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Attachment A 

RESPCESES ro COMllBM'l'S FROM 
BRVIllORIIBR'l'AL PROTECTION AGBRCt, REGION IV (EPA) 

-TBCBN-II"I"I'CAL BBVIBV DBAPT BliPS 1l0Blt I'IANS FOR GROUPS A TIIllOUGB B 
NAVAL AIR STATION (BAS), PlRSACOLA 

PlRSACOLA, FLORmA 

GROUP A (Operable Unit 1) - SITE 1 (Sanitary Landfill) 

eo-en t 1; General eo-en t: 
a) Notwithstanding the information in Section 14.2 of this document, 
which has been extensively revised, the RI/FS Work Plan for Group A 
contains few significant revisions over the July 1990 version. Given 
the very similar format of all RI/FS work plans submitted for NAS 
Pensacola to date, rTB1Y of the comments submitted for the Group B, I, P, 
and Q Work Plans are expected to apply to the present work plan. For 
instance, references to the phased approach presented in Section 1. and 
throughout the text must be revised in accordance with Comment 1 for the 
Group E, I, P and Q Work Plans. In general, all comments on the H, I, P 
and Q work plans which are applicable to the Group A Work Plan must be 
addressed in revision of the latter document . 

b) Of further note, the fODmat of this revised document is somewhat 
confusing to the reviewer. The footnote which states "bold items 
enclosed in brackets denote changes to the last version of document" 
appears at the bottom of every page in Section 14.2. Yet none of this 
section has been bold-faced or placed in brackets. In order to 
determine that the section has been revised, the reviewer must read the 
first paragraph of the section which states that it "has been entirely 
revised". This leads the reader to wonder if similar statements have 
not been inserted in other sections of the document, and seems to defeat 
the purpose of using bold-faced text and brackets to indicate document 
revisions. 

Response: 
a) The Navy believes that the phased approach and the efficiency and 
benefits it offers in both time- and cost-effectiveness are ideal for 
the NAS Pensacola investigation. To date, the results of Phase I 
investigations on 22 sites are working well for their intended purpose, 
which is to "focus" Phase II sampling. The Navy will continue to employ 
the phased approach; however, every effort will be made to shorten the 
time between phases. Furthermore, the Navy intends that all of the work 
required to complete a RI/FS at a given site, or to provide evidence 
that contamination does not exist at a site, will be conducted during 
Phase 11. Additionally, the EPA's objection to the phased approach 
would seem to be contradictory to the EPA's Document 87-76, the Remedial 
Project Managers (RPM) Primer, which advocates a phased investigative 
approach on agency-led investigations. Please refer to the responses to 
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the applicable EPA eoaen ts on the 100% draft vork plans for Groups E, 
I, P, and Q. 

b) The Navy did not feel it prudent nor appropriate to bold and bracket 
an entire vork plan section. Rather, it s~ a more logical idea to 
simply state at the beginning of the section that it had been completely 
revised. There are no other statements similar to this anywhere in the 
doeUlient. 

Co_en t 2; Pare 3-4: 
The author points out several inconsistencies in the ground vater data.. 
Probable or possible reasons for these inconsistencies .ust be included 
in the text (e.g. any sarrpling diff-iculties, groundwater fluctuations, 
rainfall variations, etc.). 

Ilespoa.se: 
This is an interpretive statement regarding the Geraghty and Hiller 
(G & M) 1984 investigation results. The reuoM for the apparent 
inconsistencies are unknown; however, this points ou t the need for more 
recent, reliable data to conduct a ReHdial Investip~ion/Feasibili tyl 
Study (RI/FS) on sites where it is required. 

ca.eat 3; .... 14-12 throqb 14-13: 
a) As stated on page 14-10, while surface vater and sediment 
contamination vas detected at Site 1 during Phase I, "it is not clear 
whether the nature, upi tude and distribution of the detected 
contamination are sufficient to constitute an environaentall thmat ... ". 

• 

The vork proposed in the lUlFS Vork Plan IlUSt be clearly directed • 
towards providing an 8DSVer to this question. The text later in this 
section indicates that only a habitat/biota survey will be perfo~. 
Vasn't the survey perfo~ during Phase I? tlbat assurance can be ude 
that this survey will provide adequate infoJ:mation to answer the 
preceding question? 

b) The vork plan must clearly identify data gaps whieh IlUst be filled in 
order to an ecological assessment. If, in the Nlvy's opinion, it is 
IIOre appropriate to postpone the "filling" of some of these data gaps to 
the investigation of Operable Units 15 through 17, adequate 
justification for this approach aut be provided. Regardless of how the 
vork is divided between the current vork plans (dealing vith individual 
sites) and Operable Units 15-17 (dealing vith larger eeosytus), all 
vork must be proposed and perfonned in a aanner which will pennit 
accomplishment of the final goal (i. e. to complete an ecological 
assessment) as effectively and efficiently as possible. 

Bespaase: 
a) The vork proposed in the revised vork plan for this site group is 
clearly directed tovards initiating and conpleting the lUfFS; this point 
is stated on ~ 14-12 as one of the objectives of the Phase 11 
investigation. The habitat/biotal survey and biota saaplinsl for this 
site have been deferred to the Operable Units (OUs) 15-17 ecological 
assessments. The appropriate section of the work plan have been 
deleted. 
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b) Before an ecological assessment can be performed, the full spectrum 
of potential contamination must be defined. The work proposed in the 
revised work plan is clearly directed towards this end. By defining 
potential contamination, the sampling of floral fauna can be streamlined, 
and directed in the IOOst time- and cost-effective manner. It is 
possible that all of the "data gaps" that need to be filled to perform 
an ecological assessment will not be identified until the nature and 
extent of potential chemical contamination is fully understood. The 
Navy has reviewed all of the EPA/FDER/NOAA comments to date as to the 
minimum type of sampling required. It is the Navy's intent to meet 
those minimum requirements necessary to fully characterize the 
contamination associated with the NAS Pensacola sites, and does not 
intend to conduct a regional assessment of environmental conditions to 
satisfy closing broad data gaps. 

c~ t. 4; Pages 14-13 through 14-14: 
Text pertaining to the Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA) and Feasibility 
Study (PS) must be reworded to more clearly indicate the intent to 
complete the RI/FS and BRA during Phase 11. 

Response: 
The text on page 14-13 has been revised to indicate the intent of the 
Navy to complete the RI/FS and the BRA during Phase 11. 

C.¢~_rd 5; Paps 14-14 through 14-15: 
Why wasn't the Contaminant Source Survey completed during Phase I? This 
activity should be completed at the beginning of an investigation so 
that a cost-effective sampling program can be planned. 

Response: 
Evaluation of each site in terms of potential sources of contamination 
is done as part of the historical data analysis, and the various tasks 
encompassed in Phase I. The Phase II contaminant source survey, 
however, is intended to be an all-encompassing survey required for full 
site characterization, and it will supplement and greatly expand the 
Phase I evaluation. 

(~t 6; Page 14-16: 
Locations for all proposed background samples must be provided so that 
they can be evaluated. Will these samples be used as background for all 
sites? 

Response: 
For the purposes of comparing background data for soils and for 
groundwater in the shallow, intermediate, and deep zones of the 
Sand-and-Gravel Aquifer, the proposed background soil borings, and 
shallow and intermediate wells, will be clustered with the three 
existing inactive deep zone supply wells on NAS Pensacola. A figure 
showing the locations of these wells has been added to the work plan. 
In addition, as agreed between the Remedial Project Managers (RPMs) at 
the January 1992 meeting in Atlanta, one background sediment/surface 
water sample will be collected at a point west of Site 1, in the western 
arm of Bayou Grande. These samples are intended to be used as 
background for all sites, as well as to aid in the evaluation of 
potential, base-wide, ambient contaminant sources. 
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Co.lnt 7; Pages 14-18 tIarvvPa 14-19: 
The logic behind the biased s .. plin, plan llUlSt be presented. There are • 
large areas of the landfill, some as big as 1000' x SOO', with no 
sanpling. 

~~~e: 
The rationale for all proposed sanpling is based on the results of the 
Geraghty and Hiller 1984 CI1d 1986 studies, and E 6 I'. Phase I 
investigation for this site. The rationale for the sanpling plan is 
presented in Tables 14-3, 14-4, and 14-5. Soil sampling locations were 
deterained based on the results of the preliminary surveys (surface 
emissio~, geophysics, etc.) and the Phase I analytical results, and 
were located in areas which clearly indicated that concentrated vaste 
disposal had occurred. Likevise, the locations of yells were deterained 
based on Phase I results, and are located i-.diately underlying or 
downgradient of areas that exhibited evidence of concentrated waste 
di~sal. The Phase II Con taainan ~ Source Survey vill focus on 
identifying additional areas of concentrated vaste disposal that were 
not revealed during Phase 1. Should similar areas be present, 
appropriate media sampling will be included in the investigation of 
those areas. 

CII eDt 8; ,... 14-18: 
Addi tional surface water and soil samples llUlSt be collected fran the 
intennittent creek west of the 1950 dump area, southwest of monitoring 
well N021. 

~~~e: • 
Two sediaent/surface water sample pairs collected in this creek, one at 
the head of the creek (presumed. point-of-entry) and the other at the 
outlet to Bayou Grande, should be sufficient to detennine: a) 
contamination in the head of the creek attributable to Site 1; and b) 
the resultant contaminant contribution to Bayou Grande . More ex~ive 
sediment/surface water sampling will be conducted in this area of Bayou 
Grande, and possibly in the interaittent creek, as part of the Site 40 
(Bayou Grande) and Site 41 (HASP wetlands) investigations. 

c.o-e:n t 9; Page 14-19: 
Because of the degree of contamination detected in the ' Phasel I 
monitoring wells at Site 1, additional shallow wells penetrating the the 
surficial zone IlUSt be installed at the following locations to detenline 
the horizontal extent of the contaminant pluae. These locations include 
one well west of monitoring vell !VOOI near Bayou Grande, a well 
approximately 1,000 feet east of monitoring well TV013, and one well 
approximately 1,000 feet east of monitoring well TiOll. 

A well cluster must be installed approximately 400 feet south of 
moni toring well TV015. A shallov well is necessary here to delineate 
the extent of the lead plume that is present at well !V015. A vell 
penetrating the major producing zone is necessary at this location 
because the potential horizontal direction of ground-vater flow is 
toward the south in the major producing zone. 1lE proposed locations of 
wells penetrating the major producing zone do not include areas 
downgradient of site 1. 
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Response: 
The EPA's justification for each of these additional wells is not 
clearly stated. The Navy's position on each suggested well is as 
follows: 

One well west of TVOOl near Bayou Grande - This location is not 
justified based on the Phase I results fromTVOOl. The Phase I 
analytical results of well TVOOl indicate that metals were the only 
significant type of contamination present. The Phase I metals results 
of pemanent monitoring well samples, when compared to those of the 
temporary wells, strongly suggest that the turbidity in the temporary 
wells, and the sample preservation process, are the cause of the high 
metals in the temporary well samples. In comparison to the temporary 
wells, the metals results from the existing wells exhibit low total 
metals concentrations, and even lower dissolved metals concentrations. 
One of the purposes of the proposed Phase II wells is to confirm the 
high metals concentrations detected in the Phase I temporary wells; 
consequently it is not valid at this point to install additional wells 
in an attempt to delineate a metals plume which available evidence 
suggests may not exist. 

A well approximately 1,000 feet east of monitoring well TVOl3 - This 
well is not justified for delineation Purposes. This location is 
across-gradient from TVOl3, (for which- the Phase I results indicated 
high total metals as the only significant contaminant) and a 
disproportionate distance outside of the perimeter of site contamination 
as defined by Phase I results. Please see the applicable portions of 
the response to the preceding suggested well. 

A well apprOximately 1,000 feet east of monitoring well TVOll - Again, 
the Phase I results of this well indicated high total metals as the 
only significant contaminant present. In addition, the suggested 
location is a disproportionate distance outside of the perimeter of site 
contamination as defined l:¥ Phase I results. See the applicable 
portions of the Navy's position on the two preceding suggested wells. 

A well cluster 400 feet south of TU01S - For the purpo~e of providing 
downgradient control at Site 1, a deep (main-producing zone) well has 
been added to the work plan. In addition, for vertical control, a 
shallow well is proposed to be clustered with the deep well. The 
groundwater samples from the shallow and deep wells will be analyzed for 
Analytical Suite AoAGiven that there is no reason to suspect shallow 
zone contamination 1n this area, no intermediate well has been proposed. 
The shallow well will serve a dual purpose in that it can also be used 
as downgradient control for the investigation of Sites 8 and 22 (Group 
B). 

Co_eat 10; Page 14-28: 
Surface water and sediment samples must be collected in pairs unless 
adequate justification is provided. 

Response: 
Given the ability of generally fine-grained organic-rich sands and muds 
(the type found at NAS Pensacola) to absorb and effectively demobilize 
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metals and hydrophobic organic contaminants, sediment samples should 
represent a record of cumulative and iDho.ogeneous contaminant • 
concentrations. In contrast, surface va ter mixes much more rapidly than 
sediment, and the contaminant concentrations are consequently nne 
hanogenous. Generally, because of these reasons, fewer surface water 
samples are proposed than sediment samples. This vas adequately 
explained in the work plan. At Site 1, there WIS DO significant surface 
water contamination detected in the Phase I samples, vbereas· 
contamination was detected in the sediment samples. Consequently, the 
potential inpact of landfill acti vi ties appears to be recorded more in 
the sediments than in surface waters. 

eo-e:at 11; Page 14-30: 
The number of soil samples proposed for analytical suite A analysis 
(177) seems sa.evhat excessive. Same type of field screening procedure 
should probably be used to l.ilnit the number of laboratory analyses 
required. 

Response: 
It seems that the EPA is presenting contradictory requests for the NAS 
Pensacola investigation. Review coJUtents fran the Interim Data Reports 
for Groups A-E indicated tha t the EPA wanted the full TAL/TeL list on 
all samples, and now they propose a screening procedure to l.ilnit these. 
At any rate, the Navy did use a field screening procedure (Phase I) 
which has focused the Phase II supling plan. The number of soil 
samples represents the least amount of sampling necessary to fully 
characterize the site. 

eo..en t 12; Page 14-33: • 
All monitoring well construction must be performed in accordance with 
ESD's 1991 Standard Operating Procedures and Quality Assurance Manual. 

Response: 
The 1990 GMP P was approved by the EPA for this investigation, and 
contains all the SOPs for monitoring well construction. Where there is 
not a conflict with this document, every effort will be made to cauply 
wi th the SOPs in the lSD's 1991 Standard Operating Procedures and 
Quality Assurance Manual. 

Co_ent 13; Page 14-35: 
If groundwater ltOdelingi is to be performed for thio site (as per Section 
16.), more extensive aquifer testing must be perfonteO during the (Phase 
II) RI/FS. Please refer to pertinent eoaents for the Group a, I, P and 
Q Work Plans. 

Response: 
If groundwater contamination that requires remedial action is detected, 
then more fonnal aquifer testing vi 11 be conducted to provide the 
modeling data needed for the reHdial design. Pluse see the responses 
to EPA CODents nos. 38 and 44 for the Group E 100% draft work plan. 

eo •• eJ:1t 14; ~ 14-38: 
There is no EPA approval of these Interim Ruedial Measures (IRKs). EPA 
IlUst be notified and approval received before any IlKs are undertaken. 
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Response: 
There will not be IRMs 
approval fran the EPA. 
indicate this. 

Ca._at 15; Page 14-40: 

for any of these sites initiated without prior 
The text has been changed on page 14-38 to 

The topographic survey proposed here must be conducted simultaneously 
with the Engineering Survey discussed in Section 14.2.5. 

Response: 
The topographic survey proposed in Section 14.5 of the work plan is a 
duplication of a portion of the effort required for the Engineering 
Survey and has been deleted from the work plan. 

Comment 16; Page 20-1: 
Following completion of the Remedial Investigation, a single, Operable 
Unit-specific Draft RIIFS and Baseline Risk Assessment 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 comments) is needed to complete the Rtf an addendum or supplement to 
the present work plan shall be submitted. The supplement shall include 
adequate explanation/justific.ation for all proposed additional sampling 
(including presentation and interpretation of applicable data and any 
other pertinent information). It shall also provide clear assurance 
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) . 

Response: 
This c.omment is noted. 

eo..eat 17; Appendix k 
A map and directions to the nearest hospital should be included in the 
Site-Specific Safety Plan. 

Response: 
There are explicit directions to the nearest hospital in the 
Site-Specific Safety Plan. A map illustrating the route has been added. 
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Co.etlt 1: 
The following co .. ents on the Group A Uork Plan are also applicable to 
this work plan: 

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

-...,...e: 
Please see the response to BPA co_ent!lOS. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, and 17 for the Group A work plans. 

Co.tnt 2; Page 1-1: 
Based on Phase I investigative results, decision vas made to proceed 
with a full-scale RIfFS for screening Site 12. This decision IlUst be 
clearly stated sOHYhere in the present work plan. 

Response: 
The work plan text in Section 14.1 has been c:Jumpd to clearly indicate 
this decision. 

CO_tnt 3; Page 2-1: 
Site 26 is located northwest of Chevalier Field. 

Bespoase: 
The work plan text on page 2-1 has been modified accordingly. 

Ccl .. ent 4; Pap 2-5: 
The west side of the site is bounded by a paved road and the east side 
is bounded by a wooded area, according to Figure 14-4. 

Response: 
The work plan text on page 2-5 has been modified accordingly. 

Cc.!Dt 5; Page ~: 
The location of well GH-27 and its construction details are not provided 
in this document. Please provide. 

Response: 
Honitoring well GH-27 ~ found to have been destroyed during Geraghty 
and Hillers (G' H) 1986 study. The well location vu added to Figure 
2-2, and the construction details were added to Table 2-1. 

c.c.l!Dt 6; Page 14-22: 

• 

• 

To fully delineate the extent of the contaminant plume in the surficial 
zone at site 11, additionall monitoring vells must be installed along 
with those proposed for Phase 11. The locations, bed on Phase I 
ground-water data, are as follows: one well approxiaately 400 feet 
southwest of building 3445; one vell vest of soil boring 8009 on the 
west side of the abandoned road; one vell vest of monitoring vell TV005 
on the west side of the road; and one vell east of .oil boring 8030. • 
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Response: 
The EPA's justification for these additional wells is not clearly 
stated. The Navy's position on each of these wells is as follows: 

One well 400 feet southwest of Building 3445 - A shallow well has been 
added in this location, and the groundwater sample will be analyzed for 
Analytical Suite A 

One well west of soil boring BOO9 - The proposed Phase II shallow well 
location no. 9 has been shifted approximately 40 feet to the northwest 
to accommodate this suggestion. 

One well west of ~5 - The Phase I results from well ~5 indicated 
that high metals were the only significant contaminant present. 
Additionally, the Phase I results for per.manent well GM-28 (which is 
directly upgradient of TiOOS) indicated the presence of only low levels 
of metals, suggesting that the turbidity of the ro005 sample, and the 
sample preservation process, are a factor in the high metals detected in 
the rooos s~le. GH-28 is located in the area suggested by the EPA, 
and will be ideal for delineating the western extent of contamination in 
the TIlOOS area. In addition,Phase II proposes intermediate and deep 
wells be clustered with GM-2S for vertical control. 

One well east of soil boring B030 - Existing well GM-76 is located in 
this general area, and will be s~led as part of the Group a 
investigation. 

Co_eat 7; Page 14-23: 
At site 12 additional monitoring wells JIDlSt be installed along with 
those proposed for Phase II. The locations, based on Phase I 
ground-water data, are as follows: one well northwest of monitoring 
well TVOO2 on the northwest side of Asphal t Road; one well south of the 
chemical storage shed; one well north of building 1870; and one well 
west of boring B015 on the west site of the road. 

Response: 
The Navy assumes the wells proposed by the EPA are shallow wells. The 
EPA's justification "for these additional monitoring wells is not clearly 
stated. The Navy' s position on each of these wells is as follows: 

One well northwest of monitoring well TVOO2 - For delineation purposes, 
a shallow well approximately 150 feet northwest (upgradient) of TV002 
has been added to the work plan. The groundwater sample will be 
analyzed for Analytical Suite ~ 

One well south of the Chemical Storage Shed - This area is actually Site 
26. A shallow well has been added immediately! to the south-southeast 
(downgradient) of the Chemical Storage Shed. The groundwater sample 

will be analyzed for Analytical Suite A. 

One well north of Building 1870 - The EPA reviewer should be more 
specific as to the location of the suggested well. However, assuming 
the suggested location is inside the fenced area around building 1870, 
Phase I temporary well TV016 on Site 12 is located directly upgradient 
of this area. The Phase I results of this well sample indicated 
relatively low levels of metals contamination only, which may be the 
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result of the tuple preservation process. In addition, Phase It well 
locations oos. 18 and 20 for Site 11 are located ,en_rally downgradient 
to the building 1870 area, and should provide sufficient downgradient 
control for delineation purposes. 

Co !nt 8; Page 14-25: 
A monitoring vell must be installed at site 26 in addition to the 
monitoring wells proposed for Phase II. The vell should be located 
northeast .ofl TV002 on the east side of the unpaved road. The proposed 
Phase II shallov ItOnitoril1l veils 2 and 5 are located adjacent to 
monitoring vells TV002 and TW03. The rationale given for the locations 
of wells 2 and S is tha t contaminants were detected in TU002 and TVOO3. 
The depths that the wells will penetrate for Phase II are not discussed. 
Bowever, it is assured that vells TU002 and TV005 vill be sampled during 
Phase I I} and the new vells 2 and S vill penetrate a deeper discrete 
interval so that the vertical· extent of the contaminant plume in the 
surficial zone ray be delineated. 

1espon.se: 
One vell northeast of TV002 on the east side of the ~ved road - The 
EPA's justification for this addidoii&1 vell is not cearly stated. The 
area suggested for an additional well is actually Site 11. Given this, 
the lateral and downgradient extent of the contamination detected in the 
TV002 sample (priaarily arsenic) can be delineated by the proposed Phase 
II well locations 18 and 9 for Site 11, and by the Phase I results fran 
existing well GH-1S. GH-1S is located directly downgradient fran TVOO2, 
and no arsenic was detected in the Phase I sample collected fran this 
well. 

The proposed Phase II wells 2 and 5 are designed to confinl 
contamination detected in temporary Phase Ivells TVOO2 and nOO3. 
Although they will penetrate a similar depth interval as the Phase I 
temporary wells, (the proposed depths are included in Section 14.2. 2 • 3 ) 
the locations of the Phase I I wells have been optimized using Phase I 
results. The Phase I vells were temporary and cannot be resampled. 
Until contamination in the surficial zone is conti rwed , it is 
inappropriate to install vells deeper into the aquifer searching for 
contamination. 

Co .en t 9; Page 14-41: 
Surface water samples must be collected directly into sampling 
containers whenever possible. 

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

~ 
The text in the work plan on page 14-41 has been .ext Hied accordingly. 

Please see the response to BPA eo_ent 00. 10 for the Group A vork plan. 

Ca._t 10; Page 14-43: 
Vha t is the rationale for analyzing a significantly smaller percentage 
of the soil saaplu collected at Site 12 (36 of 74) for analytieal.l suite 
A parameters? 
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Response: 
The Phase I results indicated that volatile organic compound (VOC) 
and/or base-neutral extractables (BNAs) species were the only 
significant contaminants in the soils on-site. However, 36 samples will 
be analyzed for the full TAL/TeL list (analytical suite A) to confirm 
that these are indeed the only contaminant species present on-site. 

eo-t 11; Page 14-45: 
Does existing information/data indicate that the potential for deeper 
groundwater contamination at Sites 12 and 26 can be conclusively 
eliminated? If not, Why have no intermediate or deep wells been 
proposed for Phase II investigations at these sites? 

Response: 
The shallow zone at these sites has not been fully characterized as to 
the nature and magnitude of groundwater contamination that is present. 
Given this, it is inappropriate at this point to propose the 
installation of additional intermediate or deep wells. Once the shallow 
zone has been fully evaluated, the need for and the optimum locations 
for deeper wells can be identified. In short, it would seem inefficient 
to propose expensive deeper wells which mayor may not be needed, and 
even more inefficient to install these wells in an improper location. 
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GIOIJP C (OJ!!!!ble Uni t 3) - SID 2 (Waterfront seelilien ts) ; SI'IE 13 • 
(",,1= Point R11hh1 e Pi spnsa1 Area) ..... SID ] 4 (Dredge so;] 
Pill Area) 

Co.ent 1: 
The folloving comments on the Group A Work Plan are also applicable to 
this vork plan: 

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

CollUllent 2 on the Group B Work Plan is also applicable to this vork plan. 

Response: 
Please see the response to EPA co .. ent nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 16, and 17. 

Co. en t 2; Page 1-1: 
As stated in EPA's specific cooent 1 on the Interim Data Report for 
Site 13, and as agreed to by the Navy in their response, future 
investigation of Site 13 must l:::e perfoz:med in conjunction vith the 
investigation of Operable Unit O. EPA reco .. ends that revision and 
finalization of a york plan for Site 13 proceed on an expedited schedule 
so that field vork at these sites may proceed simultaneously and in 
accordance vith the present investigative schedule for Operable Unit 10. 

Response: • 
The Navy agrees vith the EPA's ccmnent. According to the expedited 
schedule shovn in the March 31, 1992, Site Hanaguent Plan submitted to 
the EPA, the fieldvork for Group 0 (OU 10) yill begin Hay 29, 1992, and 
end November 9, 1992. The fieldvork for Site 13 is scheduled to begin 
August 6, 1992 and end June 3, 1993. These time schedules allov for 
significant overlap that vould alloy at least a partly concurrent 
investigation. 

eo.ent 3; Paps 2-3 aDd 2~: 
Do the shaded areas in Figures 2-2 and 2-3 represent the believed 
boundaries of fill material at these sites? Said boundaries must l:::e 
determined as accurately as possible and identified in these figures. 

Response: 
The shaded areas on Figures 2-2 and 2-3 represent the area(s) believed 
to l:::e affected Of filling activities. 

eo-en t 4; Page 2-3: 
The infomation contained in Section 2.1, paragraph 3, must l:::e shown on 
Figure 2-2. 
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IlespoDSe~ 
The location of all NAS Pensacola sites are included in the Site 
Management Plan and the Project Management Plan. 'J)E to the close 
proximity of Sites 11, 14, 32, 33, and 35 to Site 13, the inclusion of 
them on Figure 2-2 defeats the purpose of having a site-specific map for 
Site 13 only. Additionally, the location, of these sites in relation to 
Site 13 is explicitly described on page 2-4. 

Coaent 5; Page 2-7: 
The information contained in Section 2.3, paragraph 4, llDlSt be shown on 
Figure 2-4. 

Iespoaae: 
Please see the applicable portions of the response to EPA commen t no. 4 
for this work plan. 

Ca_ent 6; Page 7-5: 
The sampling rate of 1.987 million gpm appears to be an error, based on 
the 46 gpm mentioned earlier. 

Response: 
This is a recovery rate for the groundwater recovery system in operation 
at the IWl'P. The reference to 1.987 million gpm was to gallons per 
month; the text on page 7-5 has been modified accordingly. 

eo..ent 7; Page 14-22: 
A1 additional well must be installed at site 13 along with the proposed 
wells for Phase 11. The source of contaminants at site 13 is from the 
industrial waste treatment plant toward the west. A monitoring well 
llDlSt be installed west of !V002 to delineate the westward extent of the 
contaminant plume. 

Are the proposed monitoring wells believed to be adequate for the 
purposes of determining the full (i.e., lateral!e2 vertical) extent of 
groundwater contamination at this site? If so, adequate justification 
llDlSt be provided. 

P.espalse: 
The only significant Contamination detected during Phase I at Site 13 
was in the sample from Ti002, and it is almost certain that the 
contamination detected in this well is a result of IWTP-related 
activities. The area west of TV002 is intended to be evaluated as part 
of the Group 0 investigation. What the Navy proposes for Phase I at 
Site 13 is adequate to confirm the absence of groundwater contamination 
at the site attributable to sources other than the IWl'P. 

The Navy as the lead agency has provided adequate justification. Every 
effort has been made to determine the location of wells which will be 
adequa te, in 'the case of Site 13, to confirm the absence of 
contamination attributable to sources other than the IWTP. The 
justification for each well is included in Table 14-8. 
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Ctl_ent 8; Page 14-23: 
New vells will be installed at Site 14 adjacent to Phase I wells TV015, • 
TVOO2, TVOl2, and TVOOS. The depths of thu. Phase II vells must be 
provided. It is assUHd that these vells will penetrate a deeper 
discrete interval in the surficial zone than the Pbase I vells, and 
ground water from all the vells installed during Phase I and Phase II 
will be sanpled to deteraine the horizontal aDd vertical extent of the 
contaminant plume. 

Response: 
The EPA reviewer should aquain t himself with the appropriate portions of 
the vork plan, and not review material out of context. The depths of 
the Phase II wells proposed for Site 14 are given in Section 14.2.3.3. 
Although these vells will be penetrating a liailar interval as the Phase 
I wells, their locations have been optimized using the Phase I results 
and the sanples collected fram them will be used for characterization 
rather than screening pw:poses. Samples will be collected from all 
proposed Phase II vells; the Phase I vells vere ~rary and carmot be 
resanpled. 

eo-en t 9; Page 14-38: 
Surface vater and sediment sanples must be collected in pairs vhenever 
possible, unless adequate justification is provided. 

Response: 
Please see the response to BPA camnent no. 10 for the Group A work plan. 

eo-ec t 10; Page 14-39: • 
Vhy will triplicate sanples be collected and analyzed for all shallow 
sediment sanples? 

Also, the total number of SediHDt sanples proposed for Analytical Suite 
A analyses (103) seas rather large. SoH type of field screening 
procedure should probably be used to lind t the number of required 
laboratory analyses. 

JIespoase: 
Triplicate sediment sanples will be collected to confor. with FDER 
methodology and to enable comparison vi th FDD sediment data for 
Pensacola Bay. This is clearly stated on page 14-38 of the vork plan. 

Please see the applicable portions of the response to KPA coaent no. 11 
for the Group A vork plan. 

c.c.ent 11; Page 14-42: 
Five shallov wells will be installed at site 14 during Phase 11: three 
to a depth of 30 feet, and tvo to a depth of 15 feet. 'The rationale for 
these depths IIWIt be provided, as well as clarification of vhich vells 
will penetrate which depths. 
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Ileapoase: 
It vould be more helpful if the reviewer would sinply'acquainthimself 
with the appropriate portions of the work plan. Proposed well locations 
15, 16 and 18 will be approximately 30 feet deep (because they are 
located at the top of the Dredge Spoil pile) and Locations 11 and 21 
will be approximately 15 feet deep (because they are at the base of the 
Dredge Spoil pile) . 
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GROUP D (Operable Unit 4) - SIT! 15 (Pesticide J.iua te Disposal Area) 
aad SID 24 (IIJI' Jltrl. Area) 

Co_entl: 
The following comments on the Group A York Plan are also applicable to 
this work plan: 

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

Co .. en t 2 on the Group B Work Plan is also . applicable to this work plan. 

lespoase: 
Please see the response to EPA ccmnent nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 16, and 17 for the Site 1 work plan, and no. 2 for the Group B work 
plan. 

Cc_ent 2; Page 14-18: 
In addition to the proposed Phase II wells, the following wells .us t be 
installed at site 15 for the pU%pOse of delineating the horizontal 
extent of contamination in the surficial zone: (i) one well northvest of 
well !V021, (ii) one well northeast of boring 8015, and (iii) one well 
south of boring 8010. 

The potential vertical direction of ground-water flow at site 15 is fran 
the surficial zone to the underlying major producing zone. Therefore 
cluster wells monitoring the surficial, interaediate,1 and major 
producing zones must be installed at site 15 to monitor and/or delineate 
the vertical extent of the contaminant plUM. It is assured that Phase 
II wells 1, 3, and 12 will penetrate discrete intervals deeper than 
adjacent wells TV021, TV019, and TU027 so that the vertical extent of 
the contaminant pluae in the surficial zone .. y be detemined. In 
addition, cluster wells must be installed at monitoring wells TV019, 
TV026 , and TV024 in order to monitor for potential contamination in all 
three zones. 

Response: 
The EPA's justification for each of the requested additional wells is 
not clearly stated. The Navy's position on each well is as follows: 

One well northvest of well N021 - This location is not justified. The 
location suggested by the EPA is outside of the perimeter of site 
contamination as defined by Phase I results, and would not serve to 
further delineate the extent of contamination. To enphasize again, the 
Phase I results fran !V021 indicated that high metals were the only 
significant contaminants present in the area of TW21. The low total 
metals fro. the perunen t well GH-59 strongly suggest that, with the 
exception of arsenic, the high metals in TU021 .. y be the result of 
semple turbidity and the semple preservation process. One of the 
pU%pOses of the Phase II wells is to confirm the presence of elevated 
metals in the Phase I teItporary wells. It is inappropriate at this 
point to install additional wells in an attenpt to delineate a metals 
plume which the data suggests _ynot exist. 
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One well northeast of B015 - The Phase I groundwater results indicate 
that this location is not justified for delineation purposes. It is 
both across gradient from the area of the site that exhibits groundwater 
contamination and outside of the perimeter of site contamination as 
defined ~ Phase I results. 

One well south of boring BOlO - To provide a clean, upgradient well, a 
surficial well located approximately 50 feet south/southeast of BOlO has 
been added to the work plan. The groundwater sample will be analyzed 
for Analytical Suite A 

Surficial, intermediate, and major producing zone wells at TV019, TV026 , 
and TV024 - Please refer to the response to EPA comment no. 11 for the 
Group B work plan. Although the use of surface casing provides some 
measure of safety, the Navy does not feel it is a sound idea to breach 
confining units until adequate justification is established. The depths 
of the Phase II permanent wells proposed for Site 15 are given in 
Section 14.2.3.3. Although these wells will be penetrating a similar 
interval as the Phase I temporary wells, their locations have been 
optimized using Phase I results, and the analytical results will be used 
for characterization rather than screening purposes. 

Co.eat 3; Page 14-19: 
To delineate the horizontal extent of the contaminant plume at site 24 
additional wells must be installed at the following locations: (il one 
well between boring B003 and B006, (iil one well 100 feet northeast of 
B001, and (iii) one well north of B012 on the north side of the road. 

The potential vertical direction of ground-water flow at site 24 is from 
the surficial zone to the underlying major producing zone. Therefore 
cluster wells monitoring the surficial, the intermediate, and the major 
producing zones must be installed at wells N015, TV016 , and TV019. 

Response: 
The Navy's response to each well suggested by the EPA reviewer is as 
follows: 

One well between boring B003 and B006 - a shallow well has been added in 
this area. 

One well 100 feet northeast of B001 - Shallow well has been added in 
this area. 

One well north of B012 on the north side of the road - a shallow well 
has Eeeri added to this area. 

Surficial, intermediate, and major producing zone wells at TV015 , TV016, 
!i!tIlQi9 - Please see the response to the applicable portions of EPA 
c:ollUllent no. 2 for this work plan. 

Doc. Num. 40:02 
recycled paper 17 ...... I .. I!~ anct rn~inonm .. nl 



GROUP B (Operable Un! t S) - SID 30 (Buildings 649..... 755) 

eo-e.nt ~ 
The folloving eORell ts on the Group A Work Plan are also applicable to 
this work plan: 

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

Response: 
Please see the response to EPA CODent nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 16, and 17 for the Site 1 work. plan. 

eo-e..nt 2; Page 3-2: 
The reference to EPA toxicity is incorrect and ~ t be replaced with EP 
toxicity • 

Response: 
The text on page 3-2 of the work plan has been lIOdified accordingly. 

CtJ_e:ct 3; Page 3-3: 
The locations of these samples IlUSt be shown in so.. figure (possibly as 
an cq:pendix). The text indicates that the samples were taken fran a 
di tch east of the buildings, bIt this ditch is not indicated in any of 
the figures. 

• 

Response: • 
The "ditch" referred to here is actually the saall creek that discharges 
fran the wetlands south of the building carplex. A figure shoving the 
locations of these samples has been added to this section of the work 
plan. 

Ce_ent 4; Page 14-16: 
The potential vertical direction of ground-water flow at site 30 is fran 
the surficial zone to the major producing zone of the Sand-and-Grave] 
aquifer. Therefore cluster vells penetrating these zones must be 
installed to monitor and/or delineate the extent of the vertical 
contaminant plume at site 3). Wells monitoring the major producing zone 
.ust be installed adjacent to proposed P.hase II monitoring wells that 
will aonitor the 1ntentediatel zones. These wells include 15, 22, 28, 
and 30. 

Response: 
Main producing zone wells adjacent to proposed well locations 15, 22. 
28, and 30 - Until contarination in the intermediate zone at Site 30 is 
confimed, it is inappropriate and inefficient to install deeper wells 
searching for contamination. Even thoUJh the use of surface casing 
provides a safety ltUSure, the Navy does not view it as a sound idea to 
breach confining units until son justification for it is established . 
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Co.eat 4; Page 14-31: 
In order to collect comprehensive data that ascertains the vertical and 
horizontal extent of the contaminant plume, ground-water samples must be 
collected from existing wells and from all wells installed during Phase 
I and Phase 11. 

Response: 
The Navy takes the EPA review comments seriously. Eowever, this canment 
indicates that the EPA reviewer is not familiar enough with the Site :J) 
work plan to know that: a) there are no existing wells on Site 30; and 
b) .all Phase I wells were temporary and cannot be resanpled. This 
comment shows that the review has been done out of context, and brings 
into question the credibility and validity of other review comments. 
The Navy would like to express serious concems about the EPA review 
process, as this type of comment brings into question the ability of the 
EPA to provide adequate technical review. . 
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AttaeUent B 

USICMSiS to aM.IS ... 
1IIIDV M.vT1DC&iM----UJ, rBUi&-rI. AGlEr, UGI. IV (BPA) 

BCOJ.OGICAL AS'".UI JtBVDV 
mtAft' RB9ISID v.. PLAIIS ... GIOUPS • - B 

.VAL AD STArI_ (lIAS) fIlISACOLA 
JIIBSACOLA, .... ID6 

C2"BPAI. a&iQiIS 

Cc.I!D t 1; Vork Plan StratecJ/Appraada: 
a) Since Bayou Grande, Pensacola Bay, and HASP Vetlands are also 
Operable units, further explanation IlUSt be included in the current 
documents as to how the present rite-specific sanpling plan relates to, 
and will be integrated into, studies of these larger areas. Appropriate 
discussions on this topic must be included in the "Introduction", 
"Ini tial Evaluation" and "\lork Plan Rationale" sections of the revised 
work plan (sections required as per coaent 3 sul:mitted on the RI/FS 
Vork Plans for OUs 11-14). 

b) The following inforaationl must be kept in mind when defining an 
ecological assessment strategy. Based upon the Phase I screening data 
and the length of tilne that these sites have been in existence, 
bioaccumulation studies and bioassays will probably be needed for at 
least some of the sites. Bovever, in order to obtain useful information 
fran these studies, the following inforutioDllUSt be obtained prior to 
conducting said studies: 

(i) detennination of the contaminants of concern for the 
particular area; 

(ii) identification of all biological receptors in order to 
deteraine; . 
a. vhich receptors are at risk fran exposure to these 

contaminants; and 
b. vhich representative species are present in sufficient 

quantity and bio...,s to conduct chemical analysis of 
tissues. 

The proposed field work needs to be designed with these goals in 
mind, so that the investigation can be completed as efficiently 
and cost-effectively as possible. 

lesponse:1 
a) The aanner in vhich all of the data generated for individual sites 
~ be integrated into studies of the larger Operable Units (ODs) 15, 
16, and 17 (Bayou Grande Area, HASP Vetlands, and Pensacola Bay Area, 
respectively) will be decided during the various scoping Hetinp held 
between the concerns involved, and will be integral to the developlten ~ 

. of the work plans for OUs 15-17. Currently, the Navy is compiling a 
comprehensive suuary of all the data fran the 22 sites on vhich Phase I 
studies have been perforaed, and this will be used as a seoping/planning! 
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tool for the OUs 15-17 work plans and any necessary, base-wide biota 
sampling. Per the request for new work plan sections, please refer to 
the response to EPA comment no. 3 for OUs 11-14. 

b) The Phase I and Phase II investigations will accomplish (i). The 
Phase II ecological assessments of OUs 15, 16, and 17 will accomplish 
(ii) for all sites. On sites where it does not, and where it is deemed 
necessary based on the Phase I and II investigations, terrestrial 
species sampling will be conducted during Phase III after (i) has been 
accomplished. The field work proposed for Phase II is clearly designed 
with the goals of (i) in mind. 

eo..en t 2; Regional Biological Resources, Section 5.1: 
This section ImlSt be updated with more current information. Apparently, 
there has been further identification of species present since the 
limited 1986 studies mentioned in the report. If additional work has 
not already been done, then some should be in order to generate more 
complete species lists and a more complete characterization of 
biological resources. 

Response: 
A complete, base-wide accounting of species and biological resources 
will be conducted as part of the OUs 15-17 ecological assessments, and 
will be supplemented l¥ the results of the Phase I habi tat/biota 
surveys. These results of the Phase I habitatlbiota surveys will be 
used as a seoping/planning tool for the development of the OUs 15-17 
work plans. Given that the Phase I habitatlbiota survey results are 
readily available in the Interim Data Report for each site, and that 
formal quantitative biota sampling is not proposed for Phase lIon any 
of the GroupsA-E sites, the Navy fails to understand why Section 5.1 
needs to be updated for these work plans. 

eo..ent 3; Babi tat/Biota Survey 6 Sampling, Sections 14.2 & 14.3: 
a) The habitat/biota maps generated during Phase I must be included 
as part of the results/finding~ summary presented at the beginning of 
this section. This will facilitate evaluation of the proposed Phase II 
sampling locations. Also, the habitatlbiota maps ImlSt be revised to 
show more detail, particularly the information which was included in the 
text of Interim Data Reports. (Example: the Interim Data Report for 
Site 14 (Group C) mentions ground cover on the berms and sea oats, a 
state-protected species, on the back beach, but these are not shown on 
the habitat/biota nap.) 

b) Hore detail is needed on the methodologies to be used in conducting 
the surveys. The habitats and their 'related biota (both flora and 
fauna) must be sufficiently characterized during the survey to permit 
determination of the receptor organisms at risk. (Example: the Interim 
Data Report for Group C, Site 13 mentions that the dominant beach fauna 
were ghost crabs. No mention is made of organisms living in the 
intertidal (surf) zone, which may be food sources for the shore birds 
and ghost crabs. 

c) Hore detail is needed on the biota sampling to be performed in the 
upcoming field work. For instance, the methods used for sampling of 
aquatic biota (including qualitative sampling) ImlSt be provided, since 
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different sanpling equipment and mesh or net sizeS can yield different · 
information about the biota. Results of the Phase I babi tat/biot~ 
survey !lUSt be used to foraulate appropriate suplingj methodologies for 
each site to the maximum extent practicable. The specifics of these • 
proposed HthodolOCies aust be included for reviev in the present vork 
plans. Contingencies pertaining to so_ sanpling specifics (e. i nmnber, 
location of sanples) must also be included as appropriate. 

Response: 
a) The Phase II sanpling is directed priJnarily tovards the chs!eal 
characterization of site contamination. The 'eeologiea.l characterization 
of contamination will be the priJnary focus of the OUs 15-17 
investigations. Consequently, the inclusion of the Phase I 
habitat/biota maps in the Group A-E vork plans vould serve no real 
pw:pose, particularly since they are readily available in the Interim 
Data Reports. Bovever, they vill serve as a seoping tool in the vork 
plans currently being developed for OUs 15-17, and can be briefly 
summarized in those vork plans. 

b) The habitat/biota surveys and sanpling has been deleted from the 
appropriate Phase II vork plans. This vork will m conducted as part of 
the OUs 15-17 ecological assessments. This c~t is more appropriate 
for those vork plans, and will be deferred to these documents. 

c) See the response to EPA general coa.n t 00. 3b for revised Groups A-E 
vork plans - Ecological Assessment Reviev. 

eo-ent 4; Soil/Surfacel Vater/SediMDt SupIes, Section 14.2: 
a) One of the concerns at HASP is the protection of endangeTed~ 
threatened species (including candidate species, species of special • 
concern, etI:.). If one of these species, or a suitable habitat for one 
of these species, is identified either on the site or along a 
contaminant migration pathvay associated vith the site, then the 
appropriate media must be sanpled in the vicinity of the identified 
location. 

b) Regarding the collection of background surface water and sediment 
sanples, if no appropriate upstream locations for surface vater and 
sediment sanples exist for a site (e.g., ponds at Sites 1 and 14, sites 
vith stonn drains), then a proposed area-vide baeqround/controll 
location !lUSt m located. 

c) Baclcground/control locations IlUSt be proposed for Bayou Grande and 
Pensacola Bay. Since these vater bodies are subject to tidal influence, 
tvo background/control locations should be designated, vith respect to 
the direction of tidal flov. 

d) Wherever sufficient surface vater is present, a surface water sample 
ltDlSt be collected in conjunction vith the collection of a sediment 
sample. In response to the statement that "the relatively rapid mixing 
of surface va tera vould tend to distribute contaminants in a ItOre 
homogenous fashion than that typically found in sedirrents ... " (Group E 
Vork Plan, p. 14-26), while mixing vould be greater in surface vater 
than in sediment, the rapidity of surface water mixing will depend upon 
the hydrodynamics of the vater body. Purtberwore, both inland and 
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coastal water bodies are potentially affected by ground water discharge; 
since the extent of site-related ground-water plumes has not yet been 
determined, it is important to include the surface water samples . 

e) In areas of surface water deeper than 3 feet, both surface (1' below 
surface) and bottom (1' above bottom) water samples should be collected, 
to check for surface-to-bottom gradients (such as a salt wedge). 

f) Sediment type plays a major role in determining the composition of 
the benthic community. Particularly for Bayou Grande and Pensacola Bay, 
the type of sediment found at each station must be characterized (e.g. 
by performing grain size analysis) . The resulting data should be used 
to generate a map showing the sediment type at each station. Depth 
contours should also be provided through use of a nautical map and/or 
field measurementSJ 

g) When surface water and sediment data are reported, the appropriate 
field data (temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, salinity or specific 
conductance, etc.) should be presented along with the results (e. g • in 
table form) to facilitate interpretation of the data. 

Respcmse~ 
a) This comment is noted. However, the mere presence of one of these 
species does not justify collecting a media sample. Rather, some 
objective evidence that potential contamination of that media exists in 
that area should be required for a sample to be collected. 

b) and c) The selection of background locations for surface water and 
sediments will be addressed during the scoping meetings between the 
Navy/EPA/FDER for the development of the work plans for OUs 15-17 . 

d) Please see the response to EPA comment no. 10 for Site Group A -
Technical Review. The Phase II surface water samples are located in 
areas of potentially impacted surface waters, which have been determined 
using Phase I results. While it is true that surface water mixing is 
dependent on the hydrodynamics of the surface water body, the shallow 
depths and estuarine/back-barrie~ island environment of most of these 
surface waters are characterized ~ relatively strong, consistent 
currents and consequently relative rapid mixing. It is highly unlikely 
that this mixing is at a rate slow enough that justifies collecting a 
surface water sample at every sediment sample location. 

e) The proposed methodology of collecting a sample 1-foot above the 
bottom has previously been agreed to by the EPA. Although it is an 
interesting natural phenomenon, the relationship between a salt wedge 
and contamination is unclear. However, the recommended sampling 
methodology can be included in the work plans for OUs 15-17 for cases 
when that type of sampling may be appropriate. 

f) All Phase II sediment samples will be analyzed for grain size. If 
during data evaluation, it is determined that the recommended map will 
aid in the characterization of the site, then it will be prepared and 
submitted with the RI report. 

g) This comment is noted . 
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c.o-ent 5; ContaaiDaDt Source Survey, Sec:tioa 142: 
The results of the contaminant source survey should be used to modify 
the list of analytes in order to be certain that the list is conplete 
and adequate to define site eontaaination. 

P.espalse: 
The proposed Phase II parameter list ccmprises the full Target Analyte 
List/Target Carpound List (TALITCL) at full Data Qual! ty Objective (000) 
Level IV. In addition, samples from each Hdia vill be analyzed for 
remediation parameters. If the contaminant source surveys indicate the 
potential presence of a contaminant not on the proposed list, it vill be 
added for analysis. 

Co_ent 6; Baseline Risk A .... _t, Section 18: 
For environmental concerns, the Baseline Risk Assessment should 
follow USEfA's Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volue 11: 
Environmental Evaluation Manuil, (1989). 

Pespanse: 
The Baseline Rick Assessment (BRA) will follow the EPA's Risk Assessment 
Guidance for Superfund: VolUJte I - Human Health Manual (Part A) and 
VoluH II - Environmental Evaluation Kanual. This info-ticn has been 
added to the text in each revised work plan. 

Co _ en t 7; Con taainan tl Identification, Section 18.1: 
Further explanation must be provided as to how the contaminants of 
concern will be identified or excluded frOil consideration, once the data 
are in hand. . Contaminants of concern IlUS t not be identified based only 
on human health considerations. 

• 

~~~ • 
The selection of chemicals of concern will be as specified in Volume I, 
Part A of the EPA's guidance docUIH!l1t for conducting risk assess.ents. 
The concept and selection of "indicator" chemicals has been deleted fran 
each revised work plan. 

Cc !ct 8; Toxicity Assesaent~ Section 18.3: 
Vhile it is true that a toxicity assessment for huaan health concerns 
generally relies upon existing toxicity information, a toxicity 
assessment for the biota could involve toxicity testing (e.g., bioassays 
or chemical analysis of tissues) if the existing toxicity inforution is 
insufficient. 

Iespoa.se~ 
This camnent is noted. The evaluation of the suitability of the data 
can be done during the BRA. Eovever, bioassays will be conducted during 
the ecological assessllel1t of OUS 15, 16, and 17. 

On001 r·o ~ _ .. .J 
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SPECIFIC COjtiIBR'lS 

GROUP A (Operable Unit 1) - SITE 1 (Sanitary Landfill) 

Co.l!Ilt 1; Page 14-10: 
Please insert the requested habitat/biota nap. Also, more detail must 
be added to map, including information from ESO's Wetlands Inventory of 
NASP, the location of the gopher tortoise burrows, and the different 
vegetation communities mentioned in Section 5.2, page 5-9. 

Response: 
Site-specific, detailed biota sampling, if required based on Phase I and 
II results, will be conducted during the Phase II investigation of OUs 
15-17. Thus, the inclusion of habitat/biota maps in this section of the 
revised work plan serves no real purpose. However, it is appropriate 
that these habitat/biota maps be included in the ecological assessment 
work plans for OUs 15, 16, and 17. Please see the response to EPA's 
General Comment no. 3a for Groups A-e - Ecological Assessment Review • 

CoaeDt 2; Page 14-13, Section 14.2: 
Biota sampling must be conducted as part of the upcoming field 
investigation. Although the full TeL/TAL scan was not conducted during 
Phase I, the screening data indicate elevated levels of metals, PARs, 
TRPBs, and! or phenols in the sediments of several inland water bodies. 
Quantitative biota sampling must be conducted in these water bodies, 
along with the sampling of surface water and sediment, to determine the 
community structure in relation to contaminants present in the water 
bodies. Additionally, this information can be used to focus on food 
chain relationships at the site, leading to subsequent chemical analysis 
of tissues of representative species. 

Response: 
Surface water and sediment samples a.z:e proposed for the Phase II 
investigation for these inland water bodies . . However, the quantitative 
biota sampling of these areas will be conducted during the investigation 
of OU 16. 

Coaent 3; Page 14-16, Section 14.2.2: 
Specify the methods to be used in qualitatively sampling the benthic and 
neritic habitats in the nearshore aquatic environment of Bayou Grande 
and which taxonomic level will be used in determining floral and faunal 
composi don. 

Response: 
This section of the work plan has been deleted. It is more appropriate 
to present this information in the OU 15 work plan and to conduct this 
work as part of the OU 15 investigation. 

eo.eat 4; Page 14-18, Figure 14-4: 
a) A surface water and sediment sample 'must be collected fran the 
intermittent creek located west of the southernmost portion of the 
landfill (below the bottom of the figure), since a high TRPE 
concentration was found in soil in the southwest part of the landfill 
(S012, Phase 1). 
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b) Surface vater and sed.iment samples IlUSt also be collected in the 
vetland areas, either as a part of this investigation or in conjunction 
vith saIIFling for Site 42 (HASP Wetlands) . 

c) The Uetland Inventory up generated by ESD indicates an ettergen t • 
wetland betveen the Golf Course Pond and another golf course pond to the 
south. The Phase I data shows that high concentrations of total metals 
were found in ~rary vells west of this southern porn. If it is 
detennined that the iTound-vater plUM extends to this area, two surface 
vater and sediment samples should be collected froa this ponel. 

d) iha t is the significance of the hatched area a t the southvest end of 
Beaver Pond? 

Jtespoase~ 
a) The head of this intennittent stream is a disproportionate distance 
fran SOl2. (approximately 1,000 feet), and it is highly unlikely that the 
sediment and surface va ter that far away has been inpacted by the soil 
contamination around S012. Phase II proposes four soil borings around 
S012 to delineate the extent of roil contamination, and should it be 
detennined that the intenni ttent stream .. y be impacted, a sediment and 
surface water SaIIFle will be collected there either during the later 
stages of Phase II or during the OU 16 investigation. 

b) This sanpling will be included in the OU 16 investigation. 

c) This CODen t is noted. 

d) The hatching signifies that is a marshy area. This infonaationl has 
been added to the map key. 

~_ent 5; Page 14-19, Figure 14-5: 
A soil boring saIIFle ImlSt be collected fran the forested vetland near 
S012. (Phase • :liQllth of proposed Phase II interHdiate monitoring well 
3>. 

Response: 
See the response to EPA comnent IX>. 4a for this work plan's ecological 
assessment review. 

Ca_8Ilt 6; Page 14-21, Table 14-3: 
Surface vater/se<iiHnt sample location 11 is not a rood background 
location, given that (i) the net flov in Bayou Grande is to the east, 
and (ii) the sample location is also prodatel to Site 15 (Pesticide 
Rinsate Disposal). 

A better baeltground location vould be west of Site 1 (possibly west of 
the Bayou Grande arm. located vest of Site l). Bowever, since vater flov 
is tidally influenced in this area, the flow direction at the time of 
s .. pling ImlSt be considered in choosing a background location. 
Inclusion of two bacltrrounds, one vest and one east of the site, would 
address both flov directions. 

Oa0017g 
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Response: 
As discussed and agreed to at the January 1992 RPH meeting in Atlanta, 
one background sediment/surfac~ water sample will be collected in the 
western area of Bayou Grande, west of Site 1. Consequently, the 
reference to background control for location 11 has been deleted fran 
Table 14-3. 

Coaent 7; Interim Data Report: 
Based on the results presented in this report, the following additional 
samples are recommended: 

a) soil boring south of North Pond, in the vicinity of the 
"marshy-appearing depression" that was filled in with rubble and 
soil (Sec. 3.1, p. 3-2) 

b) surficial soil samples in the vicinity of the stressed 
vegetation in the central portion of the 1970s landfill (Sec. 
3.2, p. 3-6) 

c) surficial soil sample in the dry stream bed located parallel to 
the northeastern landfill boundary and emptying into the 
southern end of Bayou Grande Pond (Sec. 3.2, pp. 3-6 to 3-7) 

d) surface water and sediment from the circular pool near the bed 
of the intermittent stream that empties into the southwestern 
end of Beaver Pond (Sec. 3.2, p. 3-8) 

e) surface water and sediment fran the vicinity of the flowing 
spring (leachate seep) that discharges into the intermittent 
stream bed that empties into the southwestern end of Beaver Pond 
(Sec. 3.23, p. 3-8). 

Response: 
a) A soil boring has been added approximately 250 feet south of North 
Pond in this area. 

b) Phase I samples S007 and S008 were located in this area. In 
addition, numerous Phase II soil borings (which will have 0- to 6-inches 
as the first sampling interval) are proposed for this area. 

c) The land surface in this area has been altered ~ recent construction 
(primarily filling activities). However, a soil.boring has been added 
in the general area of the dry streambed, and if it can be identified in 
the retrieved split-spoon sampler, a sample of the "native" soil will be 
collected. 

d) A sediment and surface water sample has been added in this area. 

e) A Phase I sediment and surface water sample was collected in this 
area, and a low level of Total Recoverable Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
(TRPBs) was the only contamination. Consequently, a Phase II 
sediment/surface water sample was not proposed for this area. 
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GROUP B (Operable Unit 2) - SIT! 11 (I'orth Cbevalier Disposal Areal 

Co_ant 1; .... 5-9, Secti. 52: 
This section indicates a lack of information concerning the presence of • 
freshwater or estuarine marshes along the OMi te erHk and/or nearby 
Bayou Grande. The proposed upcoming vork should clarify the 
habitat/biota information contained in the Interim Data Report for Group 
B, S1 te 11. Section 3.3, page 3-4 of that report Hntions a 
Juncus marsh at the boundary of Site 11, along the westem side of the 
am of Bayou Grande, yet the babltat/biotalup (Figure 3-1, page 3-5) 
shows forested vetland on the vestem side and an I:Itergent marsh only on 
the eastem side. Sediment suples (and surface vater, if present) 
should be collected in the vestem marsh, if it exists. 

Response: 
The vestem am of Bayou Grande is bordered by both forested vetlands 
and a Juncus marsh. This inforu tionl vill be included on the 
habitat/biota .. ps that will be used as scoping tools for the OUs 15, 
16, and 17 work plans. For site characterization purposes, sediment and 
surface water sarcples from this general area of Bayou Grande vill be 
collected as part of the Site 30 investigation. For ecological 
assessment purposes, additional sarcpling vill be conducted in this area 
(including the Juncus marsh) as part of the OUs 15 and 16 
investigations . 

eo-e.n t 2; Page 14-21, Figure 14-5: 
A soil boring must be installed and sampled at a IIOre central location 
in the "filled potential vetland area" (as shown in the Interim Data 
Report for Group B, Si te 11) betveen soil sample locations 15 and 21. 

Response: 
Phase I soil boring BOlS vas located at a "lIOre central location" of 
this area; based on· the results of sarcples from this boring, Phase II 
locations 15 and 21 vill be used to determine the extent of soil 
contamination detected in this specific area. 

eo..ent 3; ~ 14-40, Section 14.2.2.1: 
Al though the concem is expressed that contaminants found east of the 
creek might be related to a source other than Site 11, the contribution 
of the two outfalls fro. Building 3644 IlUSt be considered vhen sarcpling 
the creek and the am of Bayou Grande, in conjunction vith Site 30. 

Response: 
This comment is noted. 

SITE 12 (Scrap Bins) 

No specific CODen ts. 

SID 26 (SupplY!!!p!!blellt OuCside Storage) 

No specific comments. 
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GROUP C (Operable Unit 3) - SITE 2 (Waterfront Sediments) 

Coaent 1; Page 3-6, Section 33: 
a) This section mentions possible bioaccumulation of sediment 
contaminants by shellfish in the nearshore area adjacent to the NAS 
facility, and the possible consumption of these shellfish by people. 
The Phase I habitat/biot~ survey of Site 2 (Interim Data Report) 
mentions the occurrence of blue crabs, shrimp, and oysters throughout 
Pcnsacola Bay but does not indicate the existence of a shell fishing area 
at or near Site 2. Hore specific information is needed concerning the 
occurrence of shellfish at or near areas of contaminated sediments. 

b) Host of the information presented in the habitat/biota survey was 
taken from studies of Pensacola Bay as a whole. Vhile this general 
information is useful, more site-specific information as needed. For 
example, the August 1986 U.S. Navy Gulf Coast Strategic Homeporting 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Appendix IV, Pensacola, Florida) 
states that the benthic communities near the NAS would be subject to 
somewhat higher salinities than those found in more inland areas of the 
bay; the benthos near the NAS might include some species that occur only 
at higher salinities. The benthic communities in vicinity of Site 2 
must be sampled quantitatively and compared to those in a background or 
control area, to determine whether sediment contaminants have affected 
the composition of these conmunities. Knowledge of the specific 
communities near the site will also aid in the selection of appropriate 
species for subsequent bioaccumulation and toxicity studies. 

Response: 
a) There is no authorized collection of shellfish in the waters 
immediately adjacent to NAS Pensacola. This referenced section of the 
work plan merely states that the potential for human consumption of 
shellfish exists. More specific information concerning fauna in the 
areas of contaminated Sediments will be collected during the OUs 15-17 
ecological assessments. 

b) This comment is more appropriate for the development of the OU 16 
work plan, and will be deferred .to that document. 

eo-nt 2; Page 5-9, Section 5.2: 
This section mentions a concern about the production and survival of 
invertebrate larvae in relation to the contaminated sediments. Plankton 
tows must be included as part of the biota sampling to be conducted 
either in this study or during the investigation of Operable Unit 41 
(Pensacola Bay) • 

Response: 
See the response to EPA comment no. 1b for this work plan's Ecological 
Assessment Review. 

eo-at 3; Page 6-2, Section 62: 
This section states that the currents would tend to move wastes to the 
southwest, out of Pensacola Bay through Pensacola Pass. It also states 
that the "influence of tidal currents along the bay bottom is unknown at 
this time," but that tidal currents might carry wastes farther up into 
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Pensacola Bay. The water flov patterns around the MAS l11IlSt be 
deterained, especially in relation to nearshore structures, dredged 
areas, etc. that would affect transport of contaminants. 

~~ . • 
See the response to· EPA co.-en t roo Ib for this vork plat's Ecological 
Assessment Review. 

Co_eat 4; Pages 14-38 ~ 14-39, Section 14.2.3.1: 
a) Indicate how the offshore s~ling for this site differs fran the 
s~ling to be conducted for Site 41 (Pensacola~. 

b) If there are depositional areas in the Bay where sediment s~les are 
going to be taken, sapling! to a depth of only 1 foot may not be 
adequate for delineating the area of contamination. 

Response: 
a) The Phase II sediment and surface vater suplinc vill be conducted 
according to the approved 1990 GOAPP for this investigation. The 
s~ling methodology and locations for Pensacola Bay s~ling is 
currently being developed in theOU 17 vork plan, thus the difference 
between methodologies and locations is not yet known. 

b) This COlllllent is noted. If significant levels of contamination are 
detected at 1 foot in depth, s~les fran deeper intervals will be 
collected at a later stage of the Phase II investigation, or 
incorporated as part of the OU 17 investigation. 

SI'IE 13 (lI!p!ine Point Rubble Disposal A%ea.) 

No specific c~ts. 

Sl'lE 14 (DJ:edge Spoil Fill Area) 

eo..ent 1; ~ 14~, Section 14.2.3.1: 
If sufficient water is present in the two settling basins, surface vater 
and sediment s~les IlUSt be collected fran each basin in order to 
investigate possible contaminant migration offsite via movement of 
surface water through the water control (overflow) structures. 

Response: 
The Phase II soil borings inside the tvo settling basins will be 
sufficient to characterize potential contamination of the interior 
sediments. Given that surface vater inside of the basins is actually 
rainfall acc:uaulation that is perched on top of these sediments, surface 
vater s~les do not need to be collected until contamination in these 
sediments is confi~. 

GROUP D (Operable UI1i t 4) - SIn 15 ticide liaaa te Disposal A%ea.) 

No specific c:~ts. 

Sl'lE 24 (1m lixl. Area) 
0000177 
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GROUP E (Operable Unit 5) - SITE 30 (Buildings 649 and 755) 

eo..ent 1; Page 3-2: 
While summarizing some previous work, the text states that sediment 
samples were "analyzed for EP toxici ty" ~ and then provides data only for 
the concentration of metals in the sediment. Did this work include 
toxicity testing or bioassay work? . If so, please include the results. 

Response: 
It does not seem to be time-and cost-effective for the EPA to review 
portions of a revised work plan which have undergone multiple stages of 
review and approval since early 1989, and perhaps partly explains why 
the review process moves so slowly. Again, the Navy expresses serious 
concerns about the EPA review process, especially the apparently new 
review of older approved material, and would like to point out that this 
hinders the overall progress of the project. In this case ,EP toxicity 
methods were used (materials were filtered and subjected to an 
extraction procedure as specified in the Federal Register, Volume 45, 
No. 98, 1980) to analyze for metals and cyanide. No bioassay work was 
included. 

Coaent 2; Page 14-13~ Section 14.2.1: 
Given that the paved ditch is potentially influenced 1::¥ 8 sites, efforts 
lIDlSt be taken to assure that the contaminants for each site have been 
identified and that the list of analytes for the Site 30 samples takes 
this information into account. 

Response: 
The Phase II analyte list is comprised of the full TAL/TCLlist, and 
specific media remediation parameters. Based on historical information, 
this list of analytes effectively covers the full spectrum of potential 
contamination that can be expected at NAS Pensacola. 

Coaent 3; Page 14-15, Figure 14-4: 
Indicate the outfall locations on this figure. (See Interim Data 
Report, Group E, Site 30, Figure 1-2, page 1-3 and Section 3.2, pages 
3-2 to 3-3.) 

Response: 
The locations of outfalls have been added to the figure . 

CO .. eDt 4; Page 14-26, Section 14.2.2.1: 
a) The following additional surface water and sediment samples lIDlSt te 
collected: 

a) near the Building 649 outfall, especially since stressed 
vegetation was noted in this area 

b) the marsh adjacent to the creek near Site 11 (See review 
comments for Group B, Site 11.) 

c) outfall water near areas of known contamination. 

b) Bov will the contribution of oily runoff from Chevalier Field and the 
oily material trapped 1::¥ the oil boom near Pat Bellinger Road will be 
addressed in interpreting the surface water and sediment data? 
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c) Quantitative biota sampling ... t be conducted along the surface vater 
pathvay for Sites 30 and 11 in this next field effort, since the Phase I 
screening data indicate the presence of site-related contaminants along 
this pathvay. It is especially ~ortant to describe the sampling • 
locations and report the field MUUrHe.n ts ,I since the biota vi 11 differ 
along the pathvay from the wetland near Building 649 to the axm of Bayou 
Grande. 

Iapaaae: 
.)-a) Proposed Phase II location roo 11.is near the Building 649 
outfall. 

a)-b) See the response to BPA e~nt roo 1 for the Group B vork plan's 
Ecological AuessHnt leviev. 

a)-c:) Sampling outfall water is beyond the scope of this vork; hovever, 
every effort has been nHE to sample potentially ~acted surface vater 
dovnstre" of all outfalls. 

b) There are upstream (pre point-of-entry) and downstream (post 
point-of-entry) sediment and surface vater loeatiOftS proposed for Phase 
11. Although the data for the vater course will be addressed as a 
vhole, every effort will be ude to inte%pret the contribution to 
detected eontaainationl fran individual sites. 

c) This comment is more appropriate to the development of OUs 15 and 16 
work plans, and will be deferred to those doeu.en ts • 

0000176 
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Group A 

Attac:baent c 

RESPONSES TO COMIIBRTS PllOH 
'l'BB PLOItIDA DBP.Ik'tItBlft OF RA"rIJ1W. RF.SCXJRCES (PDRR) 

DRAP'l REVISED VOIllt PLANS POR GROUPS A - E 
NAVAL AIR STATION (MAS) PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 

Section 14.3.1 (Phase III - Biota Supling) 
The plan should specify the type of analysis (bioassay; tissue analysis; 
etc.). It only includes marine sampling and ignores terrestrial 
species. 

IlespolUle: 
Terrestrial biota sampling will be conducted at Site 1 only if deemed 
necessary following Phases I and 11, and only if there are significant 
data gaps in the biota sampling which will be conducted as part of the 
Operable Units (OUs) 15,16 and 17 ecological assessments. As stated in 
the workplan, if this is required, a separate biological sampling plan 
(including specific types of analyses) will be prepared and submitted as 

an addendum to the work plan. The work plan does not ignore terrestrial 
species, rut simply states biota sampling may potentially include marine 
species . 

Group B. 
Section 14.2 (Phase II - Characterization/Extent Delineation) 
eo-ent 1; Page 14-13: 
The plan states that Site 11 is probably of primary impact to this 
section of Bayou Grande. Why not focus surface water and sediment 
sampling in the bayou with this study plan rather than for the plan for 
Site 30. 

Response: 
Given that Site 30 has a direct impact on Bayou Grande, and Phase II 
sediment/surface water sampling is proposed for this site in addition to 
that in the Bayou Grande, it was deemed appropriate that the sampling in 
Bayou Grande be conducted as part of the Site 30 investigation. 

eo..en t 2; page 14-15: 
Under Site 11, paragraph 2, Bayou Grande is referred to as Site 30, 
while it is actually Site 40. 

Response~ 
This reference was to the area of Bayou Grande that is in the vicinity 
of the Site 30 creek outlet. The text has been modified to avoid 
confusion . 
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Co_ent 3; page 14-16: • 
To identify the inpact to on-site and off-site c:oaponents by 
contaminants, ve need tissue sampling of biota in Phase 11, not Phase 
111. Due to the length of time these sites have been present, there is 
a high probability of residual damage to biota. 

Pespalse: 
This cooment is. more appropriate for the developlMll tl of the OU 15 and 16 
vork plans, and will be deferred to those documents. 

Section 14.2.2.1 (Surface iater/Sedillllmti Saapling) 
Ca._t 4; page 1440: 
Surface vater and sediment sampling should be perfolltled IIOre relative to 
Site 11, rather than Site 30, as this site bas a more likelihood of 
primary inpact. 

Response: 
Please see the response to FDNR CODent no. 1 for this vork plan. 

Co. sct 5; page 14-41: 
The location of the drainage outfall fran Site 12 needs to be shovn on 
the Site 12 up, as well as the SV/SD sampling location, so we can 
better evaluate this proposal. 

Response: 
The location of this outfall is knovn to be off-site (based on Phase I 
evaluations): however, the delineation of the specific location of the • 
outfall is included as one of the objec:tiv~ of the Phase II Contuinant 
Source Survey for this site. 

Group C 
Section 14.2 (Cbaracterizatioo.fBxtent Delineation) 
C<_ent 1; ..... 14-14: 
Under Sites 13 and 14, the objectives should characterize the flora, as 
well as the fauna, in the bay area adjacent to the site. 

Response: . 
The habitat/biotal sampling, and thus the objective of characterizing 
flora and fauna in Pen.sacola Bay adjacent to this rite, has been 
deferred to the ecological asSUSHllt of OU 17. The appropriate 
portions of the vork plan have baeD deleted. 

~t 2; .... 14-15: 
For Site 2, 13 and 14, to meet the objectives of determining "the 
presence, nature, magnitude, and extent of near shore and on-si te" 
contamination, biota sampling and analysis needs to be perfolltled. 

Response: 
Base-vide biota sampling will be conducted as part of the ecological 
assessment of OUs 15, 16 and 17. If it is deemed necessary folloving 
Phase II, site-specific, on-site biota sampling will be conducted during 
Phase III. 

OOOO!75 
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Group D 
No specific comments. 

Group E 
Section 14.2 (Characterization/Extent Delineation) 
eo-nt 1; page 14-10: 
For Site 30, the objectives should characterize the flora, as well as 
the fauna, in Bayou Grande and the marsh area. 

Response: 
This was not listed as an objective of the Site 30 Phase II 
investigation. The flora and fauna in the Bayou Grande area will be 
characterized as part of the OU 15 investigation. 

Co..ent 2; page 14-11: 
To meet the objectives of determining "the presence, nature, magnitude, 
and extent of near shore and on-site" contamination, biota sampling and 
analysis needs to be perfor.med. 

Response: 
Please see the response to FDNR comment no. 2 for the Group C work plan. 

General eo.aents 
Co..ent 1: 
As we stated in our previous letter commenting on study Groups E, I, L, 
P and 0, the phased approach of the remedial investigations appears to 
prolong the investigative process. In this phased approach, if 
contamination above background levels is determined within a site 
location, then further study will be performed laterally from the site. 
This seems to be a short-sighted strategy. Many of these sites have 
been in existence €or a long history. The likelihood of off-site 
migration is therefore amplified. It is possible contamination would 
not be found on-site, yet could be found further from the site. Even 
though initial cost may be more to examine more parameters off-site, it 
would be less than the multi-phased technique which allows for possible 
redundancy and added costs. 

Response: 
The phased approach in necessary 00: a) provide screening data which 
will be used to focus Characterization/Exten~ Delineation sampling, and 
b) to efficiently delineate those sites which will require a full scale 
RIIFS. Every effort will be made to complete all of the necessary tasks 
to complete a site investigation during Phase 11. Additionally, all 
phase II investigations will include the installation of monitoring 
wells that are situated downgradient from a site to determine if 
groundwater contamination has migrated off-site, and will address 
sampling of areas that receive direct surface drainage from that site. 

ColllleDt2: 
Also, due to the long time frame in which many of these sites have been 
in existence, uptake of contaminants by the fauna and flora is likely to 
have occurred and is ongoing. Rather than postpone biological sampling 
and analysis until Phase III (based upon contaminants of concern 
determined from surface water and sediment analysis), sampling and 
analysis of yet to be determined species should be performed in Phase 
I~~vCled paper 
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Response: 
See the response to FDNR eo_en t no. 2 for the Group C work plan. 

~_ent 3: 
A topographical survey will not be perforHd until the last phase of the 
plan. This phase will only be perforHdl if probleu are found in 
earlier stages. Ve believe the topography should be identified in the 
beginning to accurately address surface vater drainage which is a more 
pronounced source for off-site migration of eontaainantsl in the soils 
than is the groundwater. During heavy rainfalls, rapid flowing surface 
water is more likely to transport contaminants or contaminated soil 
off-site. 

Response: 
The Navy believes that surface water drainage can be adequately 
addressed during the site investigations using both physical 
observations and a standard 7 1/2-ainutel quadrangle topographic u.p 
available fran the United States Geological Survey. The topographic 
survey proposed in Section 14.5 of the \\Olk plans is for the 
requirements of· remedial planning. 

Co_ert4: 
Ve also have a problem with only addressing site-specific biological 
resources (Section 5.2). Due to the likelihood of off-site migration of 
contaminants, biological resources need to be identified and later 
sampled beyond the site boundaries. Faunal species (marine and 

• 

terrestrial) ., not reside at a particular site, but use the resources • 
at that site. 

Response: 
The large scale nature of the biota sampling to be conducted as part of 
the QUa 15-17 investigations should satisfy these concerns. 8owever, 
detailed site-specific biological sampling, should it be required, will 
be conducted at a site following an evaluation of DQO level III and rv 
.(Phase 11) data. If it is appropriate, based on the Phase II data 
evalua tion, Uiolo,ieall sampling will be perforaedl on-and-off-site to 
characterize biota which may be exposed to contamination fran the si tiJ 
A detailed site-specific biological sampling plan will be presented to 
the EPA/FOER and Technical Review eo-ittee (TIC) for review prior to 
conducting the sampling. 

~_e.nt 5: 
At those sites which are the least disturbed and most natural, the flora 
and fauna should be analyzed for possible uptake of contaminants should 
contaainants be found above AltAR. This should also be perforaed in the 
marine and terrestrial eOllllUlli ties adjacent to these less disturbed 
areas. 

Jespoase: 
Please see the response to FDNR general CODen t 00. 4. The sampling of 
marine com i tie s will be addressed for HAS Pensacola during the 
investigation of OUa 15-17. 
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Ctl._t 6: 
We realize work plans have yet to be established for Site 40 (Bayou 
Grande), Site 41 (NASP Wetlands), and Site 42 (Pensacola Bay), as these 
areas were only recently established as actual sites of Potential Source 
of Contamination (PS:). In the work plans for these sites, our concems 
for biota sampling and analysis can be addressed, however, due to the 
potential for current natural resource damage from the other sites, 
these concems should be addressed now, rather than be postponed. 

Response: 
rDNa's concems for biota sampling and analysis can and will be 
addressed in the work plans for OUs-15, 16 and 17. In addition, PDNR 
will be an involved concem at each of the scoping meetings held for the 
OUs 15-17 work plan developnent. As far as the time frame for biota 
sampling is concemed, all work perfonned on these OUs will be in 
accordance with the schedule presented in the Federal Facilities 
Agreement Site Managemen ~ Plan. 

5 Doc. N:>. 40:07 




