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NAVAL AIR STATION PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA
SITE ASSESSMENT REPORT ADDENDUM Ii
UNDERGROUNDSTORAGE TANK SITE 22 (IR SITE 21)

RESPONSE TO FDEP COMMENTS
Dated August 19, 2011

Comment 1: The Department has reviewed the Response to FDEP Comments dated
November 29, 2010 and Revision 2 to the Site Assessment Report Addendum IlI for
Underground Storage Tank Site 22 (IR Site 21), Naval Air Station Pensacola, dated March 2011
(both received by e-mail on April 18, 2011), prepared and submitted by Tetra Tech NUS, inc.
The Response to FDEP Comments letter appears to adequately address my previous
comments on the Site Assessment Report Addendum Il with an agreement that the Navy may
propose to conduct the additional assessment | requested in comment (6) proposal (4) as part
of a Monitored Natural Attenuation Plan/Remedial Action Plan as agreed to in the UST Site 22
(IR Site 21) Teleconference of January 13, 2011. However, the agreed to recommendations for
progressing with site cleanup do not seem to be adequately conveyed in Revision 2 of the Site
Assessment Report Addendum 1ll. Monitoring only is identified as the preferred method for
addressing the lead contamination detected on site even though concentrations of lead in
groundwater in several monitoring wells and DPT groundwater sampling locations nearest to
Pensacola Bay were above surface water criteria. There was no mention of further groundwater
monitoring wells being necessary to delineate the plumes in all directions, both horizontally and
vertically, as part of the RAP. There was also no mention of an evaluation of the seawall being
used as an engineering control keeping contaminated groundwater from discharging to
Pensacola Bay. Lastly, the conclusion that there is not a continuing source because there is not
a pattern to the lead exceedances would seem to be in error as clearly lead is only an issue in
wells located on the eastern part of the site and not on the western part of the site and the lead
seems to originate from where two aboveground storage tanks were located north of Radford
Boulevard. A case might be made that there is no continuing source if soil analytical data
collected from the vicinity of the aforementioned aboveground storage tanks shows that lead
concentrations in soil are low and not leaching to groundwater so as to create groundwater
contamination.

Response: Groundwater data for lead at Underground Storage Tank (UST) Site 22 was from
multiple sampling events with minimal overiap of the monitoring wells sampled. Interpretation of
laboratory analytical data from the multiple sampling events suggests that there is considerable
variability in the concentration of lead. A statistical evaluation of the UST Site 22 laboratory
analytical data for lead was provided in Attachment C of Site Assessment Report Addendum lil.
The statistical evaluation indicates that the lead data exhibits a positively-skewed lognormal or
gamma distribution which could be indicative of true contamination, or it could represent a
natural environmental distribution in which samples are elevated due to natural variations.
Therefore, lead concentrations were compared to manganese concentrations to determine if
there was a positive correlation thereby indicating a natural geochemical occurrence. Also,
manganese was compared with zinc to verify that its concentrations were aiso a natural
geochemical occurrence. The evaluation did not find a significant correlation between lead and
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