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" Navy Response to USEPA Comments
* Final Remedial Investigation Report
Site 41 (Operable Unit 16), NAS Pensacola Wetlands -
. Dated February 15, 2001

USEPA Comment 1: '
Elevated HQs for surface water contaminants’ do not’ appear to have ‘been adequatély addreSsed *The
response to comments state;; that the Tier 1 Partnering Team demdad that sediment was most’ appropfiate

for ranking wetlands: By usifig the technique presented in the teport; ‘several wetlands with elevated surface
water HQs have not been adequately addressed and remain 2 large data gap for this risk assassmant.

The USEPA and FDEP approved mvestlgatlon focused on sediments because contaminants sorb
to this medium. However, the Navy resampled surface water in 2004 for several wetlandg with
ldenttﬁed surface water exceedances These data are mcluded in thls report. !

P

M ,WErLAND OVERVIEW
Below are the wetlands that require additional information:

USEPA Comment 2 o

W ai “The , samples 02°- 06 appear to be'the area of concefn for thls wetland
e text states’ that'a” _ detected durifig sample ‘collection” and ‘this ‘wetidnd sholild be

manéged GRd&r the’ Staté Patroléum Program. OFhéf contaminants were also’detected in this area (i.e..

cadmium, chromium, mercury ...... ), that may not be related to the UST program.

] r;d IS |n close proxumty
to-the locations of several previously active-sites (Sites 11,12, 6,323

Stations 6402, 6403, 6404, 6405, and 6406 are located in the southernmost portion of the
wetland, which is influenced by Wetland 6, 5, and 5B runoff. Section 11 of the Final Sité 41 RI
addresses the 'OU 2 ‘Wetlands, which' includé Wetiands SA, 5B, 6, and 64: The Navy is
recommending that Wetland 64 remain in the IR program and that an FS be conducted.

USEPA Comment 2a: =~ ' :
Groundwater and surface water samples should be collected from the area surroundmg samplmg pomts
02—06 This mformatlon could evaluate the gw/sw mterface and overland flow

1g 'V 64. .
EnSafe Tnc: Jily 2004 and arée used m'
evaluate the fate and transport of the contaminants.

USEPA Comment 2b: ) o
The petroleuny program should be contacted ' and their acceptance of this site should be verified. All
contaminants identified may not be fuel related or by products.

Response: i ' : o DR ’ ’ o
The Navy is recommendmg that an FS be conducted on Wetland 64 and for the wetland to
remain in the IR program. = . S )

USEPA Commerit 2c: o

The source of the Petroleum odor should bé identified.

. Response:

The

vy is recommendmg tﬁat an FS be conductéd on Wetland 64 and for’ the wetland to

“rémiain in the IR program.
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Response to USEPA Comments
Final Remedial Investigation Repoirt
Operable Unit 16, Site 41

NAS Pensacola

Dated February 15, 2001

USEPA Comment 3:

Wetland 3 — Ecological samples were taken from sample location 0307 which had a maximum detect;on of
49 ppb of - 4,4 DDD. The location,, (0303), with the highest detection of 400 ppb of 4,4 DDD was not
evaluated. Althqugh it does not appear that the contaminants are mlgratlng this could be an area of concern.

Response. '

Detected pesticide concentrations will be evaluated in the OU 1 food chain model to assess
impacts to ecological receptors.

USEPA Comment 3a; z
Samples should be taken in a tighter gnd around sample location 0303. The additional data wil :dentlfy if
this is an isolated hot spot or a wider area of contamination. The concern would be the maintenance of the
wetland. Dredging could occur resulting in human exposure and contaminated sediment being redeposited in
another location. .

Response: '

Detected pesticide concentrations will be evaluated in the OU 1 food chain, model to assess
lmpacts to ecological receptors Thls wetland is not maintained through dredgmg, therefore
exposures and transport of contaminants resulting from dredgmg the wetland would not occur.

USEPA Comment 4:

Wetland 18 — The text states that W18 is being fed by seeps from Site 1 (landfill). Presently, contaminants
at low leyels have been detected in the wetland. They consist of Napthelene, Lead, Chrom‘um, Benzene,
Gwlorobengene and 1,4, chhlorobenzene 1 ; .
Response. L B ' ’

The. eonst;tuents detected in Wetland 18 are lgkely a result of past Slte i acttv;tles.

USEPA Comment 4a:
Add/verify that the seep locations are included in the Site 1 Long Term Monitoring Plan.

Response:

Wetland 18 is not included in the samplmg plan for the Long Term Monltormg Program
conducted by TtNUS. However, monitoring wells on the northern extent of Site 1 are sampled
.Low levels of VOCS have been detected. TtNUS has performed an optimization study of the Site
1‘remed|aj acflon. The study gonciu”edw adc nal momj;ormg wells are needed along, the
, n;,,_,r‘thern exi:ent to ensure that groundwater is not dnschargmg at, levels greater t;han surface
water standards. . .

USEPA Comment 4h:

Add the additional contaminants that are not presently included in the monitoring plan for Site 1.
Response: ' ! ‘

As needed, additional contaminants may be added to the Site 1 monitoring program.

USEPA Comment 5: ' ‘ o

Wetland 1 — This wetland is located close to Sites 1 and 16. Sample locations 03 & 04 contain high levels of
benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, BEHP, chrysene, phenanthrene and pyrene. The sample points are
approximately 60 ft. apart and are located in the toe of the wetland, .

Response:
Wetland 1 has been divided into Wetland 1A and Wetland 1B. Wetland 1B is an open storm
" water ditch. This dramage ditch begins at an outfail formed by twin 54-inch concrete pipes and
2




' -t Response lo USEPA Comments
. e, Final Remedial Investigation Report
ST L e Operable Unit 16, Site 41
; g NAS Pensacola
ot Dated February 15, 2001

A
«

merges -downstréam with:Wetland-W2. Sample locations 041M010301-and 041M010401 -were
collected just dowrnstréam from -this-outfall. A review of the: NAS Pensacola. SWPPP shows a
system of underground conciete -pipes leading to this .outfall. - Wetland 1B.is:<currently: being
monitored under the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program in accordance wnth the Florlda

Generic Permit. A S

USEPA Comment 5a: |

An attempt should be made to determine the source of the contaminants. Soil and groundwater samples
« should be takén from the land surface near the impacted-sampling points: "¢ # B B

Response:

Wetland 1 has been divided into Wetland 1A and Wetland 1B. Wetland-1B~is an-open storm
water ditch.: This drainage djtch begins-at-an outfall formed by twin 54-inch c¢oncrete pipes and
. ‘'merges-downstream with Wetland«W2: Sample locations 041M010301 and 041M010401. were
- collected just downstream: from -this. outfall.. A review-of the: NAS Pensacola SWPPP shows a
system of underground concrete pipes leading to this outfall. .Wetland 1B -is currently -being
monitored under the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program in accordance with the Florida

Generic Permit. W e
R os f\:" - oEd e g 5w o s f?;y H ;} - RSN
USEPA Comment6: .. .: - S . 4 boon vy

- Wetland:48-— The text states that thIS wetland was fed by surface water and groundwaten only one
-sample’iwas. taken - from .this wetland This- sample contamed hlgh levels of pesticides:. Th|s sample point
. ~appear§ to be :near-the roadway N s E Fhgre, .

Addltlonal sampllng should beﬁconducted around l:hls sample Iocatlon to determme n‘fthls could be an lsolatecl

area. ‘

* Response:
The final Site 41 RI will re-evaluate the ecologlcal l‘lSk and human health rrsk assomated wnth
Wetland 48. The Navy concurs that the sample contained high pesticide levels. However, the
pesticides are not related to Site 37, Sherman Field Fuel Farm which was |dent|f'ed as the
suspected source of contammatron for Wetland 48. I AT

: ~ o g SIS T R v T N 'w” g
USEPACdmment?M R T ' N I i -+
‘Wetliind 113 '+ The text states that thls wetland is located near the «Bilge Water- plant and is seasonally

- sattirated. -Orily on€ sample was:taken-from:this- area. The.surface water. samiple®eontained high :levels of
chromium (225 ppb), copper (142 ppb), lead-(1220 ppb) and mercury (1.3 ppb). The text also.states:that the
sample was turbid; however, sediment sample concentrations were below the SSVs. If the wetland is
seasonal and the sedlment levels are below SSVs, what isthe source of the contamination? . "~ .« v .

¢ vy ot

Response. . L ' : - . N
This surface water sample was collected ina wetland contammg very I|ttle water Fleld xnotes -
revealed that the surface water sample for this wetland was collected from the pit dug for the
sediment sample, which had filled with muddy water. The collected surface water was-very
«turbid; Which resulted in:the:surface: water metals ‘exceedances: : Asressampling-event-ih-2004
was attemnted, buMhe wetland dnd‘nét“oontam surface water in splte of: recent rain events.

g % I N

) USEPA Comment 7a. ‘ : .
An attempt should be made fo ldentn'y the source of the contamlnatlon £

Response:

Field notes revealed that the surface water sample for this wetland was collected from the pit

dug for the sediment sample, which had filled with muddy water. The collected surface water
3



Response to USEPA Commentls
Final Remedial Investigation Report
Operable Unit 16, Site 41

NAS Pensacola

Dated February 15, 2001

was very turbid, which resulted in the surface water metals exceedances. ‘A re-sampling event
in 2004 was attempted; bt the wetland did-not-contain surface water in spite of recent rain
even'm The souree of»contammatlon isa result of sample turbldlty. . ;
USEPA Comment 7b-

Additional sediment, surface water and groundwater samples should be collected.

Response:.. ‘
A re-sampling event in 2004 was attempted at Wetland 13, but the wetland d|d not. contam
surface water.

‘USEPA:.Comment 8: . ’ k o ] il
Wetland 52 — The text states that UST 18 site- could be potentlally mpactmg this wetland. The remechal
action:selected’ for this UST.is “Natural “Attéenuation”,«Conitathinahts -wete determined not te-be -migrating
offsite. ‘Saimplé .E3:-containéd concentrations of anthracene, ﬂuoranthene, ﬂuorene, naphthalene and
~ phenanthrene above sediment benchmark vaIUes e - fg : O T
Yiyg v ‘%153 e Hg . ) i, ;oo 3 ¥ - L ¢ e P ! &
Response: .
Sample location 52E3 is located within a portion of Wetland 52 that does not receive
stormwater runoff from UST-18. This sample location is at the southern énd of a stormwater
drainage: pathway;ektending from the south end of the southérnmost aircraft parking apron at
- Forest Shermian-Field. Visiting transient aircraft are parked in this area. :-The Navy believes the
contaminants identified at sample location 52E3, are related to. stormwater runoff from- this
portion of the airfield instead of impacts from UST-18. Furthermore, PAHs were not retamed as_
a'COPC for this wetland based on the results of the TOC normalization. . C

USEPA Comment 8a:
Need to identify if sample location E3 is included in the UST 18 remediation area. If this area is not-included,
the :UST. programzshetild be notified of the contamlnatlon sdentlﬂed i WSZ and request that this -area be
mduded in their program SR y . .

Bat enemEef “ s . L, . )
Response - w
The Navy believes the contaminants |dent|f ed at sample Iocatnon 5253, are related to
stormwater runoff from an aircraft parking apron at Forest Sherman Field instead.of:impacts
from UST-18. Since this contamination is not related to UST-18, this sample location will:not:be
included in. the UST-18 remediation area:  Furthermore; PAHs were. not retamed -as a COPC for
: thls wetland based ‘off the results of the TOC normahzatlon .
USEPA Comment 9 : ‘
Wetland 58 — The text states that thls isa fresh water wetland and is seasonally saturated dunng the rainy
season. High levels of 2-methylnapthelene, acenaphthene, napthalene and phenathrene were detected in the
sedifment sample. . . AR :
Response. - ‘ f
- Wetland- 58. recewes stormwater runoff. from the )MWR cabins east of the Oak« Grove
Campground: and: the service road that leads to.the lighthouse: This road has-vehicular traffic
throughout the year; and especially in the warmer seasons, April though October. Furthermore,
PAHs were not retained as a COPC for this wetland based on the results of the TOC
normalization. . S :



Response to USEPA Comments
Final Remedial Investigation Report
Operable Unit 16, Site 41

NAS Pensacola

Dated February 15, 2001

USEPA Comment 9a: Los :
An attempt should be: made to ldentlfy the source of the contaminants y : '

Response )

The Navy ‘believes the contammants are related to the vehicular traft' c associated 'with the
service road that leads to the light house and the Oak Grove Campground, alorig with activities
around the MWR cabms along thls sennce road PAl-lslare not considered a COPC for this
wetland. . ,

USEPA Comment 9b:
Addltlonal samples should be collected o venfy if this is an isolated area or a part of a larger problem

T

Response.
TOC normalization indicates that the detected concentratlons are not a concern at Wetland 58.
Therefore, no additional sampling will be:conducted.

OVERALL COMMENTS
- ‘USEPA lComment 10. -
Potential risks from elevated levels of mercury remain a large data gap in this risk.assessment: Based on the
results of the desktop foodchain model and the lack of site specific tissue concentrations it is recommended
that further work needs to be done to address thts data gap

o N w wh A 3

Response- SRR .
Fish and sediment samples were collected in 2001 for mercury. The data are used ina food
cham model presented in this RI report. -

USEPA Comment 11! : : :

A large data gap idéntified during the review is the lack of correlation of contammant Ievels between
sampling events. The levels of contaminants (especially pesticides) found during the.initial investigations
were much higher than those identified during the later investigations. Therefore, tisk from high levels of
pesticides (and other contaminants) was not adequately addressed in this report. Until the site specific data
is gathered at locations that contain similar levels of contammants the potentlal rlsk at these wetlands has
not been adequatély addressed. o £ 4

Response:
The.-RI report addresses detected pestncude concentrations in operable-umt mde food cham
models.

USEPA Comment 12:

There were several assumptions bullt into the food cham models used in the risk assessment that may not be
technically defensible. EPA guidance requires that the most conservative scenario should include the lowest
reported body weight and the highest reported ingestion rate to evaluate the maximum.exposure scenario,
Also; T:do not think it is appropriate to use the size of individual wetlands to adjust site-foraging:-factors for
contaminants that are very wide ranging like pesticides at this facility. The food- chain model should also
include the exposure from incidental ingestiori of 'sediment for each receptor. -~

Response:
-The food: chain- models now present data foi both detected maximum- and average pestlade
: eoncehtrations ohan operable unit wrde basls L



Response to USEPA Comments
Final Remedial Investigation Report
Operable Unit 16, Site 41

NAS Pensacola

Dated February 15, 2001

USEPA Comment 13:

There appears to be some confusion about: how risk-from pesticides is going to be addressed An assessment
endpoint was identified to address bioconcentration within the wetland systems; however, during Risk
Characterization, the risk management statement is added that the levels were not above. the:site-wide

-.. pesticide-levels -and therefore.were not:recommended for further .evaluation. Ifthis risk mamagenient

decision:is made; it-is unclear-as: to why-the assessment endpoints addressing. risk from :bidaceumulation were
included:" If this is a-potential risk that was to be.addressed by the risk assessment the results should be
presented as they relate to the assessment endpoint and related measurement endpoints. The-risk
management statements should be taken out of the risk assessment.

Response: - 4 -
The food chain models now present data for both detected maximum and average pestlclde
eoncentratlons on an operable unit mde basrs. .
. . ! B R UETE FETN : . <Ly
GENERAL COMMENTS T
JUSEPA Comment 14:

There are some flaws in the procedures used to screen contamlnants for inclusion in the risk assessments.
There may be errors in the setting of benchmark values and the sediment screenmg values The specifics are
detailed-in the below: comments .

Response

Screening values are the lower of the USEPA Reglon 4 SVs or the FDEP TEL Ref' nement values
are the FDEP PELs, where avallable . R

USEPA Comment 15

There are flaws in the logic used to calculate the fish exposure values As such the conclusions reached
concerning the risk estimates for the fishing receptors may not be correct. The fish risk estimates need to be
recalculated. In.general, the comments on.the-previous RI still stand for the fish risk assessment A
sampling of the fish used in human consumptlon is still needed before it.can be stated that there was-no risk
due to fish consumptlon , . L oo s

QResponse-
Risk to fisherman have been assessed usmg the fish tissue data collected in 2001,

USEPA Comment 16:
Not all- wetlands were reviewed in detail.since it was apparent that a similar;procedure was followed for all
wetlands. The principal issues are global in nature and would apply to all wetlands. :

Response:
A similar screening and ref‘ nement approach was used for all wetlands.

R *

USEPA Comment 17: . -

ThlS sentence states that the resu!tmg basew:de concentrauons should be conSIdered the maximum
concentration at .whicheencentrations may be detected on -widespread use:. However, it'is'not clear how this
“basewide concentration” will be used. Is it a form of background concentration? -

Response:
The FinalSite 41 RI Report:details how:basewide concentrations for DDT, which were. approved
by the Tier I Team, were derived. Basewide levels. are discussed. in Section 6 (Nature-and
Extent) and in Section 8 (ERA Methods) and are considered background concentrations for 4,4'-
DDD, 4,4'-DDT, 4,4’-DDE and Total DDT.

6




Response to USEPA Comments

A Final Remedial Investigation Report

oo . Operable Unit 16, Site 41
- NAS Pensacola
Dated February 15, 2001

USEPA Comment 18: v

Section: 6.3, Page: 6.6, Paragraph: 2, 3& 4

In each of these paragraphs, a statement is made that a basewide concentration is established. However, no
reference is made as to how these values are established. Since this is an important number, .the basis
(statistical or otherwise)- of these -numbers should be established. . In. addition,. it isnot clear how -bay
sediment samples can be used as a reference sample for wetlands. o

Response:

The Final Site 41 RI Report details how basewide concentrations for DDT, whlch were approved
.by the Tier I Team, were derived. Basewide levels are. discussed. in. Section. 6. (Nature and
Extent) and in Section 8 (ERA Methods). Appendix J details the data used in the development of
the basemde levels that were. apphed to-the wetlands: Iocated on base.

USEPA Comment 19:

Table; 6-2, Page: 6-9, Column; all.
The subject of this table is sediment but the units spequ ug/L Thns should be corrected

© Responsen Jhon ’ . % W ., .
The units have been corrected m the Fmal Site 41 RI Report. .. - S

USEPA Comment 20:

This column shows a mean: adjusted value for cyamde of. 1.72 ug/L for cyamde However, there were no
-detections for-cyanide. Averaging all the non-detects.for a reference value is not appropriate. Since there
were no detections. of gyanide. in the: reference. wetlands, any. detegtion of gyanide in a wetland is. an
exeeedance.. This comment also applies to any other chemical.that was non-detected in @ wetland such as
silver and selenium and for both sediment and surface water. Correcting this comment may affect the
selection of COPCs,

Response:: : : :
In order to derwe referenoe values, one-half of all “U"’ or “UJ” qua!nt' Ted: data values were
considered in calculating reference values. Assigning one-half the detection limit to not
detected values is a simplistic approach that checks whether the not detected results could
significantly change evaluations based on only the quantified data values. For Site 41, this
. simple asslgnment rule was Judged to be adequate for that Ilmlted purpose. ;

¢

USEPA Comment 21

=‘Th|s sentence states that cumulatlve rlsk wall be estlmated for NAS Pensacola Wetlands, However, it may be
inappropriate to sum the I"Isk over all wetlands as the-exposure units may be quite different.

Response: .
The Final Slte 41 RI Report oontalns a‘human health risk qonceptual model that will evaluate the
human health risk pathways found for each wetland. ,
USEPA Comment 22:

.3-5, Page: 8-17, Row: Footnote - Kp.
This footnote states.that the Kpi values were'obtained from the ONRL Risk Assessment System. However, it
is Region 4's policy to use the dermal guidance for calculating dermal exposure. In addition, as per a phone
conversation with Dr, Ted Simon of Region 4, it is Region 4's policy not to consider chlorinated pesticides and
PAHs with a molecular weight greater than 250 in surface water exposures. It is their opinion that the
equation in the dermal guidance over predicts the exposure and greatly adds to the uncertainty of the risk

7
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Dated February 15, 2001

estimates. It is suggested that the risks due to dermal water exposure be re—calculated using the new dermal
gu1dance and Regxon 4's pollcy : ‘

Response: . :
Agreed. Risk due to dermal water exposure has been calculated in aecordance wuth Region 4
guidance, C

USEPA Comment 23:

Section: 8.3.5.5, Page: 8:23, Paragraph: 3’ P oo :

This: paragraph ‘discusses the use-ofa site-specific fordaging factor fer the calculation of intakes of compounds
in fish tissue.” This factor as§ures that thé ratio of the area of a wetland to the entire Bayou Grande. ‘This
assumption is not conservative enough ‘as’it assurfies the effect.of one wetland will be independent of all
wetlands. In fact this foraging factor is the minimum foraging factor. Itis suggested that an ecolog|st from
EPA be consulted as to the appropriate foraging factor. ~ TN

Response: : N : i

For the revised RI a eonservatwe food chaln model was completed. Thls model assumed a
foraging factor of 1 for all exposure units (OU1, 0U2, etc.). Therefore, the models mcluded in
the RI are adequately conservative. ' , s

USEPA Comment 24:

" This sentence states that the dally censufnption rates were mult;plued by 50% to compensate for the edlble

* portion of the fish." However, many of the contamipants (such as the!pesticides) will partition to the fleshand
fat and- will have small°concentrations in the bones. In addition, the basis of the trophic transfer coefficient
may assume-transfer to edible portions. -Given-the overall uncertamty .of the assessment of consumption of
fish, it is-suggested that this factor not be used. 4

Response:
Equations were revised, and the multlpller was not used to account for edlble portlons of fish
ttssue; See the text in. rewsed Sect!ons 9.3. 5 1. and 9.*3.5;2{ - i - .

USEPA Comment 25: T - T R

Section: 951?Pae913 Pararah2 2 ~ ‘

This paragraph discusses the.use of the leachate equatitan from the Soil Screenmg Guidance to model the
partitioning of contaminants from the sediment to the surface water. Use of this equation could provide
insight into the exchange of contaminants from sediment to surface water and vice-versa: However; the logic
of the development of the factor of 100 is flawed. This assumes.a surface water fléw, because in a low flow
situation, the movement of contaminants wolld continue and eventually reach a steady state. It would be
more conservative to divide the Soil Screening Leachate level by 20. This would model a low flow or
stagnant situation. Alternatively, some form of dilution due to surface water flow could be estimated. This
woulld also be wetland specific. In addition, the assumption of a standard TOC level for each wetland-is-hot
appropriate and the assumption of a 20% water porosity for sediment may:not:also be corrett. This:is also
likely to vary from wetland to wetland. Therefore the sediment-screening levelsshould be re-calculated .and
probably be wetland specific.

Rt = £

Response:
The fate and transport analyms has been updated. A dllution attemiatlon is no Ionger applled
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USEPA Comment 26: . Cap

This: sentence states that mercury was detected in 1 out..of 13 sedrment samples collected at Srte 41.
However, the number of-sediment samples and the.number of detections were much larger. -- This
discrepancy needs some explanation. In addition, averaging across the site (over all wetlands) ignores the
possibility of a “hot spot”. This analysis should be re-considered.

- ‘Responses . .- i ;
.« Mercury was. assemd further in a 2001 samplmg event where boxh sedlment and ﬁsh \tlssue
: samples were: collected S sk . . P T N

T R, .

»;zg;spscmc COMMENTS o

USEPA Comment 27:
Section: 5.4, Page: 5-4, Paragraph: 3, Sentence: 1.

This sentence states that the MS/MSD results appeared to be satisfactory. However, the-purpose of data
validation is to determine if the QC parameters are satisfactory. This sentence. sheuld be rewr tten to state
whether or not the MS/MSD results. are satlsf‘actory not ]ust appear _ v -

N < B wi: v, S . . :

Response' i

Section 5 of the Final Site 41 RI Reporl: states, ‘AII reported MS/ MSD results were satlsfactory
for the Site 41 investigation’, g
USEPA Comment 28: - R

Thrs column should be reformatted to show the correct number of &gnrﬁcant ﬁgures

. Response'
. The table reflects the surface water hardnees results ‘as they were; reporﬁd by the analytlcal
laboratory. .

USEPA Comment 29:

Section: 8.1.1, Page: 8-2, Paragraph: all.
This:section keeps. referring to-the ERA not the. HHRA. This should be corrected.

s .

Response:
The report clearly identifies the differences between ERAs and HHRA, per each wetland
dnscussron. o <

USEPA Comment 30

Thrs sentence states that whole baltl‘ sh samples will be used to support the ERA. If the sentence meant to
support the HHRA; then baitfish.samples may net be.appropriate. to estimate-human health.risk.
B O L L . oo >y
Response:
Bait fish tissue concentrations were modeled to estimate predatory fish tissue.concentrations,
and extrapolate fish tissue ingestion. A detailed description .of how the estlmated fish tlssue
- models Were dermed is explamed in Sectlon 9. P »
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USEPA Comment 31:

The reason for not mcludung surface water/inhalation of volatlle centamlnants pathway was stated -that this
pathway -was considered to be mSlgmf“ cant. -However, it was not stated why it was considered to be
insignificant. s . .

Response:

Unless volatile compounds are identified as chemicals of potential concern, the-inhalation
pathway is generally-insignificant for soil because the only pathway is inhalation of chemicals in
dust, where ingestion would contribute orders of magnitude more than:the éstimated intake for
dust. Surface water and sediment would limit the potential for dust generation and subsequent
exposure. Exposure media for Site 41 are limited to sédiment and surface water, which would
limit the potential for the inhalation pathway to be complete, with the exceptlon of volatlle
compounds. . ,

USEPACommentsz ST . , e . e

Thls sentence states that most chemlcals detected pose llttle rsk and would: greatly lnCrease the level of
effort in this assessment. This sentence is not entirely correct and ignores the cumulative effects of many
chemlcals It also adds little mformatlon It lS suggested that thls sentence be deleted

Response. R T
The document was revised and excludes this statement.

USEPA Comment 33

This paragraph dlscusses the use of battf“ sh data to estlmate human health rlsks Slmply scallng or adjusting
the data to predict higher trophic levels for human consumption is not appropriate. This does not allow for
the:effects of bioaccumulation or-organ partitioning. It-would-be preferable to-havecollected other fish.! It is
stated in Section 8.3.4.1 that a trophic transfer coefficient was used. This paragraph should be revised to
impart this concept.

Response: o .
Uncertainties related to fish tissue estimates were discussed in the revised uncertainty section.
See Sections 9.3.8.1.1 and 9.3.8.3.

USEPA Comment 34: R
ble: 8-3, Page: 8-15, Row: SA |hSed|men

The skin surface area contact with sediment was stated to 4,100 cm?/event. However, the derlvatlon of this
value was not given. It should be 25% of the total skin surface area. Co

" Response: - - ' . o,
Skin surface areas were rewsed. The revised values are in aedordanoe with RAGS Part E and the
USEPA’s Exposure Factor’'s Handbook. .

»’USEPA Comment 35: L . . *‘; .

The exposure tlme for both the worker and the trespasser was shown to’ be 2.6 hours pers day -No rationale
for this choice was given. It would seem that the maintenance worker would work more than 2.6 hours a
day in the wetlands. A figure of 5 hours a day would be more appropriate.
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Response: 7
This comment is no longer applicable because calculations were revised. Please see the revised
Section 9.3.5 and correspondlng tables.

USEPA Comment 36:
Table: .8-3; Page: 8-15, Row: Exposure frequen

The exposure frequency for both the worker and the trespasser was shown to be 52 days a year. However,
it must be remembered that a maintenance worker will work in more than one wetland over the course of a
year. To compensate for th|s the exposure frequency should be increased to 104 days a year.

Response-

An.-exposure frequency of 52 days per year was assumed to represent ‘the- total t|me a

maintenance worker would-spend.performing maintenance in wetlands during a year, whether
-that:is applicable to only one wetland or more than one.. If.a worker is assumed-to-spend time in

more than one wetland, the exposure frequency should be divided by the number of wetlands to
. account for their exposure duringthat.year, unless site-spécific information is available.

USEPA Comment 37:

Table: 10-1-1, Page: 10-1-6, Row: Antimony, Column: Freguency of Detection. :

This cell displays the frequency of detection for antimony to be 4/10 while at 24 samples were coIIected A
statement is made that no positive results were rejected. However, as this.frequency shows, it can just as
serious when non-detects were rejected. In this case the coverage of antimony results-is only 42%. Since
antimony was detected close to the screening levels (which are of gquestion); this could be an issue. For
example, antimony was non-detected in the reference samples. Therefore, antimony should be labeled as a
COPC for both human health and ecologlcal This comment applies to the document as whole.

Response' P : " +
Comment noted. At wetlands where an FS is recommended antimony WI|| be-included on the
list of analytes. Reference concentrations were calculated using 2 the sample quant|tat|on
limit for not detected parameters.

1

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Major Comments and Recommendations:

USEPA Comment 38: :

There. appears to be a data gap in the analysis of Wetland 64. The area supports recreatlonal fi sh|ng but fish
tissue analysis is incomplete and no surface water samples were collected. The statement is made that Bayou
Grande does not support sufficient game for subsistence fishing and thus the overall impact from consuming
fish originating in the Bayou Grande is considered insignificant. This is not a sufficient explanation to explain
the absence of data, particularly mercury in fish tissue. The presence of mercury in the sediments would
indicate that fish tissue samples should be analyzed for risk analysis. It appears that only PAHSs,
pesticides/PCBs and lead- were analyzed:in fish tissue. A-medel was used to generate mercury numbers thus
compounding the uncertainty in the analysis. This method may be sufficiently: protective in areas that'do not
allow public access or support no fish but it-is a questionable-practice for a publi¢ fishing area. There s no
justification for the absence of surface water analysis. The continued recreational use of this wetland would
permit exposure to surface water. Data should be obtained to protect the public. .

Response'
The Navy recognized the data gap at Wetland 64 and collected additional sediment and fish
samples in 2001. The data are included in the Final Site 41 RI Report. Wetland 64 will be
discussed individually and as a part of the OU 2 Wetlands in Section 11.0 of the Final Site 41 RI
Report.
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USEPA Comment 39: ’

. The method-of analysis for radium is not described. In-addition, there appears to.be no valldatlon method or
validation report for this constituent, It is stated in the text that.no radium was.found but the report does
not contain enough information to ascertain the validity of that conclusion. This information may be included
in an earlier report for Operable Unit 2. The report should be referenced. It would be helpful if-in addition to
referencing, the analytical and validation methods for radium were included:in the appropriate sections. Thrs
would aid the reader i n ]udgmg the correctness of the conclusions. .
Response: : '

Radium was not a concern at any of the Stte 41 wetlands and therefore was not analyzed for in
any of the wetland sample analyses. Radium was a concern for two OU 2 sites (Sites:25.and 27)
and- possibly at ‘Site 12. The Final OU.2 -RI Report details what was found during the
investigations, of ‘these sites, none of which is directly adjacent any of the.OU 2 wetlands.
Historical information-about the QU 2 sites is included:in-the Final-Site- 41 RI report to-provide
background information on the:industrial-activities that took place in the vicinity .of the OU 2
wetlands. Both the Final:OU 2 RI: Report-and OU 2 RI Addendum are referenced in the Final Site
41 RI Report.

USEPA Comment 40: £
' The organization:by. color coded wetland is understandable A suggestlon for rmprovement in. ﬁJture texts is
. that a section is developed-to describe.the continuous areas and relationship to the assessment areas. This

- information is included in the wetland text but an overview would be helpful in. determining base wide

actions. Some effort should" be made to integrate the individual wet!ands mto common transport pathways.
N N 1 i

Response

The Final Site 41 RI Report has reorganized all the wetlands to be grouped pertammg to nearby
IR Sites and the potential influence those nearby IR Sites may have on the individual wetlands.
’ Th|s new. orgamzatlon is’ clearly explamed in Seotlons 1.and 2 of the Fmal Site 41:RI1 Report
USEPA Comment 41 . I

The reference wetland selection and rationale as described in the text would compare freshwater or estuarlne
surface water criteria against the wetlands of concern, depending on whether the wetland contained
freshwater or estuarine surface water. It is difficult to ascertain that this is the methodology in the
comparisons of reference Wetlands 25 and 27 as these wetlands are-divided ifito palustrine and estuarine
sections. Was only data from the appropriate section (A or B) used, thus comparing freshwater with
freshwater and estuarine water data with estuarine data? This is not obvious in the téxt. The.incompléteness
of data: for wetland 25 would .make further division of the data into components A .and B impractical. It
appears that data from Wetland 25 was used as a fresh water reference and data: from Wetland 27 was used
as -a saltwater reference. This without partitioning of the palustrine and estuarine sectiens would result in
comparison of estuarine to freshwater constituents and vice versa.
Response
The Final Slte 41 RI Report has clearly defined the freshwater referenoe wetlands, Wetlands 25
and 32, and the estuarine wetlands as, Wetlands 27 and-33. A detailed. explanatlon of how the
data was- ul:uhzed to generate reference values is provided in Section 6.

The wetlancls which are both palustrme and estuarine are di\ﬂded into A and B porl:lons. A
description of these wetlands including their water type occurs in each wetland’s site
description. The Navy is also performing regression analysis of freshwater and estuarine
sediment. concentrations to aluminum and iron to better.assess what may be considered
background :
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'Additional Comments -

USEPA Comment 42:
An abbreviation and acronym list should be included.

Response:
Abbreviation and acronym lists are included in the Final Site 41 RI Report.

USEPA Comment 43:
Section 4.3 describes the Analytical Parameters. Radium is not described.

Response: ‘

Radium was not analyzed for durlng the Site 41 mvestlgatlon, as explalned in the response to
comment 39

USEPA Comment 44:

Section 4.3 states that samples for chemical analysis were analyzed for the full TCL and TAL parameters It
appears that marine water was.analyzed for aluminum, calcium, magnesium, potassium, and sodium. This
data could be used for purposes of remedial design but the use of these potentially elevated parameters in
comparing reference wetlands could possibly eliminate from concern some freshwater .parameters. The
comparison of estuarine to -estuarine: numbers would not be compromised but it appears from the
methodology description that estuarine constituents are compared to freshwater in the case of Reference
Wetland 25. Sediment results from all four reference wetlands were considered together. The freshwater
wetlands sheuld be reevaluated to adjust to the potential comparison to elevated concentrations of
aluminum, calcium, magnesmm, potassium, and sodium. .

: Response .
The:Final Site 41 RI Report has clearly defined the freshwater reference wetlands, Wetlands 25
and 32, and the. estuarine wetlands as, Wetlands 27 and 33. A detailed explanatlon of how the
data was utilized to generate reference values.is provided in Section 6. .

Essential nutrients were recognized and compared to reference wetland values during the
refinement stage of the ERA Process. Estuarine wetlands were compared to estuarine reference
values; likewise, palustrine wetlands were compared to freshwater reference values. The Navy
is also performing regression analysis of detected inorganic concentrations in sediment to better
assess what should be considered background. .

USEPA Comment 45:
Section 5 describes Data Validation. Methods were not described for Radium,
;M P .
Response: . .
Radium was not analyzed for during the Slte 41 investigation, as explamed in the response to
comment 39

USEPA Comment 46: . '

Section 5.3.1 describes the completeness of the data. Wetland 13 and 25 are described as having low
completeness percentages. This is a concern as Wetland 25 is used as a reference wetland and the reported
quantitation limits may not be representative.

Response: . C o

Wetland 25 is one of four reference wetlands. Wetland 25 and 32 are freshwater reference

wetlands, while 27 and 33 are estuarine reference wetlands. No data were rejected because of

the low completeness percentages. Moreover, metals concentrations were also evaluated using
13
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regression analysis to determine if the concentrations were representative of naturally
occurring conditions.

USEPA Comment 47: ‘

Section 6.4 describes the Inorganic Sediment and Surface Water Reference Criteria. The dual nature of
Reference Wetlands 25 and 27 precludes the use of composnte data to make comparisons of palustrine and
estuarine wetlands to like wetlands.

Response:

The Final Site 41 RI Report has clearly defined the freshwater reference wetlands, Wetlands 25
and 32, and the estuarine wetlands as, Wetlands 27 and 33. A detailed explanation of how the
data were used to generate reference values is provided in Sectlon 6.

Inorganlc sedlment and surface water data were reeognlzed and compared to reference wetland
values during the refinement stage of the ERA Process. Estuarine wetlands were compared to
estuarine reference values; likewise, palustrine wetlands were compared to -freshwater
reference values. The Navy has also performed regression analysis of detected concentrations
in freshwater and estuarine sedlments to better determine what is naturally: occurrmg.

USEPA Comment 48:
Section 7.6 describes the groupings and reference wetlands. As discussed above the use of Wetland .25 and
27 as reference wetlands have some concerns. .

Response .

The Final Site 41 RI Report has clearly defi ned the freshwater reference wetlands, Wetlands 25
and 32, and the estuarine wetlands as, Wetlands 27 and 33. A detailed explanation of how the
data were used to generate reference values is provided in Section 6. Estuarine wetlands were
compared to estuarine reference concentrations, likewise;-palustrine wetldands:weré-compared
to freshwatér reference concentrations. The Navy has also performed regression-analysis of
detected concentrations in freshwater and estuarine sediments to better ‘determine what is
naturally occurrmg.

USEPA Comment 49:

. Section 8.3.3 describes Exposure Pathways and Media. This section notes that:ingestion of game f' sh tissue
" could be a complete pathway for Wetlands 18, 19 and :64. This is a potential data gap-due to unavailable

game fish tissue data. This is of lesser concern for Wetlands 18 and 19 where theré is restricted access but

present a problem for Wetland 64 which supports recreational fishing.

Response:

Bait fish were collected from Wetland 64 during 2001. Tissue samples will be used to
extrapolate game fish values for the human health models. A detalled explanatlon of the model
and how:it will be applied is described in Section 9. o :

Comment 9:

Appendix Validation Report. Apparently many of the antimony results were rejected. There is a discussion of
percentage completeness but it was difficult to ascertaln in the report how this was o be related o
uncertainty. »

Response:

Comment noted. At wetlands recommended for an FS, antimony will be mcluded on the list of
anlaytes. :
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