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Comment 1: 

Florida DeparlmeDt of En'rirODDJeDtai Protection 
Commeats on Naval Air Station Pensacola 

Draft Proposed Plan for Site 1 

The subsection Wetlands and Bayou Grande of the Remedial Investigation (Rl) Summary, on 
page 4, should indicate that the Florida Surfa.ce Water Quality Standard (SWQS) for iron was 
exceeded in all tbe wetland samples adjacent to the site. Other melBls (e.g., lead; aluminum) also 
e"ceeded their SWQS in a limited .oumber of rhe samples. 

Response: 

Agreed. The iron exceedaoce of the Florida S1II'fa£e Water Quality Standard baS been 
induded. It has also been DOted tbat Jrad and aluminum also eueedecl the staodards for 
surfac:e water in a limited DlDDher of samples. 

Comment 2: 

In Table 1 (Cleanup Goals for Groundwater). the following inorganiC and organic constituents 
(aluminum; antimony; berylliwn; chromium; iron; lead; mercury; vanadium; tetracbloroel'hene; 
naptbalene) should also be included as they exceeded the states drinking water standards. Some 
of these constituents exceeded the standards in both the shallow and the intermediate portion of 
the surficial aquifer. 

Response: 

Aluminum, cadIIIium, cliromimn, iron, lead, bromoform, naptha~ and xylene bave been 
added to Table 1. Antimony, beryDimn, merauy, vanadium, and tetrachloroetbene were not 
Included because tile parameters were not detected above standards in the 1994 samp1ing 
event. 

Comment 3: 

The subsection Ecological Risk: Groun.dwater of the section Site Risk indicates that the Ecological 
Risk Assessment shows l'no noticeable ecological risk from groundwater discharge to wetlands 
near Site 1. It Althongh further evaluation of the adjacent wetlands will occur in the Site 41 
Remedial Investigation, the groundwater discbarge from Site 1 exceeds the SWQS and poses a 
poteD1i.al risk yet to be quantified. This section needs 00 indicate that excccdence of the SWQS 
from groundwater is not acceptable to the state. Ecological risk in the wetland is yet to be 
determined. 

1 



£0 'd lldlDl. 

Response: 

FloridtJ Deparfmenl of Environmental Protection. 
Comments on Naval Air StoJion Pensat:DIJJ 

Draft Propout! Plim for SUe 1 

The ten bas been revised to state that a»l.ogicaJ risk to the wetlands will be assessed during 
the Site 41 remedial investigatiOll. 

Commeut4: 

Alternative :3 (Description of Alternatives) needs to show that instimtional controls will also 
include restricred use of tile groundwater. 

Response: 
Agreed. 

Cmnment5; 

The subsection Overall Protecrion of Human Health and the EnvironmelU under the section 
Comparison of Alternatives needs to delete statements that ecological risk to the wetland from 
groundwater discharge is minimal, Ecological risk from the wetlands is yet to be determined, 
This section should state that Alternatives 2 and 3 do not eliminate groundwater discharge above 
SWQS in the adjacent wedands, 

Respoosc: 

The section has been revitJed to state that groundwater discharge abo~e the Florida SWQS 
bas not been eliminated under Alternative 3. Alternative 2 has been revised to include the 
options presented in tbe Site 1 FFS Addendum. 

Comment': 

I believe the Preferred Alternative on Page 8 should be Alternative 4; treatment of the 
groundwater prior to discharge into the surface waters of the wetlands. either through a 
groundwater pump-and-treat system or through a wetland treatment system. 

Rtspcmse: 

The preferred alternative is Natural Attenuation for the landfiD with groundwater 
interception and 1reatment for the Wetland 3 area. 
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