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&-ding Officer, 
Southern Division, NAVFACENGCOM 
Attn: Mr. Bill Hill (code 1851) 
P.O. Box 190010 
North Charleston, South Carolina 29419-9010 

SUB J: NAS Pensacola 
Draft Remedial Investigation Report 
Site 38 

Dear Mr. Hill: e 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency @PA) has partially completed its review of the 

above subject document. The risk assessment comments will be submitted by December 13. 
Comments are enclosed. 

If you have any questions or comments, please call me at (404) 562-8538. 

Gena D. Townscnd 
Senior Project Manager 
Federal Facilities Branch 
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Enclosure 

cc: Ron Joyner, NAS Pensacola 
Henry BeiroBrian CaldweU, Ensafe, Pensamla 
AUison Demon, Ensafe, Memphis 
John Mitchell, FDEP 
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GENERAL COMMENTS 

Section 1.0, Page 1-1, Paragraph 4, Bullet 1, states that the objectives of the RI arc to 
“determine the source, nature and to the degree practical for an acceptable FS, the extent 
of soil and groundwater contamination” However, this statement is unclear and does not 
adhere to EPA guidance. EPA guidance clearly describes the objectives of an RI report, 
and the text should be revised mardingly. 

. . .  . 

Section 7.0, Page 7-1, Paragraph 3, indicates that the State of Florida and/or USEPA risk- 
based concentrations, general guidance concentrations, and promulgated standards have 
been defined as PRGs for this investigation. According to this statement, PRGs appear to 
be a screening value for COPC because the risk-based concentrations are used. T h d o r e ,  
the COPC selection should be presented in the Section on the nature and extent of 
contamination. In addition, the PRG, as the screening Crittria, should also include the 
background concentrations (reference concentrations). The report should be reorganized 
accordingly, and the background concentration should be included in the PRGs for 
inorganics in soil and groundwater. 

Section 7.0, Page 7-9, Paragraph 2, states that a detectcd inorganic will be discussed in 
the following sections relative to reference concentrations only when a specific inorganic 
exceeds PRG or when no PRG is available for it. However, this approach does not appear 
to be logical. The detected inorganic should be compared to the reference concentration ’ 
fitst, and then to the PRG only when it exceeds the reference concentration. It has been 
noted that the values of the PRGs for a number of inorganics, such as As, are lower than 
the reference concentrations. Normally, the reference concentrations should be used as 
the first screening criteria unless the difference betwttn the PRGs and the r e f m c e  
concentration is significant (the value of the reference concentration is unusually high). 
The approach regarding the use of reference concentration and the PROS for the inorganic 
screening process may need to be reconsidered. 

. .  

Section 7.0, Figures 7-5 through 7-42, show Buildings 71 and 604 study ama soil and 
groundwater sample parameters exceeding PRGs. However, the figures do not clearly 
depict the migration of the plume. Isoconcentration lines contouring the horizontal 
distribution of contamination and the most widely distributed Contaminant should be 
developed for groundwater. 

Section 7.0, Page 7-75, Figure 7-29, shows Building 71 study area total VOC 
concentrations in shallow groundwater samples with the shadcd areas indicating the 
approximate extent of groundwater contamination based on PRG cxcccdanccs. However, 
it is difficult to determine the extent of groundwater contamination with inadequate wells 
around areas with PRG exceedances. There should be more wells placed around arcas 
with PRG excesdances to delineate the plume. 

This comment also applies to Figure 7-40. In addition, the term “total Vo@‘ in this figure 
is inappropriate. Only specifc VOCs should be referenced. 
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Section 7.2.3, Page 7-110, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1, states that the investigation at Site 38 

FS and for 
contamination for the soil and groundwater, soil and groundwata samples wetc taken. 
The sampling results arc supposed to be used to clearly delineate the extent of 
contamination for the development of the FS. However, the extent of contamination has 
not been clearly delineated because an inadequate aniount of &oil and groundwater samples 
were collected. The decision to do a FS can only be made after completion of a risk 
assessment. Therefore, a conclusion regarding the FS can not be made. Any discnssion 
regarding the FS should be presented in the final Scction of this report, 

hasadequatelyassessedthenatureandextentofcontaminatianfaruseindevelopingthc 
remedial design altcmalivcs. In assdng the  tare and extcnt of 

Section 12, Page 12-1, Paragraph 1, states that if groundwater remediation is determined 
necessary, more quantifiable hydrologic testing should be performed as part of a predcsign 
phase. However, Section 7.2.3 states that the investigation of soil and groundwater at Site 
38 has adequately assessed the nature and extent of contamination at Site 38 for use in 
developing the FS. The statement in Section 7.2.3 contradicts the statement in the 
conclusion of the RI report. If the nature and extent of contamination in groundwater has 
been adequately assessed, then there would be no need for hydrologic testing. The 1 . 
purpose of the IU is to delineate the extent of con tamination so that the boundaries can be 
determined for calculating the feasibility of a clean-up; however, this RI has not clearly 
delineated the boundaries as implied in the text conclusions. . 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

1--. 
The text states that contamination in the soil is underlain by concrete. However, the 
concrete is not below but above the soil. Consequently, the soil can not be underlain by 
the concrete. The text should be revised ELccofdingly. 

Figure 2-2 shows the study areas on Site 38. Although there are sewer lines depicted on 
the figure, these lines are not pronounced. The sewer lines should be more prominently 
reflected on the figure. 

2-3. 
figure 2-3 shows the drainage trench system, Building 71, and surrounding 
However, the figure does not have a legend. A legend should be added to the figmc. 

%13. -. 
The text states that silver, cadmium, mcury, and lcad were dctccted in background 

The text should explain why the additional contaminants were not mentioned. 
samples. However, Table 2-1 shows additional contamman * tsfouIldinthcba&ground. 
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Table 2-2 makes rcfcrcnce to background soil versus dctacted conca~trathns far Building 
71 and tabulates the concentrations for Bays 3,4 and 6 and the Apmn However, figure 
2-4 does not identify the apron whcre these 8 1 ~ ~ s  am depicted. F i p  2 4  should be 
revised to identify the Apron that is referred to in Table 2-2. 

The text states that the construction of a fuel line along W a r d  B o u l d  will be 
discussed in the RI report. Howcvkr, the is no discussion on the construction of the fuel 
line. This discrepancy should be umxtcd, and the text should be revised accordingly. 

Table 2-3, “Ecology and Environment, Inc.’ScrCtning Results for Soil, Site 38 Associated 
Sewer Line”, shows different sampling locations at the site; however, the locations arc not 
identified on a map. The sampling locations should be identified on a map. 

e 2-7. 
Figure 2-7 identifies Building 604 operations, but the boundaries are not defined on the 
figure. The boundaries of Building 604 should be clearly outlined on the figwe to 
distinguish this building h m  the others. 

2-37. Table 27 .  
Table 2-7 identifies hazardous materials stored in Building 609. However, the title of the 
table is incorrect. The title of the table should be corrected to reflect Building 604 instead‘ 
of Building 609 (see page 2-3 1, paragraph 0, sentence 3). 

. .  
The text states that twelve soil borings were advanced and completed as monitoring wells 
and that the analytical results are provided in Appendix C. However, the figure in 
Appendix C shows 11 wells instead of 12. Therefore, the discrepancy between the text 
and figure in Appendix C should be resolved. 

The text states that an underground storage tank (US“) next to Building 604 and in 
Figure 2-2 was investigated. However, Figure 2-2 does not outline the location of the 
UST. The figure should be revised to depict the UST. 

2-8. 
The figure shows the existing storm drainage system at thc site. However, the figure does 
not distinguish the storm sewer line from the sanitary sewer line The figure should be 
revised to show a distinction between the storm SCWCI lint and the sanitary m e r  line. 

4-15-. 
The text states that volatile emissions above reference concentrations were not measured 
at any sampling locations. However, the text dots not specify the reference 
concentrations. The text should be revised accordingly. 
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e 4--. 
The text references Figure 4-1 regarding mil-gas samples. H o w a ,  mil-gas samples arc 
found in Figure 4-2. The text should be revised accordingly. 

4-9. 
The figure shows the prelhinary survey total VOCs for Site 38. However, thue arc no 
units for the concentration of VOCs. The figure should add a note specifying the units of 
concentration. In addition, giving avalue for total VOCs is inappropriate. 

4-23-. 
The text discusses the groundwater results in the Soil-Gas Survey (Section 4.5.4, page4 
15). However, a separate section for groundwatet results should be added. 

pe 4-25 
Table 4-3 presents groundwater screening results by showing highedlowest detection, 
mean value, and frequency of detection. However, for benzene, C-172-DCE, CHU,, 
TCE, and PCE, it is unclear how their mean values arc calculated. For cxamplc, in the 
table, the highest detection of benzene is 593 pg/L with a frtquency of 1/11. Based on 
these data, the mean value should be 593 pg/L. However, the mean value shown in the 
table is 53.9 p a .  The text should explain how the mean values for the above 
compounds are calculated. 

f 

The text states that groundwater collected at Location 638 had the greatest fraqutncy of 
chlorinated compound detections. However, according to the results in Table 4-3, the 
term “greatest frequency” implies a comparison. For example, PCE and CHQ, detected 
at Location 638 have a frequency of detection as 1/11 which is only greater than the 
nondetection. The text should be revised to use appropriate words to replace the word 
“greatest”. 

The text states: “All level IV groundwater samples were analyzed for pesticides, but only 
21 of the 73 soil samples because pesticides were anticipated to be present only from 
application, not disposal, mixing, ea.” Howcvca, this statement is unclear and 
grammatically incorrect. The sentence needs to be rewritten. 

e 6 - w  - .  
Table 6-1 tabulates soil physical properties. However, for sample boring Number 38343, 
the superscript “b” is missing. The supcrsmipt “b” should be added to the sample boring 
number. 

6-9 thrQugb 6-U. 
The figures show the total cyclic potentiometric surface at 9 am., noon, and 3:OO p.m. 
Although there is a legend for this figure, the legend is missing the symbol for the 
shoreline for Pensacola Bay. The symbol for the shoreline for Pensacola Bay should be 
added. 
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7-5, -. 
The text states that analytical results for background soil and ground- samples are in 
Appendix G. However, Appendix 0 does not present these background analytical rcsdts. 
The text should be revised accordingly. 

This figure shows Building 71 study area inorganic 
soil. The figure has a table showing the parameteas, COnctlltrEifion and PRGs. Howeva, 
it is not clear what the table is intended to show. ThC table should be revised far clarity. 
In addition, the symbols for the elements are incorrect. 

exceeding PROS m surface 

7-17-. 
The text states that three borings: 38338,38339. and 38340 were analyzed for 
hexavalent chromium (Figure 74).  However, these M g s  are not shown on Figure 74. 
The figure should be revised to show the missing brings. 

e 7- 
The text states that exceedances are coincident with halogeslatad aliphatics in the shallow 
groundwater. However, aliphatics is misspelled. The misspelling should be corrected. 

9-3, T U  0 .  

The table shows the constituent characttristics based on chemical and physical Properties. , 
However, in the table notes, 'g/cm' is incorrectly written. The notes should reflect 
'g/cm3*. 




