32501.001
03.01.01.0004
*‘ 5090/11 -
‘ Code 18211
CERTIFIFD RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 7 00T o
Ms. Allison Drew i - X
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) NO0204.AR.000439
Region 1V NAS PENSACOLA

Waste Management Division

RCRA and Federal Facilities Branch
345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30365

5090.3a

Dear Ms. Drew:

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
JAMES B. MALONE, JR., P.E
MANAGER, INSTALLATION
Encl RESTORATION, EAST SECTION
ncl :
(1) NéyY Responses to EPA/FDER/NOAA/FDNR comments
copy_to:
NAS Pensacola (Mr. Ron Joyner, Code 18250)
FDER (Mr. Eric Nuzie)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION IV

GENERAL. COMMENTS PERTAINING T0 SITES 1, 2, 11, 15, 26 AND X0

Coment 1

The Work Plans for these 10 sites wr= sumitted as Group-specific or Operable tnit-specific
documents. This was in accordance with Section YIII.C, and D of the FFA which states that all
Primary and Secondary Documents “shall be for a specific ceerable unit(s)?. Wiy weren't the
Interim Data Reports also submitted according to this format?

Response:

The Navy could have cenbired the reports for sites in the same operable units. Bowever, given the
large amount of data presented in each report, the combination of sites would probably be umwieldy
for review purposes and would serve no real purpose other than complying with the specific

ief in the FFA

Comment 2=

Trese Interim Data Reports are Secrrdary Documents, ard most nearly fall under the category of
Preliminary characterization Summary Reports (s=e listing in Section VIII.D.1. of the FFA), As
stated in Section IIIB2. of the FFA, Secondary Documents are r=garded as "input or feeder
documents® vhich comprise "discrete portions of the primary document {in this case, the RI/FS Work
Pla]". Greater emprasis should therefore be placed on preparation of the primary document than en
the "feeder" secondary document. Since the Phase 11 Work Plan will, in effect, be the RI/FS work
Plan, it is EPA’s opinion that reporting efforts should have focused on using the information
gained in Phase I to justify and support recommerdations for the Frase 11 investigation rather then
a straight presentation and diseussion of the data. In other words, the Prase II recommendations
should have been mxch more substantive.

Response:

The objective of thel Phase II recommerdations was to provide EPA, fIER and the Technical Review
Comittes (TRC) with a conceptual plan for additicral investigations at each site. The Phase IT
work plans Will be significantly more substantive than the Attachment A recommendations in the
Frase | report.

.Comment 3

All aarently available, relevant information should be included in the screening report so that
the mst complete conceptual mxel possible can be developed. The rerorts gererally Include enly

-passirg references tO previous investigations performed at these sites (e.g. Site 1, mage 3-31:

", these results are generally consistent with these previously reported by Geraghty & Hiller
(1986). .."). All historical information on waste management practices at the site and data fram
previous investigations should be us=d to mep out the present extent of contamdmation, and
potential migration/exposure pattmays, (0 the maxdmum extent practicable. Given the amount of
information which aurently edsts for these sites, every effort should be made to make the next
phase of field work the final phase. This makes development of as clear and complete a model as
possible particularly critical at this point. The more carplete the model, the greater the
certainty with vhich the existing data gaps can be identified and targeted for investigation in the
mest efficient manner possible.



Some specific examples vhere the Inclusion of other edsting information in the present reports
would have been useful include:

a) Site 1, Section 394.3: ¥mat were the WOC conesntrations observed during G & M's earlier
sampling events? Comparison of these values with values from the present rouxd of sampling may
provide useful information on contaminant migration or degradation. For example, vinyl
chloride is a dagradation product of TCE, what, if any, changes were ctserved in the relative
distribution and concantration of these two WOCs between 1984 and 19917

b) Site.2: Identification of hazardous waste and product storage facilities, mainterance
facilities, tark farms, vessel dockage aress, etc., and correlation of thelr locations with
weste migration patterns and "outfall" correctiors should have been Lreluded in the present
report. This information may have facilitated the interpretation of sampling results and
helped to foeus further sampling events.

c) Site 30: Smllov groundvater results for this site suggest the presence of two separate
sources of grourdwater contamiration which appear unrelated to Site 30, Inclusion of available
information an the pest and present Uses of surrounding lard and buildings (e.g. in the
vieinity of BOOl) mey have faciutated interpretation of sampling results and helped to focus
further sampling events.

Response:
It would be campletely impractical to Includeall the axrently available and relevant information

for each site in the screening reports. This information was noted in the screening reports for
comparative prpeses. All awrrently available and relevant information was, however, Included
and/or refarenced in the work plan for each site. All historical information and previous
investigation data wes Used in eanjunction with the Phase I data to detennine the extent of the
affected media ad make recomerdations for additiaml work. To the extent that is cost effective
and efficient, every effort will be m=de to meke the next mhase of work the firal phase. It is
expected that for meny sites the next pras2 of work will be the firlal phase. Bowever, same sites,
dependhg on the results of Fhase I, may require additicral data to fill gaps or further delineate
the extent of an affected medium,

Tre folloving responses are divided amrg the three points raised:

a) The Site 1 work plan presents a camplete summary of groundwater WOC concentrations from G & M's
earlier sampling events. Furthermore, mary references to data from tes2 previous events were
incluced in the report text for comparison with current data. The text clearly indicates that
overall, vinyl chloride concentrations are lower and there are fewer occurrences of elevated
corcantrations in the aurrent rosd, as compared to previous sampling events. The EPA should
ksep in mind that the objective of the Phase | investigation was not to perform overly detailed
analyses of the data such as a camparisen of potential chemical breakdown products from the
past, tut rather to clarify and make a determiration of the locations for additioral samples in
order to fill data gaps and fully characterize the site. A fully detailed comparative analysis
of all past ad present datawili/ te performed as part of the phase II investigation, as
required to support a baseline risk assessment and select remedial alternatives.

b) The majority of the requested additiomal informatian is described in the work plan for Site 2.
Additioral information will be gathered during Phase I regardirg the historical use of adjacent
property/facilities and other potential souress of the detected contandration,

¢) One of the reeenmerded tadks for phase II at Site % is to gather information in order to
detennine the saurce or sources of the compourds detected which apee=sr to be unrelated to the
site itself. At the present time, only general information is available; however, this
informatim was mnticned in the report and was used in consideration of the suggested

additicral sampling locations.
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Comment 4
For risk assessment purposes, a background or control sample location should be chosen and the

collected sample analyzed for the same parameters.

Response: )
Background OF control samples Will be collected at approximately 3 locations at NAS Pensacola for
comparative purposes during the risk assessments.

Comment 5:
Significant problems with lab Q4/QC were evident in some of these reports. It iS recommended that

either Stricter analytical protocols ke instituted for future samples or another lab be used that
can produce usable data.

Respanse:
There were a few problems for laboratory QA/QC for the TCL analytical chta. These problem areas

have been identified and E & E's laboratory has implemented corrective measures. However, overall
the data are valid and usable. Regarding the amalytical screening data, there seems to be a

general misunderstanding of the intended use of the data, that being to identify the principal
areas and chemicals of concern at each site. Given the data quality objectives for Phase I, the
screening analyses produced highly useful data. See also the responses to comments 49 and 50 for
Site 1.

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

Response:
See the responses to FIER’s general comments 1 through 7.
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SITE-SPRCIFIC COMMENTS
Site 1 - Sanitary Landfill

Interim Data Report

Comment 1, Page 11, Section 1., Paragraph 1

The date given Tor the GAPP in Section 5 - "References” IS 1969, A revisad edition of the 199
version was sutmitted in July 1990, Was the work performed at this site dore according to the 1989
or 1990 versian of the APE?

Response:

Tre date Of the QPP was incorTectly refersnced as 1969, All work performed under the phase |
project was aorpletad under the guidelines established In the EPA-approved 1990 GQaPP. All
references have been corrected to reflect this.

Comment 2, Page 2-1, Section 22, Paragraph 1
Briefly deseribe what is meant by "most suitable conditions.™  Easily accessible? Visibly

affected/stresssd areas?

Response:

Site 1 is densely wooded and very large in area. E & E decided that the most efficient way to
establish an accurate grid system over a site of this size would be to set up s=v=ral adjoining
grids and to take advantage of the edstirg roads and <lsar=d areas to establish bese lines for the
individual grids, ad overall grid system, Bence, the search for the most "‘suitable corditions® in

this woodlard for set wp of the grid.

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

Response: _ _ )
The ashestos survey wes conducted in conjunction with site recomaissance and habitat/biota
surveys. One of the biologists participating in the above activities is an astestes specialist and
made visual inspections of areas where exposed debris was discovered , for evidence of asbestos
buildirg materials disposal. The text hes been revised to provide sane additicral deseription of
the task.

Comment 4, Page 2-3, Section 2.5, Paragraph 1:

Considering that the purpose of the phase I investigation was to determine all possible
contamination at the site, it is not «l=ar why the preliminary survey did not also irclude using
the methodologies described in Section 612 of the 1990 GAFP - i.e. .y WOC air sampling, whole air
collection and solid absorbents, or Section 6.1.4 - Semi-Volatile sampling. The Mini-Ram
particulate monitor shauld be used for health and safety determirations, It d0€S not measure zasss
emanating from the Site. Some Of the caristituents of corcermn are commonly measured In the
nanograms [er cubic meter range (ex.-pesticides, ®RBs), The Mini-Ram used at this site measursd in
milligrams per cubic reter. The tests were only run for 15 mimutes per location which is a very
minimm amount Of tine for any type of air monitoring. The Mini-Ram has a high degree Of

wncertainty inherent in this instrument as evidenced by the hn%h detection limits, more
comondy measursd by the TO-14 method and RBs/pestludes by the To-4 method instead of the
Mini-Ram.



Response:

As discussed in the approved Phase | work plan and in the draft report, the air emissions survey
ard particulate sampling task involved mor= then Mini-Ram particulate mnitoring. An OVA
instrument Was used in the sereenirg survey of emissions by cbtaining grond level measrerents at
each grid point an the site, In addition, to this formal grid survey, the OVA and an BNu were used
during earlier reconnaissance walkovers. The purpose of the air menitoring work camleted in the
phase | scrsenirg ecercise wes not to produce a definitive conclusion regarding the overall
question of emssions regarding this site. Rather, the investigation was intended to ser=en for
the gereral parameter groups of concern in order to gain indications of the existence and magnitude
of the problem. The air mnitoring work that was completad in Phase | has provided at least
preliminary irdication that Site 1 is not a significant source of air emssiens in its present
cardition, ad any further subsequent steps to enfirm this indication should be tailored as
practical, justifiable and defensible in supporting a risk assessment, as well as the ultimate
decision regardirg this site.

Comment 5, Page 2-3, Section 2.5, Paragraph 1: ]
Section 613 referenced here pertains t0 Hi-Yol samplers; how does this relate to the Mini-Ram

sampling since they are two serarate sampling methodologies?

Response:
The referenced Section 6.1.3 in the GOAPP was incorreet. The report was corrected t0 specify
Section 6.1.1 in the GWPFP, which pertains to particulate sampling.

Comment 6, Page 2-4, Section 2.6, Paragraph 1
Wy was the Bicran Micro-R-Meter chosen over the sedium iodide probe gamma scintillation detector?

Response:

Both instruments have sodium iodide probes and are effective at detecting gamma radiation at low to
very high levels. As a result both instruments are useful in performing preliminary radiation
surveys and either could have been used.

Czment 7, Page 2-5, Section 2.7, Paragraph 4:
Vhy were the ’yy’ and 'zz’ designations included, since they are apfarentl not used? Also, Grid
Survey Origins and the believed lardfill boundaries should be clearly e in the figures in

Appendix C.

Response: i
The ’yy’ and ‘zz' desigraticns were not used in thiSgrid system and the reference to them in the
draft report wes in error. The designations have been deleted fran the final interim data report.

Comment 8, Page 2-7, Section 2.10, Paragraph 1:
Where is Bever Fhnd @ the "adjacent marshy area™? These features are not labeled in Figure 2-L
Also, all roads in this figure should he labeled, particularly those which are referenced later in

the text.

Response:

Tre rares of several site features were removed from Figure 2-1 for the sae of clarifying the
intended purpese of the figure, which was to illustrate the lay-cut and orientation of the survey
grid system. However, trese features will be identified on Figure 2-1 in tte final interim data

report.

Coent 9, Page 2-7, Sectian 2.10, Paragraph 1:
surface water samples not collected directly into their sample containers? Also, it would
seem impractical and very difficult to obtain a representative sample of water from ae foot above

the bottam of a water body using a stainless steel bod.
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Response:

surface ater samples were collected aooord— to the metheds specified in Section 6.9.1 of the
1990 GQAPP. However, the three surface water samples collected in Bayou Grardes were collected
directly into the samle contairers, The only sample collected frem below the surface according to
the method specified in the report was one of the two from Golf Course Pond. This method was

non-standard ad Will not b e d agin.

Comment 10, Page 2-7, Section 210, Paragraph 2:

Tre decontamination procedure given in Section 610 of the 1989 GOAPP was not acceptable (&=
7-7-89 D meEmo to McOurry-WES). |f this was tte procedure used instead of the decontamimation
procechire given in Section 6.10 of the 1990 version, then the equipment carmot be eorsidersd
adequately decontaminated as per the Environmental Campliance Branch Standard Operating Procedures
and Quality Assurance Manual (ECBSOPQAM), April, 1986 (revised February 1, 1991).

Response:
See response to comment 1.

Comment 11, Page 2-8, Figure 2-2:
The pad names would be useful in this figure. Also, whet is the pad at the far right edge of

this map, below the Golf Course Pond? Why was it not sampled?

Response:

The pond names are identified on Figure 1-2. Tre names of these features have tesn removed N
Flgure 2-2 for the purpose of clarity in identifying sample locations, The pad to the south of
Golf Course Pond has not been named. This pond does not appear to be comected to the landfill
area by either surface nr—off or surface water or grourdvater flov, Thus, N0 landfill-related
ontamiration was suspectad ard the pond was not sampled, per the approved Phase | work plan.

Coment 12, Page 2-8, Figure 212

As a general rule, both a sediment and a surface water sample shauld be collected from the selected
sampling location vhenever practicable. Why wes a surface water sample not collected at locations
SD002 and SDO04?

Response:

Phase | work plan called for five sediment samples and three surface water sarplss becaise more
variation in sediments would be sqectad than in surface water. Both sediment and surface wWater
samples are proposed for the gereral arsas of SDO02 and SDOO4 during Phase II.

Comment 13, Page 2-9, Section 2-12, Paragraph 1:
WOC samples shculd never be composited. They must be transferted into sample containers
immediately after collection to prevent undue volatilizatien,

lhspmse:

All samples were collected according t0 the procadures set forth in the July 1990 GQaPP. "
for volatile organics Will not be homogenized or compesited; rather, selsctad ts of soil,
equal in volume, will be taken from =ch aliquot and placed in a 40 ml glass " (July 1990 goapp
sect. 6.10 p. 6-30). Although the text may have irdicated that soil samples were carpesited, the
WOC samples were collected in the marmmer described in the July 1990 GOAPP.

Comzent 14, Page 2-10, Table 2-2:

TCL s an acronym for the target compound list, and inclides everything except metals. The
irelyte List (BL) HCiUks e metdl, rerget

Responge:
Conment noted.



Coment 15, Page 2-10, Table 2-2:
Why weren’t samples for the temporary and permanent monitoring wells analyzed for the same
consti tuents?

Response:

The Phase I effort did ot originally inclixe the sampling of existing permanent wells. Bowever,
the sampling of sdstirg wells vas sibseqently added to Phase I in an attemt to gain more
groudvater data during the analytical sereenirg prase, The installation and screening of
temporary Wells was intended to provide supporting information for expanding the present well
network. Tre permenent Wells that comprise the network were sampled and aralyzsd for TCL organics
and TAL metals in order to; 1)assess the current groundwater corditions; 2) to comprre with
earlier G & M results; 3) to aid in the development of the Phase IT work plan; and 4) to

compare With later Frase 11 groundwater chta.

Comssent 16, Page 2o, Table 2-2:
Wy was gross alpha the enly radiological parameter analyzed for (and anly for) the permanent
zord torirg wells?

Response:

Gross alpha was included as a groudheatar analytical parameter to indicate alpha-emitting
radiomxclides (e.g., radium 222, uranium 234, uranium 233, thorium 230, radm 222, polanium 210),
and as a screen for grordwater excesding the 15 pCi/L Florida drinking water standard for gress
alpha. Per the Phase I work plan, this aralysis was mot intended for the temporary wells,

Comment 1/, Page 2-11, Section 2.14.1, Paragraph 1:

The preceding section states that temporary uell scr==ns were Installed to bracket the water table.
These wells would thus be useful for the detection of fleating, but not sinkirg, immiscible
liquids.

Response:

Cetecting sirking immiseibles would be unlikely in a uell with only five feet of scrsen installed
to brackst the water teble. Nonetheless, all the wells were checked for both fleating and sinking
immiscibles. Fowever, concern for the potential presence of sirkirg immiseible liquids IS zrorg
the reesors that intermediate-depth monitorirg wells will be installed at Site 1during Phase II.
The intermediate—depth wells are to be eonstructad above the top of the confining/semi-confining
unit separating the Surficial Zere frem the upper portion of Main Producing Zore.

Comment 18, Page 2-13, Section 215, Paragraph 3

Wy were the water levels for the 28 temporary wells collected over a period of 5 days? This is
absolutely ursccsptable, \WWder levels muist be collected over as short a time peried as possible if
they are to provide cormaranls valles. This procadure is Of particular importance at NAS
Pensacola, wter= tidal pese could have a considerable effect on water level.

Response:

The water leelswere collected fram the 28 temporary mendtorirg wells over a S-day period for
practical r=sxrs. D to the high cost of stainless steel casings ard screens, it was not cost
sffective tO use a mev casing and scr==n at o location, As a result, a limited nuroer of wells
were installed ad then sxtracted and decontamrated after the collection of the grondwater sample
from each well. Consequently, the irstallation, sampling and extraction process required five days
at Site 1. However, as shown In Figures 2-7 and 38 of the report, the water levels, grardhater
flow directions ad hydraulic gradients derived from the temporary Well data are very comparable to
those derived from the permarent shallew wells where measurements were collected in one day. In
addition, tidal cteses have been observed to significantly affect groundwater levels ally in wells
in very close proximity to tidaly influenced water bodies at NAS Pensacola. Therefore, tidal
fluctwations are not eonsidered to have ary significant impact on the water levels and flow
directions observed in the terporary wells at Site 1.

A7



Cosment 19, Page 2-13 Section 2.15, Paragraph 3:
What USGS Benchmark was the previously established elevation at permanent monitoring well Q39

referenced to?

Response:
Tre reference elevation utilized at G39 was established by G & M during the 1984 study. G & M
does not indicate in the report the benchmark from which the well elevations were established, only

mrat it was referenced to m=n == level by a registersd surveyor.

Comment 20, Poge 2-14, Section 2,16.2, Paragraph 1:

As before, the decontamiration procedure given in 3ctien 6.10 of the 1989 GOAPP was not acceptable
(See 7-7-89 ESD memo to McCurry-WES). If this was tre orocedure ussd {nstead of the
decontamination procedure ziven in Section 6.10 of the 1990 d 0 n , then the equipment carrot be
considered adeamataly decontaminated as per the BCBSOPQAM.

Response:
See response to comment 1.

Comment 21, Page 2-14, Section 2.17, Paragraph 3
What s the rationmale for pouring the development/purge Waler for the temporary wells back into
tre well after samples wer= collectad? This practice IS not according to the ECRSOPRM.

Response:

Depelorment ard purge water was poured back into the temorary wells to minimize the disposal costs
of investigation-derived w=stes for the project. Given that the wells wer: temporary and that only
water specific to that location was reintroduced, this practice sheuld have no adverse affect en
the aqd fer or the collection of future grourdater samples.

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

Response:
The Navy iS in the process of establishing procedures for the witimate disposal of the dnurmmed
imwestigation-derived materials.

Comsent 23, Page 3-1, Section 31
Existing data analysis should have included a disamssion of historical waste management practices

at the landfill and the mterials disposed.

Responses .
All available ard pertinent historical data for Site 1 is included, referenced, and/or summarized
in the site work plan.

24, Pages 3-1 to 39, Sections 3.1 and 3.2:
A figure (6r figures) illustrating the locations of all significant features described in these
sections (e.g., tar pit, linear features south of the tar pit, marshy-appearing depression, the
dark eireular feature r=ar the picnic ar= reed, medical weske disposal area, etc.) and the time
periods over which these vere visible should be included. A map showing the location of current
significant lard uses (e.g., picnic ad camping aress) should also be induded.

re.has been added to the report depict — the lecations of the principal features identified

figu
the aerial protegraph analysis task

A
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Comment 25, Page 3-13, Section 3.4, Paragraph 1:
As before, how was the asbestos survey performed?

Response:
See response to comment 3.

Comment 26, Page 3-15, Section 3.5, Paragraph 3:
See coment 4 above 0N the inadequacies of using a Mini-Ram.

Response:
See response to comment 4.

Comment 7/, Page 3-15, Section 35, Paragraph 3:
These m=surer=nt locations should be clearly labeled in sane figure (e.g., Fisure 3-2),

Response:
The coordinates for particulate air monitoring stations are provided in Appendix B For reference,
the station locations were added to Figure 322

Comment 28, Page 3-15, Section 36, Paragraph 1

Vas the background radiation data collected for alpha, beta Or gamma radicnuxclides? Also, can pest
disposal records Or other information provide insight into the elevated radiation readings?

Response:

The background radiation data collected wes for gamma radiation, There is no information available
from previous reports that address the Issle of potentially radicective materials teing placed in
the landfills. It is suspected, horever, that the known dispesal of granite rodk in the landfill
may at least partially contribute to the slevated background gamra radiation observed.

Coment 29, Page 3-18, Section 3.7.1, Paragraph 2
Wy is the sirgle isolated respornse near Bayou Grande northeast of the landfill considered
insignificant?

Response:

Litter and debris that included metal cans and other metallic objects were observed t0 be washed
onto the shoreline area of Bayou Grande in this area. The small and isolated resprnse located
directly on the shoreline is telieved to be related to this debris and not to material assceiated
with the landfill.

Comeent 30, Page 3-18, Section 372, Paragraph 1-
Background electromagnetic conductivity values in the area should be provided in the text for
comparison. Also, quantitative definitions Of "mxdsrate” and "strong" should be provided.

Response:

The refarenced section does not discuss BM results, rather it discusses the ragretameter survey,
vhere tackgrard IS reported to have tesn approximately S0,000 gammas. Mookrae magnetic ancraliss
are considered to be 500 to 1000 gammas above or below background. Strong magnetic anomalies are
considered t0 be 1000 gammas Or greater relative t0 background.

Coment 31, Page 3-18, Section 3.7.3, Paragraph 1
Again, vhat is background for these surveys? The 10 mmhos/m iS NOt excepticrally anaralous and may
represent ambient conductivity for the area.




Response:
Background electromegretic terrain conductivity Was fard to large between 4 and 7 mhos/m. A
statement to that effect was added to the text.

Comment 3, Page 3-22, Section 3.7.3, Paragraph 2
Given the findings smmerized in ssntece 4, ssntece 5 should probably indicate that the depth of
burial lies closer to the 10 exploration depth.

.

Response:

The fifth sntence in the rafersnced paragraph IS in agreement with the camment in that it is
concluded that given an exploration depth large of 10 to 20 feet, the depth of burial is probably
in the 10 to 15 foot range.

Comment 33, Page 322, Section 3.7.3, Paragraph 3:
The anomaly referred to here appears to be present in the deeper vertical coplanar mode rather than
the shallow horizontal coplanar mode.

Response:
The anomaly referred to wvas found to be present in both the horizontal coplanar mode and vertical
coplanar modes.

Comment 34, Page 3-24, Section 3.8.1, Paragraph 1 )
Have there been no other studies of the shallov subsurface lithology for TS site conducted in the

pest? If any such information edsts, it should be ineluded in this section to support and
supplement the findings of the current investigation. All available information shauld be used to
assass Site corditions ard evaluate their potential effect on contamirant release ad mgration,
This camment applies equally to all types of field irvestigations conducted at the site.

Response: )
All prevics known and/or available subsurface lithologic data is Included, referenced and/or
sumarized in the Site 1 work plan.

Comment 5, Page 3-24, Section 3.8.2, Paragraph 2
Because the water levels reasursd for the 28 temporary wells were collectad over a five day period,
their validity is questionable.

Response:
See response to comment 18.

Comment 36, Pages 3-29 to 3-30, Figures 3-7 and 3-8:

The legends in these figures shauld indicate that water level elevation isopleths are for the
surficial zone only.

Response: )

"Surficial zone" was added t0 the isopleth legerd in the report,

Coment 3/, Page 3-32, Section 3.9.1, Paragraph 1:
¥at parameters were analyzed for? This section should reference Table 2-2.

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

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

High concentrations of iron and manganese can cause erroneously elevated readings for selected
metals using ICP analysis. However, the surface water samples were not analyzed for iron and
manganese. Thus, the presence of these metals has not been confirmed; however, all Phase IT

surface vater samples will be analyzed for TAL metals, vhich include iron and manganese.

Comment ) Page 3-37, Sectin 392 Paragraph 2
If the WC samples were composited, thiS improper collection metied could explain why ally ale WOC
vas detected in the sample.

Response: ] _ '
WC sarples were collected in accordance with Section 6.10 of the approved 1990 GQAPP. See
restorse 10 coment 13,

Conment 40, Page 3-37, Section 3.9.2, Paragraph 2
The methylene chloride is irg written off as a laboratory-derived contaminant. What future kb

QA/QC w i | | be proposed to prevent thiS problem?

Response:

E & E’s laboratory had rade improvements to raduce the occurrence of laboratory-derived
contaminants in sample results. AS a result, laboratory QA/QC results, especially regarding
methylene chloride, have improved.

Comment 41, Page 3-43, Sections 3.9.2.3 & 3924
If there are other PAHs besides benzo-a-pvrene in the sample, how will they be differentiated in
future samples? Also, if sherols are reported as trichlorophenol, hew will they be differentiated

in future samples?

Respanse:
Phase I analytical screening used benzo-a-pyrene as an analytical target to give an indication of
total PARs., In Prase II, analyses for TU organics Will irvolve the reportirg of individual PAH

compounds. Future TCL organics analyses Will include individual phenolic compounds as well.

Comment 42, Page 3-43, Section 3.9.3, Paragraph 2:
See coment 39 above - WOC samples should not be coampoesited.

Respanse:
See response to comment 13.

Comment 43, Page 3-46, Figure 3-12:

A separate figure should be prepar=d to illustrate the analytical results for each metal. The
"Total Metals" plot combines t00 much information in ae figure. Also, effort should be rade to
eentorr the data whenever useful or practicable.

Response:
Figures will be aided to the ceport to shew concentrations for selected irdividual metals.
However, cntouring these data would not be representative, useful or practicable.

Comment 44, Page U/ , Figure 3-13:

The numeric results of analyses should be included in all such figures to facilitate viswmlization
of the extent =3 magnitude of contamimation, Also, effort shauld be made to contour the dita
vhenever useful or practicable.
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Tre locations where YCs, PAHs and mherols were detected were few, and the data summary tables are
esily refererced, Contouring the results of these zralyses IS not practicable due to- the fact
that Y0Cs, PAHs and phenols were each anly detected at two or three locations an the site.

Comment 45, Page 3-48, Section 3.9.3.3, Paragraph 2:
Having a laboratory-derived contamirant of 19,000 ug/kg methylene chloride indicates that the ldb
IS using Lrprocer or lradeqate Q4/QC methods - or that methylene chloride is pressnt at the site.

Response:

The nighest level of metned blank eontamiration associated with SOil sample zmalysis resultad ina
methylene chloride corcantration of 8,%00 ug/kg, not 19,000 ug/kg as stated by EPA.  Methylene
chloride was detected in sample FU1-9012 at a cncsntration of 19,000 ug/kg and the report clearly
indicates the potential for the presence of this ccrpord an the site. &= resporss to camment 0.

Comment 46, Page 3-49, Section 3.9.4.1, Paragraph 1°
¥hat IS the reasn for the g of 1.86 in temporary well TWO14 and the 08 of 39 in well 0267

Response:

The reason for these lower values of pH in unknown. The pH meters used to obtain these readings
were properly calibrated immediately prior to collecting the measurements. Thus, the pH values of
1.86 and 3.9 are believed to be correct, although no confirmation of these unexpected low values
was performed. In addition, all the measurements collected from wells immediately before and after
these wells showed more normal readings.

Crmeent 47, Page 232, S=tdmn 3.9.4.2, Paragraph 2
Specifically, which of these metals listed in Table 94 of the GAPP might be observed at elevated
concentrations due to dissolutien of aquifer matrix sediments?

Response: .
All the listed metals cauld, to varying degrees, be expected to be elevated due to disselutien of
aquifer matrix sediments,

(hmmt 48, Page 350, Section 3.9.4.2, Paragraph 3

» e results...suggest that the detected elevated total metals concentrations in the tamorary
WeII groundwater samples protably reflect acid preservative leaching or dissolution of aquifer
matrix sediments sntrained in these unfiltered samples rather than actual groundvater
contamiration.” Will this be the reasoning 1sed whenever metals are detected in a total metals
groundvater sample? If the constituent IS in the aquifer (matrix or otherwise), the purpose of
collecting a smle IS to determine the corcentrations (MLs are besed an unfiltered samples).
Also, why are matrix dissolution effects believed to be gr=ater in temporary then in permanent
wells?

Response:

The reasoning which IS offer=d to explain elevated metals aresntrations in unfiltersd, turbid,
acid-preserved samples is no less valid than arry concerns which would be raised regarding the
representation of filtered samples as characteristic of dissolved grordwater constituents, Actual
representative coresntrations of metals contamination in grondater are probably teteesn filtered
and unfiltered results, The answer to the first question raised in the coment KSyes. TO
interpret this data without carsideratian of procedures that sksv results would ke irrespensible,

Matrix dissolution effects are telieved to be greater in the tamorary wells than in permanent
wells partially due to the fact that these were nevly constructed wells without filter packs around
the sereens, andbecmxsethepemmmtvel]sl'aveteawmplaee for more than five years,
previassly purged and sampled an more than one occasien, and have filter packs arcud the well
screens.
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Comment /D, Page 3-62, Table 3-9: )
Please note tre nmter of qualifiers used in this table and how many results have a qualifier after

them:

aplicate aralysis not within control limits.

correlation coefficient for the ¥ is less then 0.995.

rerorted valie IS estimated becmse Of the presence of interference.
duplicate injection precision not met

post digestion spike for furrace A analysis is aut of control
limits (85-115%), while absorbance IS less then 33 of spike
absorbance.

The large mumber of results with a qualifier indicates that improper or inadequate QA/QC procedures
are being used in the lab.

FEVL R

Response:
The presence of qualifiers on data does not necessarily indicate improper or inadequate QA/QC
procedures are being used.

Comment 50, Page 3-6/, Table 3-10:
dccording to the analytical results for samples (M43, @444 and @445, fiftem instances of corpourd
detection in the method blark were reported for these samples.  As before, this indicates improper
or iradeqate lab OOYE procadures,

Response:

The levels of TCL compaurds present in the method blanks associated with these samples meet CLP
criteria. A potential airborme source for the freon ard hexane contamination was identified in the
laboratory =d corrective measures have teen implemented,

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

report for comparison purposes,

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

Comment 52, Page 3-77, Section 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 2:
Tre final sentence of this paragraph requires further explanation. Bov do the analytical results
sxggest potential groundwater eontanimation below the surficial zone of the sand gravel

aqui far?

Response: o i
The potential for grourdvatser contamination telov the surficial zone of the sand-and-gravel aquifer
IS elaborated upen in the the graundvater contamdnation distributiov/source discussian that follows

in Section 3.10. The concluding statement in Section 3.9.4.3 has been mdified in the final
interim data report with a reference to the disassion in Section 3.10.

Conment 53, Page 3-79, Section 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 8:
S comrent 51,

Response:
See respomse to comment 51.
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Coment 54, Page 3-79, Section 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 8:
According t0 Table 3-10, Trichlorcethere was detected in samples W04, WO33 and W038. Care should

be taken 10 make sure that all text axl tables accurately present the r=v data. Also, figures
illustrating the detected coresntratiors of the more frequently detected compounds would greatly
facilitate Hsalizatien of the ectent ad megnitude of contamdration,

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

Comment 55, Page 3-81, Section 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 14:
As wefore, Wy were anly the parmarent mordtoring well samles analyzed for gross alpha?

Response:
See response to <rmen' 16.

Crment 56, Poge 2-81, Section 3.9.4.3, Paragraph 15:
A discussion of regional groundwater alkalinity, hardness, and total organic carten, shauld be

included for comparison with the present results.

Response:
A discussion of regional groundwater alkalinity, hardness and total organic carbon was added to the
text in Section 3.9.4.3.

Coament 57, Page 3-85, Section 3.10.4, Paragraph 2:
Tre fact that the temporary wells zre= mor= turbid than the permanent WellS could e =plained by
iredeqate well develenment or that the wells do not have a filter mack aroud the seresn as do the

permanent wells.

Response:
Comment noted.

Cxs=n! B, Page 3-86, Section 3.10.4, Paragraph 6:
All available information on the edsting deep G & H wells, including eonstrxcetion details,
sampling results, etc. showld be included In the present report.

Response:

Vell construction information regarding the deep wells installed by G & M is provided in Table 3-2
of the report. Discussians of groundwater sample results in Section 3.8 (Hydrologic Assessment),

Section 39 (Chemical Analyses), and 310 (Contaniration Distribution/Source Discussion) refer to

G & M deep vell water levels and previous samples’ analytical data for comparison purposes to this
Phase | investigation. A complete summry Of the previous G & M investigation IS included In the

Site 1 work plan.

Comment 59, Page 3-b, Section 3.11.2: )
Tre results of matriz spikes and duplicates shauld have beend 1 d in this section.

Responge:
Any problems concerning laboratory QA/QC are discussed either in this section or in the case
rertative at tre beglmirg of the data in the apperdix,
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Attachment A

Comment 60, Page 1, Paragraph 1:
Plemse clarify what IS meant hy: 'to the greatest extent practicable. The purpese of the RI is to

adequately craracterize the nature and extent of entamration SO that a Baseline Risk Assesgment
can be performed (i.e., exposure potential identified) and a sufficient means for remediatirg the
site detarmined,

Response:

Tre interded meaning OF we sentence in question is that a major ge=l of Phase I is to put forth
every practical effort in order to delireate the extent of contamiration as identified during Phase
l.

Comment 61, Page 1, Paragraph 2:

The procosal to aralyze for a very limited mumber of entamdrents for this site is not acceptable
for several reasans: 1) If the WC samples or any other samples that readily volatilize were
composited in the Frase | rord of sampling, there is a distinct possibility that this fraction of
the sample w=s lost dwe 1 wlatilizatiovazeration; 2) the large ramber of constituents detected
in the method blank caixsed several of the aralytical results to be written off as
laboratory-derived eontamiration, There is always the possibility that sare of these constituents
were actually in the sample; 3) samples were anly collected a2 - not an a menthly or quarterly
basis. Some cstituents mEy not have yet migrated to the sampling point, have been attewated in
the firer sediments, been diluted by precipitatien, etc. With time, more constituents may be

moving through the soil, zrandeater, etc.

Response: .

The proposed Phase IT work plan Will mow include TAL/TCL analyses for almost all samples to be
collected at all sites. Additioral responses to this camment are divided among the three points
raised:

1) The WC samples were collected as adequate in a manner consistent with the requirements set
forth in Section 6.10 of the GWPP, Ramgenization of soils for WC samples was not corducted,
This method IS regarded as appropriate and the results to be valid.  In respense to EPA's

concern, the Phase II work plan ¥t be modified to include the full TCL/TAL on a | | samples;
, some sample locatien have been adjusted.

2) Method blanks and sample aralyses indicate the presence of severzl contaminants commonly
attributed to laboratory procedure sources. Carsful emnsideration of e results has
arcluded that it is highly likely that a laboratory source is resporsible for the presencs of
these, and although it is possible that their presence could in part be attributed to the site,
it is ulikaly,

3) The comment implies that many more rounds of sampling and extended periods of time mmy be
required to evaluate the extent of contamirants at this site. This iS inconsistent with EPA’s
assertion that the phased appreach does not proceed in the most direct path toward the
objectives OF the RI/FS process, nor does it reflect the EPA’s assertien that RI planning shauld
strive to make the next phase of fieldwork the last,

Comsent G2, Page 2, Paragraph 1:

The discussion OF where to install additiorml menitor wells is too g=eral. The purpose,
or raticrale, for installing =son well must be specified. The rationale should be based
an edsting data. What is presently known about the nature and extent (both lateral and
vertical) of the plum? What "gaps® still exist in the data? What can and cannot be
predicted/anticipated about contaminant migration from available data? will the proposed
locations adequately address each Of the remaining data gaps?
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Response:
A detailed rationale for all sample locations and analytical requirements will be
provided in the Phase II work plan.

Comment 63, Page 2, Paragraph 4:
¥hat data gaps remain with regard to delineation of srface water contamiration? Bow

will these samples fill these data gaps?

Response:
S resoorise to comment 62,

Comment 64, Page 2, Paragraph 5: .
What data zzps remin with regard to delineation Of sediment contamiration? Bow will

these samples Till these data gaps?

Response:
See response to comment 62.

Comment 65, Page 4, Table 1:

Wy aren’t all samples within the same media to be analyzed for the same constituents?
Wy will the enly media to be amalyzed for gross alpha be the soil samples? Wy is this
the only radiolegical rarareter 1o be armlyzed for?

Respanse:
S= respise to coment 62,

Comment 66, Page 5, Paragraph 1: )
¥t data gaps remin with regard t0 delimeation of soil eontamiration? How Will these

samples fill these data gaps? Also, as stated before, no WC samples should be
. oo ted,

Responge:
See responses to conments 13 and 62.

Comment 67, Page 5, Paragraph 4:

Tre monitoring well installation procedures must be more detailed, The Region IV
Ervirormental services Division guidance for well installation requires installation of
stainless steel wells. A variance may be requested for the use of altemative well
materials, such as PC. Attachment A is a listing of the minimm information to be
supplied for consideration and e risks retained by the Navy if the variance is granted.

Response: i i
More detail regarding monitoring well installation will be provided in the Phase IT work
plan. In addition, the Navy will submit a separate request for the use of PVC well
materials.

Comment 68, Page 7, Paragraph 3:

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

Response:
émr;tlilic:lle for the type of hydrolegic testing proposed will be provided N the Phase IT
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Comsent 69, Page 7, Paragraph 4:
Is the GQAPP referenced here the 1969 or 1950 version?

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

Comment 70, Page 7, Paragraph 5:

The goal of the R1 is to gather enough information to do a full Baseline Risk Assessrent
(BRA) and Feasibility Study (PS). The BRA clarifies a preliminary evaluation &d its
ourpes= IS not to detennine the need for further investigations or characterization as
stated in e Recommendation L etter. The investigation and characterization of all media

should be camplete before the BR2 is campleted,

Response: _
Cerment noted. This paragraph wzs intended to point cut that an early part of the BRA

will be to conduct a prelimimary risk evaluation. This preliminary evaliation wwill
provide an early indication of the potential threat at the site as well as assist in

determinirg the need for any additienal investigation. A rore detailed discssion of the
tasks to be comducted as part of the BRA is contained In Section 18 OF the work plan.

Appendices

Comment 71, Appendix B:
Please note that the radiation readings for Site 1 ranged from NA to 11 wR/h and that (VA

readings ranged from N to 20 prm (NA = Not Accessible),

Respanses _
The range of radiation r=dirgs wes added to the text in Section 35.

Comsent 72, Appendix D:
Please note that the highest open-borehole OVA/HNu readings for the temporary wells
ranged from O to 400 ppm and the pH ranged from 1.86 to 7.44 units.

Response:
The rzrg= in cpen-borshole (VA/HW readings and groundwater pH values was added to the
text in Sections 3.8.1 and 3.9.4.1, respectively.

Comment 73, Appendix L
Pleass note the case marrative egplaining the problems with the QA/QC for the permarent

monitoring well samples.

Response:
Comment noted.
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Site 2 - Vaterfront Sediments

Interim Data Report

Coment 1, General Comment:

Throughout the report, the field logbook was referenced as a source for field and
sampling docamentation and site ceservations and memsrements, This important
information source should have been included in the report as an attacrment or apperdix,

Response: i
Copies of the field logbooks will he provided to the P4 and FDER.

Comment 2, General Comment:

There is no discussion regarding the depth of water, water cordition (i.e,, turbidity),
tide, or sediment description (sard, md, etc.) or similar factors relative to this
sampling irvestigation, Contaminant deposition at the two "subsites" of thissite (i.e.,
to the st and south) may be influencad differently by wind, ti& =d other such
factors. Without a description of these factors, it is difficult to assess the impact of
contaminants migrating offshore and the appropriateness of Phase I recommendations.

Response:

This information was collected and is contained in the field logbooks which will be
provided to P4, This informatian will also be eollected during the Phase 11
Lrreestigation and included in the Fhase I report.

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

Response:
The work was performed according to the 1990 version of the GOAPP, The date of the GQAPP
has been changed In the references. -

Coment o Page 1-3, Figure 1-2:
Tre letter quality of this figure, particularly building rumters, must be improved,

Respanse: ) ) _ _ o
Tre letter quality of Figure 1-2 will be improved in the final interim data report.

Comment 5, Page 1-P Figure 1-2:
Tre mortheasterly portion of this site contains enly cre "outfall”. What is the reason
for the relatively large aerial extent of this portien of the site?

Response: .
The area represated as the rortheastern portion of the site on Figure 1-2 IS larger than

the actual area Of imvestigation. This figurewill be changed to acaurately reflect the
sctial size of the site.

Comment 6, Page 2- 19 Section 2.1, Paragraph 2:
Wat s the raticrale for using the 1982 FLLCER data for sites BB-5 and RE-$ as being
indicative of ambient bay carditions? This data should have been Included in the report.

Response: .

FDER Pensacola Bay sarplirg stations B8-5 and B8-S were chosen as being indicative of
ambient cenditians (Site 2) because both locations are approximately 1mile east and
upstre=m Of Site 2 and NAS Pensacola, ad would not be &pected to be affected
significantly by activities on the installation,
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Comsent 7, Page 2.3, Section 2.4, Paragraph |t
See cxment 4 for Site 1

Response: _
See r=rrrse {0 arTment 4, Site 1

Comment S, Page 2-4, Section 2.4, Paragraph 1:
See comment 5 for Site 1

Response: )
See r=Trrs= to cment 5, Site 1

Comment O, Page 2-4, Section 25 Paragraph 1:
&= «rment 6 for Site 1

Besponse:

See r=wrrs= tO comment 6, Site 1L

Comment 10, Page 2-4, Section 2.7, Paragraph 1
As before, WOC samples should not be corpesited,

Response: _
= response to conment 13, Site 1

Coament 11, Page 2-4, Section 2.7, Paragraph 1

The vessel dockage area sitatsd terwesn the east and south portions of the site wes not
sampled. This area is highly suseeet of sediment eontamdration due to relesse of metds
frem vessel bottoms ard deck pint, oily bilge discharges and rel=ses (accidental or
othervise) of rezardoss meterials over the years. Tidal influence (flushing), wind
dispersion and storm surges can be a factor of contaminant migration. Sampling of this

area mist be performed,

Sediment samples Will be collected in this ar=s as part of the Phase II investigation.
&= resprsz tO comment 62, Site L

Comment 12, Page 2-4, Section 2.7, Paragraph 1:

Surface water samples should have been collected from randomly selected arsas whers
sediment samples were collected. This would have helped to further assess contaminant
migration ard define pollution saress, Contamdrants are transported through this media
and surface vater contamination may have revealed a re=3 t0 expand thiS investigation.

Respanse:
Surface vater samples will be included as part of the Phase IT investigation. See
response to comment 62, Site 1

Coment 13, Page 2-5, Figure 2-1:

The desigration OF "autfall versus stomm water autfall™ discussed throughout the report
and identified an mmerous figures is confusing and misleading. The term "outfall®
should hee been sad exelusively and defined in applicable portions of the text as stomm
water drainage from culverts, drain pipes or sewer systems, ard/or point soress (i.e.
elevated structures, production axd maintemance ar=ss, product or iwaste storage mits).
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Furthemmore, the figures identify "outfalls" from buildings that are not adequately
SErxterized, based on the sampling results, several of these "outfalls" could be from
structures that have stored or retained razardous materials, a listing of building
struetures and types, by number as they appear on the figure, would render a better and
more realistic picture of potential pollution sources.

Response:

As part of the Phase II investigation a contaminant sauree swrvey will be eorduetad,
This survey will inelide a reviev Of available Navy documents (e.g., Public Works Center
[PC] records, ard the installation's Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan
[SPCC Plan], etc.) and a physical survey of potential source areas. To the =xten:
possible!, thissurvey will identify ard define the cutfalls and sources along the
waterfrent, including the buildings from which they origimate,

Comment 14, Page 2-6, Section 2.8.2, Paragraph T
See cxment 10 for Site 1

Response: _
See restree {0 cament 1, Site L

Oomment 15, Page 2-6, Section 2.9, Paragraph 1

miastes gererated during decontamination activities were allowed to evaporate to the
maximm extent pessible, and the residue was disposed of an site.” Wat ezctly doss
this mean - were solvents, centamiratad wash water, etc. poursd into the tay? Define

“properly disposed of" as it iS used in thiS paragraph.

Respanse: )
Only excess sediment and wash mter (no solvents) were placed into the mter. The text
was revised to clarify this.

Comment 16, Page 35, Section 3.4, Paragraph 2
See cmment 4 for Site 1

Response: _
See response t0 comment 4, Site 1

Conment 17, Page 35, Section 35 Paragraph 2
Tre radiation levels of 12 and 35 uwR/h were not given in Apperdix B

Response:
These radiation readings were mistakenly omitted from Appendix B and have been added.

Coment 18, Page 35, Section 3.5, Paragraph 2
"The high background level i s assumed tO be due to the ratzal radiation of the granite

wall." Vere other measurements taken along the wall to verify this assumption?

Response:

The se=vall itself is primarily comosed Of corarete, The granite-slab wall «=s noted
anly at the southern tip of this north-south oriented vess2l dockage area. The
comparitively lov readings along the concrete s=xeall ard the higher resdirgs along the
granite wall suggests that the level noted at the granite wall is due to nmatural
radiation frem the mirerals in the granite. The text haS een charged 1O clarify this.
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. Comsent 19, Page -11, Section 3.6.3, Paragraph 1:
See coment 40 for Site 1

Response: )
See response {0 coment 40, Site 1

Comment 20, 3-13, Section 3.6.4, Paragraph 1:
See arment 41 for Site L

Response: )
. See to comment 41, Site 1

Comment 20, Paee 3-13, Section 3.6.5, Paragraph 1:
Assuming all stormwater run-off from the tas= is directed to the scuth ad east, it is
samevhat surprising that pesticides w=r= not detected in any samles, |f the samples

were collected at depths requdrirg "'diver's gear", then perbaps wind ard total dispersion
were factars in transporting contaminants downstream and away from the assessment area.

Response: i i
Comment noted. The formulation of the Frase IT sampling plan will take this into
accont,

Comment 22, Page 3-14, Section 3.8.2, Parnpraph 1:
See exment 40 for Site 1

Response: _
‘ See respors= 10 cament 40, Site 1

Attaciment A

Crement 23, Fge 1, Paragraph 1:
See cament 60 for Site 1

Response:

See r=sporse to cament 60, Site L

Comsent 24, Pa= 1, Paragraph 2 i
Aren’t the proposed samples sediment and not SOil samples?

The EPA reviewer should note that the proposed samples are designated in the text as
sediment samples.

Coment 25, Page 1, Paragraph 4-
&= cxmmnt 69 for Site 1L

Respanse: )
3= response {0 coment 69, Site 1

Comment 0, Page 2, Paragraph 1:

‘ The purpose fOr collection Of each propased sampling location should be clearly stated.
Fow Wil the information gaimed help assess the magnitude or extent of contamimation at
Site 27
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Identify on-base tark farms, hazardous waste ad product storage arsas, menufacturirg,
fabrication, machining, painting, mintsrance facilities, and correlate their locations
with "eutfall® ecorrections, waste migration patterns and site topographic features. This

Will be necessary tD focus sampling locations.

Response:

A detailed raticrals for the location of sampling points and the selection of analytical
tarareters vill be pressnted ad discussed in the revised Phase II York plan for this
site. A cntazinant source survey (Seerestorse to camment 12, this site) will be
conducted during the second phase of the investigatien, and will identify all potential
sources of pollution and the potential mathways for migration of such pollution.

Comment 27, Page 2, Paragraph 1:
Surface water samles shauld be cwllected at several rardomly selected sediment sampling

locations to assess contaminant migration and further define pollution sources.

Response: ) ) o
Surface mter samlss WMl be included as part of the Phase II investigation.

Comment 28, Page 2, Paragraph 1:
Several sedirent (surface ard subsurface) and surface Mter zamles should be collected

from the vessel dockage area O determire if this part of the facility is contanirated
and impacting Pensacola Bay.
Response

Sediment and surface vater samples will be collected from the vessel dockage area during
the Phase IT investigation.

Commet 20, Page 2, Paragraph 3:
See comment 70 for Site 1L

Respanse: )
See r=sTors= to camment 70, Site L

Comment 30, Page 5, Table 1
why aren’t all samples within the same media to be analyzed for the same constituents?

Response:
The Phase IT work plan will be revised so that all Phase IT samples Will be analyzed for
the TCL/TAL list. See resprse to camment 62, Site 1

Appendices

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

Response: )
See response 10 carent 17, Site 2



Site 11 - North Chevalier Disposal Area
Interim Data Report

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

Response:
See response to coment 1, Site 1L

Cosment 2, Page 1-3, Figure 1-2:
The believed boundaries of the site should be indicated on this figure.

Response:
This figure has been revised to show the boundaries of the site.

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

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

Comment 4, Page 2-3, Section 2.5, Paragraph 1:
See comments 4 and 5 for Site 1.

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

Comsent 5, Page 2-4, Section 2.6, Paragraph 1:
See comment 6 for Site 1.

Response: )
See response 1D coment 6, Site 1.

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

Response:
See response to comment 13, Site 1.

Coment 7, Page 2-9, Section 2.10, Paragraph 2:
Vhy were all wells installed to bracket the water table? Was there no evidence or
records to indicate potential Dense Non-aqueous Phase Liquid (INAPL) contamination?

Response:

The vater table was bracketed vith the well screen In an effort to detect floating
immiscible product on top Of the water table. In response t0 INAPL contamination, see
response to coment 17, Site 1.

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

Response: _
Sec response to comeent 1, Site 1.
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Comment O, Page 2-10, Table 2-2:
See comments 14, 15and 16 for Site 1

Response:
See responses tO comments 14 and 15, Site 1 Gross alpha radiation was not analyzed for

on this site during Phase |I.

Coment O, Page 2-11, Section 213 Paragraph 3:
Vells at Site 1were tied into the well GM39 elevation; Mere, the walls are refersercsd to

well 447. What USSS Berchmark was the previously established elevation at permenent
monitoring well (¥’ referenced t0?

Response:
The r=ference elevation utilized at @47 vas established by G & M during the 1986 study,
ad it was refersnced to the same datum used in the 1984 study. See response tO corment

19, Site 1

Comsent 11, Page 2-13, Section 215, Paragraph 3:
See eorment 21 for Site 1L

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

Comment 12, Page 2-13, Section 2.15, Paragraph 4:
See corment 22 for Site 1L

Response: _
See response {0 cament 22, Site 1

Comment 13, Page 3-1, Section 3.1:
See comment 23 for Site 1. -

Response: )
See resporse to coment 23, Site 1L

Coement 14, Page 3-7, Section 3.4, Paragraph 1-
See cerment 3 for Site 1L

Response:
The text has been <rarged to clarify the methodology. See response to cormen: 3, site 1

Comment 15, Page 3-7, Section 3.5, Paragraph 1:
See comment 4 for Site 1.

Response: )
&= response to cxment 4, Site 1

Comment 16, Page 3-/, Section 3.6, Paragraph 1:
Vas the background radiation data collected for alpra, beta or gamma radiomuclides?

Response:

The background radiation data collected was for gamma radiation, The text has kesn
changed to reflect this.
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Comment 17, Page 39, Section 36, Paragraph 1
Appendix B has a radiation reading of 45 wR/h for grid coordinate N2+00E1+50-grid B.
This was not noted in the text. What are the road materials at this site that are

eontributing 6 to 8 uR/h radiation?

Response:
The text has been changed to include this radiation reading. The road material at Site
11 is asphalt which included pebble-size rock fragments.

Comment 18, Page 3-15, Section 3.8.1:
See comment 34 for Site 1.

Response:
All available data is included, referenced, and/or summarized in the Site 11 work plan.

Cosment 19, Page 3-16, Table 3I-

According to this table, water levels for the 11 temporary wells were collected over the
period 1/17/91 to 1/22/91 - 6 days. Why did it take 6 days to collect 11 wvater level
measurements? \later level measurements for the eleven permanent wells wee all collected
within a 2 hour period on 2/26/91. /s stated for the temporary wells at Site 1, wvater
leels should be measured as closely as possible to each other and during the same tidal

phase.

Responge: )
Comment noted. See response to comment 18, Site 1.

Comment 20, Page 3-18, Figure 3-/:
See comrent 36 for Site 1L

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

Comment 21, Page 3-19, Section 3.9.1, Paragraph 2
The meaning Of "A" and "B" intervals should be defined In the text.

Response:
The EPA reviewer should note that the meaning of the "A" and "B" intervals was fully
described In Section 2.10 of the report.

Comment 22, Page 327, Figure 3-9:
See comment 43 for Site 1.

Response:
See response {0 comment 43, Site 1.

Comment 23 Page 330, Section 3.9.1, Paragraph 10:
See cament 40 for Site 1.

Response:
See response 10 comment 40, Site 1.

Comment 24, Page 3-30, Section 3.9.1, Paragragh 11 & 12:
See coment 41 for Site 1.

Response: )
See respanse to comment 41, Site 1L
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Coment 25, Page 3-31, Section 3.9.2, Paragranh 2
EPA concars with FUER’s comment 1 for this site.

See resprrse to FOER cament 1, Site 1.

Omment 26, Page 3-35, Section 3.9.2, Paragraph 4
See et 48 for Site 1

Response:

See r=sorris2 to comment 48, Site L

Comsent 27, Page 339, Sectimn 3.9.2, Paragraph 12:
See comments 51 ard 38 for Site 1

Response:
A eplete summary of the previous G & M irvestization iS included in the Site 11 work
plan. See responses to comments 51 and 58, Site 1

Coment 28, Page 3-40, Table 3-6:
Plezse note the qualifiers in this table and the mmber of samples they apply to; this

indicates iradepate or Lmproper lab QA/QC procedures.

Response: _
See response {0 comment 49, Site 1L

Coment 2O, Page 3-43, Table 3-/:
Please note the number of constituents that were present in the methed blank. This again
indicates iradepate or improper lab QA/QC.

Response: )
See restrs2 to ayment &0, Site L

Comment 30, Page 3-50 to 51, Section 3.10.1 and 3.10.2:

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

Response:
Although still mart of Site 30, the lower portion of the creek does appear to be impacted
by «ntamirants fram Site 11. Bowever thiS was not known until the results of Phase |

were assimilated, Future reports may include thiS ar= as pert of Operable Unit 2. See
also response t0 g=reral camment 1, Site 1

Cosment 31, Page 3-56, Section 3.10.4, Paragraph 8:

Tre upeard gradient at @Ol appsars relatively small. Inclusion of the results of any
earlier sampling sents in tiS discussion may be useful,

Response:
The results of all earlier investigations at this site are summarized and presented in
the site work plan,
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Cosment 32, Page 3-61, Table 3-9:
See comment 29 for this site.

Response: )
See response 10 coment 40, Site 1

Attachment A

Comment 33, Page 1, Paragraph 1:
See carment 60 for Site 1L

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

Comment 3|, Page 1, Paragraph 2
See cment 61 for Site 1L

Response: _
See resmors2 10 camrent 61, Site 1

Cosment 35, Page 1, Paragraph 3:
See coment 62 for Site 1

Response: )
See rsTorsss to comrent 62, Site 1

Comeent 36, Page 2, Paragraph 4:
Samples for WCs should not be composited.

Response: )
Se2 response {0 comment 13, Site 1

Cooment 3/, Page 2, Paragraph 4:

The rationale behind the proposed sampling scheme for each individual toring should be
rore Clearly stated. For =warmple, composited soil samples will be collected at the
specified intervals from surface to 10/ below the water table for five borings vhere high
levels Of contamiration were detected in Fhase |. Vhy iS boring B12 included in this
group when rore extensive contamnation wes observed in the adjacent boring B13?

Response: )
See response to cament 62, Site 1

Comment 38, Page 2, Paragraph 4:

The stated goal for collection of two samples below the water table is to assess the
vertical extent of soil cntaniration, What assurance exists that thiS approach will
define the vertical extent of contamination?

Responsge: i

The stated geal of collecting SOil samples telay the water table and analyzing for metals
only was to differentiate tetesen grandwater and aquifer matrix contamiantion, not to
defire the vertical extent Of contamiration,
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Comment 3, Page 3, Figure 1:

It is useful to have all edsting and proposed samples for each lecality an the same
figure. However, the crewded nature of this figure makes it difficult to locate the
specific lecaticrs being proposed for a given sample type. A series of clear plastic
overlays would help to clarify the proposed sampling plan.

Response:
Conment noted.

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

Why vill the only media to be analyzed for radiomuclides be the soil samples? Why are no
samples to be analyzed for gross alpha?

Response:
In response to thee concerns, all phase II samples will be analyzed for the full TAL/TCL
Ust ad for gross alpha, beta and ganma radiation to screen for radicnuclides,

Cosment 41, Page 6, Paragraph 1
See comment 67 for Site 1

Response: )
See respars= to coment 67, Site L

Comment 42, Page 7, Paragraph 1:
See comnent 68 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 68, Site 1.

Comment 43, Page 7, Paragraph 2
See comment 69 for Site 1L

Response: )
See restors=e {0 coment 69, Site 1L

Coment 44, Page 7, Paragraph 3 ]
What sampling or other types of field investigation will be performed to locate and
further delineate these potential sources of contamiration?

Respaonse:
The revised phase IT work plan will provide detail regarding the types of sampling and
field imestigation methodologies that will be performed for site characterization ard

contaminant source determination, See respnsz to cament 62, Site 1L

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

Response:

See re=sTorse to comment 70, Site L
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Appendices

Comment 46, Appendix B:

Please note that the radiation readings ranged from 4 to 45 uR/h.

—— } } .

The range in radiation readings has been added to the text in section 3.5.

Comment 47, Appendix E:

Please note that the highest open-borehole OVA/HNu readings ranged from O to 1000 ppm.

The fact that 12 of the borings had high readings of 1000 ppm should have been noted in
the text. v

Response: i
This information has been added to the text In Section 381
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Site 15 - Pesticide Rinsate Disposal Area

Interim Data Report

Coment 1, Page 2, Executive Smmary, Paragraph 3:

Vas 2 survey of all past us=s of the surrounding property performed for s site as pert
of the screening phase? This would have provided potentially useful information on these
"additicral sources of contamination”.

Response:

As part of Phase I, historical aerial photos and present site activities were evaluated.
As part of Phase II, a contamination source survey will be performed which will include
an extensive review of the past uses of this site and the surrounding property in order
to identify other potential sources of contamination.

Comment 2, Page 1-1, Section 1 Paragraph 1
See coment 1 for Site 1

Response: )
See response 10 conment 1, Site 1

Cosment 3, Page 2-3, Section 2.4, Paragraph 1:
See comments 4and 5 for Site 1. Also, «hy was no radiation mond toring performed for
this site?

Response:

St resTrrs=s to caments 4 and 5, Site 1 Historical information provided by the Navy
and the previous irvestigation by G & M did not indicate the potential for radiation en
the site. Thus, no formal radiation survey was conducted. The use of a

radiation mord tor is requirsd 0N every Site according to the procedures set forth in the
1990 General Health and Safety Plan. These were used by all field teams en this site =
during Phase |, and ay ¢levated readings would have tesn nOted in the text.

Coment 4, Page 2-6, Section 2.8, Paragraph 1:
See comment 13 for Site 1

Response: _
See resTrs= 10 coment 13, Site L

Comment 5 Page 2-6, Section 2.8, Paragraph 3:
See «rment 10 for Site 1

Response: _
See response t0 comment 1, Site 1

Comment G, Page 2-8, Section 2.10.1, Paragraph 1:
See «rment I7 for Site 1

Response: )
See response {0 comment 17, Site 1

Cosment 7, Page 2-9, Table 2-2:
See corments 14 and 15 for Site 1L
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Response: )
See respense 10 caments 14 ad 15, Site 1. The text was been crarged t0 include TAL.

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

As before, water levels shauld be measured as closely as possible to ecn other ad
within the sare tidal prase, Why were the temporary wells surveyed in to Well elsvations
@59 and M60? Wells at Site 1were surveyed in relative to well @39, at Site 11 to
well W7, at Site 12 to well G415 and at Sites 13 and 14 to USGS Benchmark No. Al61.

See responses t0 camment 9, Site 12, coment 9, Site 14 and comment 18, Site 1. @69 and

M0 were the closest datums with a surveysd elsvation,

Coment 9, Pz 2-11, Section 213 Paragraph 2=
See crment 21 for Site 1

Response: _
See response t0 comment 21, Site L

Comment lO, Pag= 2-u, Section 213, Paragraph 3
See comment 22 for Site 1L

Response:

S response t0 comment 22, Site 1

Comment 11, Page 3-1, Section 32, Paragraph 1
the deseription of Building 2692, what is meant by the &M

Response:
Based on information gatrered from perscrrel during the site recomaissance, the floor of

this building was formerly dirt and wes recantly paved with concrete, The text has been
changed to clarify this.

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

Response:

As stated in the text in Sections 2.4 and 3.4, an VA was used tO perform the surface
enissions survey at this site. The B was Usad only during Site reconnaissance for
health ad safety purpeses, ad any elevated readirgs would have been noted in the text.
All BNu readings were recorded in the field logbook, which will be provided to the EPA.

Comment 13, Page 3-2, Section 34, Paragraph 2
See coment 4 for Site 1

Response: )
See respanse t0 cxment 4, Site 1L

Comment 14, Page 3-3, Section 361, Paragraph &
See comment A4 for Site 1L

Response: _
See resparse 10 comment 3, Site 1L
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Comsent 15, Page 3-8, Figure 32
See comment 36 for Site 1.

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

Comment 16, Page 3-9, Table 3-3:
See comment 40.

Response: ) _
This comment iS assumed to be referring to comment 40 for Site 1. See response to
comment 40, Site 1.

Coment |7, Page 3-19, Section 3.7.1.1, Paragraph 1:
What eactly were G & M’'s results for Arsenic (as Well as other parameters)? Did these

results indicate the presence of contamination in any other areas? See ament 51 for
Site 1

Respanses
The results of the G & M study are referenced and discussed in the Site 15 work plan.
Sce response t0 comment 51, Site 1.

Cosment 18, Page 3-10, Section 3.7.1.3, Paragraph 2
Please note the ref to a false analytical positive and ne evidence of

laboratory-derived contamination for methylene chloride. These problems indicate
improper or inadequate lab QA/QC.

Response: )
See responses 10 general ament 5 and to comment 4), site 1.

Comment 19, Page 3-22, Section 3.7.1.3, Paragraph 3
Vere either of these TCL VOCs detected in earlier (i.e. G 6 H) sampling rounds?

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

Comment 20, Page 3-2, Section 3.7.1.4, Paragraph 1:
See comment 41 for Site 1

See response t0 comment 41, Site 1.

Comment 21, Page 3-24, Section 3.7.1.4, Paragraph 3

*The ahsence of chlordane in E & E soil samples may be due to E & E’s compositing soil
over a 0- tD 4-foot interval BLS. This larger interval may have diluted any chlordane
present at the surface." These samples should be re-collected to verify if sampling
techniques caused questionable chia.

Response:

The sjte area. ﬁbi"ﬂm‘ during the Phasg IT investigation. i
me mﬁ%@ soils over smller depth intervig?.s In or.géer %'plm
refine the vertical extent of contamination; see response to comment 62, Site 1.



Comment 22, Page 3-24, Section 3.7.2.2, Paragraph 2
See coment 48 of Site 1.

Responoe:
See response to comment 48, Site 1

Comment 23, Page 3-32, Table 3-6:
Please note the nunber of samples with qualifiers; this indicates improper or iradequate
lab QA/QC.

Response:
See response t0 coment 49, Site 1.

Comment 24, Page 337, Section 3.8.1, Paragraph 2
Historical ambient source data should be investigated for VOC contamiration and the
infonmtim used to focus further sampling efforts.

Response: .
This information will be compiled and evaluated as part of the proposed phase IT
contamirant source SUrvey.

Attachment A

Comment 25, Page 1, Paragraph 1:
See coment 60 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 60, Site 1

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

Response: )
See respanse to comment 61, Site 1

Comment 27, Page 1, paragraph 3
See cament 62 for Site 1

Response:
See response to comment 62, Site 1

Comment 28, Page 2, Paragraph 2:
What sampling memsures will be taken to assure that the vertical extent of soil
contamination IS detennined? See coment 68 for Site 1.

Response: i
During the phase II investigation, soil samples Will be collected over smaller depth

intervals in order to refipe the vertical profile of contamination in the SOilS. See
response t0 comment 21, this site.

Comment 29, Page 4, Table 1:

Vhy aren’t all samples within the Same media to be analyzed for the same parameters? Wy
aren’t radiological parameters proposed for this site?
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Response:
Almost all Phase II samples will be analyzed for the full TAL/TCL list and for gross
alpha, [Etn and gamma radiation in order to screen for radionuclides.

Comment 30, Page 5, Paragraph 1:
See cament 67 for Site 1.

Respanse:
See response t0 comment 67, Site 1.

Chart 31, Page 5, Paragraph 3
See coment 68 for Site 1.

Response: )
See response {0 comment 68, Site 1.

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

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

Comment 33, Page G, Paragraph 1-
See comment 70 for Site 1.

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

Appendices
Coment 34, Appendix C:

Please note the highest open-borehole OVA/HNu readings for the temporary wells ranged
from 0 to 780 ppm. This fact should have been noted In the text.

Response:
The range of the highest open-borehole readings has been added to the text in Section
3.7.
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Site 26 — Supply Department Qutside Storage
Interim Data Report

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

Response: _
See response to coment 1, Site 1

Comment 2, Page 2-3, Section 2.4, Paragraph 1
See conments 4 ard 5 for Site 1

Response: _
See respanse t0 comments 4 and 5, Site 1

Corment 3, Page 2-3, Sectiom 2.5, paragraph 1-
See comment 6 for Site 1.

Responses
See resmrs2 to comment 6, Site 1

Conment 4, Page 2/, Section 29, Paragraph 1
See comments 10 and 13 for Site 1

Response: _
See response to comments 1and 13, Site 1

Coment 5, Page 2-9, Section 2.11, Paragraph 1:
See comment 17 for Site 1

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

Coment 6, Page 2-11, Section 2.12, Paragraph 2:

Thess temporary wells were surveyed in relative to well G5, The temporary wells for

Site 24 were surveyed in relative to the well elevation for @39, %ells at Site 1were
surveyed in relative to well @39, at Site 11 to well W7, at Site 12 to well G185, at
Sites 13 and 14 to USGS Benchmark No. Al6!l and Site 15 to well elevations for @59 and

M60. Why does each site have a different reference point?

Response:

The temporary wells were surveyed In to the <losest permanent monitoring well with
surveyed elevation. See resporse t0 cament 9, Site 4. The EPA should bear in mind
that many adjacent sites do have a common lirk. For example, all site 11wells
(including QM15) were surveyed relative to W7; sites 26 ad 32 were subsequently
surveyed relative to G5,

Comment 7, Page 2-12, Section 2-14, Paragraph 2:
See axmrent 21 for Site 1

Respanse:
See response t0 comment 21, Site 1
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Comment 8, Poge 2-12, Section 2.14, Paragraph 3
See «xme=nt 22 for Site 1L

Response:
S resTors= to cament 22, Site L

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

Response: )

See r=Trrie {0 cament 23, Site L

Cosment 10, Pages 3-2 1D 33, Section 32, Paragraphs 2 3 )

Wt IS contained in the storage trailers? Wat was the cordition ofF the olive green
containers labeled DDI7 Wat are the cntents of the refuse bins and did there appear to
be releases from the bins?

In resporse t0 the three pOINtS raised: a) It IS unknown what wes stored in the trailers;

they are no lerger located on the site: b) the single five gallen container visually
appeared to be in good conditicon; c) the refuse bins were completely empty and abandoned,
ard there was no physical eviderce of releases from these bins. The text has been
changed to clarify these points.

Comment 11, Page 3-5, Section 3.4:
See comment 4 for Site 1. AlsD, were any HNu readings recorded?

Response:
See response to conment 4, Site 1. The HNu readings were recorded in the field logbooks,

whideh will be provided to the EPA.

«

Comment 12, Page 35, Section 35:
¥as the background radiation data collected for alpha, beta or gamma radiomuclides?

Response:
The tackgroad radiation collected was for gamma radiation. The text has been changed to
reflect this.

Comment 13, Page 3-7, Section 3.6, Paragraph 2:
What work Will be performed to determine if the strerg localized magnetic anaraly in the
south-central area and other areas of Site 26 Is actually buried metal?

SOIi samples will be collected rear these arsss during Phase II. Further investigation
will occur only if it becomes apparent that they are associated with some type of
contamination.

Comment 14, Page 3-14, Figure 3-6:
See comment 5 far Site 1

Response: _
&= resoonse {0 comment 36, Site 1

A-36



Comeent 15, Page 3-21, Section 3.8.1, Paragraph 6:
See =ment 40 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 40, Site 1.

Coment 16, Page 3-26, Section 3.9.2, Paragraph 1-
See comment 48 for site 1
]
_I:_
See to comment 48, Site 1. !

Attactment A

Cosment 17, Page 1, Paragraph 1-
See comment 60 for Site 1.

See response to comment 60, Site 1.

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

Response:
See response to comment 61, Site 1.

Comment 19, Page 1, Paragraph 3:
See conment 62 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 62, Site 1

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

Response:
See responses to coments 13 and 62, Site 1.

Comment 21, Page 4, Table 1:
Vhy aren’t al| samples within the same media to be amalyzed fOr the same parameters? Why
aren't radiclogical parameters proposed for this site?

Response:
In general, all Phase II samples will be analyzed for the full TAL/ICL list and for gross
alpha, beta and gamma radiation in order to screen for radionuclides.

Comment 2, Page S, Paragraph 1
See comment 67 for Site 1.

Respanse: )
See response 1D comment 67, Site 1.
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Coment 23, Page 5, Paragraph 3:
See coment 68 for Site 1.

Response: )
See respmse t0 cament 68, Site 1.

Comment 24, Page 5, Paragraph 4:
See corment 69 for Site 1.

Response: )
See response {0 coment 69, Site 1.

Comsent 25, Page 5, Paragraph 6:
See coment 70 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response 10 coment 70, Site 1.
Appendices

Comment 26, Appendix B
Please note that radiation readings ranged from ND t0 16 uR/h.

The range in radiation readings has been added to the text I Section 3.5.
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649 and 755

Interim Data Report

Comment 1, Pz 1-1, Section 1., Paragraph 1
See cxrent 1 for Site 1

Response: )
&= resporee to cament 1, Site 1

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

Response: _
See respanses to coments 4 and 5, Site 1

Comsent 3, Page 2-3, Section 2.5, Paragraph 1:
See crment 6 for Site 1

Response: _
See response to cxrent 6, Site 1

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

Respanse: )
See response to comment 1, Site 1

Comment 5, Page 2-8, Section 211, Paragraph 1:
See «cment 13 for Site 1

Response: _
See response to coment 13, Site 1

Comment 6, Page 2-11, Section 2.13, Paragraph 2:
Wy did it tke two days to measure water levels in 5 temorary wells?

Respanse:
See response to <commen: 18, Site 1

Coment /, Page 2-12, Section 2.13, Paragraph 1

Tre Site X0 temorary wells were surveysd in relative to US55 Benchmark No. N26. At Site
26 the wells were surveyed in relative to well G5, The temporary w=l11s for Site 24
were surveyed in relative to the well elevation for @39, wells at Site 1110 well @%7,
at Site 12 to well @15, at Sites 13 and 14 to USGS Benchmark N0. A161 and Site 15 to

well elevations for G55 and @60. Why so many different survey references?

Response:

Wells vere surveyed relative to the nearest datun with a known elevation.  In some Cases
it vas a USGS benchmark, In others it was a previously surveyed well. On adjacent sites,
ewery effort was made to use the sare datum, vhile on sites separated by some distance

this was lmpractical and would have resulted in excess ¢lesure error,
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Comment 8, Page 2-13 Section 2.15, Paragraphs 2 & 3:
See comments 21 ad 22 for Site 1L

Response: )
See response to comments 21 ard 22, Site 1.

Coment O, Page 3-3 Section 32, Paragraph 5
Provide additiaral information (e.g. usage/purpose) on the "irdustrial waste manholes®,

Response: ) i
This refers to manholes that access the industrial westemter sseer system. The text has

been changed 10 clarify this. '

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

Response:

The site recornaissance HNu readings were not included in an appendix, but were included
in the field logbooks which will be provided to the EPA. The OWA readings listed in
Appendix B were recorded during the formal surface emissions survey.

Comment 11, Page 3-10, Section 3.4, Paragraph /
Se= cament 4 for Site 1

Response:
See response to comment 4, Site 1.

Comsent 12, Page 3-10, Section 3.5, Paragraph 1:
No radiation readings are given in Appendix B.

Response:

The radiation SUngy vas an informal walkover survey as described in Section 25, As a
result, measurements were not taken at gridded coordinates and are not Included in an
appendix. The radiation r=adirgs are included in the field logbooks which will be
provided to EPA,

Comment 13, Page 3-14, Table 3-1:
Again, vhy did it take 2 days to measure 5 water levels; water levels should be measured
as closely as possible together and within the same tidal phase.

Response: )
3= response to crrment 18, Site 1

Comment 14, Page 3-18, Section 33 Paragraph 1

Wat type of future work will be performed to verify the assumption that Site 11 1S the
potential source oF contamiration for Site 307 The contents OF this section suggest that
Sites 30 ad 11 should he Included in the same Operable Unit, Submittal of a sirgle
report for thiS (rerabls Unit (as cprosad to PSC-specific reports) would facilitate
resentation OF a more complete, meaningful discussion of these sites.

Respaonse: ]
The proposed Phase I investigation an Sites 11 and 30 should verify the carrection
tetwesn these Sites. See responses tO comment 30, Site 1lard general coment 1, site L



Comment 15, Page 3-22, Table 3-4:
See arment 41 for Site 1

Response: _
See response to comment 41, Site 1

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

SD013 had a somewhat higher total metals and TRPH than surrounding sediments. Could this
samle point be ad ‘tcent to 2 point source or was the sample collected In an ar= of
acamuation of SIIt Or sediment? Also, see cament 43 for Site 1.

Response:
As stated In the reoort, the distribution of contaminants is procably not uniform. The

possibility exists that this sample was collected adjacent to an as yet unidentified
point source. Additical identification Of possible source(s) of contamration will be
conducted as pert of the contamination source SUNey during the PhaselIX investigation.
See response to coment 43, Site 1.

Comment 17, Page 3-27, Section 3.8.2, Paragraph 6:
See comment 40 for Site 1.

Response:

See resprse to orment 40, Site 1

Comment 18, Page 3-28, PFigure 3-7:
Can phenol detection in SDO20 be attributed to a point source near its sampling point?

phenol eontandiration N SDO20 m=y be related to current facility activities
topographically upslepe in Building 649. soil samples collected in that area also
exhibited elevated prerols, The text has been revisad in Scetion 39 to include this

possibility.,

Come=nt 19, Page 3-41, Section 3.8.4.2, Paragraph 1
Se= comrent 48 for Site L

Response: )
See response to cooment 48, Site L

Coment 20, Page 347/, Section , Paragraph :

A dlsassian of activities and any asseniated Waste dispesal practices of the buildings
and groads in the vicinity of boring B0l should have been included in this report
(procably in Section 3(} For example, in the rast chlorinated hydrocarbons have
apparently been detected in the groundwater resr PSC 31 (Building 648) located just north
of this site. BExamimation Of all edstirg data and information may have facilitated the
selection Of sampling localities and interpretation of sampling results in addition to
helping focus further investigative efforts.

Response:

All eurrently available and pertirant infonmtim addressing past and present activities
at and in the vicinity of Site 30 wers summarized in the site work plan. This
information, alerg with the results of this weport, is teirg used to precars the cevised
Phase IT work plan. See response to comment 62, Site 1.



Attachment A

Comment 21, page 1, Paragraph I
See comment 60 for Site 1

Response: )
See response to comment 60, Site L

Coment 22, Dag€ 1, Paragraph 2
See comment 61 for Site 1

Response: )
See response O comment 61, Site L

Comment 23, Page 1, Paragraph 3:
See comment 62 for Site 1

Response: )
See response to comment 62, Site L

Cament 24, DAQ€ 2, Paragraph 3:
See comment 63 for Site 1 .

: N -
See respanse 1D comment G2, Site 1

Cament 5, aJe 2, Paragraph 4:
See coment 64 for Site 1

Response: )
See response O comment 62, Site 1

Camment 26, Page 2, Paragraph 5.
See comment 66 for Site 1

Response:

See response to coments 13 and 62, Site 1

Comment 27, Page 5, Table 1:
See comment 65 for Site 1

Respanse: )
See response  comment 62, Site L

Comment 28, Page 6, Paragraph 3.
See comment 67 for Site 1

Response: )
See response tO comment 67, Site 1

Cooment 20, Page 7, Paragraph I
See comment 68 for Site L

Response: )
See response 10 comment 68, Site 1
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Comment 30, Page 7, Paragraph 2:
See coment 69 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to coment 69, Site 1.

Comment 31, Page 7, Paragraph 3:
See cament 70 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response {0 comeent 70, Site 1.

Appendices

Comment 32, Appendix B:
Please note that OVA readings ranged from 0 to 100 ppm; no radiation or HNu readings were

given in this appendix.

Response:
A formal radiation survey was not conducted at this site. See response tO coment 12

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

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

Response: i )
This information was added to the text in Section 3.7.1.
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Site 12 - Scrap Bins
Interim Data Report

Comment 1, Page 1-2, Paragraph 1
See ccoment 1 for Site 1.

Responoe:
See respanse 1D comment 1, Site 1.

Comment 2, Page 2-3, Section 2.3:
See comments 4 and 5 for Site 1.

Response: )
See responses 10 comments 4 and 5, Site 1.

Cosment 3, 2-3, Section 2.4:
See comment 6 for Site 1

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

Comment 4, Page 24, Section 27.
IT this information was given primary information in the development Of placement
strategies, a description OF these strategies should be presented someshere in the text.

Response:

Thes= placement Strategies were presented to the Navy by E & E in a Data Evaluation
Summary during the Phase | investigation. Upon request, a copy of thed e s for each
site will be provided to the EPA. In all cases, the modified scope of work was equal to
or greater than that specified in the approved Phase | work plan.

Comment 5 Page 2-6, Section 2.9:
See comments 10 and 13 for Site 1.

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

Comment 6, Page 2-9, Section 2.11:
See ccoment 17 for Site 1.

Response:
See response 1D comment 17, Site 1

Comment /, Page 2-10, Paragraph 1:
The wells at Site 1 were tied IMD well @B9’s elevation and the wells at Site 11 were

tied into well Q%47’s elevation. Bere at Site 12, the wells will be tied into monitoring
well GM15 (site 11). why so many different reference points?

Response: -
See responses to comment 9, Site 14, and comment 6, Site 26. Given that Site 11 wells
(including QM15) were surveyed relative to @47 and Site 12 wells were subsequently

surveyed relative to @fiS, both of these sites ultimately were tied to the same datum.



m 8’ w 2-10, wﬁm 2.]302:
See comment 10 for Site 1.

Response: )
See response to comment 1, Site 1

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

Response: )
See resterse tO comment 21, Site 1L

Comment |0, Page 2-11, Paragraph 3:
See arment 22 for Site 1

Response:
See restorse {0 comment 22, Site 1

Coment 11, Page 3-1, Section 31
Bxisting data analysis should have included a diseussion of historical waste management
practices and the materials disposed.

Response:
All available information on past and present site cperations vas inaluded in the work
plan for this site.

Comment 12, Page 3-2, Section 3.2, Paragraph 4:
The BNu readings referenced her= were not include for review.

Response:
The BN was carried quring the site recommaissance as a health and safety precaution.
The BN data is contained in the field logbooks which will be provided to the EPA.

Comment 13, Page 3-4, Paragraph 2:
Se2 cament 4 for Site 1

Response: _
See resporse 10 comment 4, Site 1

Commenit 14, Page 3-4, Section 3.4, Paragraph 2:
Bow will the high radiatien potential rear Building 3821 be addressed in the future,

considering the 300 uR/h reading from the boring?

Responses

The proposed Phase IT investigation includes the collection of soil and groundwater
samples from this area. The samples vill be analyzed for gross alpha, beta and gamma
radiation in order to screen for radionuclides. The proposed approach and rationale will
be presented in the Phase IT work plan for this site.

Comment 15, Page 3-8, Figure 3-3:
See comment 3 for Site L

Response: )
S22 respercse to comment H, Site 1L



Coment 16, Page 3O, Paragraph 4:
See comments 3 and 40 for Site 1

Response: _
See responses to caments 3 and 40, Site 1

Comment |7, Page 3-O, Paragraph 5:
See comment 41 for Site 1

Response: _
See response t0 cament 41, Site 1

Cosment 18, Page 3-11, Paragraph 1:
Wat are the pessible sources of the 120,000 ug/kg concentrations of F2s in sample
SD001?

Response:
Additioral disaussion of the potential sources of BRs was added to Section 381 of the
report.

Comment 19, Page 3-11, Section 3.7.2:

Metals corcentratiors discussed are relative to the site, rather than to action levels.
EPA’'s proposed action levels, as per the appendices contained in the proposed subpart $
nile: Resource Conservation and Recovery Ad (RCRA) Corrective Action (CA) for Solid
Waste Management Units (SMls), must be included in the discussien,

Response:

The Navy agrees with this coment, however, given the late arrival of these comments from
EPA and the extensive changes to the report which would be required, it was not possible
to incorporate the changes into the report in time for resutmittal to ERA. A1l future
reports, where goplicable, will make references to these action lewels.

Comment 20, Page 3-12 thru 3-19, Table 3-3: i
The state action levels and the blank data should be Included in this table.

Respanse:

Table 3-3was revised to include State of Florida surface water and drirking Water
stadards. The sumary amlytical results for blanks are presented in Sections 391 and
392

Comment 21, Page 3-19, Table 3-3: i
Sample B0O16D IS listed twice. Please correct this error,

Response:
Table 3-3 has heen corrected.

Comment 2, Page 3-23, Paragraph 2
See comment 40 for Site 1. Also, the reference to Section 3102 should be to Section

3.9.2.

Response:
See response t0 Cament 40, Site 1 Tre reference to Section 3102 has been corrected
tn 392



Comsent 23, Page 3-24, Paragraph 2:
See comnment 41 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to coment 41, Site 1

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

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

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

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

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

Responge:
See response tO comment 48, site 1.

Comment 27, Page 3-30, Paragraph 1:
See comment 11 for this site.

Resnnnae:
See respanse to comment 11 this site.

Comment 28, Page 3-31, Section 3.8.3:
Further clarification is needed as to which samples and analytical results "other on-site

metals" refers o

Response: .
The reference t0 "other on-site metals" has been deleted In the text.

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

Responge:

The number Of soil borings and temporary monitoring wells and their locations were
established in the approved Phase | work plan. The field work associated with completing
soOil borings, temporary monitoring well installation, and the associated sampling were
conducted concurrently. As a result, the Navy and E & E did not have the opportunity to
review the soil analytical results prior to installing the temporary monitoring wells.

Comment 30, Page 4-1, Section 4.0:

On several occasions, in this section axd throughout the text, "off-site sources",
"additional sources”, Or "ambient sources" are mentioned but not detailed or explained.
Exactly where and what might these sources refer to?



Response:

Site 12 IS surrounded by Industrial facilities, warehouses, storage yards, and a solid
waste transfer station. Any one of these may be an off- site, additional, or ambient
source Of contamination. The proposed Phase II contaminant source survey will attempt to
specifically identify any other sources.

Attaciment A

Coament 31, Page 1, Paragraph T
See cament 60 for Site 1.

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

Cooment 32, Page 1, Paragraph 2
See coment 61 for Site 1.

Response:
See response 10 comment 61, Site 1.

Coament 33, Page 1, Paragraph 3:
See comment 62 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to comment 62, Site 1.

Comment 34, Page 2, Paragraph 2:
See cament 64 for Site 1.

Respanse:
See response 10 comment 64, Site 1.

Cosment 35, Page 2, Paragraph 3 thru 5
See coment 66 for Site 1.

Respanse:
See responses {0 comments 13 and 62, Site 1.

Comment 36, Page 5, Table 1:

Vhy aren’t all samples of the same media to be amalyzed for the same parameters? Why are
only the soil samples to be analyzed for radiometric parameters? Why is gross alpha not
on the list of analyses to be performed?

Response:

All Phase II samples will be analyzed fOr the full TAL/TCL list and for gross alpha,

ggtaﬁaﬂlgama radiation in order to screen for radiomuclides. See response 10 comment
te 1.

Comment 3/, Page G, Paragraph 3:
See comment 67 for Site 1

Response:
See response 1D coment 67, Site 1.



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

Responge: _
See response {0 comment 68, Site 1

Comment 3, Page 7, Paragraph 1
See comment 69 for Site 1.

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

Comment 40, Page 7, Paragraph 3:
See comment 70 for Site 1

Response: )
See response {0 coment 70, Site 1.

Appendices

Comment 41, Appendix B o
The 300 uR/h noted IN the text was not included iIn this Appendix.

Response:

The 300 W/ radiation level vas detected in the subsurface during the drilling of a
borehole as part of perscrnel health and safety monitoring, This information IS included
in the field logbook, which will he provided to the EPA.
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Site 13 - Magazine Point Rubble Disposal Area
Interim Data Report
Comment 1, Page 1 (Executive Summary), Paragraph 3:

These findings suggest that it would be useful to group further investigation of this
site vith investigations for Operable Unit 10: the IVIP and associated PSCs.

Response:
The Navy agrees with thiS comment, Purther investigation of Site 13 will be performed in
eenjunetion with Operable Unit 10 at a later date.

Comsent 2, Page 1-1, Paragraph 1

See arzent 1 for Site 1

Response: )
= resporse to comment 1, Site L

Comment 3, Page 1-3, Figure 12
Insert the text and bordary lines for the IVIP and designate the discharge point.

Response:
The figure has been revised to identify the IWIP boundary and the approximate location of

the treated effluent discharge line. However, the discharge point is located
appraximately 1/2 mile sast OF the IWTP in Persacola Bay and can not easily be shown on

this figure.

Comment 4, Page 2-3, Section 2.4:
See coment 3 for Site 1

Response:
S resperse 10 cament 3, Site 1. The text has been changed to clarify the methodolegy,

Comment 5, Page 2-3, Section 2.5:
See coment 4 for Site 1

Response:

See resporse to crment 4, Site L

Comment 6, Page 2-5, Paragraph 1:
S comment 5 for Site 1

Responsce: _
See respanse 0 coment 5, Site 1L

Comment 7, Page 2-5, Section 26:
See «rment 6 for Site 1

Response: ]
See re=trse {0 coment 6, Site 12,

Comment 8, Page 2-5, Sectimn 2.8:
See «xxment 4 for Site 12,
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Response: _
See response to ament 4, Site 12.

Comment O Page 2-6, Section 2.9, Paragraph T
See conments 10 and 13 for Site 1

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

lo, Page 2-6, Section 21}
See coment 17 for Site 1 '

Response: )
See response to cament 17, Site 1.

Comment 11, Page 2-7, Section 2.11:

Wells were surveyed in dative to USGS Benchmark No. Al61, Sites 1, 11 and 12 all had
different reference points. Will each site have its own elevation reference point?

Response: ) ) )
See responses to comment 7/, Site 12, comment 9, Site 14 and comment 6, Site 26.

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

Response:
See response to comment 1, Site 1.

Coment 13, Page 2-9, Section 2.13, Paragraph 2=
See coment 21 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response {0 comment 21, Site 1.

Cowent 14, Page 2-9, Section 2.13, Parsgrant 3:
See comment 22 for Site 1.

Response:
See respanse to comment 22, Site 1.

Comment 15, Page 3-1, Section 31:
Se= coment 11 for Site 12.

Response:
See respanse to comment 11, Site 12.-

Comment 16, Page 3-2, Paragraph 1-2:
Any idea as to what had been in the 55-gallon drums?

Response:

There vere N0 Visible markingx or labels on the drums to indicate what they may have
contained. The text has been changed to clarify this,

Comment 1/, Page 3-4, Sectiomn 3.4:

See coment 3 for Site 1.
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Response: o )
Se= response tO comment 4, this site and carment 3, Site 1.

Comment 18, Page 3-6, Section 35 Paragraph 2
See cament 4 for Site 1

Response:
See restrore= to carment 4, Site L

Comment 19, Page 3-6, Section 3G
Mas the background radiation data collected for alpha, beta or gamma radiomuclides?

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

Comment 20, Page 3-8, Paragraph 1:
How Wil1 the high radiation potential near Building 771-F be addressed in the future,

considering the 100 uR/h measurement?

Response:
The proposed Fras= IT imvestigation includes the collectian of surface water, sediment,

soil and grardwater samples frem thiSarea. The samples Will be aralyzed for mmss
alpha, beta and gamma radiation in order 10 screen for radiomuclides. The proposed
approach and ratiamale will be presentad in the Phase II wrk plan for this site.

Comment 21, Page 3-1l, Section 3.8.1.1:
See coament 19 for Site 12,

Response: )
See re=sporse 1O coment 19, Site 12,

Comment 22, Page 3-12, Table 3-3.
See comment 41 for Site 1and comment 20 for Site 12,

Response: )
See the responses to cament 41, Site lard comrent 20, Site 12.

Comment 23, Page 3-15, Section 3.8.1.3:
Having a laboratory-derived contaminant (Methylene Chloride) in so many samples indicates
that the lab is using improper or inadequate QA/QC methods.

Response: )
See the response t0 comment 40, site 1L

Cosment 24, Page 3-18, Table 3-4:
wat IS the explamation for the p of 4.12 in well TWO11, when the other wells had pH’'s

of 6.1 to 73

Response:
The reason for the lower pa for this sample is umown. Although this value is lower
than the values recorded for other monitoring wells on the site, it is not outside of the

range of Eavalus conmonly recorded for Sand-and-Gravel Aquifer. A revisw of the field
Loghock drat the pi meter had teen calibrated and apesmred to be fuxtioning

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

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

Comment 26, Page 3-20, Paragraph 2:
See comment 48 for Site 1.

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

Attacment A

Comment 27, Page 1, Paragraph 1:
See comment 60 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment €0, Site 1.

Comment 28, Page 2, Paragraph 1: ) )
Justify the geophysical survey proposed for this site. The site is a rubble disposal
area. If the purpose is to look for radioactive metals, then a radiation detector should

be used rather than a metal detector.

Response:
The purpose of the proposed geophysical survey is to check for any buried materials, such
as drums, which could be a source of the soil and groundwater contamination detected in

this area. A raticnale for the type of geophysical survey proposed for this site will
also be provided in the revised Phase 11 work plan.

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

Responses
See respanses 10 coments 13 and 62, Site 1.

Cosment 30, Page 2, Paragraph 4:
See comeent 67 for Site 1.

Response:
See response t0 comment 67/, Site 1.

Comment 31, Page 4, Table 1:

Why aren’t all samples within the same media to be analyzed for the Same constituents?
Also, if monitoring instruments detected up to 100 uR/h radiation, why are no radiometric
amalyses t0 be performed 0N any of these samples?

Response:
All Phase 11 samples will be analyzed for the full TAL/TCL list and for gross alpha, beta
and gamma radiation In order to screen for radionuclides.
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Comment 32, Page 5 Paragraph 1
Ses coment 69 for Site 1.

Respmnse: )
See response to comment 60, Site L

Comment 33, Page 5, Paragraph 2
Site 13 should be grouped with Operable Unit 10 for all further investigative and

reporting purposes.

See respanse to comment 1, this Site. -

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

Response: )
See response to comment 70, Site L

Appendices
Comment 35, Appendix C:

How will the high radiation potential near Building 771-F be addressed in the future,
considering the 100 uR/h measurement?

Response: _
See response {0 comment 20, this site.
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Site 14 - Dredge Spoil Fill Area
Interim Data Report

Comment 1, Page 11, Paragraph It
&= orment 1 for site 1

Response: _
See response to cament 1 Site 1

Comment 2, Page 1-1, Paragraph 2:

A description is needed of the location fmnﬁﬁdaﬂxe?amcolanaysedimtswere
dredged. This should be shown on Figure 1-1. Also, the contaminants which may have been
released into the sediments and the sources of the releases must be provided.

According to this paragraph, dredging occurred in the late 1970’s, hut an page 3-2, the
second rarzgrach states that moe dredge spoil disposal occurred between 1986 and 1989.
Vas this material stored an site fram the late 1970’s to the late 1980’s, or was this
additicral material dredged betw=n 1986 and 1989.

Responses
The text has been drarged to Include additiaral available information regardirg spoil

origin, It should be noted that Figure 1-1 does not encompass all of the areas dredged
'Ihegemtanimts sresent in the sediments and their possible scurces will be further

investigated during frase II.

Comment 3, Page 2-1, Section 2.1, Paragraph 2
Wy were stations BB-5 and PNB-6 selected as representative of abient tay corditions
for determining background contamination? Are they located near the location where the

spoil material was originally dredged? IT there are ay samlirg stations cleser to the
original dredging location which are representative of ambient bay conditions, this data
should be used for determining background levels,

Response: )
See response t0 cament 6, Site 2

Comeent 4, Page 2-3, Section 2.4:
See cament 4 for Site 1

Response:

See restorse to eoment 4, Site L

Comsent 5, Page 2-4, Paragraph 1:
See cament 5 for Site 1

Response: )
See response t0 comment 5, Site 1.

Comsent 6, Page 2-4, Paragraph 2
= comment 6 for Site 1

= g;e&;&'&e to comment 6, Site 1L
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Cmeennt 7, Page 2-4, Section 2.7:
See comment 4 for Site 12,

Response: )
See response to comment 4, Site 12,

Comment 8, Page 2-5, Sectimn 2.9, Paragraph 2
See comments 10 and 13 for Site 1

Response: _
& resTorses {0 coments 1ad 13, Site L

Crement 9, Page 2-9, Paragraph 1:
See eament 10 far Site 1. Also, wells were survey=d in relative to USGS Berermark No.
A161; Sites 1, 11 and 12 all had different reference points. Will each site rave its own

elevation reference point?

Response:

See resporse to cament 1, Site 1, The nearest datum with a known elevation is used to
survey Wells; it IS not uecammen for adjacent sites to be surveyed relative to the sare
datun, In some cases this datum is a USGS Benchmark, in others it is a2 previcusly

surveyed wellhead. However, Sites separated by scme distance Will generally have their
own reference point.

m m, m 2"'9’ ktia‘ 20]2-2:
See comment 10 for Site 1.

Respanse: )
See resparse 10 coment 1, Site 1

Comment 11, Page 2-10, Paragraph 1:
See cment 21 for Site 1L

Response: _
See response to comment 21, Site L

Comeent 11, Page 2-10, Paragraph 2
See carent 22 for Site I

Response: )
See re&mrse to corment 22, Site L

Comment 12, Page 3-1, Section 31-
See comment 11 for Site 1

The meaning of this comment to Site 14 is not entirely clear. The smll ponds on the

site have no names. Sediment from the larger pond was sampled during Phase I. The
revised Phase IT work plan will include surface vater and sediment sampling in both these

ponds.
Comsent 13, Page 3-2, Section 32, Paragraph 2

. Wy dign’t any of the air monitoring equipment pick up the strong organic odor downwind
side of the ponds? Will the drum alluded to here be sampled?
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Response:
The response t0 thiS camment will be divided to address the two points raised: a) The
strong orgarde 000r reported was one that is typical of decaying naturally occurring

organic material, Organic compounds characteristic of this type of odor are not
gererally detected using an BNu or an VA; and ) The drum was rusted completely through
ad no mterial was motad inside of it; as menticned in the atcv= response, samples will

be collected from the perd during Phase IT.

Cameent 14, Page 35, Section 34, Paragraph 2
See «rm=nt 4 for Site L

Response:
3= response to cament 4, Site 1

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

Why were the wter levels for the 10 temporary wells collected over a period of 5 days?
This is absolutely uracceptable, Water levels must be collected over as short a time
period as possible. Considering the proximity of the site to the bay, they should also
be measured during the ssre tidal phase.

Response: _
See restonse to orment 18, Site L

Comment 16, Page 3-9, Figure 3-3
See cemment H for Site L

Response: )
See response t0 coment 3H, Site L

Comment 17, Page 3-12, Section 37.11, Paragraph 2
Ther= appears t0o be a typograpnical error. "Zn" IS referrsd tO twice.

Response:
The second "Zn" was deleted from the text, and replaced with "nickel", which was the
metal being referred to.

Comment 18, Page 3-12, Section 3.7.1.2:
A table should be provided showing background s=diment levels that are being used for
comparison {0 cn-site sediment samples (i.e., data for PNB-5 and PNB-6 sediment samples

provided by FOER).

Response: _
This data is smmarizad in the Site 14 work plan.

Cosment 19, Page 3-14, Paragraph 1
See coment 40 for Site 1

Responses ]
See response to coment 40, Site 1

Comment 20, Page 3-15, Table 33:
See coment 41 for Site 1 and ccmment 20 for Site 12.

Response: )
See responses tD comments 41, Site 1, and comment X, Site 12,
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Comsent 21, Page 3-21, Section 3.7.3.1:
See crent 19 for Site 12.

Response: _
See response to comment 19, Site 12.

Comment 22, Page 3-22, Figure 3-5:
See «x=ent 43 for Site 1

Response: )
See response 10 coxm=nt 43) Site 1

Comsent 3, Page 3-23, Section 3.7.2.3, Paragraph I
See coment 40 for Site 1

Response:
See response to coment 40, Site 1L

Comment 74 Page 3-2, Section 3.7.3.2, Paragraph 2
See cament 48 for Site 1

Responses _
See response to coment 48, Site 1

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

Response:
The FPIMSs have been added to the table.

Comment 26, Page 3-31, Section 3.8.2, Paragraph 3: )
TRPH contamdnation is not restricted to the settling basin, and this statement shoul be

deleted or mxiified accordingly.

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

Comment 27, Page 3-32, paragraph I
Bow will the assmption that WOC eontamination source may be ambient in origin be

proven?

Response:
widespread occurance Of WCs at a Site comprised Of dredged sediments and located

adjacent to an active airfield sxzests a possible dient sares, Upon further
dﬁlireaticn ad cnfimmation Of these WCs during Phase IT, the ambient source

possibility will be further considered. Alr samlirg calld be used todetennineif the
suree is airtome, In addiditon, the contaminant source survey proposed for Phase II
will, to the greatest extent possible, alo attamt to identify potential sources of the
potential ambient contanirmation,

28, Page 332, Section 3.8.3, Paragraph I

PaHs were anly detected in ae oOf the two samples. The text shauld be corrected
accordingly.
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The text has been changed to indicate PAHs were detected in anly one sample.

Comsent 29, Page 4-1, Paragraph 2
The PAH concentration IN the sediment samples collected from the drainage chamnel was 4.7

ppm and should not be considered a ™highly” elevated level, but only "elevated"”.
Response:
The text has been changed to "elevated''.

Attacment A

Comment 30, Page 1, Paragraph It
See comment 60 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to comment 60, site 1.

Comment 31, Page 1, Paragraph 2:
See comment 61 for Site 1

Response:
See response 10 coment 61, Site 1.

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

Responge: ]
See response tO0 comment 62, Site 1.

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

Response:
The rationale for the type of geophysical survey proposed will be provided iIn the revised
Phase IT work plan for this site.

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

Response:
See response to comment 62, Site 1

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

Response:
See responses tD comments 13 and 62, Site 1

Comment 36, Page 4, Table 1:
Vhy aren’t all samples within the same media to be analyzed for the same parameters?
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Response:
In general, all Phase II samples will be analyzed for the full TAL/TCL list. See
response to comment 62, Site 1.

Comment 37, Page 5, Paragraph 4:
See coment 67 for Site 1.

Response:
See respanse to coment 67, Site 1.

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

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

Comment 39, Page 6, Paragraph 3:
See coment 70 for Site 1.

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

Appendices

Crmment 40, Appendix C:
Please note that the WA was not working vhile drilling TWO09.

Response:

A review of the field logbook indicated that the OVA wes operating properly, but that the
readings obtained were O ppm above background. The summary page for TWO09 in the c
appendix has been changed to reflect this.




Site 24 - IDT Mixing Area
Intexim Data Report

Coment 1, Page 2, Executive Sumary, Paragraph 1:
See comment 30 for Site 12.

Response:
Trese potential sources will te #aliated as mart of the contamiration source survey
during @K Phase 11 irreestigation,

Cosment 2, Page 11, Paragraph 1
See cyment 1 for Site 1

Responge: _
See response {0 comment 1, Site 1

Comment 3, Page 2-3, Section 2.4: )
See comments 4 and 5 for Site 1. Why wes radiation menitoring not conducted at this

site?

See responses tO comment 4 ard 5, Site 1L Bistorical information on this site did not

indicate a re=d for a formal radiation survey. See respns2 to coment 3, Site L5,

Comment 4, Page 24, Section 2.8, Paragraph 1
See com=nt 13 for Site 1.

Response:
See response t0 coment 13, Site 1

Comment 5, Page 2-6, Section 2.8, Paragraph 2:
See comment 10 for Site 1

Response: _
See response t0 comment 1, Site 1

Comment 6, Page 2-8, Section 2.10:
See «xm=nt 17 far Site 1

Respanse: )
See response to comment 17, Site 1L

Cosment 7, Page 2-8, Section 211, Paragraph 2

Vater levels should he measured zs close t0 each other as possible and within the same
tidal zras=. Pl=mse mote that temorary wells for Site 24 were surveyed in relative to
the well elevation for @39, wells at Site 1 vers surveyed in relative to Well @39, at
Site U towell @47, at Site 12 to well G5, at Sites 13 and 14 to U5 Berchmark No.
Al61 and Site 15 to well elevations for 59 ard M460.

Response: ) -
See response tO comrent 18, Site land coment 9, Site M. Given that Site 24 iS lecated

immediately adjacent t0 Site 1, the wells on two of these Sites were surveyed relative to
the same datum (@39).



mt 8’ m 2-10'- &ti(l‘l 2-12.2:
See comment 10 for Site 1.

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

Comment O, Page 2-10, Section 2.13, Paragraph 2:
See comment 21 for Site 1.

Response: _
See response to comment 21, Site 1.

Coment 10, Page 2-11 Paragraph 1:
See coment 22 for Site 1

Respanse: _
See response to camment 22, Site 1.

Coment 11, Page 3-1, Section 31:
Existing data amalysis should include a discussion of historical vaste management

practices and the materials disposed.

This information IS sumarized and provided In the Site work plan.

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

Response:
The OVA readings were recorded during the formal surface emissions survey. The HNu WS
only used during site recommaissance for the purpose of health and safety ad the

readings recorded in the field logbook ¥hich il be provided to the EPA. Any elevated
readings collected during this task are noted In the text.

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

Response: ]
See respanse to coment 4, Site 1.

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

Respanse:
See response to comment 18, Site 1

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

Respanse: .
See response to camment 36, Site 1.

Comment 16, Page 3-8, Section 3.7.1, Paragraph 2

The methylene chloride and toluene are being written off as laboratory-derived
contaminants. What future lab Qa/aC will be proposed t0 prevent thiS problem?
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Response: )
See response t0o ~xment 40, Site 1

Comment 17, Page 3-8, Section 3.7.1, Paragraph 3.
See crment 19 for Site 12,

Response: )
See response to <xmEnt 19, Site 12.

Comment 18, Pages 39 thru 3-15, Table 3-2:
&= coment 20 for Site 12

Response:
Tre staxdards were added fo the table, See resporse to camment 20, Site 12,

Comment 19, Page 3-16, Figure 3-3:
&= comment 43 for Site 1

Response: _
See response t0 corment 43, Site L

Comment 20, Page 3-13, Paragraph 5:
See cxment 41 for Site 1

Response:
See response to coment 41, Site 1L

Comment 21, Page 3-X), S&ﬁm3.72,l’m?:qh2:
Aren’t there enly 5 tamporary wells, not 107

Tre text has been changed to indicate that there wae five tamporary wells,

Coment 2, Page 3-22, Table 3-4:
See comment 25 for Site 12,

Responses
This table ras been amended to include the FFOWS,

Comment 3, Page 3-23, Paragraph 1:
S coment 48 for Site 1L

See r=Trse to corment 48, Site 1L

Comment 24, Page 3-27, Section 3.8.1, Paragraph 2> )
et tre Of alr mndtoring vill be caduated in the future to determire if theye IS an

ambient source of the T-pesticides for Site 241

Responses
The refereed seetion did not suxggest a potential amist souree for 0T, Given that
IOT «== not detected in soil or gradwatar at Site 24, there is no reason to perform air

monitoring for this goup of pesticides.
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Attaciment A

Comment 25, Page 1, Paragraph 1:
See comment 60 for Site 1.

Respanse:
See response to comment 60. Site 1.

Compsent 26, Page 1, Paragraph 2:
See coment 61 for Site 1.

Response:
See response to cament 61, Site 1.

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

Response:
See response t0 coment 62, Site 1.

Cosment 28, Page 2, Paragraph 2-
See comment 66 for site 1.

Response: _
See respanse to coments 13 and 62, Site 1.

Comment O, Page 2, Paragraph 5:
See coment 67 for Site 1.

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

Comment 30, Page 4, Table 1:

Vhy aren't all samples within the same media tQ be amalyzed fOr the same parameters? Why
aren’t radiological parameters proposed for thissite?

Response:

In general, all Phase IT samples will be analyzed for the full TAL/TCL list and for gross
alpha, beta and ganma radiation In order to screen for radiomuclides. See response to
coment 62, Site 1.

Commment 31, Page 5, Paragraph 2:
See coment 68 for Site 1.

Response:
See response tO comment 68, Site 1.

Comment 32, Page 5, Paragraph 3:

See comment 69 for site 1.

Response:
See respanse to cament 69, Site 1.



Cosment 13, Page 5, Paragraph 5:
See comment 70 for Site 1

Response:
See response 1D comment 70, Site 1

Appendices

Comment 34, Appendix C:
Plesse note that the highest open-borehole OVA/HNu readings ranged for 0 to 175.

Response:
The range of open-borehole OVA/HNu readings has been added to the text in Section 3.7.



Attackment B

RESPONSES TO OCOMMENTS FROM THE
FLORTDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Comment 10 '

The documents do not mention that potable/irrigatian water wells encontersd during a NEESA survey
or recently installed Wells drawing from the producing Zone of the Sand and Gravel Aquifer are
being us=d at or re=r te vicinity Of each of the sites revised telov,

Response:
Information obtained from Mr. Ron Joyner and the Public Works Center (P¥C) OF NAS Pensacola

irdicate that: 1) there are mo irrigation wells located on NAS Pensacola. All water used for
irrigation is either pumped from nearby ponds (such as those on the golf cause)or is drawn frem
the NAS Persacola mnicipal water supply system; ad 2) thereare three supply wells at NaS
Pensacola, none Of vhich are arrently used. All potable water IS cbtained frem a field of wells
at NS Corty Fleld, located approximately three miles north of NAS Pensacola.

Comment 2:

The corsultant plots the total metals for soil and grardwater in the figures without providing

ipedﬁcﬂs\mforeadxmtal, especially for the primary ones. As is the case of Figure 2-14
ite 1, for TWC% the tigure indicates a total metal concentration of 1,669 ug/1, however, 700 l.é/l

corresponds tO Zinc, a secondary drinking water stachrd. Therefore, we redommerd that different

parareters be plotted in different figures.

~

Response:
Figures Will be added to the reports t0 shovn concentrations for selected irdividual metals.

et X

Total PARs in sedirents, soils, and groundwater are reported only as Berze-a-pyr=re.  Were any
other constituents, i.e. naphthalene, fluorene detected in the 1lab analysis? It is =a=cted that
the second phase Of the assessrent will report individual PAHs as opposed to total PAHs as
Saeo-a-pyree only.

Response:

Phase | aralytical screening used Benzo-a-pyrene and Trichloropherol as analytical targets to give
an indication Of total Pafs and shemols, respectively. In Phase IT, analyses for TCL organicswill
involve the reporting Of individual PAH compounds. Puture TCL organics analyses Will include

individual phenolic compounds as well.

Crememt 43

Phenols are reported as Trichloroghenl. Once again, were amy other chlorirated or natural phenols
detected in the laboratory aralysis? Likewise, it IS expected that "the Second phase of the
assessrent Will report individual cherols as opposed to total pherols as Trichlorcpherol only.

Respanse:
3= response {0 generic comment 3.
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Cosment 5:

Are the detection limts for the different corstituents armlyzed throughout thess reports the
lowest attainable? That is, are ther= assurances that <= though arstituents were not detected
at stated detection limits (which in the case of WCs for soils wer= 1000 ppb) they could be
present still above DER standard for clean soil although below laboratory screening limits?

Response:

Given the aalytical screening metheds used, these detection limits were the lowest attainable.
PFrase I aralytical data was intended to e used for sereening popeses anly, In ontrast, all
Phase II samples Will be analyzed with full @2 protocol using the lowest detectim limdts
achievable. To the greatest extent possible, sampling points will be located in a manner to fully
characterize t'e Site.

Comment G
The presence of methylee chloride is prevalent throughout the amalytical phase at almost all sites

ey tlres at ancentrations sxessding the assigned detection limit. While said parameter is a
cormon labaratory amtaminant, no discussion is pressnted as to the possibility of methylene
¢hloride exdsting as a anstituent rather than a laboratory contaminent,

Response:

In most cz=s==s the corcentratians at which methylene chloride was detected wer= similar for both the
sanples and the associated method blanks. In trese cases it is unlikely that methylene chloride
exiSts as a r=al constituent in the sarples,  On Site 1, however, the report indicated the
potential for this carpard to actually be in the samles due to significantly higher levels of
metiylsre chloride detected in the samplss.

Comsent 7:
It is expected that the additicral work proposed will be performed at full protocol and not use

"screening pras=® detection limits.

Response:

During the secord phase of investigations almost all the samles will be analyzed for the TAL/TCL
list using full &2 protocol. A detailed rationale for sample locations ard analytical
requirements will be provided in the revised Phase IT work plans.
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SITE-SPECIFIC OMMENIS

CA/RT. Senitary Landfill (Site 1)

Comment 1:
(n the proposed sdirent sampling e=nt ard its locations, additicoral sediment chemical parameters

should be analyzed for especially NE of the site. At a minimm, metals and TRPHs should be
inclided in addition to BMAs given the fact that no samlirg &=nt has been cordhcted for the above
ntioed anstinents,

Response:
The proposed Phase IT work plan will now include full TAL/TCL aralyses by QP protocol for almost

all ﬂ:ples collected at all sites. However, the sampling locations have bee=n adjusted fram those
Tre raticrals for the selection of sampling points zd analyses will be
prsented in revissd Phase IT work plan.

Comsent 2:

On the proposed soil samplirng e=nt and its locations, is there reason to suspect that the soil
borings to be located autside the landfill boundary will enly contain metals? For instance, what
is the rationale for aralyzing the proposed soil boring below the groundwater table adjacent to
TW022, TW028 and TW012 for metals enly? Am ther= assurances that of all possible leachate
constituents, anly metals are migrating through the groundwater tzble into the soil in that part of
the site? % recommend that the soil be analyzed for TCL parameters at these lecations since the
Soil borings analysis for TW022, TWO28 and TwO12 was not provided.

Response:
The objective of samplirg SOils belov the vwater table for metals enly is to distinguish metals
prasant in the grardwater from metals present in theaquifer matrix, See response t0 commen: 1,

this site.

Comment 3
For the grardwater data presented, please refer to generic cament no 2.

Response:
see r=parse {0 generic comment 2.

Commrent 42

It would be advisable to further imestigate the collapse feature in the southern pert of the site
due to the fact that they are uwsually associated with solution cavities which cald act as a
pathway for contsmirant migratien, i.e. leachate to the main producing zcre of the aquifer. We
recrrerd that subsurface geophysics be carrhucted to determine the horizental/vertical extent of
this collapse feature before the proposed intermediated the deep monitoring wells are installed

in the nearby vicinity.

Respanse: '

The "collapse feature" in the southem part of the site is likely due to the collapse of a void or
hollow in materials placed in the Ihandfirl]l. Tre Sandaand-Gtavelb ; Aquifer IS not crerzcterized by
solution cavities, Given the depth to the low permeability zere at NoS Pensacola tel
4060 feet) and the thickness of the zore (appradrately 25 feet). it is highly iy har e
main producing zone in this ar= is affected. Intermediate and deep mordtoring wells are proposed
near this area during Phase IT.
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Comsent 5:

It is indicated that this site contains a Boy Scout camp and a recreational area; if so, are
recreational fishing/oystering activities being conducted on any of the ponds and/or the Bayou
Grande area that could CauSe unacceptable risks t0 camp and/or picnic attendants given the levels
of TRPHs, PAHs and phenols In the near shore/pond sediments?

Response:
According to Navy-mandated restrictions, there IS no fishing, oystering, or swimming aliowed in any
of the ponds on Site 10r in the Bayou Grande area immediately adjacent to Site 1.



Vaterfront Sediments (site 2)

Comment T
It would be prudent to include iIn this report the often mentioned FTER’s Pensacola Bay Sediment

sampling data and its plot an a mp. Moreover, no discussion IS presented regarding the
possibility that the parameter concentrations found at this Site exceeded the reported FDER \alues.

Response:
The FIER sediment sample locations and results are summarized In the Site 2 work plan. The results
of metals concentrations iIn Phase I sediment samples were campared to the metals data collected by

FTER at stations PNB-5 and PNB-6. See response tO EPA comment 6, Site 2. ,

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

Response:
See response t0 generic comments 1 through 6.
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North Chevalier Disposal Area (Site 11)

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

Response:

Although free product was detected in four wells, it was anly slightly more than a sheen on the
water arface, In all cases the product thickness was less than the 1/32-inch limit of resolution
of the oil-water probe. As a result it would not be practical or cost effective to attemt ©
recover such an srall thidkness of product until the site is fully characterized with respect to
the other ¢ontamirants detected.

Comment 2:
Please refer {0 generic cament nos. 1 through 6.

See response t0 generic comments 1 through 6.

Comment 3:

Due t0 the aprarent direction of groudvater and surface water flow, plus the amount of PAHs and
phenols fand in the vicinity of the creek adjacent to the site, sediment and surface water should
be sarpled and analyzed far TRPHs, PAHs, and TU metals in addition to the sampling proposed in the
docirent,

Response:
Sediment ard surface water samles Will be collscted and sampled for the full TAL/TCL list as part

of the second phase of investigatien at and in the vicinity Of Site 3. The raticrale for the
selection of sampling points ad analyses will be discussed in the revised Phase IT wock plan for
Site 30. See response t0 comment 1, Site 1

Comment 4:

The consultant procosss 10 conduet an "0ff-Site Contaminant Source Survey', however, additional
details of the proposed survey are not provided, FOr instance, are any additional drilling or
geophiysics necessary t0 conduct such assessment?

The Prae Tlwork plan (Section 1421) will provide more details regarding this, However, the
contamirant source surveys Will generally corsist of an extensive review of available Navy records
of areas adjacent to the site and the subsequent prysical surveys Of arss suspected to be a
contributing source(s). |n addition, in the arss sast OF Bayou Grande, additioral soil and
grondwater sampling Will be proposed for Phase II. Furthermore, data obtained from the
investigation of adjacent areas (in the case of Site 11, data from Site 30, Site 26 and the IWTP
sites) will also be evaluated.



Scrap Bins (Site 12)

Cosment 1

On the proposed SOil sampling, why are the samples north, south, and west of BO02 only goinc to be
analyzed for TCL BNAs? AIe there any assurances that WOCs are absent from the soil in that or any
sector of the site at concentrations below those stated in the lab analysis?

Response:
See responses to generic comments 5 and 7 and comment 1, Site 1.

Cosment 2:
The SOil boring north and south of BOO1 should also be amalyzed for Phenols due to the

concentrations found at BO02.

Response:
See response to comment 1, Sjte 1.

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

Response:
See responses to generic comments 1 through 6.

Comment 4:
¥hile the consultant indicates that a source of contamination may be Bldg. 455, no indication is
provided as to the institutional controls being exercised that could prevent possible contamination

migration to the outside.
Response:

to information obtained from k<_ Ron Joyner Of NAS Pensacola, no institutional controls
are being used 10 prevent contaminant migration at this site.
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Magazine Point Rubble Disposal Area (Site 13)

Comment 1:
Please refer to generic comments nos.l through 6.

Responoe:
See responses to generic comments 1 through 6.

Comment 2:
Vhy does the proposed additional work plan not include monitoring ary of the wells that Geraghty
and Miller installed as part of a separate study? -

Response:

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

Comment 3:

Any investigation near the Vicinity of the previously encountered asbestos material should be
carried aut with care due to the fact that while asbestos tile I not readily friable, it can
become so by any type of boring or disturbing activity that encounters said material.

Response:
Comment noted.



Dredge Soil Fill Area (Site 14)

Comment 1
Is there reason to believe that the proposed sediment sample northwest of BO09 will only contain
TRPHs when the sample 200 feet northwest and up the creek will be analyzed for TCL and other

parameters?

Response: _
See response {0 coment 1, Site 1.

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

Response:
See responses to generic comments 1 through 6.

Comment 3:
On the work proposed adjacent to BOO(?) and BOO7, why is analysis for WOCs not being proposed?

Response:

Analysis for WOCs will be included in this area. See response to comment 1, Site 1.

Comment 4:

For comparison purposes, we recommend the results of the FDER sampling event done on Pensacola Bay
be provided.

This information IS included in the Site 14 work plan and will be provided in the Phase II draft
work plan.

Comment 5:

Are pond, underdrain sand filters, or any institutional controls being used/practiced for filtering
potential contaminants?

Response:
Information obtained from Mr. Ron Joyner Of NAS Pensacola indicated that no institutional controls
are being used to filter potential contaminants.
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Pesticide Rinsate Disposal Area (site 15)

Cosment 1:
Analysis for VOCs in Soils should also be conducted north and west of BOO1 north of BOO3, west Of

BOO4, east of BO13, north of BO15, east of BO16, and south of BO17.

Response:
Phase IT soil samples collected from these areas will e analyzed for WOCs. See the response to

comment 1, Site 1

Conment 2: .
Please refer to generic comments nos. 1 through 6.

Response:
See responses to generic comments 1 through 6.

B-lo



DT Mixing Area (Site 24)

Comment 1:
The soil borings northeast, southwest of BOO1, southwest of BO02, southeast of BOOS, north and
northeast Of BO1S, should be analyzed for WCs.

Response:
Phase II SOil samples collected from theSe areas will be analyzed for WCs. See response to
comment 1, Site 1

Comsment 2: ., i
The soil boring proposed southeast of B017 should also be analyzed for metals.

Responses )
See response {0 comment 1, Site 1.

Comment 3:
Due to the groundwater flow, a mnitoring well east of TWO17 should be Installed and the

grodwater analyzed for Metals and Pesticides.

Response:

Although vater leel measurements from the Site 24 temporary wells indicated groudwater flaw to
the northeast near TW017, the prevailing flaw direction for the site is probably to the northmest
(see Section 3.6.2 of the report). As a result, an additional well northeast of TW017 is probably
not necessary to characterize the site. A monitoring well IS proposed north-northwest of TWO17
during Phase II, that, in conjunction with the other proposed wells, should adequately characterize
groundvater conditions at the site.

Comment 4:
Please refer to generic coments nos. 1 through 6.

Response:
See response to generic comments 1 through 6.
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Supply Department Qutside Storage (Site 26)

Comment 1:
Ve reconmend analyzing the soil borings around BOO4 for WOCs.

Response:
The revised Phase II draft work plan Will include soil samples collected north and south of boring

BO04. All soil samples collected on Site 26 will be analyzed for WCs. See response to comment 1,
Site 1.

Comment 2: ’
Are any pesticides stored in the chemical storage shed and if so, the soil borings proposed behind,

in frent Of, and southwest of it should also be amalyzed for pesticides.
Information obtained from Mr. Ron Joyner Of NAS Pensacola indicates that pesticides are not stored
in the chesdcal storage shed.

Coment 3:
Please refer to generic comments nos. 1 through 6.

Response:
See response to generic comments 1 through 6.



Buildings 649 and 755 (Site 30)

Comment 1: ’
Ve recommend that the proposed soil borings around BOO1 be analyzed for VOCs.

Response:
WCs will be included for amalysis jn the samples collected from these borings. See response to
coment 1, Site 1

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

Respnse:
See response to generic comments 1 through 6.
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Attactment C

RESPONSES TO OOMMENTS FROM THE
FLORTDA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL KRESOURCES

Comment 1, site 1 (Sandtary Landfill):
Contandration of the surface wvater and sediments were detected in Bayou Grande and tre pords
adjacent to the site. AlD, due to the color of the lemchate in the ponds and at the base of the

prd vegetation, iron ard manganese may be in high quantities,

The proposed phase [T recormendations expand the mumter of sediment and surface water samlss,
However, the sampling is limited primarily to amalysis of Bés and a few TRPHs in Bayou Grande and
for metals and B¥s in the ponds. "™V aren't all paremeters teirg armlyzed in all the adjacent
water tedies? Are iron and manganese going to be tested for in the metal samplings and why weren"t
they tested for in the phase | sampling?

In the habitat and biota survey, a variety of species were f a d in both the upland and submerged
habitats. As the soils, sediments, and surface waters are contaminated, sampling of the flora and
fauna should be performed to determine if there is amy bicaccumulation in any of the species.

Direct and indirect link to the human food chain can beattributed to mamy of the species faud on

and adjacent to the site.

Response:
Iren and manganese were NOt included in the list of approved Phase | screening parameters; m,-ivar
the Phase IT work plan will he mdified to incluce the full TAL/TCL en almost aII samles at all

sites. Sampling of the flora and faura at this site will be conducted as part of the ecological
risk assessment for Site 40 (Bayou Grande areq) and Site 41 (NASP Wetlands).

Coment 2, site 2 (Vaterfront Sediments):
Detectable levels of contamination were Fad in the sediments. The additioral sampling and
analysis reseommerded for Phase I is cammdable.

Benthic samples also need to be studied, considering the types of fauna observed reside in the
sediments and serv= as a food source for larger animals, Some of these species are filter feeders,
which wauld indicate a high potential for dicacemulation of contanirants,

Response:
Benthic faural sampling at this site will be conducted as part of the emlogical risk assessment
for Site 42 (Pensacola Ray aren).

Coment 3, Site 11 (North Chevalier Disposal Area) and Site 30 (Buildings 649 and 755):

The contamdration results of the surface water and sediment sampling for Site 30 shows direct
correlation to Site 11 in the area of Bayou Grande. The surface water quality was melow class I
standards. Phase IT recommendations show more sampling of surface water and sediments in Bayou
(I;rande, however, they do not extend further out in the Bayou than wtat was initially done in Phase

e would like to see more sampling performed further north In the southern amm of Bayou Grarde. ve
would also like benthic sampling and analysis in Bayou Grande as the habitat has been entanirmted,
The Fabitat and Biota survey results for Site 11 states ™o indication of stressed biota wes

observed." However, the previous paragraph mentions a benthic coring was performed in the marsh
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revealing o biota. If the habitat was not stressed, then o= would =gect sme livirg organisms
within the marsh sediments. Sampling and analysis of the flora ard faira In the marsh and bayou
should be performed 1D aSSESS natural resource damage and possible blcacamulation of entamirants
vithin species. This also apelies to the wetland adjacent to Buildings 649 ard 755.

Centamiration of Bayou Grarde mey also be related to other ar=as of the base south of whers the
creek leading from Buildings 649 and 755 joins the north/south drairage ditch. We recommend
further sampling of the ditch south of this enfluerce as mst surface Mter drains frem the
southwest end of Cevalier Fleld,

Response:

Sediment, surface vater, and benthic faural and floral sampling vill be cordueted further aut in
this area of Bayou Grare as part of the ecological risk assessment for Site &0 (Bayou Grande
ae). Extensive sampling of both sediment ard aurface water in the wetlands, creek, drainage
ditch, the marsh area and Bayou Grande will be proposed in the revised Phase II work plan for Site

30.

Comment 4, Site 12 (Scrap Bis):

Sediment contamiration was fard in the sediments of the storm Mter drain. AS contaminants may
have progressed off-site through this drainage system, further sampling of the carplate drain
system should be performed, as well as locatieon of the outfall of that drainage system. We realize
antadration within other areas of the storm drain may be from lecatiors other Site 12.

Response:
Tre Navy agrees with this coment and has added additicral sampling of the draimege systemand the

cutfall area to the frase II investigation for Site 12,

Comment 5, Site 13 (Magazine Point Rubble Disposal Area):
Sediment and surface water sampling needs to be analyzed for Pensacola Bay. Also a habitat/biota
survey should be performed In the sediments and water adjacent to this site.

There d0eS not appear to be significant contamination emanating frem this site, tut is traced tack

to the IWIP (Group 0). Yet review of the plan for Group 0 is depardent on the study at this site.
No surface water or sediment samples are addressed for this area of Pensacola Bay, yet shallow

grourdtater has been effected which may leach into the bay.

Response:
Sadiment and surface water samples as Well as a habitat/blota survey have te=n added to the Phase
O imestigation for Site 13.

Comment 6, Site 14 (Dredge Spoil Fill Area)
Elevated levels of entanimation was detected in all sediment samples, but were highest in samples

3 =d 4 vhieh are located in Pesacola Bay, Phase I increases the murter of sediment samples at

the scuthreest area of the site, but no additional samples are designated for the bey. We would
like more samples taken iIn the tay between the outfalls trom the S?te. bey

Alo, the habitat biota survey at the site aprears to have excluded the marire emAcorment of the
bey and should be performed. |f further sampling shows contamination above safe limits, benthic
sampling should be analyzed.

Response:
Sediment and surface Water s=rples as Well as a habitat/biota survey have been added to the Phase
IO imvestigatien for Site 14.
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Comment 7, Site 15 (Pesticide Rinsate Disposal Area):

Ve perceive a limited concern at this site based on Phase I results. However, groundwater and
surface vater flow is towvard the golf course and the pond located at the NE comer of the golf
course. Due to possible surface vater rnn-off from the soils and possible surficial aquifer
leachate occurring in the pond, surface water and sediment sampling should be performed in the
ponds. This pond has a tidal comection to Bayou Grande through a culvert at the north edge of the

pond.

Response:
Sediment ard surface water samles will be collected in this perd and in Bayou Grande as part of
the frese 11 investigation of Site 1

Comment 8, Site 24 (IDT Mixing Area)
Refer to General Comments.

Response:
See responses to general comments.

Comment O, site 25 (Supply Cerartment Quiside Storage):
Refer t0 General Comments.

Response:
See responses to general comments.

Comment 10, General Comments:

As a natural resource trustee, the Florida Cegartment of Natural Resources perceives the entire
naval tese aS a Site of potential contamdration of our trust resorces, Our trust resources
include all of Bayou Grande, Pensacola Bay, and the tidal estuaries and sloughs in and around the
base. We have jurisdiction over these submeryed lands and the marine envirorment,

Tre Pensacola Naval Ar Statim is identified by USEPA as a site an the Matieral Priorities
List. We commend the Navy, and E & E for identifyirg all potential sources of contaniration (PXC)
and proceeding to identify the extent of contamiration for those specific PC.  However, all of
these sites are located on a peninsula surrounded by our trust resources. All surface water
nn-off, drainage, ad grouxdvater leachate flow frem the base into our trust resource. Mest of
the above sites (0 not address the surface water flow from the PSC. The only ones agdressing
surface Water are Site 1, 11and 30.

We b2lie= sediment sampling and aralysis needs to be performed in all areas of the water body
surrounding the base. Also surface water flow needs to be addresssd thoroughly at those sites not
directly adjacent to a creek, bayou, or bay. All of the Phase I studies of the sites state

entaniration may be from amient sources,

Response:
IN resporse to FOR/s concarns, the Navy is fully comitted to the evaluation of all surface waters
ad associated emiroments an and surrounding the NAS Pensacola. Storm Waler rumoff, surface
water flow and groundwater discharge were considered during the Prase | investigation, as well as
the procossd Phase [T imvestigation, FOr example, during Phase | mutes of storm water ruoff into
surface water bodies were looked for and were to be sampled, if found. INre were ctserved for this
group Of SItES; howerver, axtensive surfoace vater and sediment sampling in adjacent wzter bodies was
performed. In addition, in resporse tO your ccmments, rore extensive sampling of surface saters
and sediments is now proposed for fhzs= II. For areas that are not directly associated with these
(Batch 1) sites, these concerns Will be addressed during the Phase 11 work on Batch 2 sites or the
ecological risk assessrents for Site 40, (Bayou Grarde areg), Site 41 (NAS Pensacola Wetlands) and
Site 42 (Pensacola Bay).
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Attzetment D

RESPONSES TO OCOMMENTS FPROM THE
NATTONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATTON

Comment 1, Site 1 Senitary Landfill:

Elevated contaminant concentrations w=r= fard in soil ad sallor grandater at the site.
Elevated corcentrations of metals, TRPHs, Pafis and phenols were found in sediment frem the pords
adjacent to Bayou Grande, some of vhich discharge to Bayou Grande and support NOAA resources.
Sediment samples are needed to determine the extent of contamiration of wetland ar=as to the west
and scutheest Of the site &d are not aurrently plarred for Phase II.

Response:
sediment and surface waters will be added in these arsas for the Phase IT imvestigation, A

detailed raticrale for the location of samples ad aralytical requirsrents will be provided in the
Phase I work plan for this site.

Cosment 2, Site 2, Vaterfront Sediments;

Metals, TRPHs, VOCs and PAHs were found in near shore sediments. Zlevated MmetalS ard PAR
concentrations were located along the sastem portion of the southern waterfront area whers
wmtrsmted industrial waste rad formerly discharged. Zlevated TRPH omcentrations weres widesprsad,

Planed Phase IT samples should he analyzed for PCBs and pesticides at detection limits that will
s effects an aquatic life.

Response:
Pesticides and PCBs will be added to the analyses. The detection Limits will be the lowest
achievable using standard EPA methods and full CLP protocol.

Comment 3, Site 11, North Chevalier Disposal Area:

Centamination from buming, lardfillirg and dispesal of industrial waestes wes tard in soil and
groundvater throughout the site. The site is adjacent to Bayou Grande and sediment sampling trer=
fard high contamimate cocantrations from the site.

Phase I soil, groundwater, and sediment samples should be analyzed for radionuclides. Detection
limits for pesticides and ®2s shauld be below AWC and ER-L values.

sediment samples in addition to the plamed Phase II samples (to be included in Site X sampling)
shald be collected to delireate the extent of the high contaminant concentrations found in Bayou
Grande ard to determine the extent of contamiration in the wetland areas adjacent to Bayou Grarde,

Respanse:

All Phase IT samples Will be analyzed for gross alpha, beta ad gamma radiation to screen for
radionuclides. [etection limits for pesticides and ®=s will be the lowest achievable using
stardard EPA methods and full &p protocol. Additicral imvestigation of Bayou Grarde and adjacent
wetlands will be performed during the ecological risk assessment of Site40 (Bayou Grande area) ard
Site 41 (NSP Wetlards),
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Comment 4, Site 30, Buildings 649 and 755:

Former platirg operations at these buildings IS crsidersd to be the source of mst contamimation
found at the site, although some contamiration may result frem off-site suurces. Elevated
centamirent concentrations were faurd in Soil and grourdwater at the site.  Sedirzent and surface
vater r==r the site are eontamrated with setals, TRPHs, PAHs and phenols. Urcdetermined
eeresntrations of pesticides and R2s were also faurd in sediment near the site.

Aditicoal Phase IT sediment samples should be collected to determine the extent of the high metals
areentrations fonnd at two sampling locations in Bayou Grande near Site 11. For all Phase I
samples, F3s and pesticides should he analyzed for using detection limits less than the AW and
ER-L \alues.

Response:
Extensive sampling in this are of Bayou Grande iS proposed In the revissd Phase I work plan for
Site 0. See resporsz to comEnt 3,

Crmmerit 5, site 12, Scrap Bins:

e facilities at the site which include a salvage yard with a campactor, a chemical storzge Shed
ard storage bins are likely sorees of entamiration found at the site. Elevated surface radiation
readings were found and a boring was abandoned because of radiation levels to 300 uR/h. High
eereantrations of metals, PABs and PCBs were foaud in sediment samples frem a storm drain at the
site. Elevated contamirant ceresntratias were also fourd in soil ad groadwater,

Phase II grordater and sediment sarples should be aralyzed for radionxclides, Lower detectim
limits should be used for PCB and pesticide sampling analysis in Frese II.

Response:
Phase It samples an all sites will be analyzed for gress alpha, beta and ganma to screen for
radionuclides. Phase It detectim limits for pesticides and PcBs will be considerably lower than

those for Phase L

Comment 6, Site 15, Pesticide Rinsate Dlsrxa) Ares:

Arsenic was fard in high concentrations in both soil axd grondwater at the site, whieh is located
near Bayou Grande. A high concentration of mercury was found in an existing permanent well at the
site.

Lower detectim limits should be used for pesticides in Phase I sampling analysis. Because
reraxy was not analyzed for in soils previously, all samples should be analyzed for metals to
determine the source of the high mercury concentration ford in the permanent monitoring well.

Possible surface water pathways should be investigated.

Responge:

Phase IT samples will Incluck analysis for all Target sralyte List (TAL) Metals including mercury.
Cetection Limits for pesticides and BCBs Will be lower ad possible surface water pathways Will be
investigated en all sites.

Comment 7, Site 24, IDT Mixing Area:

The site Is located in the canter of the peninsula ad therefore IS of less concem than the sites
adjacent to surface vater. Lead fourd in soil ad groundwater throughout the site iIs the
contaminant Of concemn. Tre source Of the lead contamdration ¥S uncertain, but was suspected to be
from the occasional use of aviation fuel for mixing with DOT irstead of diesel fuel.
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All Phase IT soil samples should be analyzed for TCL metals. Lower detection limits for pesticides
be used. Possible surface drainage pathways from the site should be investigated during

Comment 8, Site 13, Magazine Point Rubble Disposal Area:

The site Bamrzwstrlpdflsﬂalagpmhwmmﬂdirgnbblead earstruetion
paterials were disposed. Several surface radiation readings were recorded above background,
ineliding a zess of metal ship parts which had a reading Of 100 uR/Ah. Floor tiles from the rubble

were faurd to contain 5% to & astestcs materials.

Eleated ercentratias of metals, TRPHs, PAHs and cherols were fad at the site in the vicinity
of the IVIP and adjacent to Pensacola Bay. It is suspected that the IWIP and Chevalier Field
ruways may contribute mre to contamiration at the site than the rubble disposed there.
Contaddration of e ares ls of coreern becaise of the pradmity to Pensacola Bay,

Radionuclides shauld beanalyzed for in Prase I soOil ad groxdwater sarples, Sediment samplas
shald be collected frum Pensacola 2av in the vicinity OF the elevated contaminant cercentratiors

found in Soil and groundwater.

Respanse:
See responses to comment 5 and 6. Sediment and surface water samples will be collected in this
area and analyzed for the full TAL/TCL.

Comment O, Site 14, Dredge Spoil Fill Area:

Contaminated sediments from Pensacola Bay were placed at the site in the late 1970’s vhen the Bay
was dredged to create an aircraft carrier tuming basin and port. Chevalier Field, w5t of the
site, is suspected to be the source of sare of the eentamdration found. Wetland arsss which
receive drainage from Chevalier Field are located north ard south of the dredge spoil fill arsa,

Sediment, soil, ad groadwater contamiration are present, but probably not at high concentrations,
The site is of «aemn because Of its lecation on Pensacola Bay, Structures to eentrol fuel spills
from Chevalier Field and oil/water separators shauld be constructed here.

Responses

Surface drainage to the wetlands at Site 14 and Pensacola Bay primarily occurs from the
sutheastern portion Of Chevalier Field. A storm water infall grating inlet iS located at the
sutheastern cormer of thefield; fram thers discmarge fows to a aulvert outfall ard drairege
ditch that IS located en the southem boundary of the Dredge Spoil Fill Area, The stomm water
inlet &d aulvert do contain an oil-water separating unit, ard the discharge t0 the drainage ditch
is monitored for flow, pH, oils and greases, suspended solids, and temperature under NPUES permit
FLOORXD, outfall serial no. 006, In addition, surface vater ad sediment sarples are proposed in
this area during Phase IT.

Coment [0, Site 26, Supply Department Outside Storage:
Tre site s = o= shed an a concrete pad used for chemical storage, located in the center of the

Peninsula. Slightly elevated contaminant concentrations were foud in Soil and grordwater, The
source of 1,1,1-Trichlorvethane found in groundwater has not been determined. TRPHs were found IN
most soil samples.

Response: -
Camment noted. Aurther imvestigation of Site 26 for these concerns Will 00OUN during Phase If.
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