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USEPA Comment 1: 

, 'Navy Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Site 41 (Operable Unit 16), NAS Pensacola Wetlands, 
Dated February lS, 2001 

/0284 

Elevat~d"H.Qs for' sUrfac~,w~ter, c9ntamilla,n~ do not'flPpe~r, tq nav~'D~n ~dequ.,t~IYapdp!:!s~d: ",The 
response to comment:> state? that the Tier 1 Partnering Team decide'd that sedlln~nt was m9St' ap~roptiate 
for ranking wetlantls; "By uslHg tile technique presented in'the teport;"several wetlands with elevated Surface 
water HQs have not been adequately addressed and remain a large data gap for this risk assessment. 

< Response: ~ ; " , r-';; , ';'~.._ 

The USEPA and FDEP approved investigation focused on sediments becausi! contaminantS sorb 
to this medium. However, the Navy resampled surface water in 2004 for sev~ral wetJcU'~ with 
i~~ntifi.~ surfa~e w"ter ex~"a.,ces. These data are i~uded in this rePQrt. ) ", 

, , , ,', '>J ' -J " r };, " , 

,i WETLAND OVERVIEW 

Below are the wetlands that require additional information: 

USEPA Comment 2: 
'Wet ~ (f#~'.!, '," areaf~~~ tpcIUd,~~)ar:rlples ~ 6~' ~ 06', cipJ)ea:r tli b~i'~hear,~ ofconc¢~Hif6r'fhis wetl~nd. 
The .~t~'. "" 'q"'ee:r9,I!rUm od,t)f'·~~s.9~tea;~d~uHnQ.~!11'ple '~lIectlon'a~~thl~ :V~~I~hd :shpIJld be 
mari~ lliiaertn~"State P13troleuiTiPfO'grariC 'Other' oontaH1inantswere also'detect:ed in this'area (i.e .. 
cadmium, chromium, mercury ...... ), that may not be related to the UST program. 

R~sRoHse: . ," "in ,"i '" :,,' " "",', "'," '" ,;' ", \' 

{Wetl~nd A 'is' infl&jencetf61 stormwatei' run off, yiiti1t'basin ac±ivities;iutdis in d~*;proXimity 
to""theIOditions of several previouSly active· sites (Sites'11,'t!2~'i2iit:32};':J3,: arid '35)' on~~l:Nise. 
·Stations 6402, 6403, 6404, 6405, and 6406 are located in the southernm9st portion of~he 
wetland, whi~.Ili,s .i,.flu. , ~y, "I d 6, 5I',,~0ff,. ~on .1,1 of til, Fin!I'SIte 41' RI 
addresses tiie "OU2 l Wd§~' "indu'as SA;' 5B;"''6~i iilW1Ci 6~k /TfiifiNa{fy is 
recommending that Wetland 64 remain in the IR program and that an FS be,c9n,du~. 

" ,", ',.' 

USEPA Comment 2ai: '.> " . 
Groundwater and surface water samples should be collected from the area surrounding sampling P9ints 
02:9{), TI;iS int9rmf',~iol) could ev~I,lK!tj;n~ I~w/,~ interf~ce and ov~rland f19Y", ' .... , ,,;1'. '), 

USEPA Comment 2b: . . 
The petroleum pr6grlim 'si'lduld' be tontai±ed' and their acteptance of thiS 'site shoUld be verified. All 
contaminants Identified may not be fuel related or by products. 

;'" 

Response: ,! ' " . " .1" 

The Navy is recommending that an FS be conducted on Wetland 64 and, {or the wetian<i. to 
'~'-"'~' ! ''f~'. l 

remain in the IR p-:og"'Am.. ' " ¢, " 

" ':'f-' 1 l ., .!' . '. ~ ~ t'}. ',(ot ;':. " 

USEPA CoM'merit'lc: 
The source of the Petroleum odor should be identifiea. 

" ~~~::;::i~ recon.me,.t"(l~~:g ~ait an fS b,c~nau~ on' we~I,~nd &( ilnd fOf the {",~Ia''(d; to 
'redin irUHe IR program: '" . , . , , .... 



USEPA Comment 3: 

Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit 1.6, Site 41. 
HAS Pensacola 

Dated February 1.5, 2001. 

W_land ~ - Ecologiqll samples Were taken from sample 10cCltion 0307 which had a maximum detection of 
49 ppb of A,4 DOD. tn~ location",(0303), with the highest: detection of 400 ppb ,9,( 4,4 DOD was not 
evaluated. AlthQugh, it does not appear that the contaminants are migrating this could be an i;lrea of concern. 

, \", ~' , ' . " 

Response: 
Detected pesticide concentrations will be evaluated in the OU 1 food chain model to a~ 
impa~ to, ~Iogical rece~tors. 

lisEPA 6Hnment ~a; . .'. . ...' . " . '. 
Samples should be taken in a tighter grid around sample location 0303. The additional data will identify if 
this is an isolated hot spot or a wider ar~ of con4:lmination. 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: " 
D~tecte" pe!;~ic;ide ,C(»ncentrat,ions will b, evaluated in the OU 1 Jqpd chai." 1 mQdal. to ~~ss 
i,rriPf'ctst~ ~cological receptors. 1hi~ we~l,and i. not mai~~ined thi-Qugh dredging; th~ret~re 
e~J'osur~ and t .. am~port of contam~na'nts res'r'lting from dredging tb!! wetland W9ulcl no~ occur. 

USEPA Comment 4: 
Wetland 18 The text states that W18 is being fed by seeps from Site 1 (landfill). Presently, cpntamirwnts 
at Igw ley,~? have b~n d~~~eQ In the wetland. They consist qf Napthelene, Lead, ChromiulTl, B~nz~ne, 
Chlor~be9~ene and, lA, bict\IQrobenzene~ . ..... '. . '.'. .' 

Response;" . .' " \ " , " 1, " '" ' 

Tl1e,Co,.~tuents detec(ed in w~Jand lS,.afa 'll"ely a r~1t of'past Si~e 1 "ctiv(ties. 

USEPA Comment 41: 
Add/verify that the seep locations are included in the Site 1 Long Term Monitoring PI~n. , 

Response: " . , 
Wetland 18 is not included in the sampling plan for' the Long Term Monitoring Program 
conducted by TtNUS. However, monitoring wells on the northern extent of Site 1 a~ ~p1pled. 
,Lo.w"IE!~~~ O,f,VqJ:S ~,v~ .... ~~~4. TtNpS ~"'~ 1Je1if9rflled,c,n opti~~;11"t,pn,~~udy offll, $ite 
l;re,m.~i"J.,,~~~.... Tn~t~tuc:ly ;~n';!~~E;~" thpt '~~~iti9r-~I' m~-t'~~rin,g W~)'I.· are~ ri~d~ aloqg, the 

, ?9~erl), exmll~ tq epsure that '9I"C?u-;adwater ,is, ,not e:hscha(QJ.lJg, atyJevel~grea~~. t~an sqrfilce 
wat.i::r standards. 

USEPA Comment 4b: 
Add the~dditionql contaminants that are not pres~ntly inl=luded in the monitoring plan for Site 1. 

, ~ !' . , 

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

OSEPACo'inment 5: " • ;, 
Wetland 1 This wetland is located close to Sites 1 and 16. Sample locations 03 & 04 contain high leveis 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: 
Wet;laJld, 1 has, b~ ... dMded intq Wetlam:t lA, and Wetland lB. Wet,~nd;LB is an 9Ran storm 

. water ditch. Tllis drainage' ditch begins at an outfall formed by twin 54-inch concrete pi~s and 
2 



Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit J6, Site 4J 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated February J5, 200J 

merges'downstream\witlf:,Wetland~W2. Sample ' locations 041MQ1030:liAtnd' 04l1M01P401 ,were 
colleGted just'downstream from ,this"outfall. A reView ,of ,the,~ NAS ~en~colaSWPPP /shows a 
system of underground concrete :pipes leading. to this ,outfall. Wetland lB"is;rcur(entlYivbeing 
monitored under the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program in accordance with the Florida 
Generic Permit. c 1,,:" i' , ' 

'\ '; 'l'. 

USEPA Comment Sa: 
An attempt should be made to determine the source of the contaminants. Soil and groundwater'samp.>les 

',shQuld betaken from tMe lal'1l:l s\;Jrfac;e neartheimpacted,'sampling points,·' ,"'" ':':'; . 
. '.:"', 

Response: 
Wetland 1 has been divided into Wetland lA and Wetland lB. Wetland'·1Bds an'«C'Spen storm 
waterditch.i 1lIisdtainflgedjtch begins.,.t·ari·butfall fOrmed by twin5'+inch concreNlplpeS and 

','m.r,ges,(tO'Wostream with Wetland~'W2~Sample locations 04:iM010301' and 041M010401l1lwere 
collected'jJ,lst downstream, ftomthis, outfall;;;, A review "of, the, NAS'PensaCOla SWPPP shows a 
system of underground concrete pipes leading to this outfall. ,WetlandlB ',is currently, being 
monitored under the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program in accordance with the Florida 
Generic Permit. N; 

I:JSIiIPA Comlnent~6: h '" \ t, ,:, " 

Wetlan(ll"481'~ 'fI;Je text states. that this ',wetland' was ,fed by' 5urfaas water alla'gliouFldwater" iQnlyone 
,sample:~was'l taken·, frbm ,tAis, wetland. This·"sample' c;ontained high levels of peSticidesr"This sample point 
appeal's to OOtnear:"the roaclway,-" :.": 5,' \ . , J' :i.'I'''',' 

'~-' .• 'J .. ~ -iy~j. _ '-,! ~ 1, .... ,. r, ;. ':' .. ':-'~11'~;' ~ i.t'i) ~ tF1' '" ... " 

Additional sampling should,be,"conduGtecharo\;Jl'fil! thiS sample;locatlon,to determlnedftlilis eQuid be an~isolated 
area. 

Responsel 
The final Site '41 RI will re;.evaluate ,the ecological' risk and human 'health risk aSSO(:iated"with 
Wetland 48. The Navy concurs that the sample contained high pesticide;"I,eveJs. However, the 
pesticides are not related to Site 37, Sherman Field Fuel Farm which was identified as the 
suspected source of contamination fOr Wetland 48. ,', 

lISEPAComment7f¥" ' '. w" , .L 

'Wetland £lS"~111e~'states fhat,this wettand' i~ located ,near tA8::Bilge Watel{'plant alid'isseasonally 
" satUrated, ,Only one samp>lewas,taken"fromv:this,area.r,'·The"surfacewater·"sample'toontalneGl high ;Ievels of 

chromium (225 ppb), copper (142 ppb), lead, C1.220 ppb) 'ahd mercury: fl.3 ppb).' The ,text also· states,ftl:lat the 
sample was turbid; however, sediment sample concentrations were below the SSVs. If the wetland is 
seasonal and the sediment levels are below SSVs, what is the source of the contaminatiOn? 

I , , 

Response:, ,;"", ,,' , "c' "" ' 'f',' 

This surface water sample was collected in a wetland containing very little water: Field' I 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 Iwa,swery 

"turbidr which resulted 'in~the,surfa4:e'; wa~r metals 'exceedahces, ; A"re"sampling,evenll'ih'2004 
,,'was attempted, buMhe wetland,did!not~contairi surface,wafer~in spite;of,rec:enttralnevents. 

'USEPA Comment 7a:":L." .,'.';, 
An attempt should be made to identify the source of the contamination. 

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 Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit 16, Site 41 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated February 15, 2001 

was vety;tullbld, which 'resulted in ,the surface water metals exceeciances. ,A re;-sampling eVent 
in 2004 witS' attempted, but'the wetland did"not'Containsurfacewater in spite of recent rain 
events. The source of,contaminationis a result of sample turbidity.' " 

',! 'I.' 

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 did not contain 
surface water. 

USEPA;€omme'nt8: ',; , , 
Wetlandf52 - The texb'states~that UST 18 site'could bJe,potelltlally ImpadiJlg this wetland. Thel'emedial 
aatiori\selea:ed' febr tl:Jis Us;F,'is "Natural "Attenuation(I~,;,Contarninahts were determined not to-.bernigrating 
offslte:9arrrple J:E~,: 'contained 'concentrations of anthracene, 'fluoranthene, fluorene; ,oaphthaleAeand 

'pREimahtRl'ene above'sedlment'oenchmark' values.' 
, " 

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 end of.-a stormWater 
drainage pathwayreXtending from the south ~nd 01 the southernmost aircraft parkin:g ,api"on at 
'F9re$t Sherman'Field. Visiting tra'nsient aircraft are,parked in this area. 'ifhe'Navy believ,es·the 
contaminants identified at sample location 52E3, are related to, stormwater' runoff! from' this 
portion of the airfield instead of impacts fr~m UST-18. Furthermore, PAHs were not retained as_ 
a'COPC for this wetland ,based Oil-the results of the TO:C normalization. 

USEPA Comment sa: 
Need to identify if sample location E3 is included in the UST 18 remediation area. If this area is: notrincluded, 
the';UST, p~ograripshotlld be notified ofthe eontamlnatlon identified in'W52 atld'requesUhat this area be 
included'in their program: ' . 

Response: 
The Navy believes the contaminants identified at sample location 52E3, are related, to 
stormwater runoff from an aircraft parking apron at Forest Sherman Field instead,:of';'hnpacts 
from UST-'18.Since:thi!i €Qnfamination is not related'to UST-18, this sample lOcation will!notxbe 
inch.ided in, the UST,:,,18 remediation areai' Furthermore, PAHs were,not retained'as a cope for 

, this ,wetland based 'ori' the Jresults of the TOC normalization. 

USEPA Comment 91; 
Wetland 58 - The text states that this is a fresh water wetland and is seasonally saturated during the rainy 
season. High levels of 2-methylnapthelene, acenaphthene; napthalene and phenathrene were detected in the 
sediment sample. 

• .,1 

Response:", ,,~ , , 
Wetlandc' S8 receives-' stormwater: runoff: .fromthe9 MWR cabins east, .of· the, Oak. Grove 
Cam'pground,and,the'servic:e rbad:that leads to,the lighthouse~ This road ha~~vehicular ·traffic 
throughout the yeari 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. . i ' , 

.; .) , /\ 

4 



USEPA Comment 9a: 
An attempt should be'made to Identify the source of the contaminants. 

Response: 

Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit 16, Site 41 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated February 15, 2001 

The Navy 'believes the contaminants' are related to the vehiGular traffic associated 'with the 
service road that leads to the light house and the Oak Grove Campground; along with activities 
around the MWR cabins along'this service road. PAHshare not considered a COPC for this 
wetland. '"" 

USEPA Comment 9b; 
Additional samples should be collected to verify if this is an isolated area or a part of a larger problem. 

Response: 
TOC normalization indicates that the detected concentrations are not a concern at Wetland 58. 
'rherefore, no additional sampling will b'efconducted; 

OVERALL COMMENTS 

, 'USEPA ,Comment 10: 
Potential risks from elevated levels of mercury remain a large data gap in this ris~assessmenti 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 this data gap. 

Response: \ " . . 
Fish and sediment samples were colleCted in 2001 for mercury. The data are used in a food 
chain model presented in this RI report. 

;l \ ? 

USEPA Comment 11= 
A large data gap identified during the review is the lack of correlation of contaminant levels between 
sampling events. The levels of cbntaminants (especially pesticides) found during the:inltial Investigations 
were much higher than those identified during the later investigations. Therefore,'risk 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 contaminants, the potential risk at these wetlands has 
not been adequately addressee;!; -'I 

Response: 
The"HI report addresses' detecte~ pesticide concent~ations in operable-unit Wide food chain 
models. ' , 

USEPA Comment 12: 

There were several assumptions built Into the food chain 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 maximume.<pesure scenario. 
AlsO'f'lido not think it Is appropriate to use the sl~e ofiridividual wetlands to adjust sitt':Horagih~lJactors for 
(l;ontamil1ants that' are very wide ranging like pesticides at this facility. ,The f00i::l' chain "model 'should also 
include the exp>0sure from inCidental ingestion of'sedimentfor each receptor. ' 

Response: 
-The food' chain- modtils now present:datafo't, both detected· maXimum, and average pesticide 
, conc:entr2itions Ghar. operable unit wide basis.· J ,I" - ! 

5 



USEPA Comment 13: 

Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit 16, Site 41 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated February 15, 2001 

There appears to be some confusion aboute 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 i.site-wide 

. , pesticide .levels rand therefore .. were not~recommended for fu rther .evaluation. If. ,this risk management 
decislon'ls'ma~eiit\is unclear, as.' to wl1y,tlill:! assessment eAdpoints adQressilig. risk; frem :bioaC€umulation were 
Included:' If this Isa-:potentialrisk 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:, --, . " . 
The food chain models now present data for both detected maximum and average pesticide 
concentrations on an operable unit wide basis • 

• 1'"; -<: ~ , _. , 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

,USEPA Comment 14: 
There are some flaws in the procedures .used to screen contaminants for Inclusion in the risk assessments. 
There may be errors in the setting of benchmark values and the sediment screeningNah.les. The spetifi<Jls are 
detailedit:l the below' comments. 

Response: ,W 

Screening values are the lower of the USEPA Region 4 SVs or the FDEP TEL. Refinement values 
are the FDEP PEls, w~ere available. . , 

USEPA Comment 15: 
There are flaws in the logic used to calculate the fish exposure values. As such, the conclusiqns reached 
concerning the risk estimates for the fishing receptors may not be correct. The fish risk estimates nee<:lto be 
recal£ulated. If,! ,general, the comments on, the :previous RI still· stand for the fish risk assessment.' A 
sampling of·the,fish used in human consumption'is stili n~ded befere itcan be stated that there was ,no. risk 
due to fish consumptio[<l . 

. Response: - -,. 
Risk to fisherman have been assessed using the fish tissue data collected in 2001~ 

USEPA Comment 16: 
Not alh wetlands wer.e revlewed in detaiLsince it was apparent that a sirrnilari'procedure was followed for all 
wetlands. The principal issues are global In nature and would apply'to all wetlands. 

Response: 
A similar screening and refinement approach was used for all wetlands. 

, 
) 

USEPA CZ.()P1men.t Il:, " 
Se€tiom 6.3. Ragei,6-6,Raragraph:, 0, Sentence: 1 . , 
This' .senteJ;leevstates: that the, -resulting basewide concentrations should, be considered the maximum 
concentration at whi.ch '€oJ1centrations may be detected Or:! -widespread use;·· Hqwever, it is 'not .clear how this 
"basewide concentration" will be used. Is ita form of background concentration? 

Response: 
rh~ f',nalp$ite'4t RI Rep()rt,details how;ba~wide conq!ntratj()ns. forDDJi,which were,approved 
by the Tier I Te.am, were derived. Basewide ,levels,. are diS(:u"'5 ,n Section 6 (Njltureand 
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 



USEP~ (:omr.nent 182 
Section: 6.3. Page: 6.6, Paragraph: 2, 3 & 4 

Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit 16, Site 41 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated February 1.5, 2001 

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,.Ahe basis 
(statistical or otherwise), of these ,numbers shpuld be established .. In, addition,> it js',not clear hoW ,bay 
sediment samples can be used as a reference sample for wetlands. 

Response: 
The Final Site 41 RI Report details how basewide concelltra~ions for ~PT, which were app~"ed 

"by ,the Tier ,I- Team!, were ,derived. Basewide levels 'ar,,;,discuS$ed; in, S~on, 6. (Na~re ,and 
ExWnt) and ip.Section 8 (ERA Methods). ,Appendix J details the data used in the dev.f!!lopment of 
the basewidelevels that were applied to,the wetlands 'located on base. 

USEPA Comment 19: 
Table: 6-2. Page: 6-9. Column: all. 
The subject of this table is sediment, but the units specify ug/L. This should be corrected. 

Respo,.se: "" ", , 
The units have been corrected in the Final Site 41 RI Report. 

USEPA Comment 20: 
Table: 6-2. Page: 6-10. Row: Mean. Column: Cyanide. 
This column ,shows a mean:adjusted value for cyanide of. l.72,ug/.L fOr cyanide. However, therewere no 
,detections for,cyanid_e. Averaging aU the non-dete{:ts,for ,a reference vallJe is nQ,t appropriate; Since th.ere 
.were no detections.,on cyanide· In the, reference. wetlj:!,mds, any detegion Qf wanide in a wetland is, an 
exreedance., This comment also al'i1plies ,to any' other chemica), that was non-detected ina wetland s,Uch as 
silver and selenium and for both sediment and surface water. Correcting this comment may affect the 
selection of COPCS. 

Response:,,: ,.;, , ' ;. d," 

In order to derive reference values,one",half of, all run or "Ul" qu~lifie", data, :vailles ,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 quantjfi,,~ data values, ·Por Site 411 this 

. ' simple aSSignment rule "wc,s judged to be adequate'for that limited purpose. 

USEPA Comment 21: 
, Section: ·8.1.'1" Page: '872"Paragraphi 2" Sentence: 6 . i 

'This sentence states that cumulative. risk .will be estimated for NAS PensaG:ola Wetlands. However, it may be 
inappropriate to sum the risk over all wetlands as'theexposure units may be quite different. 

Response: ',' ., \ 
The finllli $ite,41 RI Report ,contain$a:human health risk conceptual ~el that will evaluate the 
human health risk, pathways found for each wetland. 

USEPA Comment 22: 
Table: 8.3-5. Page: 8-17. Row: Footnote - Kp. 
This footnote states that tHe Kpwalues w.ere 'obtatned from the 0NRI.: Risk Assessment ,System. Hewever, it 
is Region 4'5 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 
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Response to USEPA Comments, 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit 16, Site 41 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated ~bruaryl4 2001 

estimates. It is suggested that the risks due to dermal water exposure be re-calculated using the new dermal 
guidance and Region 4's policy. 

/ 

Response: 
Agreed. Risk due to dermal water,exposure-has been calculated in accordance with Region 4 
p~~ " , 

USEPA Comment 23: 
Sectidn: 8:3.8.5. Pame: 8'-23. paragraph:' 3' , " . 
ThiS' paragraph 'discusses 'the useJof,ir site-specific fora'ging factor for the calculation of Intakes 'of compounds 
in fish tissue.' This factor assumes that the'ratio of the area ofawetlandtb th'eentire Bayou Grande. ,This 
assumption is not conservative enougti 'as' it assumes the effect,·of one'wetlar:)d will be independeRt of all 
wetlands. In fact this foraging factor is the minimum foraging factor. It is suggested that an ecologist from 
EPA be consulted as to the appropriate foraging factor. ' 

Response: ' ' ( .. i' , 

For the revised RI a conservative food chain model was completed. This model assumed a 
foraging factor of 1 for all exposure units (OU1, OU2, etc.). Therefore, the modelslincludeCI in 
the RI are adequately, conservative. " " j , 

USEPA Comment 24: 
Section: 8.3.5.5.2. Page: 8-24. Paragraph: 1. Sentenc6!L4 
This sentence states thaNhe daily cC!:lAsum'ptlon rates were multiplied b'f 50% to compensate for: the'edible 

. pOrtion of the fish:, .However, many of the contamtnants.(such as thei pesticideS) ~ill partition to the flesh"and • 
fat and, will have small'conc:entratiOns in the bones. In addition,. the baSis of the t'r0phlc transfer coeffh;:ient 
may assume·transfer'to edible portions. 'CSivetftl'ie overall uncertaln~"of the assessment of consumption of 
fish~ it is, suggested that tliis factor not be used. " 

Response: 
Equations were revised, and the multiplier was not used to account for edible portions of fish 
tissuelr see the texf'lhrevrSed Sett:itins 9.3.5.1 ,and 9;'3.S)2.,,:' '. " 

USEP'A: Comment 25: ' 
" ·Sectibn:·9.5.1" Page: 9-13.Paragraph:2 ' ;, :-

This paragraph discusses the, use of the leachate equation from the ~Soil Scr-eening Cill!lidance 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; H0weveri- the logic 
of the development of the factor of 100 Is flawed. This asstlmes::a surface water flow, beCause in a tow flow 
situation, the mbvement of contaminants would contln'ue and eventually reach a steady state. It would be 
more conservative to'~divide the Soil Screening Leachate level by 10. Thls"would model a low flow or 
stagnant situation. Alternatively, some form of dilution due to surface water flow could be estimated. This 
would also be wetland specific. In addition, the assumption of a standard Toe level for each wetlan<:Hs'not 
appropriate and the assumption of a 20% watefporosity for sedirnent,maYAot:;aISo be correti:./Tfiis,ls also 
likely to vary from wetland to wetland. Therefore the sediment'Screening levels'should-be re-"calctllated,and 
probably be wetland specific. 

Response: 
The fate and transport analysiS lias been updated. A dilution attenUation is no longer applied • . . , 
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Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit 16, Site 41 
HAS Pensacola 

, Dated February 15, 2001 
--~--------~~----------------------------------------~~~~~~~~~ 

USEPA Comment 26: 
Section: G~3. Page: G~5. Paragrat}h: 1, Sentence: 1" " 
This; sentence'. states that me~cury' was detected in lout, ,OF 13 sediment samples wllected at Site >41. 
However~ the number of:sediment samples and the, number, of detections were much Jarger.·.:rhis 
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. 

,Response:. . ',' " ,', , 
Mercury"wasasseued flirJ:her in a ,2003. sampling. event whereboJ:h lsefJiment .. andfishl~tis!fue 
samples'were"coJlected •. 

, ' ',,' :1: SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

USEPA Comment 27: 
Section: 5,4. Page: 5~4. Paragrat}h: 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 s,atisfactQry. This sentenceshQuld be, rewrttten to state 
whether or noUhe MS/MSD results. are satisfiactory, not just appear." , . 

" . • < 

Response: /', 
Section 5 of the Final Site 41 RI Report states, 'All reported MS/MSD results were satisfactory 
for the Site 41 investigation'. 

,USEPA Comment 28: 
Table: 6~1. Page: 6-3. Column: Hardness Result. 
This column should bereforrnatted to show the correct numpen ofsignificamt figures,; 

Response= . ," ' 
The table reflects· the surface 'water hill:dness l;e5ults 'as they ,were: report:ed by the analytical 
laboratory. 

USEPA Comment 29: 
Section: 8.1.1. Page: 8-2. Paragraph: all. 
This'se~onk.eeps referring to'the ERA not the, HHRA:. This sroould becor.rected. 

,:"', 

Response: 
The report clearly identifies the differences between ERAs and HH~ per each wetland 
discussion. ',r \ 

'\ t. 

USEPA Comment 30: 
Section: 8.1.1. Page: 8~2, Paragraph: 2. Sentence: 3. 
This sentence states that whole baltfish samples will be used to support the ERA. If the senten<::e ll1eant to 
SliJ!)port the PlRRA, then baitfistJ,samples may net be,appropriate to estimate human health,risi< ... ': 

Response: 
Bait fish tissue concentrations were modeled to estimate predatory fish tissue" concentrations, 
and extrapolate fish tissue ingestion. A detailed d~pt'~n .qf.b.9Wthe estil'(lated fish ti~ue 

" models were derived is explained in Section·9 .• ' 
{; 
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USEPA Comment 31: 
Table: 8-2. Page: 8-1, Row: Surface Water/Inhalation. Column: Reascin. 

Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit 16, Site 41 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated February 15, 2001 

The rfiaSOIll for not inducling surface water/inhalation of volatile contaminant's pathway was stated ·that this 
pathway was considered to be inSignificant. 'HoweVer, it Was' not stated, why it was considered to be 
inSignificant. 

Response: 
Unless volatile compounds are identified as chemicals of potential concern, the inhalation 
pathw8'yis generallY'insignificant for, soil because the only pathway is inhalation of chemicals in 
dust, where ingestion would contribute orders of magnitude more than'the estimated intake for 
dust. Surface water and sediment would limit the potential for dust generation and subsequent 
exposure. Exposure media for Site jU, are limited to sediment and surface water, which would 
limit the potential for the inhalation pa~way to be complete, with the exception of volatile 
compounds.. ' ,'. J 

U5EPA,C:;omml'!nt 32:' .1" 

,$ed:iom , 8'.3.4, Pagel a-B. Paragraph: 1, Sentence: 2, 
This sentence states that most chemicals detected ~ little risk'andwould Igreatly im::rease'the level of 
effort in this assessment. This sentence is not entirely correct and ignores the cumulative effects of many 
chemicals. It also adds little information. It is suggested that this sentence be deleted . 

. " 
Response: 
The document was revised and excludes this statement. 

USEPA Comment 33: 
Section: 8.3.3. Page: 8-12:;Par-agra[l)h: 3 (llsstle) , . 
This paragraph discusses the use of baitfish data to estimate human health risks. Simply scaling or adjusting 
the data to predict higher trophic levels for human consumption is not appropriate. This does not allow for 
tMe,effects of biockcumulation or:organ' partitioning. It'W6uld,be preferable'tohavEfcoliected other fish. f 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: 
Uncertainties related to fish tissue estimates were discussed in the revised uncertainty sect,on. 
See Sections 9.3.S.1.1 and 9.3.S.3. 

USEPA Ci:omment 34=' 
Table: 8-3. Page: 8-15. Row: SA with Sediment. 
The skin surface area contact with sediment was stated to 4,100 cm2/event. 
value was not given. It should be 25% of the total skin surface area. 

Response: " 

, i 

However, the derivation of this 

Skin surface areas were revised. The revised ~alues are in aCGOrdance with RAGS Part E and,the 
USEPA's Exposure Factor's Handbook. 

,cUSEPA1Comment'35: .\ 
. Table: 8~3."Pagei8-15, Row: fiXposure llme. ':', ' ,i, 

The exposure time for both the worker and the trespasser was shown to'be 2.6 'hours per"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. 

10 



Response: 

Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit 16, Site 41 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated February 15, 2001 

This comment is no longer applicable because calculations were revised. Please see the revised 
Section 9.3.5 and corresponding tables. 

USEPA Comment 36: 
Table: .8-3; Page: 8-15. Row: Elxposure frequency. 
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 this, 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 time a 
maintenance worker 1II!0uld·spend .. performing maintenance in wetlands during ay.ear, whether 
·that'.is applic:able to only one wetland or more than one. If·a worker isassumed·tospelid time in 
more' than one .wetland, the expOsure' frequency should be divided by the number of wetlands to 

. account for their exposure during-that,year, unless site-specific information is available. 

USEPA Comment 37: 
Table: 10-1-1. Page: 10-1-6. Row: Antimony. Column: Frequency of Detection. 
This cell displays the frequency of detection for antimony to be 4/10 while at 24 samples were collected. 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 question)rthiscould be an issue. For 
exa'!lple, antimony was non-detect;~d in the reference samples. Jherefore, antimony should b~.labeled as a 
COPC for both human health and ecologi.cal. This comment applies to the document as whole. 

Response2 ' 1': 

Comment noted. At wetlands where an FS is recommended, antimony will ·be: i,..cluded on the 
list of analytes. Reference concentrations were calculated using 11z the sample quantitation 
limit for not detected parameters. 

RESPONSE 'TO COMMENTS 

Major Comments and Recommendation's: 

USEPA Comment 38: 
There. appears to be a data !ljap in the analysis of Wetland 64. The area supports recreational fishing 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 PAHs, 
pesticides/PCBs and lead-were analyzed'in fish tissue. A-model was used to generate mercury numbers thus 
eompounding the uncertainty in the analysis; This method m'ay be sufficiently protecrt:ive in areas that'do not 
allow public access or support no fish but itds a questionable 'practke for a publiC fishing area. There is. 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 se~iment 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: 

Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable Unit 16, Site 41 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated Februaty 15, 200:1 

The method~of analysis for radium is not described. Ir.1additian, there appears to, be no validatial'lmethod or 
validation report for this constituent. It Is stated in the text tMtno radium was, found but tbe: 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 !fin addition tQ 
referenCing, the analytical and validation methods for radium were included' in the appropriate seq\;iPFlS. This 
would' aid tl:le reader In judging the correctness of the conclusions. 

Response: 
Radium was not a concern at any of the Site 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 dlrectly,adjaq!nt anyof"the",OU 2 wetlands. 
Historical .. information'iabout the' OU 2 sites is, inciuded.;in~ttte' Fiinal,SiteAl RIreport, to>;provide 
background information on theJ.industrial"activities that 'took, place i,n,the .vicinity~ofthe OU 2 
wetlands. Both the' Final., OU 2:0 Report 'and OU 2 RI :4U:Iden~um are referenced, in the Final.Site 
41 RI Report. 

USEPA Comment 40: ,.' ! 
The organizatior:!,by color 'COded wetland is understandable. A suggestion for improvement in, future texts is 
that a section is developecl'to describe, the continuous areas and r.elationship to the -assessment areas. This 

: information is inclUded in ,the -wetland text but an ovel'View would be helpful in, determining, base wide 
actions. Some effort should'be made to integrate the individual wetlands into common transport ~thways. 

li '/ 1 

Response: I , 
The Final Site 41 RI Re~ort has reorganized all the wetlands to be grouped pertaining to nearby 
IR Sites and the potential influence those nearby IR Sites may have on the individual wetlands. 
This new, organizatIon ,is 'clearly explained in Sections 1,and',~.oUhe Fiinal Site 4.1!RI Report. , 

, '. f, 

USEPA Comment 41:' '\ 
The reference wetland selection and rationale as described in the text would compare freshwater or estuarine 
surface water criteria against the ,Wetlands of coneern, ,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 rilto palustr:ine and estuar.ine 
sections. Was only data from the appropriate section (A or 8) used, thus comparing freshwater with 
freshwater and estuarine water data with estuarine data? This is not obvious in the,text.'The,incomplet:eness 
of data for' wetland ,25 would ,make further division of the data into components A .and 8 impractical. It 
appears that data from Wetland 25 Was used as a fresh water reference and data, from Wetland 7] was used 
as 'a, saltwater reference. This without partitioning of the palustrine and estuarine sections would result in 
comparison of Efstuaril'le to freshwater constituents and vice versa. 

Response: ' 
The Final Site'41 RIReport 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 was·utilized,to ,generate reference valuesis provided in Section ,6. 

The wetlands which are both'palustrine and estuarine are divided" into A and B.-portions. 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· bett,!r ,assess ,what m~y be considered 
IiaGkground. 

~/ . 
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'Additional Comments 

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

Response: 

Response to USEPA Comments 
Final Remediallnvestigation Report 

Operable Unit :1.6, Site 4:1. 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated Februaty :1.5, 200:1. 

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

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

Response: 
Radium was not analyzed for during the Site 41 investigation, as explained in the response to 
comment·39 

USEPA Comment ~: 
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 tQ' 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 should be reevaluated to adjust to the potential comparison to elevated concentrati.ons of 
aluminum: calcium, magneSium, potassium1 anti sooium. • 

Response: 
The·Final,Site411U Report has c;learly defined the freshwater reference wetlands, Wetlands 25 
and 32, and the, ~stuarine ,wetlands as, 'Wetlands '27 and '33. A detailed explanation 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 regressio.n 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. 

Response: ' 
Radium was not analyzed for during the Site 41 investigation, as explained 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: 
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 
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Response to IISEPA Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report 

Operable IInit 16, Site 41 
NAS Pensacola 

Dated February 1S, 2001 

regression analysis to determine if the concentrations were representative of naturally 
occurring conditions. 

USEPA Comment 47: 
Section 6.4 describes the Inorganic Sediment and Sl)rface Water Reference Criteria. The dual nature of 
Reference Wetlands 25 and 27 precludes the use of composite 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 Section 6. 

Inorganic sediment and surface water data 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 'has also performed, regression analysis of detected- Concentrations 
in freshwater and estuarine sediments to better determine what is naturally occurring. 

USEPAComment 48: 
Section 7.6 describes the greupings and reference wetlands. As discussed above the UOO of Wetland ,25 and 
27-as reference wetlands have sbme concerns. 

Respon~: _ • • 
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 Section 6. Estuarine wetlands'were 
compared to estuarine 'reference concentrations, likewise" palustrine wetlands (we're ,compared 
to freshwater reference concentrations. The Navy"has also performed ,regression'analysis of 
detected concentrations in 'freshwater and estuarine sediments to' better 'determine' what is 
naturally occurring. 

USEPA Comment 49: 
,Section 8.3.3 describes Exposure Pathways arid Media. This section nG:ltes that' ingestion of game'fish tissue 
could be a complete pathway for Wetlands. 18, 19 and :64. 'This is a potential data· ![lap· due to unavailable 
game fish tissue data. This is o( lesser concern for Wetlands 18 and 19 where there 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 detailed explanation of the model 
and how it will be applied is described in Section 9. ' . 

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 ascertain- in the report how this was to be related to 
uncertainty. 

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