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. Technical Memor:

i Surface Water and nt J\uumt {(Pinal)
Naval Alr Station gnm whuing
Milton, Yiorida

Dear Captaln Rckhart::

mm&mn«m&unmwy {3PA} bas cowmpleted its

review of the above refarenced documsut, This zwview is provided
O the Navy under the consultation’ midm for the
‘Installatien Restoration rwa:.{w) specified in Seotion 211
o:!t::“ ohou nmi:m mmu.cm“u‘:,w

- Reauthor: :ctm Aot of 9 (WW).

Overall, the document Lc well done. However, EPA bas specific
coucerns regarding the preseutsticn of data, inuxwutm. ot
data, and the conclusicas based on those luterpretations in .
Techuical Memoxandus No. [ - Surface Water and Sedimesnt
Assesament {Tech Mamo 1), Until these concexne sxre properly
_addreseed EPA will not t this dooument as final. Couments
‘on the Surface Water and Assesspent need to be addressed
making the negesvary changes in the document. Resubmission of
’ todmhmmzm t&wlynddwmmtmmunzy

" previously, téh:. Suvy asked for and received peraiseion to subait

: Gooupents regulatory agencies im a Draft Final form first, '
thnhmm1!at:, in order to expedits the review
process. Permission was granted undez the suspices that
necessasy changes would he made in the documsats botmthouaal
form was submitted. Bowever, many of the NHavy’s responsws (o
na'ucmt-mmwatumwuwxammm
aoted dotiqimh-inmdoowtmdmnot agoeptable. The
,vewdlting Pinal of Tech Neso 1 is.i Due to this

tence,. the practice of submitting nts in e Dtngg. Pinal

" ..: «ud thm: : !&aal. tozu is o lonm !mibh. 'rheu!m,
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veview procwss will revert to the standard schedule for CERCLA
sites. In the gucure the Navy will submit all documents in a

form firet. The EPA will require sixty (68) days for
veview. The Ravy will then respopd to comments, make the

neces alu;ngu, and submit a It _Final of each document
within s (60) days. The EPA will require only a thirty-(30)
day pericd 2oz zeview. If the Draft Pinal dooument is
eacceptable, EPA will ase it as & Fipal document. If the Druft
¥ioal is not acceptable, sorrestions will be wade and the proper
pages forwarded to SVA for replacemeut/inclusion in the Finsl
docummat within thirty (30) days.

I¢ you have any quoiticu ugnrd.inq these acmments, pleass contact
Nx. Robdert N. Pope, of my office, at (404)347-3016. ‘

Sincerely yours,
D!

n D. Johnstoa, Chief:
sal PFaciliecies Bransh
Waste Wanagement Divisfon

cot Jeff Adams, SOUTHDIV-RAVPACENGCON -w/enclosure
David Clowes, FDRP w/enalosure -
Jamen Crane, TOS¥
Jawes Holland, Public Works Division,
s Miiting Pield
g Mitohell, PUORP
Lyun Griftin, POBP
Jawes Lee, DOI
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EPA COMMENTS ON REREUIAL INVESTIGATION PEASE IX-A
TECHNICAL NENORANDOM NO. 1
SURPACE WATER %}m ASSESSMENT

SENGRAL. .COMORNTE

The Navy was rospousive to the majority of the comments on
™ No. 15 however., some of the commants were not fully
resolved. Most importantly. the conclusion that *no :
significant environmental contamination attributable to NAS
whiting Field appears to be present in the Clear Cregk

- surface water and sediments’ is logically flawed,

relw, I eNn 3 D&

; y 3 kd m b 1 t m
«ﬂ« *J" date is still useadle. Conclusions regsrding
whether or not contamination is eavizronmemtally significant
:rill be gdo during "234 t:ﬁ.mnqh“a d:‘i’:):iu-umme. iﬁ in

neppropriats te try t on-at Chis t v A
more corrxect conclusion should recommend no further

investigation work withia Clesr Cresk snd-its sedisents, dus 7/

to current results.

!
¢

SERCULIC CORSIRIS

Specific comments are listed on the following pages in the
oxder of their ocourrence in ths Nevy's response to
comuents, Each comment refers to the section nusber, page
asumbar or figure as it wes refezrenced in the response to
commnents .

KRGS RE O BPAR CGEXIEY LT Wi . N
It is acknowledged that it may not ba practica
seproduce largs sots of data for incorporation inte ™
Ko, 1. However, any data pertinent to the current
investigaticn should be included. Only 8 surface water
snd sediment. saxples were taken during Phase I at Coid
Creek and at the very least they need to be tabulated
and presented in the Fhase .II Tach Newo 1 for
comparison.

N ‘ B4 O RPA NEC1Y
AEME LAl MR Aodd! . o fioure should be provided
commsent statew thet a figure
showing the epecific locations at which the endangered
species, the white-tapped pitcher plant, has been
observed. The Navy’s response wasg that e survey will
be conducted in conjuncticn with future investigations
to identify white-topped pitcher plant colonies. ™
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No. 1 ststes that "nunerous specimens of the white-
topped pitcher plent were ohserved in the vicinity of
three of the Clesr Creek surface water and sediment
sarpling stations" and also that the white-topped
piteher plant "has been pravicusly ohasrvad a)sewherse
at NAS whiting Pield within the C(lear Crack
tlocdplain.* It would appeszr that the Navy could

provide a figure showing the ific locations at
which endangersd species have besen sbsarved, nhi?e
atating thut additional locatisns will be determined in
& future » . In additicn, if the Navy is curzently
unable to P« such & figure, it must be stated chat
such & figure will be produced .in a certain document by

s certain date,

Navy's rewpange to the comment is acourate
regarding the use of the *B* gualifier. Nowaver, the
"' qualifier still appears to be too broadly used,
based upan information on Form A, *xplanation of
Organice Data Qualifiers,* in Appendix B of "™ No. 1.
This form lists the temm *UJ-B® and *J-B' for compourds
that were idpntified in the laboratory blank sample.

In addition, the *J* qualifier is listed with a series
of suffixes that further axplain why the value reported
was astimmtad.

..' conment ' was addressed ‘to a limited degree. Tha
text lists agetone 3¥ Doing detscted at omly Station ¢,
while it was alsc detected at Stations 8 and 13.

L
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Bame SUMA values are incorrect; I have ligted the corvect
values here:

lindane:s MCLG = 0.2 ug/b. :

Alumimuns SMCL (Sacondary MCL) « 50-300 ug/L,

Fluoride: MCL/NCLG » 4000 ug/L: 8L = 2000 ug/L.

wead: action level for potential drinking water is 15 ug/L.
Mangmnese: has a *listed” MILC of 200 ug/L (BPR Oftice of

water, 5/93;).

Several AWDQC For Protection of BEuman Heelth values aze not
in agreement with the current {12/92} version of the RXFA
Region IV COriterisa Chart for the Clean Water Act {attached).

*All analytes in Table 3-4 that are tugs'k J' ware )

detected below the CRDL, or detacted ian the laboratory
preparation hlank, and/or in the associated QC blanks...rt.
RiOk Aswesmmant GQuidance for Supexfund, Vol. I Human Health
Bvaluation Manual {(Paxrt A) (EPA, Decamber 1989) (RAGS)
jdentifties the "J* qualifiar as an iandicator of an estimsted
valus due to the quantity being less than the CRAL and the
*J" dets as suitable for use in the viek assessment. RAGS
does not identify *J* ag an indicator of hlapk
contaminacion. (Bxhibitu $-4, $.8 in RAGS) Pleass clarify
the use of the data qualifiers. RAGS does give specific
guidance 38 ¢0 the assessment of blank contaminaticn (gee
ccament bolow) .

Wm.um > Yor purpoess of the
baseline risk assessment, chemical concentratiops which sre
thought to be dus to blank {laboratory and/or f£ield) -
contamination should be assessed using the spacific guidance
sot forth im RAGS, Secticm 5.5. RAGS states that, for
cozmwon laborstory contaminants (including acetone and methyl
athyl kekone), sample results should he considered as
pocItiw results oaly if the concentration in the sample
oxceed ten times the maximum amount detected in any blank.
Vor chemicals which are pot considered common laboratary -
contaminants, semple results should be considered as
positive results cnly if the concemtration in the sample
exceod five times the maximun amount detected iu aay blank.
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