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WRTIFIED XAIL - R e T W  RECEIPT REQWSTED 

Ma. Suzanne Sanborn 
Remedial Activities Branch 
Department of the Navy - Southern Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Connnand 
2155 Eagle Drive 
P.0, Box 10068 
Charleston, South Carolina 29411-0068 

Re: Draft RI/FS Work Plans for operable Units 1-5 & 11-14; 
NAS, Peneacola 

Dear Me. Sanbornt 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hae completed its review of the 
Draft RI/FS Work Plans for Operable Unito 11, 12, 13 and 14 at NAS, Pensacola 
received in this office on September 24, 1991. Enclosed are our final 
comments (Attachment 1). comments pertaining to ecological assessment of 
these sites were developed at a significantly later date, and axe thus 
provided as an appendage t6 the original comment liet. 
majority of our comments on the Draft RI/FS Work Plans for Operable Unite 1 
through 5 (Attachment 2). 
comnents pertaining to ecological assessment of these eites. We anticipate 
providing these remaining comments to you no later than February 14, 1992. 

Also enclosed are the 

The Agency ie in the process of finalizing 

As discuesed and agreed to by the project managers, and in accordance with 
Section VIII.G.5 of the Federal Facilities Agreement, the Navy shall submit 
written response to all of the Agency's conments within 60 days of receipt of 
all comments for a given document, Your responses to comments on the Work 
Plans for Operable Units 11, 12, 13 and 14 are thus due 60 day6 from receipt 
of this letter. Responees to comment6 on the Work Plane for Operable Units 1 
through 5 will be due 60 days from,receipt of our forthcoming connnents. 

To date, EPA has completed reviews of 10 Interim Data Reports and RI/FS Work 
Plans for 10 different sites at HAS Pensacola. Extensive comments on the 
draft versions of each of these document. have been provided to the Xavy via 
four separate piece6 of correepondence (including the present letter and 
commentas). Due to coneirrtent inadequaciee in the form and content of these 
documents, each of our reviews has reiterated a large percentage of the 
comments from preceding reviews. EPA is concerned at the Navy'. lack of 
responsiveness in addressing the Agency'a concerns and, specifically, in 
assuring that these concerns would be incorporated into subsequent 
submittals. 
outlined in all work plans submitted to date (excepting Operable Unit 10) has 
yet to be addressed, despite the fact that objections to this approach were 
raised at a project manager's meeting held July 30, 1991 and documented in 
our comments, submitted to the Navy on August 22, 1991, on 6 of the Interim 
Data Reports, 

In particular, EPA'e objection to the four-phased approach 
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SPA anticipates that all revisions of the present documente, ae well ae all 
future eubmittale, will incorporate the extensive comments which have been 
provided to the Navy by this office to date. 

If I may be of any further aeeietance to you regarding these matters, or 
should you have any further queetione, please feel free to contact me at 
404/347-3016. 

Sincerely yoursr 

Allieon W. Drew, RPM 
Department of Defense Remedial Unit 
RCFlA & Federal Facilities Branch 

Enclosure 

cc8 Glenn Bradley, SOUTHDIV 
James Malone, SOUTHDIV 
Ron Joyner, NAS, Pensacola 
Eric NUZie, FDER 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW AND CO-NTS 
DRAFT WORK PLANS FOR GROUPS H# I, P AND Q 

NAVAL AIR STATION ( N A S ) ,  PENSACOLA 
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 

GROUP FI - SITE 8 [R i f l e  Rancre DisDosal Areal and SITE 22 (Refueler R e p a i r  
Shank 

1) Page 1-1: 

The following coments  pertain t o  t h e  phased approach presented here and 
d e t a i l e d  i n  Section 14 of t h e  work plan: 

a) The f i e l d  a c t i v i t i e s  needed to accomplish t h e  proposed goals of Phases I 
through I V  must be performed i n  a s i n g l e  inves t iga t ive  e f f o r t ,  i.e. one which 
is not in ter rupted  by lengthy per iods  of demobilization and report 
preparation. 

b) The present  document must be prepared under t h e  assumption t h a t  it w i l l  be 
t h e  onlv RI/FS Work Plan prepared f o r  t h i s  Operable Unit. This document m u s t  
t h e r e f o r e  propose sampling locations which w i l l  s a t i s f y  t h e  ob jec t ives  of (i) 
f i e l d  screening, (ii) charac te r i za t ion  and (iii) ex ten t  de l ineat ion .  Since 
t h e  loca t ions  of a l l  samples beyond t h e  screening inves t iga t ion  are contingent 
on screening r e s u l t s ,  it is c r i t i ca l  t h a t  t h e  work plan  include not only t h e  
proposed sampling locat ions  bu t  also (i) a r a t i o n a l e  for  selection of each of 
t h e s e  t e n t a t i v e  locat ions  (i.e. s a t i s f a c t i o n  of an e x i s t i n g  da ta  gap),  and 
(ii) t h e  strategies and contingency plans which w i l l  be used t o  modify the  
loca t ion  and number of these  samples as needed. I n  shor t ,  p lans  f o r  a 
complete inves t iga t ion  must be del ineated  UD f r o n t  t o  t h e  maximum extent  
possible i n  order  t o  streamline t h e  f i e l d  inves t iga t ion  and assure  successful 
completion of t h e  RI/FS i n  a t imely  manner. 
loca t ions  of samples can be revised  or ref ined as needed under t h i s  one  work 
plan. 

The s p e c i f i c  number, types and 

c) The purpose of t h e  screening por t ion  of t h e  inves t iga t ion  is t o  w f o c u s w  
later sampling events  so t h a t  t he  time and expense requi red  t o  adequately 
cha rac te r i ze  t h e  site is u l t ima te ly  reduced. The b e n e f i t s  derived from 
acreening w i l l  be either p a r t i a l l y  or f u l l y  negated unless  t h i s  por t ion  of t h e  
inves t iga t ion  is completed as rap id ly  as possible. 
schedule, it w i l l  t ake  six months t o  complete t h e  screening por t ion  of the  
inves t iga t ion  and i n i t i a t e  c o l l e c t i o n  of t h e  data (i.e. DQo Level I11 and Iv) 
needed t o  perform a BRA and select a Remedial A l t e r n a t i v e .  
mcteening process m e t  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  shortened if it is t o  remain u s e f u l .  
The following mpecific colPmentr are offered: 

Under t h e  current  

I n  short ,  t h e  

1) more overlap of the f i e l d  t a s h  listed i n  Figure 23-1 is needed, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  of t h e  var ious  aurvey tasks.  

2 )  t h e  propoeed investigative techniques must be re-evaluated t o  assure 
t h a t  t h e  most rapid f i e l d  screening methodologies and ana ly t i ca l  
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e 

techniques are being utilized. 
techniques employed for field screening appear to differ little from the 
techniques used to collect higher DQO Level data during the subsequent 
"characterization" and "extent delineation" portions of the 
investigation (e.g. well installation, sampling and hydrologic 
assessment takes 4 weeks for bath the screening and characterization 
portions of the investigation). 
to provide the information needed to select higher DQO sampling 
locations as rapidly as possible. 

At present, many of the sampling 

The goal at the screening stage must be 

3) The ecreening data should be compiled for presentation (e.g. tables, 
graphs, figures, plots) as it becomes available. Full evaluation of the 
data and determination of any necessary modifications to the proposed 
characterization/extent delineation sampling plans must be completed 
within two weeks of receipt of the final piece of screening data. 
These results and recommendations should hediately be provided to all 
parties to the FFA for review and evaluation. 
meeting be held to discuss these items no later than three weeks from 
the date of the parties' receipt. Following formal agreement by all 
parties regarding these recommendations, field work must immediately 
recommence. 

EPA requests that a 

d) At the conclusion of the Remedial Investigation, Operable Unit-specific 
draft RI/FS and Baseline Risk Aaaessment reports shall be submitted for 
review. Data collection efforts must therefore be directed towards definitive 
site characterization (i.e. lateral and vertical extent of contamination and 
hot spot identification) since this information is needed to provide the 
quantitative data base essential for preparation of the Baseline Risk 
Assessment and evaluation of Remedial Alternatives. 

2 )  Page 1-2: 
With regards to the efficient elimination of screening sites from the RI/FS 
process, screening level data (DQO Level I P 2) are acceptable to show that 
contamination exists and that an RI/FS study is warranted. However, due to 
the probability of false negative data, this level of data is not acceptable 
to show that no contamination exists, and therefore further site 
characterization will be required before the site can be eliminated. 
Level I11 & IV data must be used to substantiate no further action decisions. 
The number and locations of the samples collected must also be adequate to 
verify the absence of contamination for all potential pathways (media). 
order to attain this goal, background samples must also be collected. 

DQO 

In 

A separate strategy should be developed for the hveatigation of screening 
mites so that the determination of whether these sites will require No Further 
Action or an RI/FS may be made as efficiently and cost-effectively ae 
possible. 

3) Page 2-1 through 14-1 
Regarding organization of the material contained in Sections 2. through 7., 
the following comment6 are provided: 
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a) It would be advantageous to all parties concerned if the general/regional 
non-eite rpecific information contained in the work plans (Le. climatology, 
biological resources for the peninsula, general occurrence of surface water, 
regional hydrogeology, health and safety plan, quality assurance plan, etc. 
and any appendices that apply to every Site) were removed and placed in a 
single separate generic work plan document. 
each site or group of sites should contain only site-specific or related 
descriptions and data. 
the N a v y ,  and leas cumbersome for all parties involved in the review process. 

Thereafter, the documents for 

This should prove to be cost and time-effective for 

b) As described on page 8-1 of the USEPA document entitled Guidance for 
Conductina Remedial Investiaations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA, the 
RI/FS Work Plan must, at a minimum, consist of the following 5 elements: 

A. Introduction 
B. Background and Physical Setting 

1) Facility-wide Information (if this will prove more cost and 
time-effective than the approach recommended in "a") 
2) Site-specific Information . 

C.  Initial Evaluation 
D. Work Plan Rationale 
E. RI/FS Tasks 

The present work plan contains a reasonably complete Introduction (Section 1.) 
and Site Background/Physical Setting (Sections 2. through 7.). However, from 
this point, the work plan skips over tasks C. and 0 .  and proceeds to describe 
the specific tasks to be conducted during the field investigation (Section 
14.). Please refer to pages 2-1 through 2-12, 3-1 through 3-18, and Appendix B 
of the guidance for further information on completing these tasks. Both tasks 
must be included as separate sections within the work plan to precede'section 
14.. Finally, please note that it is essential to include, in summary form, 
all previously collected data and information on the site in order to fully 
develop the conceptual model required by Task C. The conceptual model will 
provide the basis for Task D (identifying data gaps) and hence the 
determination of appropriate sampling methodologies and analytical parameters. 

0 

c) The potential Operable Unit-specific location, action and 
chemical-specific ARARs must also be presented as a part of this work plan 
(see p. 2-9 of the above-referenced guidance document). . 

Please note that, as per Section VIII.G.2 of the Federal Facilities Agreement, 
all primary documents are subject to review for "consistency with CERCLA, the 
NCP and any pertinent written U . S .  EPA/State-issued guidance or policy'. 

4) Page 2-2: 
The eite descriptions include references to other "sites in the hediate 
vicinity" of these sites. 
proximate to one of the sites. 
identified on this figure. 

An NAS Pensacola Supply well is also located 
These features should be located and 
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5) Page 3-2: 
In general, whenever soil boring8 (such as the 15 mentioned here), monitoring 
we110 or eamples of any kind have been collected at the PSC on a date which 
preceedf~ the preparation of these work plana, a figure must be included which 
illustrates Thie figure must include a key or legend 
which defines the media the sample was collected from. 
subrrurface samples, it must a100 identify the hydrogeologic unit from which 
the sample was collected. 

sampling locatione. 
In the case of 

Tables should a100 be provided, a# appropriate, to summarize any contamination 
detected in these previous sampling events. . 

6) Page 4-1: * 
This section should include a NOAA average monthly climatic data table 
sunanatizing the current temperature and rainfall data for the Penaacola area. 

7) Page 5-1 through 5-9, Section 5.1: 
Those sections discussing the distribution of wetlands at NAS Pensacola should 
be expanded and updated to include the reeulte of National Wetland Inventories 
and the recent study performed by EPA under an Inter-Agency Agreement (IAG) 
with the Navy. 

8) Page 5-9: 
According to the site description, "the majority of...[Site 221 i e  covered by 
grasses or hard packed soils." (p. 2-4) This statement appears to contradict 
the present statement that: "Site 22 is covered by an asphalt parking area." 
Please correct the discrepancy. 

9) Page 6-1: 
A figure(s) should be added to this section illustrating the locatione of 
intermittent streams, drainage pathways and freshwater wetlands at NAS, 
Pensacola. 

10) Page 6-2: 
"Both sites are relatively flat, and have been cleared and/or paved to some 
degree". How much of these sites have received fill? 

11) Pages 7-1 through 7-6: 
Please refer to EPA'8 Specific Comment t22, 23a. and 24 on the Draft Group 0 
Work Plan. Regarding comment 24, if adequate information does not exist to 
confirm the proposed aquifer classification, the necessary data muet be 
collected during the RI/FS. 

12) Page 11-1: 
Aseuming the work done on theee mites will be performed in accordance with the 
1991 generic work plan documents, all sections of the Operable Unit-specific 
work plan, including references, must be revised and updated accordingly. 

Also, if the generic work plan documente are in conflict with Region IV*s ESD 
SOP/QAM, the latter document will override the former. 



13) Page 11-1: 
"All samples will [be] collected, handled, packaged, presetved, and 
transported in accordance with the GQAPP and -8 and with U.S .  Navy and EPA 
procedures". 
document. 

There is no reference to the 1991 XCB SOPQAM anywhere in this 
Also, the appendix containing the SQAP should be referenced here. 

14) Page 14-1: 
aHowever, the analysis of these samples will be subject to less rigorous 
Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) requirements, which reflect the 
afocusingm objective--rather than a formal contaminant quantification 
objective--of this phase". If the desire is 
to collect screening level data in the-initial stages of the investlgation for 
the purpose of focusing later sampling events, then it would seem mdre time- 
and cost-effective to utilize mobile analytical instruments on site. The 
relatively rapid analytical turnaround times associated with these instruments 
would permit immediate utilization of screening results to determine 
subsequent sampling events at higher DQO levels. 

This approach is not acceptable. 

15) Page 14-2: 
Why will the preliminary survey not also include the methodologies described 
in Section 6.1.2 of the 1990 GQAPP: VOC sampling, whole air collection and 
solid absorbents; or Section 6.1.4: Semi-Volatile6 sampling. The GQAPP does 
not clearly state when these methods will be used. Please clarify. 

The Mini-Ram particulate monitor discussed in Section 6.1.1 ehould be used for 
health and safety determinations. 
the site, 
nanograms per cubic meter range (ex - pesticides, PCBs). According to the 
GQAPP, the Mini-Ram to be used at this site will measure in milligrams per 
cubic meter and the area in question will only be monitored for 5 minutes. 
This is a very minimal amount of time for any type of air monitoring. The 
Mini-Ram has a high degree of uncertainty inherent in the instrument as 
evidenced by the high detection limits. VOCe are more commonly measured by 
the TO-14 method and PCBs/pesticides by the TO-4 method instead of the 
Mini-Ram, The OVA and HNu are also primarily for use in making health and 
safety determinations and are not appropriate for making the determination 
that further air monitoring is unneceeeary. 

It does not measure gases emanating from 
Some of the constituents of concern are commonly measured in the a 

16) Page 14-2: 
According to Section 6.1.1 of the GQAPP, the OVA will be held 2-inches above 
the surface. 
zone of field personnel, 

This is not acceptable. The OVA ehould monitor the breathing 

17) Page 14-2: 
Section 6.1.3 of the OQAPP referenced here pertains to Hi-Vol samplers; how 
does this relate to the Mfni-Ram sampling since they are two separate eampling 
methodologies? 

18) Page 14-2: 
Section 6.3.2 discueees using a Geiger Mueller (GM) detector and an alpha 
ecintillation detector, 
gaunua scintillation detector. 

The text here references using a micro-R-meter and a 
The safety plan (Appendix A) only references 



-6- 

using a micro-R-meter .  
r a d i a t i o n  monitoring? 

19)  Page 14-4: 
"The depth  t o  w a t e r  is assumed t o  be 10 f e e t  a t  S i t e  22". Page 3-2 of t h i s  
document states t h a t  t h e  w a t e r  table a t  s i te  22 w a s  encountered a t  4.5 feet 
during t h e  1984 Geraghty P H i l l e r  study. 
discrepancy. 

Which of t h e s e  instrument8 w i l l  a c t u a l l y  be used f o r  a 
Please explain t h i s  apparent 

2 0 )  Page 14-4: 
The methodology given i n  Section 6.4 of t h e  GQAPP and referenced here is not 
acceptable. 
Five minutes w i l l  not be long enough f o r  t h e  sample t o  reach equilibrium. 
sample should be equi l ibra ted  t o  25C, not 20C. Also, soi l  eamples f o r  
headspace ana lys i s  should not be cornposited but collected ae  grab samples t o  
prevent  undue ae ra t ion  of t h e  sample. 

A 16-ounce jar w i l l  not provide adequate head apace f o r  t h e  OVA. 
The 

21)  Page 14-5: 
Sect ion  13.2 i nd ica tes  t h a t  r e s idua l  f u e l  was disposed of t o  t h e  E-NE of 
Building 1681. 
t h i s  p o t e n t i a l  contamination? 
l o c a t i o n  of t h e  d isposal  area(s) i n  some figure.  

W i l l  t h e  proposed sampling locat ions be adequate t o  detect 
It may be useful  t o  ind ica te  t h e  approximate 

22)  Page 14-5: 
The soil  sampling methodology alluded t o  here (Section 6.6 of t h e  GQApP) has 
some def ic iencies :  1) VOC s o i l  samples must be collected aa grab eamples, not 
as composites (Section 6.6.1); 2)  VOC samples should be collected i n t o  2-02, 
not 8-02 g l a s s  containers;  3) the homogenization process for t h e  so i l  samples 
must be explained i n  more detai l .  Please cor rec t  these  def ic iencies .  

23)  Page 14-5: 
As stated on page 6-2, surface  water a t  S i t e  22 tends t o  pond on t h e  area 
covered w i t h  crushed oys ter  s h e l l s  during heavy ra ins .  Additional so i l  
samples should be collected i n  t h i s  area. 

24) Pages 14-5 through 14-8: 
A simple statement of t h e  proposed sampling locat ions f o r  each media is not 
adequate. A justification/rationale, describing how each of these  proposed 
samples w i l l  f i l l  ex i s t ing  da ta  gape must also be provided f o r  each sample. 

25)  Pagea 14-7 and 14-11: 
The mtatement on page 7-5, t h a t  hor izonta l  groundwater flow in t h e  s u r f i c i a l  
zone l e  expected to be towards t h e  nor th  a t  Sites 8 and 22, i 8  based on w a t e r  
l e v e l s  measured a t  Sites 1 and 24, which are located to  t h e  North. The 
potentiometric surface  of t h e  s u r f i c i a l  zone i e  a subdued replica of t h e  
topography, except where heavy pumping occurs. 
sites 8 and 22 are located s l i g h t l y  south of a ground water divide. 
possible t h a t  t h e  po ten t i a l  horizontal  d i r ec t ion  of ground w a t e r  flow at  these  
sites is toward t h e  south, or a t  least in a radial d i rec t ion .  
taken t o  ensure t h a t  t h e  w e l l  i n s t a l l a t i o n  plan w i l l  adequately def ine  any 
contaminant plume which may ex i s t .  

Based on t h e  topographic map, 
It i e  

Care should be 



29) Page 14-9: 
What is the rationale for collecting soil samples at the intervals specified 
here? 
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Specifically, additional monitoring wells should be installed to the east and 
southeast of Building 1681 based on the location 6f suspected contaminants and 
the direction of ground water flow at the site. 

Furthermorer the potential vertical ground-water flow direction between the 
Surficial Zone and the Major Producing Zone varies below NAS, Pensacola. 
higher elevations, such as the center of the peninsula, the water levels in 
the Surficial Zone are greater than the water levels of the Major Producing 
Zone. In these areas, the potential vertical ground water flow direction is 
from the Surficial Zone to the Major Producing Zone. 
water levels of the Hajor Producing Zone are greater than the Surficial Zone 
water.levela, and the potential vertical flow direction is the reverse. 
8 and Q2 are located in areas where vertical ground water flow direction is 
the reverse. It is important that cluster wells penetrating the Surficial, 
Low Permeability and Major Producing Zones be installed at these sites so that 
vertical contaminant migration may be monitored. 

26) Page 14-8: 
PVC bailers may not be used for sampling the ground water monitoring wells. 
more inert material such as Teflon should be used. 

At 

At lower elevationa, the 

Sites 

A 

27) Page 14-8: 
The decontamination procedures given in Section 6.10 of the GQAPP are 
correct. However, for field cleaning equipment, the procedure given on page 
6-39 should be used. The procedure given on page 6-40 should be used with 
adequate ventilation (as in a lab) because of the nitric acid fumes. 

28) Page 14-8: 
All water level measurements for the Operable Unit must be collected within a 
reasonable period of time (i.e. a few hours) i f  they are to be considered 
valid, 

30) Page 14-9: 
The procedure indicated for the collection of soil samples is  acceptable for 
lower DQO levels, 
assessment purpoeea 8hould be collected as 6-inch cores. The most significant 
ecological r i s k  would most likely be posed by contamination in the top 6 
inches (burrowing animals, translocation into plants via roots, exposure to 
terrestrial organimam and runoff). Surficial contamination may be lost from 
the e e d h n t  if the proposed bucket auger is used. 

However, shallow soil samples intended for ecological risk 

31) Pages 14-9 through 14-15: 
Statements such as "[Phase If sampling locations] will be determined based on 
the Phaee I results" are overly vague and general. 
number and locations of samples to be collected for all media during Phases I1 
through IV must be more thoroughly atrategized and communicated in the RI/FS 
Work Plan. Please refer to Comment il. 

The rationale for the 
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32) Page 14-10: 
T a b l e  14-2 indicates t h a t  t h e  ground water samples w i l l  not require f i e l d  
blanks or prese rva t ive  blanke. 

Why w i l l  soil  and groundwater samples be analyzed for d i f f e r e n t  parameters? 

This  is incor rec t .  P l ease  correct t h e  t e x t .  

The Analytical S u i t e  Designation A should be reworded t o  clearly show t h a t  TAL 
metal8 analyses  w i l l  be performed on  t h e  aamples. 

33) Page 14-11: 
The proposed sample locations i n  F igure  14-2 do not  differ  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  from 
t h o s e  l o c a t i o n s  given i n  Figure 14-1. 
t h e s e  two  f i g u r e s  be c o l l e c t e d  dur ing  one apmplhg episode? 

34) Page 14-12: 
Section 14.2.2 states t h a t  t h e  proposed number of monitoring w e l l s  for t h e  
Phase 11 R I  is f o u r  a t  Site 8 and t w o  a t  Site 22. However, three w e l l s  are 
shown a t  each s i te  i n  F igu re  14-2. P l ease  correct t h i e  discrepancy.  

Why couldn ' t  a l l  t h e  samples shown i n  

35)  Page 14-12: 
Why are PVC monitoring w e l l s  proposed f o r  Phase I1 a c t i v i t e s  when s t a i n l e s s  
steel temporary w e l l s  w e r e  proposed for Phase I? 
analyoes proposed f o r  Phaee I1 sample8 appears con t r ad ic to ry  t o  t h i s  approach. 

The h igher  DQO Level of t h e  

If materials o t h e r  t han  S ta in less  steel are t o  be used i n  w e l l  cons t ruc t ion ,  a 
thorough r a t i o n a l e  for  t h e  ee l ec t ion  of t h e  alternate material must be 
submitted i n  accordance wi th  Attachment A: "Information Requirements for 
J u s t i f i c a t i o n  of Alternat ive  W e l l  Caeing Materials f o r  Groundwater Monitoring 
W e l l  Construction". 

36) Page 14-12: 
The Guidel ines  for Groundwater Monitorina W e l l  I n s t a l l a t i o n ,  March 1989 
a l luded  to in Sect ion  6.7 of the  GQAPP w a s  no t  included i n  t h i s  submi t ta l  for 
review. If mud-rotary d r i l l i n g  is used, eamplee of t h e  mud, etc. must be 
c o l l e c t e d  and analyzed t o  ensure t h a t  t h e e e  materials are not  a p b t e n t i a l  
source of contamination. 
are inadequate. Sand, bentoni te ,  etc. should be tremied i n t o  t h e  borehole, 
no t  allowed t o  free-fall. 
GQAPP. In t h e  workplan, t h e  screen  s lo t  s i z e  is given as 0.01-inch; which is 
correct? 
fn f  onnat ion. 

The w e l l  cons t ruc t ion  methods given i n  Sec t ion  6.7.3 

The screen  slot  s i z e  is given as 0.015-inch i n  t h e  

P lease  provide t h i e  Hydration time for t h e  ben ton i t e  is not given. 

37) Page 14-12: 
Water supply w e l l s  located near  a site should be sampled dur ing  t h e  IU. 
welle inc lude  w a t e r  supply  wells t h a t  in f luence  the d i r e c t i o n  of ground-water 
flow beneath a o i t e .  

These 

38) Page 14-13: 
Define the phrase " l i m i t e d  aquifer testing" as it i 8  used here.  
w i l l  t h e  specific c a p a c i t y  test be conducted? 
capac i ty  test in conjunct ion  wi th  w e l l  development is not  acceptable. 

Exact ly  how 
Conducting t h e  s p e c i f i c  

Aquifer 
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t e s t i n g  should be conducted on a w e l l  t h a t  has already been developed t o  
obtain t h e  most accurate r e s u l t s .  

39) Page 14-14: 
Regarding t h e  proposed b io ta  sampling, EPA concurs with FDNR's general 
comments per ta in ing t o  t h e  scope and t h i n g  of t h i e  port ion of t h e  
invemtigation, which were submitted i n  t h e i r  review of t h e  Phaae If =/PS Work 
Plane for Groups A through E. 

40) Page 14-15: 
EPA concurs with FDNR*s general  comment per ta in ing t o  t h e  timing of t h e  
topographic survey, which w a s  submitted i n  t h e i r  review of t h e  Phase If RI/FS 
Work Plans f o r  Groups A through E. 

Also, what benchmark w i l l  t h e  e l eva t ions  be surveyed r e l a t i v e  to? 

41) Page 14-16: 
The Sample Custody procedures given i n  Section 7 of t h e  GQAPP must conform 
with t h e  ECB SOPQAM. 

42) Page 14-16: 
Containerizing t h e  purge/development w a t e r  f o r  t h e  temporary monitoring w e l l s  
is acceptable; however, t h i s  w a t e r  should not be poured down t h e  w e l l  prior t o  
abandonment u n t i l  t h e  analytical r e s u l t s  have been reviewed t o  determine if 
t h e  w a t e r  contains any contaminants of concern. 

43) Page 14-16 through 14-17: 
How w i l l  t h e  investigation-derived waste (water, cu t t ings  p r o t e c t i v e  c lo th ing,  
etc.) ul t imate ly  be disposed of, and by whom? 

44) Page 16-1: 
I n  o rde r  t o  conduct t h e  proposed ground w a t e r  modeling, parameters such as 
t r ansmiss iv i ty ,  s torage values, and hydraulic conductivi ty w i l l  be u t i l i z e d .  
H o w e v e r ,  only s l u g  tests are proposed f o r  these  sites. Storage values cannot 
be determined from slug t e a t s ,  and hydraulic properties determined from these  
tests are less representat ive of o v e r a l l  aqui fer  properties than would be t h e  
case i f  an aquifer  test were performed. 

If groundwater contamination requ i r ing  Remedia l  Action is detected,  then 
f u r t h e r  aqu i fe r  t e s t i n g  must be conducted prior t o  modeling, To accura te ly  
determine t h e  hydraulic properties of  t h e  S u r f i c i a l  Zone, a 72-hour aqui fer  
test should be conducted w i t h  mul t ip le  monitoring w e l l 8  a t  varying d is tances  
from t h e  w e l l ,  

F ina l ly ,  s ince  contaminant movement is  most l i k e l y  34LPensiona1, use of a 
3-dimensional contaminant t r anepor t  model would prwide more reliable 
information f o r  t h e  purposes of t h e  r i s k  assessment and f e a s i b i l i t y  study. 

45) Pages 18-2 through 18-4: 
Please  r e f e r  t o  EPA*s Speci f ic  Conrnents 60, 61 and 62 on t h e  Draf t  Group 0 
Work Plans. 

. 
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Al.0, the reference to IRIS should be moved to Section 18.3 (Toxicity 
Amsesement). 
information. 

46) Pages 19-1 through 19-3: 

In general, the USEPA guidance document: Guidance for Conductina Remedial 
Jnveetiaations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA must be followed in 
preparing this portion of the work plan. 
this section will be required in order to accomplish thi8 objective. 
following specific cormente are provided: 

a) Page 19-1, 
Paragraph 1: 
Decription and details of the specific taske to be performed as part of the FS 
must be included in the present RI/FS Work Plan. 

IRIS should be utilized as the primary source of toxicity 

Extensive revision and expansion of 
The 

Paragraph 2: 
The text should be clarified to indicate that these FS scoping activities will 
be performed concurrently with the RI. 

Paragraph 3: 
What is meant by use of the term "applicable"? How will determination be made 
as to whether a given technology is applicable? The contractor.8 'engineering 
judgement" i 8  not.an appropriate Selection criteria. Please refer to Chapter 
4 of the guidance document for further clarification on the screening of - 
remedial technologies. 

General response actions must be developed prior to the identification of 
potential treatment technologies . 
identified and described. 

This- process must be more clearly 
Please refer to the guidance. 

b) Page 19-2: 
Paragraph 1: 
How do the screening and assessment of potential technologies differ? 
these really two separate steps? Please revise and expand this section in 
accordance with pertinent portions of the guidance document (e.g. Sections 
4.1.2.18 4.2.48 Figure 4-4). The selection criteria listed here are 
incomplete and incorrect. 

Are 

Paragraph 2: 
T h i 8  section is out of place and should be deleted. Risk Assesmment does not 
play a role in the technology or process option melection processem. Some of 
the evaluation criteria used in the Detailed Analysis of Alternatives are 
risk-based (e.g. will the remedial action provide for overall protectiveness 
of human health and the environment). 
formally tied in to the process until after the RI/FS is completed (see 
Section 6.3 of the guidance). 

However, the Riak Assessment is  not 

Paragraph 3: 
Please refer to the guidance for a complete listing and description of those 
atepa in the FS process which follow the identification of potential 
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technologies and revise/expand t h i s  s e c t i o n  accordingly. 
t h a t  t r e a t a b i l i t y  s t u d i e s  are t y p i c a l l y  needed whenever treatment hae been 
i d e n t i f i e d  as an a l t e rna t ive .  
t h e  necessary information and plans, as per t h e  guidance (Chapter 5 ) ,  must 
also be included. 

A l s o ,  please note 

I f  t r e a t a b i l i t y  s t u d i e s  w i l l  be conducted, then 

Paragraph 4: 
The f i n a l  t a s k  of t h e  FS is t o  present  a comparative analys is  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  
against t h e  evaluat ion criteria (see Sect ion  6.2.2 of t h e  guidance). 
not t h e  t a s k  of t h e  contractor t o  select t h e  Remedial Action for a site. 
Please refer t o  Section 6.3 of t h e  guidance document for f u r t h e r  desc r ip t ion  
of t h e  selection process. 

c) Page 19-3, Paragraph 2: 
Greater detail on t h e  organizat ion and content  of t h e  FS Report is needed. 
Please r e f e r  t o  appropriate sec t ions  of t h e  guidance document (e.g. T a b l e  

It is 

. 

6-5) 

47) Page 20-1: 
The concept of 90% and 100% d r a f t  reports may no t  be applicable for these  
sites. Why not  j u s t  prepare one all-encompassing report for review? 

a 

48) Appendix As 
The site s p e c i f i c  s a f e t y  plans need t o  be updated. 
sites 8 and 22 w e r e  approved 6-10-89. 
page 3 is not i n  conformance with t h e  1991 ECB SOPQAM. The plans  also ind ica te  
t h a t  OVA/ "U, mic ro- R- mete r ,  and OZ/explosheter monitoring equipment w i l l  
be ueed i n  t h e  f i e l d .  This should also be noted i n  t h e  work p lan  t e x t .  

The plans given here f o r  
The decontamination procedure given on 

49) Appendix B: 
The following errors were noted on page 7 :  

A. The method shown f o r  mercury a n a l y s i s  is t h e  one f o r  solid and 
semi-solid waste only; t h e  method f o r  l i q u i d  w a s t e  is 7470. 

B. No analyte  and media are spec i f i ed  f o r  EPA method 325.3 
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S R  ~ o m x ~  - SI  ea  and 
SITE 28 l Transformer Accident Area). e 

1) General Cwnment: 
The following comaentm, iden t i f i ed  for t h e  Group H Work Plana, are also 
applicable t o  thi .  work plan and m u s t  be addressed i n  i t 5  revision:  

1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 151 16, 17, 22, 24, 26, 27, 20, 29, 30, 
31, 32, 35, 36, 37, 30, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 49. 

2) Page 6-2: 
W i l l  t h e  invemtigation f o r  S i t e  2 inc lude analysee for t h e  cone t i tuen t s  of 
concern f o r  site 28, i.e. PCBs? 9 

3) Page 14-3: 
why w a a  no sample propoeed f o r  t h e  northeastern corner of t h e  gravel  area? 

4) Page 14-4: 
Sect ion 6.9.2 in t h e  GQAPP merely references  Section 6.5 ( S o i l  G a s  Survey) and 
Sect ion 6.6 (So i l  Sampling). 
what techniques w i l l  be used for sediment sampling. 

This doee not provide enough d e t a i l  on exactly 

5) Page 14-4: 
Given t h e  length of time f o r  which t h i s  mite hae been in exietence,  samples 
should a l s o  be col lec ted  from e l i g h t l y  deeper i n t e n a l e  i f  possible,  i.e. 6 t o  
12 inches. 

6) Page 14-6 and 14-10: 
What geophysical inves t igat ion is being refer red  t o  here? 

7) Page 14-78 
Based on topography, t h e  p o t e n t i a l  hor izonta l  d i rec t ion  of ground-water flow 
i n  t h e  e u r f i c i a l  zone is toward t h e  eouth a t  S i t e  17. Therefore, an 
add i t iona l  monitoring w e l l  should be i n s t a l l e d  down-gradient south of t h e  
site, j u e t  north of Hovey Road. 

Furthermore, t h e  po ten t i a l  v e r t i c a l  ground-water flow d i r e c t i o n  between t h e  
S u r f i c i a l  Zone and t h e  Major Producing Zone va r ies  below NAS, Panaacola. A t  
higher elevation., such as t h e  cen te r  of t h e  peninsula, t h e  w a t e r  l eve l s  i n  
t h e  S u r f i c i a l  Zone are grea te r  than t h e  water levele  of t h e  H a j o r  Producing 
Zone. I n  t h e s e  areas, t h e  p o t e n t i a l  v e r t i c a l  ground w a t e r  flow d i rec t ion  i s  
from t h e  S u r f i c i a l  Zone t o  t h e  Major Producing Zone. 
w a t e r  levels of t h e  Major Producing Zone are grea te r  than t h e  S u r f i c i a l  Zone 
w a t e r  levels, and t h e  po ten t i a l  v e r t i c a l  f l o w  d i rec t ion  is t h e  reverse. Site 
17 i o  located  in an area where v e r t i c a l  ground w a t e r  flow d i r e c t i o n  is t h e  
reveree. Clus ter  wella penetrat ing t h e  Sur f i c ia l ,  Low Permeability and Major 
Producing Zones m u s t  be ine ta l l ed  a t  t h i s  site so t h a t  t h e  v e r t i c a l  
contaminant migration may be monitored. 

A t  lower e leva t iom,  t h e  
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8) Page 14-9: 
The d i r e c t i o n  of hor izonta l  ground-water flow at  site 28 i n  also toward t h e  
eouth i n  t h e  e u r f i c i a l  zone. An addi t ional  monitoring w e l l  should be 
i n s t a l l e d  south of t h e  site, w e s t  of building 632.' 

9) Page 14-12: 
why w i l l  t h e  samples listed i n  T a b l e  14-2 be analyzed f o r  grose alpha? 

10) Page 14-14: 
The propoeed sample locations i n  Figures 144, 14-5 and 14-6 do not  d i f f e r  
eubs tan t i a l ly  from those  locat ione  given in Figures 14-1, 14-2 and 14-3. 
couldn't  a l l  t h e  proposed samplee be col lec ted  during one sampling event? 

Why 

11) Page 14-17: 
while it is acceptable t o  i n s t a l l  shallow w e l l s  which bracket t h e  w a t e r  table, 
t h i s  p lan  does not  appear t o  take  i n t o  account t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  
suspected contaminants on a Site- Specif ic  basis. 
prove adequate f o r  t h e  de tec t ing  contaminants which are l e s e  dense than w a t e r ,  
but  offers l i t t le  assurance t h a t  denser contaminants, i f  present ,  w i l l  be 
detected. Ground-water inves t iga t ive  e t r a t e g i e s  must be more c l e a r l y  t a i l o r e d  
t o  r e f l e c t  ind iv idua l  site charac te r i s t i c s .  
accordingly. 

The propoeed w e l l s  should 

Please r e v i s e  t h e  work plan 

12) Appendix D: 
The site s p e c i f i c  eafe ty  p lans  need t o  be updated. 
sites 17, 18 and 28 w e r e  approved 6-10-89. The decontamination procedure 
given on page 3 is not i n  conformance with t h e  ECB SOPQAM. 
i nd ica te  t h a t  OVA/ "D, m i c r o - R - m e t e r ,  and OZ/explosFmeter monitoring 
equipment w i l l  be used i n  t h e  f ie ld .  This should also be noted i n  t h e  work 
plan t e x t .  

The plane given here f o r  

The p lans  also 
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GROUP P - SITE 38 (Buildina 711 

1) General Comment: 

c 

* 

The following comments, identified for the Group B Work Plans, are also 
applicable to thie work plan and must be addressed in its revision: 

1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 
31, 32, 35b, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 49b. 

Comment 7b., provided for the Group I Work Plane, ehould also be addressed for 
thio work plan. 

2) Page 3-3: 
Since the actual procedures ueed by EnSafe in 1990 to remediate the 
contamination detected at this site were not included in this document, the 
methodologies cannot be reviewed. Pleaee provide the neceesary information. 

3) Page 14-2: 
Why not uee both an HNU and OVA for health and eafety monitoring? 

4) Page 14-3: 
Much of the information to be recorded by the eampling team during the 
Emissions Survey/Particulate Air Sampling appears identical to the information 
to be gathered during the Field Reconnaissance Survey. Please clarify. 

5) Page 14-4: 
Why will only the sediment samples be analyzed in the laboratory? 

6) Page 14-4: 
Section 6.9.2 in the GQAPP covers eediment sampling, but merely references 
Section 6.5 (Soil Gas Survey) and Section 6.6 (Soil Sampling). This does not 
provide enough detail on exactly what techniques will be used for sediment 
aampling. Pleaee provide additional information. 

7) Page 14-5: 
Why will the samples be analyzed for gross alpha but not beta or g m a ?  

8) Page 14-6: 
What is the rational for only having two welle in the downgradient direction 
of the site '(towards the bay)? 

9) Page 14-7: 
Many of the Phaee I welle at other eitee will be constructed of etainless 
oteel; yet, for this site PVC is proposed. 
(including solvents) are the primary contaminants of concern, why is PVC 
propoeed? 

Coneidering that organics 

10) Page 14-8: 
What studies will be performed to determine how tidal fluctuatione may affect 
ground-water flow direction and gradient? 
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11) Page 14-10: 
It appears from T a b l e  14-2 t h a t  the '  Phaee 11 eamples w i l l  be analyzed for a 
greater  number of conetituente than eamplee collected during Phase I. 
Shouldn't t h i s  be reversed? 

12) Appendix B I  
The decontamination procedure given on page 3 does not conform with t h e  ECB 
SOPQAH. The plan a l so  indicates t h a t  OVA, micro-R-meter, OZ/exploeimeter 
and Gi l l i an  pump ( for  asbestoe) monitoring equipment w i l l  be used i n  the  
f i e ld .  This information should a leo  be included i n  the  work plan text. 

The Si te  Safety Plan mentions t h a t  there  ie a potent ia l  for airborne asbestos 
par t ic lee .  
aabestoe sampling be conducted a t  t h i s  e i t e  t o  ver i fy  if t h i s  parameter i e  a 
problem? 

This information is qot diecusaed anywhere i n  t h e  main text. w i l l  
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GROUP Q - SITE 39 (Oak Grove Camnaroundl 
1) General Comment: 
The following comments, identified for the Group H Work Plans, are also 
applicable to this work plan and must be addressed in ita revision: 

0 

Comment 7b., provided for the Group I Work P l a n s ,  should also be addressed for 
this work plan. 

2) Page 6-2: e 

Figures that identify surface water location/runoff pathways, and the 100 year 
floodplain, if applicable, should be utilized in the description of the 
site-specific surface water hydrology to identify potential migration 
pathways. 

3) Page 14-2: 
Will samples from any of the identified "hot spote" be collected for analysis? 

4) Page 14-3: 
If there are areas of site 39 suspected to have asbestos contamination, why 
aren't samples to be collected early in the RI/FS to verify that this is a 
parameter of concern? 

5) Page 14-6: 
What is the rationale for compositing soil samples over 5-foot intervals? 
Will an interval this large permit adequate detection of any contamination 
preaent? 

Several surface aoil samples should be collected for grain size analyeis to 
determine the extent to Which, if any, dust/airborne particles act as a 
potential contaminant migration pathway. 

6) Page 14-7: 
Additional soil samples should be collected southwest of the site along 
Sherman Inlet. 
inlet and the site. 

Two or three soil samples should also be collected between the 

7) Page 14-8: 
What 8tUdie8 will be performed to determine how tidal fluctuations may affect 
ground-wdter flow direction and gradient? 

8) Appendix B: 
The decontamination procedure given on page 3 does not conform with the BCB 
SOPQAM, 
alpha scintillation detector, 
and a gamut scintillation detector. 
references using a Mini-Rad. 
for radiation monitoring? 

Section 6.3.2 discusses using a Geiger Mueller (GM) detector and an 
The text here references using a micro-R-meter 

Which of these instruments will actually be used 
The safety plan (Appendix E) only 
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DITIONAL COXWWl”T PERTAINING TO ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE SITES INCLUDED 

@ E GROUPS R, I, P RND Q 

GENERAL COWHENTS 

1. Section 14.1, Phase I - Fie ld  Screening: 
I n  conjunction with t h e  habi ta t /b io ta  survey, a site diagram and a recent  
aerial photograph should be used t o  generate a map showing t h e  locations of 
t h e  d i f f e r e n t  h a b i t a t s  located on t h e  site and i n  nearby areas. For sites 
which primarily consist of buildinge and paved surfaces,  a map such ae t h e  
site map f o r  S i t e  38, Group P (Figure 2-2, showing buildings and 
concrete/asphalt/grass surfaces)  would suff ice .  

2. Section 18., Baseline Risk Assessment: 
For environmental concerns, t h e  Baseline Riek Assessment should follow USEPA’S 
R i e k  Assessment Guidance f o r  Superfund. Volume  11: Environmental Evaluation 
Manual (1989). 

3. Section 18.3, Toxici ty Assessment: 
While it is t r u e  t h a t  a t o x i c i t y  assessment  f o r  human hea l th  concerns 
genera l ly  relies upon ex i s t ing  t o x i c i t y  information, a t o x i c i t y  assessment for 
t h e  b io ta  could involve t o x i c i t y  t e s t i n g  (e.g. bioassays or chemical analyses 
of t i s s u e s )  i f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  t o x i c i t y  information is i n su f f i c i en t .  

SPECIFIC COHMENTS 

Groum I and Pr 

1. Section 14.1.2: 
Ind ica te  whether t h e r e  is a su i t ab le  background or contro l  sampling point  f o r  
sediment. 
t h e  sampling loca t ion  iden t i f i ed .  

I f  one e x i s t s ,  a background sediment a m p l e  must be c o l l e c t e d  and 

GrOuDS H and Q: 

1. Section 14.1.3.2: 
For ecological concerns, t h e  Phaee I so i l  sampling should include samples a t  
depths shallower than 5 f ee t .  

1. Section 6.2, Page 6-2: 
Check t h e  d i s t ances  t o  t h e  nearby surface  water bodies. 
2-1, Sherman I n l e t  appears t o  be located much closer than 700 feet west of 
S i t e  39. The d i s t ance  i6 especia l ly  important with respect t o  t h e  “marshy 
aream” asmciated w i t h  Sherman I n l e t .  
Bay appears t o  be t o  t h e  southeast r a t h e r  than t o  t h e  south. 

According t o  Figure 

A l s o ,  the  c loses t  d i s t ance  t o  Pensacola 
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ATTACIIMENT A 



Jnformation Rewfrements f o r  Jus t i f i ca t ion  of  Al ternat ive  
w e l l  Casins  Materials for Groundwater Monitorins W e l l  Collstruction 

i 

.. : 
I. EPA Region IV r e q u i r e s  t h a t  groundwater monitorjng wells be 
: constructed of stainless mteel (304 or 316 - first choice) or 

rigid PVC meetbg NSF Standard 14 (mNSP-WCa - second choice).  
which of these w e l l  casing materials to be used depends uponwhich 
would obtain the m o s t  n p r e s e n t a t i v e  groundwater sample. 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  must be submitteed when monitoring wells constructed 
of  PVC materials are proposed f o r  use in collecting samples f o r  
organic analys is .  Following are EPA'a information requirements 
for j u s t i f y i n g  t h e  use  of PVC as t h e  w e l l  casbg material f o r  
groundwater monitoring w e l l s .  

A 

t 

1. TCe Data Quali ty Objectives (DQO) fo r  the samples t o  be 
co l l ec ted  from wells w i t h  PVC casing per EPA/540/G-87/003, 
Datz Quali tv Obiectives for Remedial Resconse k c t i v i t i e s .  

2.  The an t i c ipa ted  compounds and t h e i r  concentrat ion ranges. 

3. The an t i c ipa ted  residence time of the sample in t h e  w e l l .  

4. The aqu i fe r ' s  productivi ty.  

5.  The reasons f o r  not  using hybrid wells of PVC casings and 
e t a i n l e s s  eteel screens. 

6 .  Brief d iscuss ion of adsorption/desorption c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 
t h e  ComFounds and elements of in te res t  for the tyye of PVC t o  
be used. 

7 .  whether an an t i c ipa ted  increase i n  t h i c k e s s  c2 t'4e monitor 
well w a l l  w o r l d  requi re  a lazger annul&- spacz. 

0 .  Tko type of PVC t o  be usee azc, i f  a.raiL&le, =:.d 

ma2Jfacturer 's epeci f icar i=zs .  Addit icczl ly,  zsscfance t h a t  
t h e  PVC to be used does ncf leach, mask, rzzc= 3' otherwise 
i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  t h e  contuniaacts being m o r - i t o r e C  within t h e  
l h i t s  of t h e  DQOs. 

11. EPA acceptance of PVC w e l l  casing materials does n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  
approval of t h a t  casing material; therefore, if PVC is accepted 
€or use, t h e  following conditions shall apply: 

1. Tho FACILITY accepts t h e  risks t k a t  t h e  use  of a l t e r n a t e  
materials for groundwater monitoring may cause  in ter ferences  
or haccuracies in t h e  chemical  analysis of saqles from such 
w e l l s .  A l l  compounds found i n  s a p l e s  c o l l e c t e d  f r m  t h e  
w e l l  w i l l  be considered t o  or ig inate  in t h e  a w i f e r  being 
monitored. 



Al te rna t ive  W e l l  Casina Materials (Cont.1 

. 2.". Any such acceptance app l i e s  t o  t h e  implementation of the 
specified RFI Work Plan only, and any other use of alternate 
materials f o r  groundwater monitoring must be granted by EPA 
eeparately.  

3. AIXY major amendments o r  r e v i s i o n s  t o  the referenced RFI Work 
Plan o r  t h e  intended DQoa of t h e  work plan may requhe 
reassessment of t h e  acceptance f o r  use of a l t e r n a t e  materials 
by EPA. 

4. EPA reserves t h e  right: to r e f u s e  groundwater monitoring data 
from g r o u n d w ~ t e r  we'lr ccnst-mcted of alternate materials 
from t h o s e  specified In t h e  Region Tv SOP whenever such 
const-ruction mzterials could cause the  ground w a t e r  
monitoring data z3 fall .  to m e e t  t h e  necessary DQOs. 

111. The information t o  j u s t i f y  the use of PVC w e l l  casizzg could  
be incorpora ted  i n t o  t h e  work plan and be i nc lus ive  for a l l  
sites where PVC cas ing  w i l l  be used. 

I V  A l l  f i e l d  work and laboratory procedures must follow EPA 
Region IV Standard opera t ing  Procedure Quality Aataurance 
Manuals (SOPQAM). The SOPQAn for f i e l d  procedures is dated 
February 1991, and t h e  SOPQAM f o r  laboratory procedures is 
dated September 1990. 
SOPQAM must be j u s t i f i e d  i n  wr i t ing  and be approved by EPA. 

Any devia t ion  from EPA Region TV 

August 2 .  1991 
, 

i 



ATTACHMENT 2 
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TECHNICAL RAnm AND COMMENTS 

NAVAL AIR STATION ( N M ) ,  PENSAWW 
PENSAWLA, FLORIDA' 

DRAFT RI/FS WORK PLANS FOR GROU'PS A THROWGH E 

GROUP A tODe rable U n i t  1) : 
SITB 1 (San i t a rv  Landf i l l )  

1) General  Comment: 
Notwithstanding t h e  information i n  Sec t ion  14.2 of  t h i s  document, which has 
been ex tens ive ly  r e v i s e d , . t h e  RI/FS Work Plan f o r  Group A con ta ins  few 
significant revisions over  t h e  J u l y  1990 vereion,  
format of  a l l  RI/FS work p lans  submitted for NAS Pensacola t o  date, many of 
t h e  comments submitted for t h e  Group H, I, P, and Q Work Plans  are expected t o  
apply  t o  t h e  present work plan. For ine tance ,  re ferences  t o  t h e  phaeed 
approach presented i n  Sect ion 1. and throughout t h e  t e x t  must be rev ieed  i n  
accordance with Comment 1 f o r  t h e  Group H, I, P and Q Work Plane. 
a l l  comments on t h e  
A Work Plan must be addreeeed i n  r e v i s i o n  of t h e  lat ter  document. 

Given t h e  very eimilar 

I n  genera l ,  
I, P and Q work plane which are applicable t o  t h e  Group 

Of f u r t h e r  note ,  t h e  format of t h i s  rev ieed  document is s o m e w h a t  confusing t o  
t h e  reviewer. The footnote  which states "bold items enclosed i n  bracke ts  
denote changes t o  t h e  last vers ion  of document" appears a t  t h e  bottom of every 
page i n  Sec t ion  14.2. Y e t  none of t h i e  s e c t i o n  has  been bold-faced or placed 
in brackets. I n  o r d e r  t o  determine t h a t  t h e  section has been revieed,  t h e  
reviewer must read t h e  f i r e t  paragraph of t h e  eec t ion  which etatee t h a t  it 
"has been e n t i r e l y  revised". This  leads t h e  r eade r  t o  wonder i f  similar 
statements have not  been in se r t ed  i n  o t h e r  s e c t i o n s  of t h e  document, and seeme 
t o  defeat t h e  purpoee of ueing bold-faced t e x t  and brackete  t o  i n d i c a t e  
document revisions. 

2 )  Page 3-4: 
The a u t h o r  p o i n t s  o u t  s eve ra l  inconeie tenc iee  i n  t h e  groundwater data .  
Probable or possible reasone f o r  t h e s e  incons ie tenc iee  muet be included i n  t h e  
text (e.g. any sampling d i f f i c u l t i e e ,  groundwater f l uc tua t ione ,  r a i n f a l l  
v a r i a t i o n s  etc. ) . 
3) Pages 14-12 through 14-13: 
A8 stated on page 14-10, while s u r f a c e  w a t e r  and sediment contamination w a s  
detected a t  S i t e  1 dur ing  Phase I, "it is not clear whether t h e  na ture ,  
magnitude and d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  de t ec t ed  contamination are s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
c o n s t i t u t e  an environmental threat.,.". 
Plan m u s t  be c l e a r l y  directed towarde provid ing  an answer t o  t h i s  question. 
The text later i n  t h i o  sec t ion  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  on ly  a hab i t a t / b io t a  survey w i l l  
be performed. Wasn't t h e  eurvey performed dur ing  Phase I? What assurance can 
be made t h a t  t h i s  survey w i l l  provide adequate information t o  anewer t h e  
preceding ques t ion?  

The work propoeed i n  t h e  RI/FS Work 

The work plan m u s t  c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f y  data gaps which must be f i l l e d  i n  order t o  
perform an ecological assessment. If# i n  t h e  N a v y ' s  opinion, it is more 
appropriate t o  postpone t h e  " f i l l i n g "  of some of t h e s e  data gape t o  t h e  
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inveat iga t ion  of Operable Un i t s  15 through 17, adequate j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  
approach must be provided. Regardless of how t h e  work is divided between t h e  
current  work p lans  (deal ing with individual  sites) and Operable Units  15-17 
(deal ing with larger ecosytems), a l l  work must be proposed and performed i n  a 
manner which w i l l  permit accomplishment of t h e  f i n a l  goal (i.8. t o  complete an 
ecological aseesement) as e f f e e t i v e l y  and e f f i c i e n t l y  as possible. 

4)  Pages 14-13 through 14-14: 
Text  per ta in ing t o  t h e  Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA) and FeaeFb i l i ty  Study 
(FS) muat be reworded t o  more c l e a r l y  ind ica te  t h e  i n t e n t  t o  complete t h e  
RI/FS and BRA during Phase 11. 

5 )  Pages 14-14 through 14-15: 
Why wasn't t h e  Contaminant Source Survey completed during Phaee I? 
a c t i v i t y  should be completed a t  t h e  beginning of an inves t iga t ion  so t h a t  a 
cost- effect ive sampling program can be planned. 

. 
This 

6 )  Page 14-16: 
Lacations f o r  a l l  proposed background samples must be provided so t h a t  they 
can be evaluated. W i l l  t h e s e  eamples be used a s  background f o r  a l l  sites? 

7 )  Pages 14-18 through 14-19: 
The log ic  behind t h e  biased sampling plan must be presented. 
areas of t h e  l a n d f i l l ,  some as big  as 1000' x 500 ' ,  with no sampling. 

There are large  

8) Page 14-188 
Additional surface  water and s o i l  samples muet be collected from t h e  
i n t e n n i t t a n t  creek w e s t  of t h e  1950 dump area,  southwest of monitoring w e l l  
Tw021. 

9) Page 14-198 
Because of t h e  degree of contamination detected i n  t h e  Phase I monitoring 
wells a t  site I, addi t ional  shallow w e l l s  penetrat ing t h e  t h e  s u r f i c i a l  zone 
must be i n s t a l l e d  a t  t h e  following locat ions  t o  determine t h e  hor izonta l  
ex ten t  of the  contaminant plume. These locat ions include one w e l l  w e s t  of 
monitoring w e l l  TWO01 near Bayou Grande, a w e l l  approximately 1,000 f e e t  e a s t  
of  monitoring wel l  TWO138 and one w e l l  approximately 1,000 f e e t  east of 
monitoring well  TWO11. 

A well  c l u s t e r  must be i n s t a l l e d  approximately 400 f e e t  eouth of  monitoring 
w e l l  TW015. A shallow w e l l  is necessary here to de l inea te  t h e  ex ten t  of t h e  
lead  plume tha t  i a  present  a t  w e l l  TW015. A w e l l  penet ra t ing  t h e  major 
producing zone is necessary a t  t h i s  locat ion  because  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  horizontal  
direction of ground-water flow is toward t h e  mouth in t h e  m a j o r  producing 
tone. 
not include area8 downgradient of site 1. 

The proposed locat ions  of w e l l s  penetrat ing t h e  major producing zone do 

10) Page 14-28: 
Surface w a t e r  and 8ediment samples must be col lec ted  in  paire unless adequate 
j u e t i f i c a t i o n  is provided. 
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11) Page '14-30: 
The number of soil samples proposed for analytical suite A analyeie (177) 
seems somewhat excessive. Some type of field screening procedure should 
probably be used to limit the number of laboratory analyses required. 

12) Page 14-33: 
All monitoring well construction must be performed in accordance with ESD'm 
1991 Standard Omratina Procedures and Quality Asnurance Wanual. 

13) Page 14-35: 
If groundwater modeling is to be performed for this site (as per Section 16.), 
mora extennive aquifer testing must be performed during the (Phase 11) RI/FS. 
Please refer to pertinent COmmentS for the Group 8,  I, P and Q Work Plans. 

14) Page 14-38: 
There is no EPA approval of these Interim Remedial Measure8 (IRMs). EPA must 
be notified and approval received before any IRMs are undertaken. 

15) Page 14-40: 
The topographic survey proposed here must be conducted simultaneously with the 
Engineering Survey diacussed in Section 14.2.5. 

16) Page 20-1: 
Following completion of the Remedial Investigation, a single, Operable 
Unit-specific Draft RI/FS and Baseline Risk Asseament report shall be 
prepared and submitted for review. No other formal reports shall be prepared 
prior to transmittal of these documents. In the event that investigation 
beyond the proposed work (as modified in accordance with our cormments) is 
needed to complete the RI, an addendum or supplement to the present work plan 
shall be submitted. The supplement shall include adequate explanation/ 
justification for all proposed additional sampling (including presentation and 
interpretation of applicable data and any other pertinent information). 
shall alao provide clear aesurance that the proposed sampling is intended to 
complete the investigation (i.e. provide adequate information to allow 
preparation of a Baseline Risk Assessment and selection of a Remedial 
Alternative). 

a 
It 

17) Appendix A: 
A map and directions to the nearest hospital should be included in the 
Site-Specific Safety Plan. 
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GROUP B (ODe rable Unit 21: 
pITE 11 (North Cheval ier  D i s p o s a l  Area) 
SITE 12 flcrar, Bins1 
SITE 2 6 (SUDD~Y DeDartment Outside Storaael 

1) The fol lowing canvoente on t h e  Group A Work Plan  are also applicable to t h i s  
work plan: 

1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16  and 17. 

2)  Page 171: 
B a s e d  on Phase I i n v e s t i g a t i v e  r e s u l t s ,  dec i s ion  w a s  made t o  proceed wi th  a 
fu l l- eca le  RI/FS for screening  Site 12.  
sOmewhere i n  t h e  p re sen t  work plan. 

This  d e c i s i o n  must be c l e a r l y  e t a t e d  

3) Page 2-1: 
Site 26 is located northwest of Cheval ier  Field.  

4) Page 2-5: 
The w e s t  a i d e  of t h e  site is bounded by a paved road and t h e  east side is 
bounded by a wooded area, according t o  Figure 14-4. 

5) Page 3-2: 
The l o c a t i o n  of w e l l  GM-27 and its cons t ruc t ion  details are no t  provided i n  
t h i s  document. P lease  provide. 

6 )  Page 14-22: 
To f u l l y  d e l i n e a t e  t h e  e x t e n t  of t h e  contaminant plume i n  t h e  a u r f i c i a l  zone a 
a t  site 11, a d d i t i o n a l  monitoring w e l l s  m u s t  be i n s t a l l e d  along wi th  t h o s e  
proposed f o r  Phase 11. The loca t ions ,  based on Phase I ground-water data, are 
as follows: one w e l l  approximately 400 f e e t  southwest of bu i ld ing  3445; one 
w e l l  w e e t  of soil  boring BOO9 on t h e  w e s t  side of  t h e  abandoned road; one 
w e l l  west of monitoring w e l l  TWO05 on t h e  w e s t  side of t h e  road; and one w e l l  
east of so i l  boring 8030. 

7) Page 14-23: 
A t  site 12 a d d i t i o n a l  monitoring w e l l s  mus t  be i n e t a l l e d  along with those  
proposed for Phase 11. The loca t ions ,  based on Phase I ground-water data, are 
as follows: one w e l l  northwest of monitoring w e l l  TWO02 on t h e  northwest s ide  
o f ,Aepha l t  Road; one we l l  south of t h e  chemical storage shed; one we l l  north 
of b u i l d i n g  1870; and one w e l l  west of boring BO15 on t h e  w e s t  s i te  of t h e  
road. 

8 )  Page 14-25: 
A monitor ing we l l  must be i n s t a l l e d  a t  site 26 i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  monitoring 
w e l l s  proposed f o r  Phase 11. 
t h e  east side of t h e  unpaved road. The proposed Phase I1 shallow monitoring 
wells 2 and 5 are located adjacent  t o  monitoring w e l l s  TWO02 and TW003. The 
r a t i o n a l e  given f o r  t h e  loca t ions  of w e l l s  2 and 5 is t h a t  contaminants were 
detected i n  TWO02 and TW003. 
Phase 11 are no t  discussed.  However, it is assumed t h a t  wells TWO02 and TWO05 

The w e l l  should be l oca t ed  no r theas t  of TWO02 on 

The depths  t h a t  t h e  w e l l s  w i l l  pene t r a t e  f o r  



.- 

. w i l l  be sampled during Phase 11, and t h e  new w e l l s  2 and 5 w i l l  penetrate a 
deeper discrete internal  so t h a t  t h e  ve r t i ca l  extent of t h e  contaminant plume 
in t h e  s u r f i c i a l  zone may be delineated. 

9) Page 14-41s 
Surface w a t e r  samples m e t  be col lected d i rec t ly  i n t o  sampling containers 
whenever possible. 

Surface water and sediment samples must be collected in pairs whenever 
possible. 

10) Page 1443: 
What i s  t he  ra t iona le  for  analyzing a-s ignif  icantly smaller percentage of the  
moil samples collected a t  S i t e  12 (36 of 74) for analyt ical  s u i t e  A 
parameter a? 

11) Page 14-45: 
Does exis t ing information/data indicate  t ha t  t h e  potent ia l  fo r  deeper 
groundwater contamination a t  Sites 12 and 26 can be conclusively eliminated? 
I f  not, why have no intermediate or deep w e l l s  been propoeed for Phase 11 
investigations a t  these s i t e s?  
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GROUP C tOae rable Unit 3):  
SITE 2 (Waterfront Sedimentel 
SITE 13 fMaaazine Point  Rubble Diemeal  AreaL 
SITE 14 (Dredge SDoil F i l l  Area) 

1) The following comments on t h e  Group A Work Plan are also applicable to thie 
work plan: 

1, 3, 40 5, 6 ,  12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17. 

Comment 2 on t h e  Group B Work Plan is also applicable t o  t h i s  work plan. 

2) Page 1-1: 
Am etated i n  EPA'a epec i f i c  comment 1 on t h e  Interim Data R e p o r t  f o r  S i t e  130 
and ae agreed t o  by t h e  N a v y  i n  t h e i r  reeponee, fu tu re  inves t iga t ion  of S i t e  
13 must be performed i n  conjunction with t h e  inveet iga t ion  of Operable Unit 
10. 
proceed on an expedited schedule eo t h a t  f i e l d  work a t  theee  sites may proceed 
aimultaneoualy and i n  accordance with t h e  present inves t iga t ive  schedule for 
Operable Unit 10. 

&PA recommends t h a t  r ev ie ion  and f i n a l i z a t i o n  of a work plan f o r  Site 13 

3) Pagee 2-3 and 2-5: 
Do t h e  shaded areas i n  Figures 2-2 and 2-3 represent  t h e  bel ieved boundaries 
of fill material a t  t h e s e  sites? Said boundaries muet be determined ae  
accura te ly  am poseible and i d e n t i f i e d  i n  theee f iguree.  

4 )  Page 2-3: 
The information contained i n  Sect ion  2.1, paragraph 3, muet be ehown on Figure 
2-2. 

5) Page 2-7: 
The information contained i n  Sect ion  2.3, paragraph 4, muet be ehown on Figure 
2-4 . 
6 )  Page 7-5: 
The eampling rate of 1.987 mil l ion  gpm appeare t o  be an error0 based on t h e  46 
gpm mentioned earlier. 

7) Page 14-22: 
A n  add i t iona l  w e l l  must be i n s t a l l e d  a t  ei te 13 along with t h e  propoeed wells 
for Phaee 11. The source of contaminant8 a t  ei te 13 is from t h e  i n d u e t r i a l  
war r t e  t reatment plant toward t h e  w e a t .  A monitoring w e l l  met be inetalled 
w e s t  of TWO02 t o  de l inea te  t h e  w e s t w a r d  extent  of the  contaminant plume. 

Are t h e  proposed monitoring w e l l s  believed to be adequate for t h e  purposes of 
determining t h e  f u l l  (i.e lateral  and v e r t i c a l )  ex tent  of groundwater 
contamination a t  t h i e  site? 

, 

If eo, adequate j u e t i f i c a t i o n  muet be provided. 

8) Page 14-23: 
New wells w i l l  be i n s t a l l e d  a t  Site 14 adjacent t o  Phaee I wells TW01S0 
TW012, and TW008. The depths of theee  Phaee 11 w e l l s  m u s t  be provided. It is 
aeaumed t h a t  theee w e l l s  w i l l  pene t ra te  a deeper discrete i n t e r v a l  i n  the  



s u r f i c i a l  zone than t h e  Phase I w e l l s ,  and groun5 w a t e r  from a l l  t h e  wells 
i n s t a l l e d  during Phase I and Phase If w i l l  be sampled t o  determine t h e  
hor izon ta l  and v e r t i c a l  extent  of t h e  contaminant plume. 

9) Page 14-38: 
Surface w a t e r  and sediment samples must  be c o l l e c t e d  in pairs whenever 
possible, unless  adequate j u s t i f i c a t i o n  is provided. 

10) Page 14-39: 
Why w i l l  triplicate samples be col lec ted  and analyzed f o r  a l l  shallow sediment 
samples? 

A l s o ,  t h e  to ta l  number of sediment samples proposed f o r  Analytical S u i t e  A 
analyses  (103) seems ra the r  large. Some type of f i e l d  screening procedure 
should probably be used t o  lhit t h e  number of required laboratory analyses. 

-. 

11) Page 14-42 
F i v e  shallow w e l l s  w i l l  be i n s t a l l e d  a t  site 14 during Phase 11: three t o  a 
depth of 30 f e e t ,  and t w o  t o  a depth of 15 f e e t .  The r a t i o n a l e  f o r  these  
depths must be provided, as w e l l  as c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of which w e l l s  w i l l  
pene t ra te  which depths. 
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a GROUP D (Ope rable U n i t  4 )  1 

BITE 15 [Pesticide Rineate biermeal Areal 
$ITE 24 [DDT Mixina AreaL 

1) The following comments on the  GtOUp A work Plan are a l so  applicable t o  t h i s  
work plant 

1, 3, 4, 5,  6, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17. 

coglment 2 on t h e  Group B Work Plan i e  also applicable t o  t h i s  work plan. 

2) Page 14-18% t 

In addition t o  t h e  proposed Phase I1 w e l l s ,  the  following w e l l s  must be 
installed at si te 15 f o r  t h e  purpose of delineating the  hotizontal  extent  of 
contamination i n  t h e  s u r f i c i a l  zone: (i) one w e l l  northwest of w e l l  TW021, 
(ii) one well northeast of boring B015, and (iii) one w e l l  south of boring 
BOlO. 

The potent ia l  ve r t i ca l  di rect ion of ground-water flow at s i te 15 is  from t h e  
s u r f i c i a l  zone t o  the underlying major producing zone. Therefore cluster 
wells monitoring the  eur f ic ia l ,  intermediate, and major producing zones must  
be installed at  site 15 t o  monitor and/or delineate t he  v e r t i c a l  ex ten t  of t h e  
contaminant plume. It is aesumed that  Phase 11 wells 1, 3, and 12 w i l l  
penetrate discrete in te rva ls  deeper than adjacent w e l l s  TW021, TWO19, and 
TWO27 so that the  ve r t i ca l  extent of t h e  contaminant plume i n  t h e  eur f ic ia l  
zone may be determined. 
monitoring w e l l s  TWO19, TW026, and TWO24 i n  order t o  monitor for p o t e n t i a l  
contamination in all three zones. 

I n  addition, c l u s t e r  w e l l s  m e t  be in s t a l l ed  a t  

3) Page 14-19: 
To delineate the horizontal extent  of the  contaminant plume a t  site 24 
additional w e l l s  must be ins ta l led at the following locations: (i) one w e l l  
between boring BO03 and B006, (ii) one w e l l  100 feet northeast of B001, and 
(iii) one w e l l  north of BO12 on t h e  north s ide  of t h e  road. 

The poten t ia l  ve r t i ca l  direction of gtound-water flow a t  s i te  24 is from the 
eu r f i c i a l  zone t o  t h e  underlying major producing zone. Therefore cluster 
w e l l s  monitoring t h e  su r f i c i a l ,  t he  intermediate, and t h e  major producing 
zones must be ins ta l led  a t  w e l l s  TWOlS, Tw016, and TWO19. 
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GROUP E [Ow rable Unit 51: 
SITE 30 (Buildinas 649 & 755) .  

1) The following comments on t h e  Group A Work Plan are also applicable t o  t h i s  
work plan: 

2)  Page 3-2: 
The reference  t o  EPA t o x i c i t y  is incorrect and must be replaced with EP 
t o x i c i t y .  

~. 

3) Page 3-3: 
The loca t ions  of these  samples must be ahown i n  some f i g u r e  (possibly as an 
appendix). 
of t h e  buildings,  but  t h i s  d i t c h  i s  not indicated i n  any of t h e  f igures .  

I 

The t ex t  ind ica tes  t h a t  t h e  sample8 w e r e  taken from a d i t c h  east 

4 )  Page 14-16: 
The p o t e n t i a l  v e r t i c a l  d i r e c t i o n  of ground-water flow a t  site 30 is from t h e  
a u r f i c i a l  zone t o  t h e  major producing zone of t h e  Sand-and-Gravel aquifer .  
Therefore c l u s t e r  w e l l s  penet ra t ing  these  zones muet be i n s t a l l e d  t o  monitor 
and/or de l inea te  t h e  ex ten t  of t h e  v e r t i c a l  contaminant plume a t  site 30. 
Welle monitoring t h e  major producing zone must be i n s t a l l e d  adjacent  t o  
proposed Phaee I1 monitoring w e l l s  t h a t  w i l l  monitor t h e  intermediate zones. 
These w e l l s  include 15, 22, 28 ,  and 30. 

4) Page 14-30: 
I n  order t o  collect comprehensive data t h a t  a s c e r t a i n s  t h e  v e r t i c a l  and 
hor izonta l  ex ten t  of t h e  contaminant plume, ground-water samples muet be 
collected from ex i s t ing  w e l l 8  and from a l l  w e l l s  i n s t a l l e d  during Phase I and 
Phase 11. 




