatirg adl preparing a complete sumary of this data for use in the
investigation. It seems scmewhat non—constructive and useless to ask questions which are
thoroughly answered elsewhere in the work plan.

Comment 18, Pages 4-1 to 4-2, Section 4:
This section should InClude a NOAA average monthly climatic data table sumarizing the current
temperature and rainfall data for the Pensacola area.

Response:
A NOAA climatic data table was added to the section,

Comment 19, Pages 5-1 1© 5-9, Section 5:
It aprears that an endangered species/ecological survey was conductad in March 1986; however, many
of the subsections are written as teirg site-specific but reference Wolfe et al. (1%83).

The FDER samples collected along the WwTP outfall are significant but are only briefly mentioned.
More Cetail describing these samples and results should be provided. Hov will the drastic drop in
species abundance and diversity cless to the sewage outfall/turning basin be addressed and
remediated?

More Cetail regarding the site-specific estmrine system and wetlands classification in the
vieinity of the site iS necessary.

Response:

The Navy did perform an ecological survey in 136 at NAS Pensacola as part of a hare porting study.
The study by Wolfe et, al. (1988) was regional but includes the NAS Pensacola area. The Navy study
Monmtian is presented in a site-specific context whereas, Wolfe et. al. iS more general. The
text seems very clear in this regard.

More details regarding FUER sample results near the outfall were added to the work plan. The

impact of the outfall on biota in the bay will be assessed during the irmvestigation of the
Pensacola Bay Area Site (Operable Unit [oU] 17).

More &tail regarding the estuarine systemand wetlands near the site was added to the work plan.

Comment 20, Pages 6-1 1D 6-2, Section 6:
Figures that identify surface weler location/mun-off pathways, and the 100 year flood plain, if
applicable, should be utilized in the deseription of the site-specific surface Waler hydrology to

identify potential migration patineay.

Response:

The anly potential surface water nun—off pathnay identified en the site is the drainage ditch south
of the polishing and stabilization pords, Surface water and sediment samples will be collected
from the ‘ditch. A figure showing the location of the 100 vear flood plain was added to the work
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Comment 21, Page 6-2, Section 6.2:

*The portion of the cresk adjacent to the three sites, Bayou Grande, and Pensacola Bay are al |
subject to tidal fluctuation in water levels." What studies have been or will be performed to
determine how these tidal fluctuations effect groundwater flaw direction and gradient?

Response:

This coment IS inconsistent with comment 25 below which sugwests that tidal fluctuations should
not have a significant influence on surficial zone water levels. Nonetheless, the hydrologic
assessment section was modified to include collecting water levels at oppesing tidal phases to
otserve the Influence of tides on water levels.

Comment 22, Pages 7-1 to 7-7, Section 7:
This section should include both regioral and site—specific deseriptions and figures for soil type
distribution, geologic structures and geologic gross sections.

Response:
Soil type distribution was added to the text. A discussion of geologic structures and a geologic
cross section was added to the work plan,

Comment 23, Page 7-2, Section 7.1.2.1, Paragraph 2

The water from the surficial zere IS currently not used for drinking water in the vicinity of the
disposal sites at NAS. Bowever, Wwater from this zone is discharged to wetlands on NAS Pensacola
.and to the Pensacola Bay and Bayou Grande. These areas are habitats for rare, threatened, and
endangered species, areas defired as ecologically vital. As outlined by The Guidelines for
Ground-Water Classification under the EPA Ground-Vater Protection Strategy, the surficial zone CF
the Sand-and-Gravel Aquifer is classified as Class I-Special Ground vater. Class | aquifers are
subject to the most stringent cleanup Standards.

The Value provided in this section for hydraulic conductivity of the surficial zene of the
Sand-and-Gravel aquifer is 16 to 56 ftlday. Bowever, on page 3-4, the stated hydraulic
conductivity value for this zone is 170 to 230 ft/yr (047 to 0.83 ft/day). Hydraulic conductivity
clarification for the surficial zone shauld be made.

Response:
Comment noted.

The EPA reviewer has confused hydraulic conductivity with groundwater flow velocity, both of which
are given in units of feet per day. The text in Section 7121 referred to hydraulic conduetivity
vhereas, page 34 referred to flow velocity.

Comment 24, Page 7-3, Section 7.1.2.1, Paragraph 5

(lassification of the groundwater in the Main Producing Zone should be discussed in this section,
Total dissolved Solids (TDS) amalytical results should be provided to eenfim this classification.
Assuming the lov permeability zene IS continuous in the NAS Pensacola area and that this zone
prevents comunication between the surficial and the major producing zone, the mgjor producing zone
could be classified ¢lass II-B, Potential Source of Drinking Waer, A Class 1l assigrment to the
rajor producing zone is contingent an a TS concentration Of less than 10,000 ppm.

A disasssion of the aquifer classification was added to the text.
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Comment 25, Page 7-5, Section 72

This section mentions that the later levels of the surficial zame of the Sand-ard-Gravel Aquifer
vary with the fluctuating tides. Section 3621 (page 3-7) of the Interim Data Report for Site 14
also discusses the influence of tidal fluctuations on the graundwater flow direction in the
surficial zone. |f this zae is truly uneonfined, relative water levels should not be
significantly affected by tidal fluctuations. Unconfined aquifers have high storage values (O.OL
to 0.3) allowing the aquifer to efficiently dissipate loading fran tidal fluctuations. Therefore,
relative weter levels and gromdwater flow directions of unconfined aquifers should not fluctuate
significantly with the tides.

Response:
This coment IS inconsistent with EPA’s comment 21 above. See response tO comment 2L

Commert 26, Pages 7-5 to 7-6, section 7.2, Paragraph 1:

mater levels cbserved in these wells indicate that the later table occurs appradmately 1 to 4
feet BLS, depending on tidal influence and land elevation...; !...the direction of groundwater
flaw within the surficial zone in the vicinity of sites 32, 33 and 35 IS toward either Bayou Grande
Or Pensacola Bay, depending on proximity to either water body.'"; "Additionally, the direction of
grardwater flaw.. can be locally influenced by operation of a seven—well recovery system irstalled
in the surficial zane,,." This information is also applicable to the ten sites covered in the
recently reviewed Interim Data Reports, and should have been discussed in those documents.

Response:
The IWTP recovery well system is too far fran any of the 10 sites mentioned, except possibly Site

13, to have any appreciable effect on water levels or grordwater flow directions at these sites.

Comeent 77, Page 7-6, Section 7.2, Paragraph 1-
"Pumpage Tran the recovery system ceased in July 1990." Wmat other remedial activities have been
cordhaeted N the interim period to substitute for the inoperable well recovery system?

Response: _
This caoment repeats the question asked in coment 16. See response to camment 16.

Comment 28, Page 9-1, Section 9:

The Generic Site Management Plan discusses in [3.3.2] Work Plan Development that the edsting site
data would be evaluated and used to develop a conceptual site model which should have been
presented in thiswork plan. In addition, the potential location, action, and chemical specific
ARARs should have been presented as a pert of this work plan.

Response:
A conceptual site model was added to the work plan. Text regarding ARARs was also added.

Comment 29, Page 11-1, Section 11-
Region IV EPA specific guidelines and requirements should also be considered in preparation of the
SQAP.

Response: '
The Navy vas not aware that Region IV EPA has guidelines and requirements for the preparation of
SQAPs. The Navy requests that EPA provide a copy of thisguidance.

Comment 30, Page 12-1, Section 12:

The quarterly reports, and other previously produced reports should have been "evaluated from a
comprehensive perspective' during development of this work plan. In'addition, the data should have
been included for review in this report. The references to a "phased” aporoach must be eliminated.
This work plan should be revised to reflect the large quantity of historic data currently available
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ard to include all samplirg desmed necessary to produce the baseline risk assessment and,
ultimately, support remedy selection.

Response:

A summary of the results of the quarterly groundwater data was added to the work plan site history
section. The EPA RRA branch has previously been provided with coples of the data.  The work
proposed for Phases | ami 11was dined into e phase. However, the possibility exists that
another phase of work may be required to fill any remaining data gaps. Thus, some discussion of
phases \/as necessary. The WOrk plan site history section wes revised to include a more detailed
disaussion of available site data. ,

Comment 31, Pages 15-1 to 15-17, Section 15:

A coplete svaluation of existing data should be completed prior to identification of data gaps and
subsequent selection of Phase I Field Screening ard Phase 11 Craracterization and Extent
Dellneation sampling methodologies and analytical parameters.

Phase I analytical screening detection limits for water, foud in Tables 9-1, 2, 3and 4 of the
GOAPP, were much greater than the EPA (LP Contract Required Quantitation Limits ((RQL) (i.e., phase
| screening detection limit for Beptachlor = 5 ug/L vs Heptachlor C(RQL = 0.05 ug/L). EPA concurs
with TER’s general comment #1,

Several subsections of the field methodology section reference the GQAPP objectives/advantages and
methods and are not site-specific, The site-specific QAPP (SOAP) has not been provided and is
essential for a complete review of field methodologies proposed in this section.

Response:

The evaluation of existing groundwater cata, as proposed in Section 12 of the draft work plan, has
been ccmpleted and the results sumarized in the revised work plan. This informatien has

been incorporated into the work plan to provide a more thorough discussion of data gap and

sampling and analytical requirements.

The ori@.nally proposed laboratory analytical screening for some of the phase | samples has been
deleted, | samples will be aralyzed according to CLP protocol with the lowest detection limits

adﬂevable
The SQAP was included with the draft wak plan as Appendix B.

Comment 32, Page 15-1, Section 15.1, Paragraph 1

The first sentence states "The primary objective of the Phase | field screening investigation is to
effectively and efficiently focus the Site CharacterizatiavExtent Dellneation (Fhase 11)stdy."
Putting aside EPA’s overall objection to this appreach, is this a defensible expenditure at these
sites? Tre information to be gained from the "Phase | field sereenirg” appears to be available
from past sampling activities at this site.

In addition, mich of wat IS anticipated as "screening” can be conducted during the RI/FS without
the added experditure of mobilizing and demobilizing for these "mhase.” Information gained through
the "Phase | field screening imvestigation” has ieen demnstrated in the "Batch 1" interim data
reports to be of limdted usefulness, even for the "primary objective™ as stated in this paragraph.

Response:
The proposed Prese | surface water, sediment and soil sampling has rever een conducted at these
sites. 'meadstilgmﬂtoringvells proposed tobemledduringl’taseltnvenot been sampled
for a full suite of analytes in at least five years. o
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AS discussed above, the work originally propossd for Frases | and II has been combined into one
phase and the laboratory aralytical screening has been replaced with full CLP protocol aralyses,
In eontrast to EPA’s opinion, the Navy feels that the Phase | data for batches 1and 2 has been
\aly useful, especially in accomplishing the stated objectives at these sites.

Crmrent 3B, Page 15-1, Section 15., Paragraph 1

The Generic Quality Assurance and Project Plan (1988) wes reviewed in July 1989 by EPA, There were
many iradequacies and deficiencies noted in this document, Trere was a 1990 version of the GQAPP
prepared for Sites 25 and 27 that had corrected scme of these deficiencies. Wy is the 1389
version being referenced over the 1930 version?

Response:
The reference should have specified the 1990 G@P. The text was corrected accordingly.

Comment 34, Page 115-2, Section 15.1.1.1, Paragraph 3
Ubat instrurents will be used for the air monitoring = VA, OVM, HNu, etc.?

-=- - - -
As specified in Section 6.1.1 of the GAPP, either an OVA or an BNu will be used for air
mond toring,

Coment D, Pz 15-2, Section 15.1.1.2:
Section 15.1.2 is referenced for establishment of the soil gas survey grid network when Section
15.1.1.5 should have been referenced.

Response:
The text was corrected accordingly.

Comment 35, [a0€ 1152, Section BH113
Ubat s the ratiorale for using both the Micro-RMeter and the gamma scintillation detector? Will

these instrmuments detect alpha, beta and gamma emi tters?

Response:
Both meters are used to detect gamma radiatim. The Micro-R-Meter resds in units of
Micro-Roentgens per hour ard is Useful for determining huren egosre rates. The gamm
scintillation detector reads in counts per mirmte, Both instnuments are used for comparison
purposes. Ay hot-spots detected Will be further irvestigated using a survey ratereter with: 1)a
pancake Geiger-Meuler probe which detects alpha, beta ad gamma radiation; and  2) a zinc sulfide
prove which detects alpha radiation only, This information was added to the work plan text.
\‘/MN&UM)“-
Comment 37, Page 15-2, Section 5114
Tnis section should include the identification of ecological receptors ard identification of
dominant plant cammnities, A second ecological survey should also be prepesad in the event that
the initial effort indicates additid data are needed to a53sS the known pativays and receptors
or that additid patiways and receptors need to be investigated for additid risk
characterization.

Response:

The habitat/blota survey will identify ecological receptors and dominant plant camunities, |If
recessary, anadditid survey Will be performed to identify other patlways and receptors. Tact
was added to the work plan to reflect this. T




Comment 38, P 15-3, Sectian 15.1.1,5:
The soil 825 survey grid omits paved aress. %hat Phase | field sersening methods are proposed for
these paved areas.

Response:
The intended purpose of excluding paved areas during the soil gas survey was to avoid disturbing
the asphelt—capped former sludge drying beds ares as iS specified in the post-closure permit. This
area has already been investigated and closed, and is not proposed for further investigaticn. The
only other paved areas are roadways which will be Investigated during the soil gas survey. The
text was modified to clarify this.

Comment 3, Page 15-5, Figure 15-2:

According to this figure, the draimage ditch appears to be about 1000 feet in length; however, only
two aurtace water samples are proposed. Two samples would probably be an inadequate number to
fully characterize ay contamiratien in the ditch. This coment also applies to the proposed
sediment samples.

Two additional surface water and sediment samples were added to the middle portion of the drainage
ditch. All the samples Will be analyzed for TAL/TCL parameters instead of screenirg parameters.

Comment 40, Pages 15-5 10 15-8, Section 15.1.2.1:

A simple staterment of the proposed sampling locations for each media is not adequate. A rationale
or justification, describing hov these proposed sampleswill fill existing data gaps, must also be
provided for each sample.

The decontamination procedure given in Section 6.10 of the 1989 GQAPP was not acceptable. If this
is the procedure to be used instead of the 1990 version, then the equipment carmot e considered
adeqaately decontaminated as per the EPA Region IV BCB SOPQAM.

Response:
Ratiorale for the proposed sampling |ocations was added to the work plan.
See response to comment 33.

Coement 41, Page 15-5, Secti.on15.1.2.1, Paragraph 4:

Will soil samples only be collected where anomalous organic vapor concentrations are measured?
This tectnique can be subject to false negatives ard should only be used for site sersening and not
for eonfimmation.

Response:

There IS currently no information which mild indicate where or if significant soil contamimation
might be found at the IWIP. The wastes processad by the IWIP would be expected to oontain volatile
organic campourds (WCs) by virtue of the fact that much of the material is derived from solvent
cleening and paint stripping operations. Previcus amalyses of soil and groudwater samples also
imdicated the presence of VOCs. As a result, the soil gas survey should be an effective indicator
of any ar=as potentially having contandrated soil and/or grandwater, Additicrally any other
indications of contamdration (e.g., stained soil) observed during the site reconnaissance or other
field tasks will be cersidered axd soil samples willl be added as appropriate. The work plan text
»as modified to reflect this. Any false negative Soil gas readings would be subject to
enfiomation by the proposed laboratory analyses.

oo, 1

Coment 42, Page 15-6, Table 15-1: v
Vhy will the temporary and permanent monitoring wells be amalyzed for different parameters?
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The Phase I analytical screening parameters identified in this table should include full TCL/TAL

and radionuclides for all media without a complete evaluation of all existing data. QA samples
(i.e. duplicates, rinsate blanks, etc.) should be Included for the sediment, surface water, soil

and grondwater (d) portion of the table and not just the permanent groundwater well sampling
event.

Measurements for Total Recoverable Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TRPHs) are not helpful for determining
compliance with groudwater protection criteria since there are no HCls or MGs for this
contamirant, Specific constituents which are suspected at the sites shauld be included in the

analysis. '

Response:

The work plan was revised to include TAL/TCL analyses plus radiomuclides for groundwater samples,
whether collected fran temporary or permanent wells.

As previously mntioned, the laboratory analytical screening has been replaced with TAL/TCL
analyses. The field QA samples have been increased accordingly.

Amalysis of groundwater samples for TRPEs has been dropped.

Comment 43, Page 15-8, Section K121, Groundwater:

Based an a review of the Interim Data Reports, the hydraulic gradients at NAS Pensacola are low in
the lateral and vertical direction, Contamination may therefore not always migrate in the
direction of regiaal groundwater flow, but may disperse radially. This should be considersd in

devising a groudwater sampling plan for these sites.

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment 44, Page 15-8, Section K121, Paragraph 4:
Phase | soil sample analytical sereening parameters include Cs, therefore these samples should

not be ccmposited from the 0-5 foot interval, as compositing requires mixing of the sample prior to
collection which may cause the organics to volatilize resulting in mxch lower concentration levels

for these contaminants.

Response:
Soil samples for YoC analysis will not be comosited, See Section 662 (paragraph 8) of the
GOAPP.

Cosment /5 Page 15-8, Section K121, Paragraph G:
Wrat assurances are there that the salt water intrusion will not affect the stainless steel well

casings/screens?

Respanse:
The temporary Stainless steel wells will be Installed to a depth a few feet below the water table.
There is o known salt water at this depth beneath the site.

Comment 46, Page 15-8, Section 15.1.2.1, Paragraph [

More than two temporary wells should be propesed in the Phase I screening activities, It is
suggested that upgradient temorary mondtor well points be included just southwest and southeast of
the existing wells. These wells would dmracterize the groundwater conditions and any contaminants
which may be contributed from off-site which seems t0 occur at Pensacola NAS. Also, what methods
are proposed to evaluate the potential for contamiration in dgq:gr‘zgns of the Sand-and-Gravel
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Aquifer at these sites. Justify the decision to postpone installation of all intermediate and degp
wells to the second Phase of field work.

Response:
Edsting shallow monitoring wells 3~12R and @13 are located on the upgradient side of the sites

and are relatively free of contamination. These two Wells will serve as the background/upgradient
wells for the shallow zone.

Comment 47, Page 159, Section 113 Paragraph 1
what benchmark Will the elevations be surveyed relative to?

Response: i

The elevations will probably be surveyed relative to either a spot elevation benchmark ht e d in
the northern portion of the site or a USGS benchmark located on Chevalier Field to the south of the
site. This information wes added to the work plan.

Comment 43, Page 15-9, Section 15.1.3, Paragraph 3

Details of the aquifer tests to be performed for these sites resd to be provided. What aralytical
method Will be used to evaluate the aquifer craracteristics (hydraulic conductivity and storage
valles)?  what assumptions were used to select this analytical method? W#hat wells will serve as
the pumping and monitor wells? What is the location of, and depth penetrated by, each of these
wells? What will the duration of the drawdown and recovery test be?

Response:
More Cetails regarding the proposed aquifer test, analytical methods, assumptions, well locations
and depths, and test durations have been added to the work plan.

Comment 4D, Page 15-10, Section 15.2.1,

Blota sampling should be corducted regardless of the results of the blota survey, The ecological
sampling at a minimm, should include benthic irvertebrate sampling as well as possible fishwhole
body tissue analysis for contaminants of concern.

Responses

Complete ecological FiSK assessments, including biota sampling, of the wetlands, Bayou Grande and
Pensacola Bay area Will be performed &5 part of the investigations of OUs 15, 16 and 17. For
efficiency, the Mavy would like to perform the imvestigation of the wetland/aquatic hebitats
adjacent to the IWIP at the szme tire as OUs 15, 16 and 17.

Comment 50, Page 15-11, Table 15-2:
vhy will the soil and gromdwater samles be aralyzed for different parameters?

Aralytical Suite A should include the following gross parameters; TSS, pf redax potential,
dissolved iren, cations and anions for purposes of evaluating the soil and groundwater
characteristies for partitioning of contaminants.

Response:

Given that these proposed samples are being collected in previously unsampled areas and the
potential ¢contaninants are uknewn, the soil and groundwater samples should be aralyzed for the
sare parameters. The! table has been revised to include the full TAL/TCL for all the samples.

EPA’s comment acce=rs to refer to Suite B for soils. Suite A is for water samles only and the
majority of the suggested additicral aralytes are appropriate for soil only. An additional
analytical suite has been added for soils to inClute these and gther; remediation parameters for
selected soOil samples.

A-13



Comment 51, Page 15-12, sectiall5.2.2:
Soil samples to be analyzed for W0Cs are not to be composited but mist be transferred directly into
the sample container.

Only 6 soil szples from a total of two boreholes are proposed. More soOil sampling locations are
nesded fOr source characterization and to determine the horizental and vertical extent of soil

contamination. Also, See comment 41.

where will the proposed Phase II soil samples be collected?

Response:
See response 10 coment 44,

The total rumber of proposed soil sample locations for TAL/TCL analysis has tesn increased to 12.
There are no known source areas based on exdsting information and it would be impractical
collect samples randomly across the entire site. The sample locations will be based on the results
of the 321" gas survey Or any other otserved signs of potential contamiration, See response to
coment -

As specified above, the soil sample locations will be based on soil gas results and/or any visual
observations, thus the proposed locations are currently unknown.

Cosment 52, Page 15-12, Section 15.2.3:
.What is the ratiomale for using 0.015-inch slotted screen for the shallow monitoring wells? Why
was 4-inch PVC chosen over 2-inch?

Respanses:

The specified 0.015-inch slotted screen IS recormended besad on its compatibility with a coarse
graired filter pack material which is cammonly used for wells installed into the Sand-and-Gravel
Aquifer in this area.

Four-inch diameter P is recommended over two-inch for the following reasons: 1) the larger
diameter allows more flexibility in the use of larger pmps, if necessary, for developirg, purging
and performing aquifer tests; and 2) the larger diameter wells can be USed as supplemental

recovery wells, if required,

Comment 53, Page 15-14, Sectian 15.2.4:

Sare conment as above for the intermediate mond toring wells.
Response:

The response to cament 52 also applies to this coment,

Comment 54, Page 33-14, Section 15.2.6:
What benctmark will the elevations be surveyed relative to?

Response:
See response to comment 47.

Comment 55, Page 15-16, Section u.2.6:
See comment 48.

Response:
See response to comment 48. e
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Comment 56, Page 15-16, Section 15.2.7:
Several surface soil samples should be collected for grain size amalysis to determine the extent to
which, if amy, dust/airborme particles act as a potential contaminant migration pathway.

Response:
The collection of surface soil samples for grain size analysis was added to the work plan.

Comment 57, Page 15-17, Section 15.5.1:

The decontamiration procedure given in Section 6.10 of the 1989 GQAPP was not acoeptable. If this
is the procedure to be used instead of the 1990 version, then the equipment cannot be considered
adequately decontaminated as"per the EPA Region IV BCB SOPGAM.

Respanse:
Se2 response 10 coment 3B,

Comment 58, Page 15-17, Section 15.5.2:
Bow Will the investigation-derived Wwaste (Wwater, cutting, protective ¢lothing, etc.) be ultimately

disposed of and by whom?

Response:
The Navy IS in the process of establishing procedures for the ultimate disposal of the
imestigation derived wastes.

Comsent 59, Page 17-1, Section 17.

It apoesrs that the grourdwater conditions and the existing analytical data on the site already

provides sufficient information for making the assessments of the two scerarics, Howewe, if

m;a modeling is perforned, sane explamation of the medel selection process should be
included. MODFLOW may be more suitable than RANDOMWALK.

Given that the extents of potentia eontamiration in the shallow and intermediate zones are not yet
fully defined, it would be impossible to similate contamirant plume movement and/or cleamip times.
An explanation of the model selection rationale was added.

Comment 60, Page 18-1, Section 181-

The concept and selection of indicator (surrogate) chemicals IS not appropriate for site
craracterization ard risk assessment puoposes.  Section 5.8 of "™Risk Assessment Guidance for
Superfund: Volume 1 - Buman Bealth Evaluation Mamual (Part A" details the selection of chemicals
of concemn.

Response:

The risk assessrent Will be performed in full accordance with the referenced risk assessment
guidance document. The selection of chemicals of concern will be as specified in thiS document,
The risk assesgment section of the work plan has been modified accordingly.

Comment 61, Page 183, Section B2
The final stepin ﬂeexpoan:e assessment is to develop a quantitative estimate of exposure, A
qualitative estiazate is not acoeptable in the vast mjority of contaminant pathway scerarics.

Response:
The Navy agrees with this comment. The risk assesgment section of the work plan text has been
modified accordingly.

Comment G2, Page 18-4, Section 1B.4:
It should be noted that institutional barriers to access, fences and guards for example, are not

s U0 ey
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arsidersd in a baseline risk assessment. The NCP states that institutioral controls should not be
considered when conducting the taseline risk assessrent,

Response:
Corment noted. However, all the tulletted items listed in Section 18.4 were added per EPA comments

received in 1990 on other work plans.

Coment 63, Page 21-1, section 21:
wat IS the purpose of having a "90%" draft? Most reports are suomitted as a first draft, a firal

draft, thena final report.

Responses
The 9% draft is the first version of the report submitted to the Navy by the antractor.
Pollowing Navy reviev and any revisions to the 90% draft, the 100% draft report is submitted to the

EPA, FTER and TRC members.

Comment ¢4, Appendix A:
This safety plan was last dated 1/23/01: Have ay besn made since that time? How is the

minirad comparable to the Micro-R-Meter and the gamma scintillation detector listed on page 15-27

The BNu listed here was not noted in the text an air monitoring.

Tre decontamiration procedure listed an page 3 of 6 is not acceptable; the decontamiration
procedures given in Appendix B of the EPA Region IV ECB SOPQAM should be used.

Responge:
Tre Site-Specific Safety Plan (SSP) hes been rwised to reflect the proposed date of field
activities ard several other minor changes. NO significant changes have been made.

See respanse to carment 34, Section 6.1.1 of the GRAPP states that either an oA or an Bu will be
used for air monitoring.

Decontamination Will be performed according to Section 6.10 of the GRAPP. The procedures listed in
the SSP wwill be modified accordingly.

Comment 65, Appendix B:
The number of trip and field blanks given here is not adequate; see Section 4 of the EPA Region IV

BECB SOPQAM for the correct rumber and type of blanks to collect.
Regarding the "Gross Parameters" listed an Page 7.

a The pH determinations should be conducted at the time and samles are taken (within 15
minutes).

b. Why are some samples to be collected for BOD and O0D? The results for these in
gromdwvater and surface water will likely be so low they will be meeningless.

C. EPA fails to see the reed for amy of these parameters in an RU/FS. They will require a
special analytical service (SAS) and will be quite expensive.



Response:
The Navy would like tO point out that EPA’s comment 31 indicated that the SQAP had not been
provided; however, these comments refer 1D the SQAP.

Given that the SQAP has two sections which list field QA samples, analytical screening (phase I)

~ and regular analyses (Phase II), the Navy is unsure about which section the EPA IS referring .
As noted 1N previous responses, the analytical screening program, which had a reduced level of QA
samples, has been dropped for these sites. Ths the mumber of field QA samples will be similar to
those proposed for Phase Il.  The EPA SOPQAM IS not very clear regarding the mmber of trip and
field blank samples required, however, the relative mmbers proposed for the investigation appear
1D generally conform with these requirements.

YRQarding gross parameters comments:

d) pH measurements on water samples will be collected in the field at the time of sample
col lection;

b) BOD and COD are determined for selected samples in order to evaluate potential remedial
alternatives; and

c) Sane of these parameters were also recommended by EPA in comments 56 (grain Size
analysis) and 30 (total suspended solids, cation exchange capecity, etc.). These
parameters are generally required in order to evaluate potential remedial altermatives.
May laboratories comonly analyze for these parameters.
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Attactment B

RESPONSES TO OOMMENTS FROM THE
FIORIDA DEPARIMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATTON

Comment 1

In general, the document outlines adequate assessment methodologies and procedures destined to
advarce the CA/RA towards Prase IT (Characterization/Extent Delineation). Bowever, while
"screening” detection limits are not provided with this document and if said limits are implied to
be the same ones used in the CA/RA Investigation for Sites 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 24, 26, and
30, a problem My arise with the PAHs and chlorinated phenols detection limits for groundwater as
well as volatile organic aromaties for soils if the detection limits for those eonstituents are
higher than FDER standards or guidance concentrations, Thus, even though constituents may not be
detected at the stated detection limits in the "screening phase", they could still be present above
FIER standards or guidance concentrations for clean soil and groudwater, Therefore, we recommend
that lower detection limits for the constituents stated above be used.

Response:

The work plan has been revised to combine the Phase I ard Phase IT objectives, Consequently, all
samples Will be aralyzed for the full Target Compound List/Target Analyte List parameters and will
utilize the lewest detection limits attainable under CLP protocol.

Comment 2

Corrective &ctions for this group indicated that contiruous pumping and treatment of groundwater at
this site was to be carried aut, however, it seems that such work has stopped due to mechanical
reasons. Is there an estimatéd date on which such activities will resume?

Response:

The groundwater recovery system at this site is scheduled to be repaired and retwrned tooption
by November 15, 1991.
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Attachment C

RESPONSES TO OOMMENTS FROM THE
FLORTDA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Comment:

Ve have very serious concerns with the aress of Bayou Grande and Pensacola Bay, as they contain our
Jurisdictianal trust resources. The work plan appears to Study the needed areas of concern.
Bowever, we 0 have concarns with the surface water and sediment samplings. On Page 15-5, surface
vater and sediment sampling from Sites 13 and 30 will be used for "possible correlation” to the
Group O Sites during Phase |. However, in Phase 11, there is no mention of further surface water
and sediment sampling study should a correlation be found. Only groundwater and Soil sampling will

be expanded upon.

The surface water and sediment samplings at Sites 13 and 30 will be addressed during their studies.
Bowever, if contaminants related to the Group O sites are shown to be of issue in these samplings,
then Phase II needs to incorporate further analysis related to the Group O sites.

Response:

According to the revised (September 1991) Group C work plan, the Frase 1linvestigation of site 13
will be performed concurrently with the Group O work. The proposed work includes the collection of
aurface vater and sediment samples adjacent to the Industrial Wadewater Treatment Plan (IWTP) in
Pensacola By. The investigation of Site 30 will be Later according to a different schedule but
includes the collection of surface and sediment water saples in Bayou Grande adjacent to the IWTP.
Aty surface waler and/or sediment contamiration detected as part of either Site 13 or 30 will be
incorporated into the Group O results. | f additicral sampling is required to further delineate the
extent of any contamiration detected it will be performed as part of either Growp 0 or Site 0. A
statament to that effect was added to the Group 0 work plan.
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Attacment D

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE
NATTONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC AIMINISTRATTON

Comment 1:

The SOil zzs survey will not lecate contamination by toxic elements, sami-volatile organic
carpoirds, PCBs or pesticides, which may be found separately in soil and groundwater from organic
compounds. Phase | soil and groundwater sampling should be performed in a systeratic manmer
throughout the site unless current and reliable soil and groundwater data are available to
determine locatians of contamination.

Response:

There iS currently no information which would indicate where or if significant soil contamination
might be fard at the Industrial ¥astewater Treatment Plant (IVIP). The WaSteS procassed by the
IwT? would be expected to contain volatile organic compounds (VOCs) by virtue of the fact that much
of the material is derived from solvent cleaning ami paint stripping cperations, Previous analyses
of soil and groundwater samles also indicated the presence of WCs. As a result, the soil gas
survey should be an effective indicator of any areas potentially having contamimated soil and/or
gromdwater. Additiarally, any other indications of contamdration (e.g., stained SOIl) observed
during the site reconmaissance or other field tasks will be considersd and soil samples will ke
added as appropriate. The work plan text was modified to reflect this.

Coment 2=

The use of temporary wells did not provide reliable results in Phase | sampling of other sites.
Unless changes are made in sampling and amalysis procedures to address these problems, permanent
wells should be installed for Phase I.

Response:

Unless confirmatory samples collscted from permanent wells prove otherwise, all Phase | sampling
results should be regarded as reliable. The Group 0 work plan has been revised to corbire Prase |
and Phase II objectives, and will include the installation of permament menitoring wells as opposed
to temorary wells, However, the Navy fails to see the camection betwesn sampling and aralysis
procedures azrd the type of monitoring well installed.

Comment 32

The assumption that additicmal data for Group O siteswill be provided by sampling of Sites 13 ard
0 is not supported by information provided for those sites. The recommerdartions for Phase II
sampling included with the Interim Data Reports for those sites did not provide for delireation of
contamination from Growp O Sites. Planned Bayou Grande Phose II surface water and sediment
sarpling for Site X was too Umited, According to the Phase II Site 13 sampling recemmendations
in the Interim data Reports, contamination from the Group O Sites shauld be investigated as Group 0
sampling. Additioral surface water and sediment samples should be collected at RBayou Grande and
Pensacola Bay where surface water or groundwater from the Sites discharge, as part of Grouwp 0

sampling.

Response:

According to the revised (September 1991) Group C work plan, the frass I investigation of site 13
willbe performed concurrently with the Group O work. The proposed work includes the collection of
surface water and sedirent samples adjacent to the Industrial Vastewater Treatment Plan (IWTP) in

Pensacola Bay. The irvestigation of Site 30 will be later according to a different sehedule but
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includes the collection of surface ad sediment water samles in Bayou Grande adjacent to the IWTP,
Ay surface Waler ard/or sediment contamiration detected as pert of either Site 13 or 0 will be
incorporated into the Group O results. |If additioral sampling is required to further delineate the
extent of amy contamination detected it will be performed as part of either Group O or Site 30. A
statement to that effect was added to the Group O work plan.

Comment 4:

The Phase I analysis of samples should be more extensive than plamned. At a minimm, analysis of
all samples should be for all TAL substances, including mercury, and PCBs. Detection limits for
metals, pesticides and PC&s should be at or belew the ambient water quality criteria for the
protection of aquatic organisms (AWQC) for surface water and groundwater samples and ER-L
cencentrations (Long and Morgan, 1990) for sediment samples, in order to provide meaningful results
for evaluation the potential risk to aquatic organisms.

Responses
As a result of combining Phase | and Phase 11.objectives, all samples will be analyzed for the full
TaL/TCL and willl utilize the lowest detection limits achievable using (L2 protocol.

Comment 5:
Tre effects of mjor storm events on surface water nn-off should be eonsidered when inspecting for

surface drainage during the Phase | prysical recamaissance. Al drainage pathways should be
included in the sampling progran for Group 0 as well as the portions of Bayou Grande and Pensacola

Bay near the discharge points of those drainages.

The effects of major storm events on surface water run-off vill t~ considered. Thus far, the only
identified surface drainage feature on the sites is the drainage ditch south of the polishing and
stabilization ponds. The number of propesed surface water ard sediment samples in the ditch has
been increased from two to four in order to better characterize the extent of ary possible
contamination, Any additiomal surface water pattneays identified will also be sampled.

Coment 6:

A comprehensive surface water and sediment sampling program for Bayou Grande and Pensacola Bay
should be censidered as a separate effort from individual site sampling programs, A comprehensive
progran Would provide data for evaluating individual sites and interrelationships between sites,
ard for locating contaminant sources not previously identified. This type of program is needed to
corduct an ecoloegical assessment for the NAS Pensacola Site.

Respanse:
The Navy agrees with this coment, A comprehensive surface water and sediment sampling py

will be conducted at NAS Pensacola during the investigation Of the Bayou Grande Area (op%r lehit
[ou] 15), the NASP Wetlards (OU 16), ard Pensacola Bay (OU 17).
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