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Response to FDEP Comments
‘ “ Final Reémedial Iivestigation Report
' Site 41 (Operable Unit 16), NAS Pensacola Wetlands
‘NAS Pensacola
Dated April 9, 2001
N Feon s EY u’: ﬂ\f X B ASEE

General Comments, Volume I and II

FDEP Comment 1: o
Section, 4.5,, Deviations, from the site 41 SAP Addendum: It is. indicated .in this,section "that due to a
samphng error, mercury was not included in the anaIyS|s of the fish tissue, ;ampf $ e, the
submission of the draft report, a mercury model has been utlhzed to estimate mercury in upper
trophic fish based on observed sediment ooncentratlons Smce mercury was; _degected in, sediment
58 d, be, collected” and
L analyzed for mereury m order to reduce the uncerta;nty m the human health nsk assessment .

P

WE 13 i B LTE N “

' ';’,Respgnse' -

discussed in the final RI should address these concerns.

. L
o,

2001. These data were mcorporated into a food cham moéIEI (FCM) "The' FCM

ETRIRE £ 19 - 8 S IR S P TR ; ’ :"—;Mk S0 W ':::/’5'»??" Preace s (
FD~ Comment; +r

Table 6-2, Site 41 Sedlment Inorganlc Reference Concentratiens Analytlcal results on. thls table
should be reported in mg/kg (see Volume III, Appendix A) and not pg/L since these are sediment
samples. R
Response: A e T S LRt ‘

The units have been corrected in the Final Site 41 RI Report. S
FDEP comment 3- {5 '@2; R s!"%‘ . \%@ N i. . Lt . . L; Ck:{;"‘_{ . : Do . g,é..,
Table 6-3, Site 41 Fresh Surface Water Inorganic Concentrations: The freshwater, Surface Water
Griterig for Aluminum.is.13 pg/L- based on tox:cuty 0‘ abe 1, Chapter 62-777, qunda Admm@tratwe
L {FAC]) i LAy, [l ¢ B T T T s i **-,!,,,;

; P B N I IS ' T 1 Wit g Twn PRI T S e Syt L awme L e
Response. v '
Noted and corrected in the Final Site 41 RI Report.

;EFDEP mment 4:
i

Ahe. FDEk . , ~ k b
Aluminum, is moduf' ed later in Chapter 62 302 530 ‘Parameter (62) Substances in concentrations
which injure, are chronlcally toxic to, or produce adverse physiologica!l or behaworel re§ponse in

. humans, plants or animals; . . . .. .o L

) i
¥ ad . [ T

:.R,esponse'
The aluminum cntena is- 13 pg [L for freshwater surface; wqger based qn toxiclty

& oFiE BN e 73, AT R Hopseed




. : Response to FDEP Comments
s ﬁ:ra! Rgmed jé j Investlgat?gl; Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 15)
T - A _ . NAS Pensacola Wetlands

c LT TR e R Dated April 9, 2001

e

FDEP Comment 5: . e
Figure 7-1, Wetland Functional Use Assessment Why is a variable condition indicated for
mammals at Wetland 18 but not for the other wetlands on this table?

R L P PN 5.7 P AN
HEE EEE DL I

S g e, s n ek e

_An'"dperabi; unit 1 wndé fo&? chain model’ |s used to assess potentlal nsk to mammals,
 predato y fishand predatory blrds. oo e v

§ .
LTS TR T W oy

Page e Heron Food Cham Model “This” sectron presents célcﬁlat ions® of srte fcﬁragrng
factors “(SFEY for“the' Great ‘Blie Heron! “'In -addition to’ the ‘Graat Bilié ‘Héroh, 'a nimber- of
piscrvorous birds have been observed in the NAS Pensacola Wetlands (e.g. Little Blue Heron, Belted
Kln Has any* ‘comparison been made to hese specles and thelr

Response: - - : d e NE e Y g o
Each operable unit grouping of wetlands is evaluated using food chain models to better

Q,"‘amma's ,f T .
FDEP Comment 7:
Page 7-32: This page is presented twice in the report.
Response. [ IN '5 [FR R e iig Do N ALY IR . ‘5:
Noted and corrected in the Fmal Site 41 RI Report.

f
a: 3 LTI

81, Conceptual Surface’ Water Mgratlon Pathways‘ THe fi igure’ presents the conceptual
model for surface water migration pathways between many of the wetland and is of gréat value to
the reviewer. Why isn't a similar figure available in the report presenting a conceptual groundwater
migration pathway?

Response.
The Final Site 41 RI Report has been reorgamzed and reformatted’ to ' preser nt’ the
i a cl Veétianid: ‘gFouped by their assoc
ysis evaluatés’ the groundw,

Section 8.3.4.1, Screenmg Compansons, Sediment and Surface Water Daté Page 8-14: It is stated
that concentrations of lead reported in surface water were compared to 15 pg/L, the treatment
technique action level For wetland Iocated adJacent to marine surface water, a compar|s0n should
be made the arine suffice Wathr cfiteria of 5.6 (Chapter 62-302.530, FAC).~ R

Response: .
Marine surface water has been compared to the marine surface water criteria of
8.5 ug/L (Chapter 62-777).




Response to FDEP Comments

Final Remedial Investlgat:oo Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16)
NAS Pensacola Wetlands

Dated April 9, 2001

FDEP Comment 7:
Pages 8-16 and 8-17: Tables 8.3-4 and 8.3-5 should be- corrected to 8-4 and 8-5.as mdlcated in
the: Ltst of Tatales and in the text. , ‘

Response.r . K

The HHRA methods sectlon has been re~wr|tten for the final RI report Thls comment is
no Ionger applicable.

FDEP Comment 8: : . ‘ i

Section, 10.1.5.5 states that no surface water data were available and no COPCs were identified.
What data is presented in Table 10-1-12 then? oo :
Response:

No surface water samples were collected from Wetland 64 during Phase II sampling.
Two samples were collected durlng the Phase III. samplmg effort, and this is what is
presented. : : ;

FDEP Comment 9:
Sectlon 10 2.5.7, Remedial Goal Optlons This sectlon is prmted tw1ce in the reportv

Response. S
Noted and. corrected in the Fmal Site 41 RI Report .

-

FDEP“Comment‘m. _

Page 10-3-2: The:text discusses DDT and. alpha-chlordahe results for a-sediment sample collected

at location 0103. A .&dmparison with Figure 10-3-1 and.Table 10-3-2 indicate that this is possibly
Iocation 0303. This Iocation should be verified and corrected if necessary.

Response
Noted and corrected in the Final Site 41 RI Report.

‘FDEP .Comment-11: ‘
- - Page-10-9-24, Secion 10.9; 6, Ccmclusuons and Recommendatlons Thls sectton is:missing from the
report .

Resnonsea . : 2,
Noted and corrected in the Final Snte 41 RI Report ‘

Slte Speaﬂc Comments, Volume II

Section 10, Wetland 64

FDEP Comment:

Toxicity: data indicate some mortality for’amphipods but a higher. survwabillty for polycheates (a
pollution: tolerant ‘'species). ~ Analysis of thé sediment quallty {riad suggests that containments are
stressing the benthic community. . "

Surface’ water samples exhibit elevated HQs for some metals and. it'is,stated that there is a
potential risk in Leveél 3 fish species.from directly toxic effects (Page 10-1-56). ‘



Response to FDEP Comments

" Final Remedial Investigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16)
NAS Pensacola Wetlands

Dated April 9, 2001

The recommendation on page 10-1-57 is to transfer the site to the petroleumn program; however,
elsewhere in the report there ‘is a recommendation to transfer the site to the base stormwater
program. The source of contamination to this wetland is apparently- from some of the sites
associated with Operable Unit (OU) 2 and also from storm water runoff. An evaluation of the
Conceptual Surface Water Migration Pathways presented in Flgure 8-1 suggests that thls wetland is
- closely associated with.Wetlands 5A, 58, and 6. ;

Transfer of this wetland to the Base Stormwater Program will be ccnsidered; however, the source
of water into these wetlands needs to be identified and pretreatment will be required since the
wetland cannot'serve as the final remedy for treatment of stormwater. The scurce of petroleum.
contamination has not been established therefore it-is‘unclear if transfer of any portion of this site
to the petroleum program Is appropriate at this time.

.- Response: : .
Agreed, the sedlmentd chemastry and toxnclty test results mdlcate some stress to the
benthic community. The Navy is recommending a feasibility study for Wetland 64.

Section 10.2, Wetland 5A/5B

FDEP Comment:

Wetland S5A and potentlally SB are lmpacted by Site 30 due to the presence of several volatile
organic compounds (1,1-Dichloroethane, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, and vinyl chloride) detected in
surface water samples. These compounds: potentially " represent degradation products of
chlorinated solvents located in the Site 30 area. - -

Other volatile compounds (bromodichloromethane, chloroférm, and dibromochloromethane) are
potentially an artifact from the-potable water supply release into Wetland 5A. ,

Transfer of this wetland to the Base Stormwater Program will be conSIdered however the source
of water into these wetlands needs to be identified.

Response:

The groundwater to wetland sedlment/surface water pathway is evaluated in the Rl
report. The:Navy agrees that the trihalomethanes may be related to the potable water
supply release into Wetland 5A. The Navy is recommending a feasibility study for
Wetland 5A. However, toxicity testing performed in 2004 at Wetland 5B do not
indicate that constituents present are causing adverse acute or chronic effects on
benthic macroinvertebrates. The food-chain: model indicates HQs less than ‘one for
PCBs, dieldrin, and BHC. Therefore, the Navy is recommending NFA for Wetland 5B.

Section 10.3 Wetland 3 5.

FDEP Comment:

HQs were high -at:sample location 0303 for DDT (184), DDE (57), and DDD- (32?) Results of the
benthic toxicity study indicate: that sediment contaminants are not bioavailable; however, - toxigity
samples were not collected at location 0303. Four VOCs (benzene, chlorobenzene, methylene
chioride, and cis-1, 2-dichloroethene) were also detected in surface water samples and are
potentially leaching from Site-1.-‘Wetland 3 is directly impacted by discharge of groundwater. from
Site 1 (OU 1) and should continué: to-be monitored in conjunction with remedial activities at Site 1.




. Response to FDEP Comments
: -Final Remedial Investigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16)
NAS Pensacola Wetlands

Dated April 9, 2001

Responseé:’ CEg e Ry sy

- A feasibility .study:is recommended for thls slte to addrew sublethal effects to the
benthiccommunity. - =« - A w o
Section 10.4, Wetland 4D

FDEP Comment: BESIRE i -
Table 10-4-12 indicates a slight human health risk for the trespasser and malntenance worker f’rbm
arsenic in: the sediments. Carcinogenic risk for :the trespasser and maintenance. worker from
arsenic is 1.67E-06 and 2.71E-06;. respectively.: Arsenic.is most likely: attributed to :normal herbicide
-application on the golf course where Wetland 4B-is:located. Sinceithere is no apparent ecologlcal
risk at this wetland a no further action (NFA) decision is-appropriate. . ° L ;

Response e i
Agreed.  The arsenic is Ilkely related .to herbncrde appllcation on the golf course; and
-Wetland 4D is appropriate for:NFA. , . B P s

Section 10.5, Wetland 16

- FDEP-Commenti : . B A

The two VOCs (1, 1—d|chloroethane and chlorobenzene) detected in surface water at Wetland 16
may be associated with leachate from Site 1 (OU1). The recommendation for NFA may be
appropriate for Wetland 16; however, some momtorlng of the wetland may be requnred in
conjuﬁttlon wrth momtormg of Site 1 - v B
‘Réspﬂnse LS o B . . s - W PR o : i an

- The Navy has added some addltlonal momtormg wells -at Slte 1to assess groundwater
contamination. . . S

Section 10.6, Wetland 18
FDEP Comment:
Wetland 18A is fed by a groundwater seep ongmatmg from: Site 1 (page 10 6—1)

Elevated HQs for chemicals in sed|ments mclude DDT (1512), DDD (762), DDE (130), arsenic
(11.5), and naphthalene (8.6).

DDT and PCBs were detected in level 3 fish tissue: HQs estimated.for-heron exposure to total DDT
in fish tissue exceeded 1 (3.67) based on feeding territory during the fall season..

Further delineation of DDT is recommended for this wetland. In addition, monltOrmg of surface
water may be requtred in con]unctlon thh remedlal actmtles at Slte 1. - :
Response R [ ' S N
Detected pesticides are assessed in an OU 1 widesfood chain ’model Napth‘alene is‘not
retained as a COPC in sediment after refinement. When normalized to TOC, PAHs are
not identified as risk drivers: - Arsenhic does not exceed its RV.. Parameters retained
after refinement are evaluated in the fate and transport analysis to'déetermine if
groundwater and/or storm water transport are valid pathways to the wetland surface
water/sediment.




Response to FDEP Comments

Final Remedlal Investigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16)
NAS Pensacola Wetlands

Dated April 9, 2001

Since the passage of the Homeland Security Act and the publishing of NAS Pensacola
‘Instruction: 5500.1F, .which contains thePensacola Complex Physical Security Plan
(NAS Pensacola, October 22, 2003), Wetland 18 is now in an area of the-base that is
restricted to general access by the public.

Section 10.7, Wetland 10

‘FDEP. Comment: T g
Silver was detected.at one surface water sample location at a concentratlon of 24,500 ug/L. Th|s is
potentially a data- entry error-.(a duplicate of the value. reported for -sodium) that should be
corrected if necessary. The HQ-for silver is. not reported-on Table 10-7-4., The freshwater surface
water criteria of silver is 0.07 pg/L (Chapter 62-302, FAC).

A review of the surface flow conceptual model indicates that this wetland is potentially affected by
:Wetlands 12 and13. Wetland: 11 (East:of Building 3644) may also-potentially impact:Wetland, 10 if
an overflow culvert from Wetland 11 extends east under a road:into Wetland 10. - It is likely that
Wetland 10 is impacted by Sites 32, 33, and 35.

Transfer of this wetland to the Base Stormwater Program will be conS|dered however, the’ source
of water into these wetlands needs to be |dent|f' ed.

Response R ;
The silver concentratlon was in error and has been - corrected.. Storm water and
groundwater discharge to the wetland sediment and surface water are evaluated in the
fate and transport analysis to determine if the pathways are valid. - The Navy
-recommends. a feasibility’ study: contingent upon a confirmatory sampllng of metals at
that location. oy

Wetland 10.8, Wetland 12

FDEP Comment: ;

The Pensacola Partnering Team referred Wetland 12 to the State of Florida PetroIeum Program
(documented in the September 19 and 20, 1006 Partnerlng Meetlng Mlnutes) I agree with this
decision. ’ . . .

Response:
-Agreed. The 'bilge water spill ‘is. being investigated under the state’s petroleum
program. Therefore, CERCLA has no authorityto proceed.

.Section 10.9, Wetland 1 .

FDEP Comment: ‘ .

A potential source to Wetland 1 is Slte 1 (OU1) Sanitary Landfill. Based on the discussion
conducted during the March 28, 20001 Partnering Meeting, activities associated W|th Forrest
Sherman F|e|d may also have been.a. source for PAHs

- The -source of PAHs should be conf' rmed This wetland WI|| potentlally require monltorlng as part of
the remedy at:Site 1. -, - eyt ome L o .




. Response to FDEP Comments

T « .. Final Remedial Investigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16)
CAe NAS Pensacola Wetlands
. Dated April 9, 2001

Response:
. ‘Wetland:1. has been subdivided into 1A.and:1B. Wetland 1A is the wetland, w,hgle :LB is
-a storm:water.drainage ditch.. PAl-ls were not dej:ected in Wetland J.A -and,were below
the Swartz MEC n: Wetland 1B . S N L Wt Ryt - v apbe atrgr v M
Fate and transport analyms based on two assocnated Slte i momtormg wells lndlcated
that the storm water to wetlands media and groundwater to:wetlands meclla pathways
are not valid for Wetland 1A. .
© T T §§u 5 LHN ' L HaL oot B i
; »Wetland 1B is an open storm water dltc:h. Thls dramage dltch beglns at an outfall
formed by twin 54-inch concrete pipes and- merges . downstream; with -Wetland W2.
Sample locations 041M010301 and 041M010401 were collected just downstream from
.this: -outfall, .. Areview...of the . NASPensacola SWPPP:; shows, a. system: of
underground concrete pipes leading to:-this-outfall ;; Wetland 1B jis: currently  being
monitored under the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program in accordance with the
Florida Generic Permit.

e “@f*x ‘r

o

%

@s‘,

. -Section-10. 10,AWetlandf15 B T TRCL
FDEP.Comment; +:»3 ., . b, gy W R B ol

- Metals (aluminum,;: arsemc, berylhum chromium, tc;ooper, lron, lead mercury, «mckel and zinc)

«sexceed marine surface: water criteria at: sample- location-1501. Sample turbldltyk,,exc;eeded 1,000

nephelometrlc turbidity units (NTUs) as reported in Table 4-1; . . R T N

The source of mercury in the surface water should be identified. I.recommend that a conf‘ irmation
surface water sample be oollected to determine if NFA is appropnate for thIS wetland TR
Response TRy e o PE e .

- The Navy agreed: to resample at locatlon 1501 for surfaee water. prever, the Ipcatlon
+did._ not-contain::surface, water. - .The: previous. sample had been- =goll§ctﬁd from a
. depression . dug: .at, .that: location --and the..sample: was -highly : turbid:- and .. not

representative of the surface water media. NS

The Navy continues to recommend no further actlon for this wetland based on the data
evaluatldn presented in: the Slte 41*1!1 repnrt. R T S T .

‘;V ,m i, § fark Y & ?v\i # ne g‘!“i' ot i K ,;,\;:JV’?A
Sectlon 10:«11, Wetland 6
FDEP Comment: - & o ‘

A review of the surface ﬂow conceptual model |nd|cates that thlS wetland |s affected by Wetland 5.
Groundwater discharge into Wetland 6 from sites associated with @U2:and+ Slte 23: (Chevalier-Field
Plpe Leak Area) is aIso lukely to oceur. » A,

:1 “{ [RT i .‘ l 5 »ﬂ B H ; ‘[, - !’g
The conclusuons state that Wetland 6is a channelized dntch w:thout aiviable - aquatlc community;
however, it-is .statedon- page-10:11-1- that small- fish and crayfish have been ebserved :in:this
wetland. In addition, the blue heron has been observed ine th:s wetland on: occaslon.
Transfer of this wetland to the Base Stormwater Program wxll be consxdered however, the source
of water into this wetland needs to be identified.




SR . Response to FDEP Comments
Loy s SR HmﬂRmMaMMlhwmﬂmnmnRethsne41ﬂquawbUWMIQ)
av NAS Pensacola Wetlands
Dated April 9, 2001

Response:
=i Thig'Wetland-functions primarily as' a-drainagé ditch.” The food chain models indicate
+ dééeptablé: risklevels t6  predators. - The fate and transport: analysis-evaluates the

groundwater and storm water pathways from OU 2 to' the wetland média as well -as

transport W|th|n the wetland No further actlon |s recommended for Wetland 6
Sectloh 10: 12 Wetland 63A‘" R e g : -
FDEP Comment: Sk st LN
Metals (aluminum, cooper, iron, and lead) exceed surface water cr|ter|a at sample Iocatlon 63A2.
Lead wasmdentn" ed as Rl rface ‘water C@PC Probable sburce mcIude Slte 14 "(Dredge Sponls

thls wetland, ¥

Response:

Location 63A2 was resampled for metals in 2004. Only manganese “and barium were

retained as COPCs after refinement. Lead was not retained as a COPC after refinément
" for'suirface water based on the 2004:samplirig évent. «The fate:and.transport ahalysis

“'evaliates storm water and groundwater pathways to wetland medla ‘The .weight -of

evidence continues to support NFA. SR by (e RIS
Sectlon 10.13, Wetlahd48: =~ &5 S S PRt
FDEP Comméitsv =/ o Lik’ i & 5 ’ H S P

DDD (2,600 ug/kg), DDE (620 ug/kg), and DDT (240 ug/kg) were detected at concentratlons that
- exceed sediment benchmark levels in sample 4801. Sediment HQs were elevated for:DDD+(2131),
)), -andrDDT (201) “No*COPCs were identified for sédiments-and surface water; however,
logical or' hiiman ‘health risk: assessment was conducted::* High- DDT:-and ‘metabolite
. " conéentratiolisi’sheuld:<be further:evaluated -in order towdetermlne nature; and extent of the
exceedance. B I I AL ‘

- Responsef’ L Pan ot e T oy P ary oo g v ]
Pestlcldes/PCB concentratlons have been evaluated in the Remalnlng Wetlands food
chain model. Formal ecological and human health risk assessments have been
conducted on Wetland 48. However, no connection to an IR site ¢an. be ;;establlshed
The most I|kely source of the pestlcldes is road S|de appllcatlon. R ¢
Sectlon ‘14 Wetland 49 et : e

FDEP Comment: A T ‘

This wetland is apparently self-contained with Wetland 51 and surface water enters the wetlands
Conly during ' rainy periods. A fuel reléase (Site 19, Fuel Farm Pipeline. Leak) occurred near the
Wetland 49 area-in 1958, rNo-sedifent: 'or surface' water COPCs :were-identified.” Public access is
restricted to Wetland 49 due.to'the proximity of Forrest Sherman. Field-and the base pistol range. I
agree with a no further action decision for this wetland.

‘1:5' IR
e i




Response to FDEP Comments

Final Remedial Investigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16}
NAS Pensacola Wetlands

Dated April 8, 2001

Response:

The Navy has evaluated Wetland 49 using food chain models, mean ERM quotlents, and
TOC . normalization. of VOCs and PAHs. .The multiple lines of evidence continue to
'supporl: NFA. . o .o

Sectlon 10.15 Wetland 13
FDEP Comment:
Twenty-one metals were detected in one surface water sample. The sample is reported to have a
high; turbidity (greater.that 1,000 NTUs). - Since there is no permanent standing water in this
wetland and sample, turbndjty probably conl;rlbuted to the detection of metals I agree W|th an NFA
.. decision. ;. TR .
Response.
A re-sampling event in 2004 was attempted, but the wetland contained no surface
water. Therefore, the original sample is not representative of the surface water. m,edla
The Navy recommends NFA. P

Sectlon 10.16, Wetland 17

FDEP Comment:

Site 1 (QU) is the only site that may potentially impact Wetland 17. A no further action decrston
will be considered for Wetland 17; however, surface water monltormg may be requlred in
comunctlon Wlth momtonng at Site 1. S P o
xResponse L e '

The surface water Iocatlon was resampled in 2004 for metals, and thalllum remamed
above its criteria. The fate and transport analysis evaluated the groundwater to
wetland surface water pathway. The pathway was not validated for thallium. No
COPCs were retained after refinement for sediment. Therefore, the contammant levels
do not warrant further actlon at Wetland 17. : ; ,

Sectlon 10. 17 Wetland 19

FDEP Comment:

The location and conceptual surface water flow indicated that this wetland is probably accepting
storm water runoff-from :Sherman Field during heavy rain events and directing the runeff toward
Redoubt Bayou aAccess to thls area would be restncted due: to the airfield. ...- T

The Partnermg Team decnded that an NFA deasron for Wetland 19 was. apprepnate (September 18,
1996 Eco Meeting Minutes and September 19 and 20, 1006 Partnering Team Minutes). Since the
wetland is receiving storm water runoff, it should be transferred to the base storm water program.
As shown on Figure 15-1, the Redoubt Bayou area is monltored at Outfall 30 near the end of
Wetland WZ o S . wow

Response. S

Location, 041w19A1 was resampled in 2004 for metals to venfy the exceedanees The
results are presented in Section 15.1. Only barium and manganese were retained after
refinement. The Navy continues to support an NFA decision for Wetland 19..

N . 4
st 4




Response to FDEP Commenis

Final Remédial Investigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16)

e . ‘ NAS Pensacola Wetlands
e ‘ Dated April 9, 2001

, Section 10. 18, Wetland 52

- FDEP Comment: ¢ - - I coLTE :

" Based on'the surface flow conceptual model thlS wetland is recemng storm water overflow from
Wetland W1 and is possibly impacted from NAS Fuel Farm, Sherman Field, and UST Site’' 18 (Crash
Crew Training Area). The source of petroleum contamination has not been established therefore it
is unclear if transfer of any portion of this wetland to the petroleum program is ‘app‘roﬁriateafw“«

Response: AT ' * ' T BRI ‘
1 The fate and transport analysis evaluates storm water and groundwater discharge to
“wetlands media pathways. TOC normalizéd PAH concentrations are less than the TEC.
In addition, the food chain models indicate an HQ of less than 1 for dieldrin. ‘The
multiple lines of evidence indicate that the contaminants do not warrant further
evaluatlon. K ' ey
Se”él:lon 10.19; Wetland 56
FDEP Comment: ' ‘ :
The wetland receives stormwater runoff from Sherman Field and has an active NPDES penmt for a
stormwater outlet. This wetland should be transferred to the Base ‘Storm Water Compliance
Program. o
Response: : ’ ' ) £ : -
As presented in Section 15. 2, no parameters were retamed after refinement for
sediment. The food-chain model for the remaining wetlands do not indicate an adverse
risk to predators. In addition, TOC normalized PAHs did not exceed the TEC. Therefore,
t:onta minarits- do not warrant further lnvestlgatlon. :
. Sectlon 4.0 20; Wetland 57 e

FDEP-Conimeént: Lo . : :
The wetland receives stormwater runoff from Radford’ Blvd ThlS wetland should possibly be
transferred to the Base Storm Water Compliance Program. The Navy should consider collecting a
confirmation surface water sample in order to determine if NFA is appropriate for this Wetland.v ‘

‘Responsé: - Lo : : L "« o :
As: presented in Sectlon 15.3, no parameters were:’ retained aﬂ:er refi nement for
sediment. The food-chain model for the remaining‘wetlands do not indicate an adverse
risk to predators In addition, TOC normalized PAHs did not exceed the TEC Therefore,
contammants do* not warrant furl:her mvestlgatlon '
F ¢ 8 f i

Sectlon 10.21, Wetland 58
FDEP Commient: = . ’ Co :
The wetland apparently receives stormwater runoff from roads in the area, possibly. Site 39 (Oak
Grove Campground), and the area adjacent to Sherman Field. This wetland should possibly be
transferred to the Base Storm Water Compliance Program. The Navy should consider collectirig a
conﬁrmatlon éurface water sample in order to determlne if NFA is’ approprlate forrthls wetland, :
. Response*"v o : Lo

As presented in Sectlon 154 only two SVOCs were retained after refi nement for
sediment. The food-chain model for the remaining wetlands do not indicate an adverse

10



Response to FDEP Commenis

.. Final Remedjal Investigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16)
NAS Pensacola Wetlands

Dated April 9, 2001

risk to predators. In addition, TOC normalized PAHs did not exceed the TEC Therefore,
contaminants do not:warrant further investigation.: PR ,

ETNTI C.

Section 10.22, Wetland 63B

FDEP Comment: : R DU RN

Smce this wetland is only receiving storm water runoff an NFA is appropnate for: thlSrwetland
Response o . l ) ’
The Navy agrees that NFA is approprlate.

Section 10:23, Wetland 72... - » Y Y A S S
FDEP Comment:

Aluminum, silver, and thallium exceeded their respective surface water-criteria. HQs were slightly
elevated or cooper (2.08) and fluoranthene (1.06) in sediments. HQs were .elevated: for
aluminum (10), silver.(62.8), and thalllum (1 3)in- surface water u e ey,
Wetland 72 receives discharge by stcnnwater plpmg from Wetland Wi in the Sherman Fleld Area
The report states that no sediment nor surface water COPCs were identified. It is not- clear where
the.source of silver originates from.and.hew it was: not-considered-a.COPC; C e

Since this wetland is receiving stormwater runoff from Sherman Field, the wetland. should possibly
be transferred to the Base Storm Water Compliance Program. The navy should consider collecting
-a confirmation:surface.water.sample in order to determme lfuNFA is appropnate for th|s wetland -
: e t, 1

Response:
A confirmation surface water sample was collected from Wetland 72 in April of 2004.
iThe only ‘suiface water:.parameter:retained:-after -refinement is barium: The:TOC
normalized PAHs are less than the TEC and the food-chain models do not mdlcate an
adverse risk to predators. The Navy recommends NFA for this wetland. L
. Section.10.24, Wetland 79 i S S Coa o oy

FDEP Comment: R C R

Wetland 79 no longer exists since bemg ﬁlled in wnth concrete debns areund 1995 (approved by
Corps of Engineers). No surface water samples could be taken No sediment COPCs were
identified in.thé-assessrhent. . B wh L CooEn st e ..

This area received storm water runoff at one time from parking areas near Sherman:Field. There
are no apparent risks at the site and since no surtable wetland habltat remains, L agree Wlth a NFA
decrsron for Wetland 79. v o o . : e "
Resmnse-ws e ; ‘ T -
Because the wetland has been fi lled itis not presented in the 2005 version rof the RI
report.

Section 10.25, Wetland W2 - - - . ST R i A

FDEP Comment:

Wetland W2 is also known as the Southeast Drainage Ditch. Since this wetland is receiving
stormwater runoff from Sherman Field, the wetland should be transferred to the Base Storm Water

Compliance Program.
1



Response to FDEP Commenls

Final Remedial Investigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16)

NAS Pensacola Wetlands

A Dated Aprit 8, 2001

‘ ‘Response: ‘ .t E
Outfall 030 at the northern extent of Wetland W2 is momtored under the Sterm Water
Monitoring Program.

Section 10.26, Wetland 25

FDEP Comment: : : ‘ : :

Wetland 25 was identifi ed as reference wetland since there is no apparent connectlon fo any
CERCLA site and is located in an undeveloped area of the Base. :
Response:

Agreed. Wetland 25 is a reference wetland and is not presented:in the Final RI Report.

Section10:27, Wetland 27 Pt - ;

FDEP Comment: ' §o ‘ :

Wetland 27 was identified as a reference wetland since there is-.no apparent connection to any
CERCLA srte and is located inan undeveloped area of the Base.

Response. :

Agreed. Wetland 27 is a referenee wetland and is not presented msthe Fmal RI Report.

‘Section10.27, Wetland 32 I

FDEP Comment: -~ . -+ - "' ~ : '

Wetland 32 was |dentif ed as a reference wetland since there is noﬂapparent oonnectlon to any
CERCLA site and is located in an undeveloped area of the Base.

Respornise: - - ‘ / : s
‘ Agreed. Wetland 32 isa reference wetland and is not presented ‘in the Final RI. Report.
Section 10.29, Wetland 33 A e
FDEP Comment:

Wetland 33 was identified as a reference wetland since there is no appareht connectlon to any
CERCLA site and is located in an undeveloped area of the Base S

:‘ ¢ I‘ v ! 4 I . o v s
ReSponse. S ‘ R

Agreed. Wetland 33 isa reference wetland and is not presented in the Final RI Report.

* Section 10.30, Wetland W:l :
* FDEP Comment: ‘ i
Wetland W1 is a mowed swale that collects surface water runoff from the’ Sherman Fleld airfield
and directs it off site and drain pipes to Wetland 52. Since this wetland is receiving storm water
runoff from Sherman Fleld the wetland should be transferred to the base storm water comphance
. prog‘ram Rt 7 B ! I . S s J . v ‘

Response:
Wetland W1 is being investigated under FDEP’s petroleum program.- "~ R
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Dated April 9, 2001

Section 10.31, Wetland 75

FDEP Comment:
Wetland 75 was originally evaluated as a reference wetland; however, this status was later

dropped. Since this wetland is receiving storm water runoff from a highway, the wetland should be
transferred to the base storm water compliance program.

Response:
Wetland 75 is not related to an IR site and was sampled only as a possible reference
wetland. The wetland is not assessed in this report.
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