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Response to FDEP Comments 
" ' "c ')=ihilfRerne(t'lal"'llivestigation Report 

, Site 41 (Operable Unit 1~), NAS Pensacola Wetlands 
'NAS Pensacola 

Dated April 9, 2001 , , '. "c 

" 

," ,I t ,', , ; 

, ": • L }; 

General Comments, Volume I and II - P 

, '! 

FDEPComment1: "i'" " 

~t,c;ti9n 1·~(~ Q~~~HR~~: ,m9fT1 th~f ~!t~ ~t ~~ ~~Q~~m:l~V?,: JtJ~, i'1~J~~H jnJhis,:;~~i~q;tP~:~,#JJ~SP a 
sampling error, mercury was not included in the analysi,~~,p~ ,t~~!j~~, tiS~lJ~,,~am,~{e~\ \",~jD~~,'fhe 
submission of the draft report, a mercury model has been utilized to estimate mercury in upper 
trophic fish based on obselVed sediment concentrations. Since mercury wa~f,~Af1,t~~)f1i'~~irn~nt 
~1l:\~les;i9i)II~ct irhlfI'!4m9.~r, o~ Jh~: Yf~~lrnqs, ,~sh ,~iss!J!t sal11'ple~, s~~uI9,,~i C<?Oef:±~~, ~nd 
,ah~,I~~Q (or me;rQ4"Y.Jp~prger tp E~u~~ tQ~jH!"~rt~inty,iDtne hl.llT)al;'thealtp:fis~.a~roe!Jt.,; " 

:;'," ~-, ," \'! ~l,,~>l ';", 1 ,tt~, <, 

f'>,~~RonSE!:.,,"'~ , ,,'" ,. ", 1"+,, ... J' ~(:~."_l"_ ~f,t-~ .,'~' ,'j, '" ;;;>l'i'~" ,.!,,' ,:,: ,'.:,,1 

The 'NavY' recognized the data' gap and' col'leeted sediment.'a'~d,f!sh,,~t'f W,.tla"~" '~,., in 
2001. These data were incorporated into a food chain 'm';,del tFCM). 'The' FCM 
discussed in ,the final RI should address these concerns. 

1~IS§r:t~lwn8~t!~~,~~~":,(r:,,;;,;~;,,, , l' " ,,)c'~f"fh' '"" ", r'l'ri.l{'~"~( , 

Table 6-2, Site 41 Sediment In9rganic Reference Concentrations: Analytical results,,;QfI#l~sJ?!,ble 
should be reported in mg/kg (see Volume III, Appendix A) and not IJg/L since these are sediment 
samples. 

'.J 1 
• 

• .. \ ,r, 

Response: 
The ,units have been corrected in the Final Site 41 RI Report. 

( I 

FDEP Comment 3: 
Table 6-3, Site 41 Fresh Surface Water Inorganic Concentrations: The fresh"Y~t~r,,~SWfi,iC;~;t'{l/~ter 
.C;~imr!~.f0f, AIl!minUIT),is,q, IJgi~'ba~,:O'1 ,toxicity (T~bJ~ 1, ~~apter,62:,177'flqridCJ ~mini~trative 

" Cpq~JEA.C]). " ' " 'I " " , 

? [.~:"r,Art\ .,}..)-'P.· ~\t 
ResponSe: 

.' f\' ',' 
", 

" ,.' ,~/ '\1 \ ~_ f , ., f 

, , 
/ " 

Noted and corrected in the Final Site 41 RI Report. 

,~IfQ,E,~ ,~~n;II11'I~l1L:,;,; .1 J Jl ,',;!? ~ , ';";, ,,',i" " ,i : i~l. h: ,i' i' , 
"I;;~b!~ 9!~~ ~i~;1t11,\§q,lt ~l,Irt~~ ~~~r, ~IJQrg~~ls:JtQI)<;ep~i}tioO,~:,!! TI'I~ m?rJI1~ ~~lIf~~,¥'{~tE;tf,~~~~ria 
fO[;~~!~JniJ;liUJ11\ J~ ,J~, 1-1916 b?~~ Q'l!t9~i(;ity, (J~pl~", 1, ,C;:QRPt~r,,!&2-7J7'i!fIOr!pa;~mlpi~~~p~iX7~,c,0de 
[FACJ)~,ti:,T.ne,~ FQJ,iiJi J;rcj~~rj~, J;l~ ,~~.OQ"c-1;!9l.L, 'R~R!ish~ct in" c;~qBteJ, §~'l~19~· ",~3,,: R%~m~t~r, (2) 
Alumiri"um, is modified later in Chapter 62-302.,530, Parameter (62) Substances in concentrations 
which injure, are chronically toxic to, or produce adverse physiological or Q,eh,aviQ,~W ,~e~pon~ in 

, t:lltltn?l,ns, pla,nw or ?I~imalSr ','., 'A ".' , , ,'" I, ", . ,_' \ i' ' 
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, , .• :;\ " •. ,' !,".. Response to FDEP Comments 
F,illal RtJ",«/iI1.l Inl(.f1?tigati9.'! Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16) 
, • ,. . 'J',' ' ' NAS Pensacola Wetlands 

',' " , ' '\ ,,', ~ , ., , : 2001 

FDEP Comment 5: . ", '.' ' 
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? 

J~. ~ 
",; • ~:-;'>ljJ 

Res nse: ' /" , ,';,. 

,AI{~ir~b:t~)ll1it"i. \,(t!d,~:fo~d'~i1ai'n ~oae,l. ',i~ 'u~d t9 a.s~$s ,p.' oteritialrisk to ma,!!, ~Is, 
pre(latorj'fiStf'anCl'predator{bird!i!~'J" c ;' ,",' 1 " j C ' ''''C \ " F'I, , 

~"~tl ~'i $·~r.,},:,f-t-:4" ,~'j\,t ,"7' ,~ ,,' \f, -"",~ \{; ,t', ,,-: 10::.: 

'. "'w" '. -~:I' "'r~"'o, 'i" le""" , tt, I • . ~ '. • FLii:'P Comment 'sf" "," d.,,' . "c', f '<, " . ,', " '., 

Pa~e"1121/ Great,larde'j-Iero'n FOoCj' Chpin M'09~1:' 'Thls"'sectionpreMnts 1 cal~Ulatlons'\bf .$ite··f~faging 
factdf$"'YSFPffor;lh~"GrElat'BIUi:l Herbn::,,"rd 'addttion'tdth~e ',tfjreat' BLUe' :HE!ron, a' inOrnIJer of 
piscivorous birds have been observed in the NAS Pensacola Wetlands (e.g. Little Blue Heron, Belted 
Kin ,r, and Tricolored Heron), Has any comparison been made to these sped~s 'and tHeir 
'i~ '·~'f?(i~!~t(~b4e~?:., I, 'A.,: ,t~\:~;"I> ~VA" ,'" / .. ,>v.~ >,g"·t, ",,' ",': '" 

Response: 
Each operable unit grouping of wetlands is evaluated using food'chaln models to ~r 
asse~ imP,acts from the contaminants detect~ to the, fish-eatin41~Bird~,' fi~6 }tlnd 
m~"!~~'!'~~';~'h"; ',; "': '. ' ',: I. "', >,:;''- ' ~fl',,' ,..", , .. , :~'" .\:, 

FDEP Comment 7: -'-'. 

Page 7-32: This page is presented twice in the report . 

Response: 
• t .. :,,'~ 

Noted and corrected in the Final Site 41 RI Report. 

'piDEp"t'dr6me'nf'8: i' ( ,'" ' .. " ,'; '",,', ,,,1" \ 

'/'~f~u?e '811~ C8((d3ptu~1 Su'rfa~et Water Migra'tfori "PatHways': tH~figure' i presents; th~ ,cb.l1c~piual 
model for surface water migration pathways between many of the wetland and is of greaF ,,'iilue to 
the reviewer. Why isn't a similar figure available in the report presenting a conceptual groundWCIter 
migration pathway? , , " ~,;/·;r;\. ';, ,,'c.,;¥' 

. ; ,. -

Response: 
T~e. Fin~" Site 41 ~ RelXlrt has been ~organized, afld reforPl,a,ttell" 'fa J'ltre$i'nflthe 
; IWfdri\i~r.9ij:}hl;1.J plicfter ~f,orrrta'e "wiftlan4$ '~i'e !n6\V'gN~'eaTby tl1fiir ia,~s()Ci:'tion ~iiI(ith 

", ·jldElfttifietf~et:~, ($ite'si~ \'fClti!t;t~CI' ti'an~pol1 al1,lysi~ 'alua~et:(he :ofaiKtlaw~te:r to 
"1II(f!t,iHalfm~(lia ;rtltway;~a$;\¥ell'as the $form Wftt~tmr wetla'rld.' rh~la ~patHwayJ );J, i ' 

't-:5·'t·~T ;~:;~:!:.c:(' -'If -",' A., ,\ '.... ~,:.~,'- '''" ,:~. \d"'~ '\ fh :..: J f, ,j 12,' ' "', '~.' 

F[)EP'Co.ftmenil '9! '" , ',,' , "",' \;;;; 'L; 

Section 8.3.4.1, Screening Comparisons, Sediment and Surface Water D~m, Pag'e &-14: It is!§ta'ted 
that concentrations of lead reported in surface water were compared to 15 1J9jL, the treatment 
technique action level. For wetland lo.cated adjacent to mari.'1e surface, water, a compari'sol1'SndUld 
be mad~:tH~'n\artne s(;Jfface)Watetdit~rfa df'5C6'tttI1a6ter'6i-3·O~.5jO>FAC).';}· ,{' ~'" ,", ,J ',' 

Response: 
Marine surface water has been compared to the marine surface water criteria of 
8.5 .. gIL (Chapter 62-777). 
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Response to FDEP Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report Site 41. (Operable Unit 1.6) 

NAS Pensacola Wetlands 
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..15,as indicated in 
the' List Qf Tables and in the text. 

Response~ , , 
The HHRA methods section has been re-written for the final RI report~ This comment is 
no longer applicable. 

FDEPComment 8: 
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? 

Response: 
No surface water samples were collected from Wetland 64 during Phase II san;lpling. 
Two samples,wereieollected"during the Phase IIIsampling',effort,and this is what is 
presented.' ' , 

FDEP Comment 9: 
Section 10.2.5.7, Remedial Goal Options: This section is printed twice in the report: . 

Response: 
Notet! and. corrected in the Final Site 41 RI Report.,. 

FDEP~Comment'10: 
Page 10..,3 .. -2: Ther,text disc:usses DDT andalpha-ahlordahe results for a 'sediment samJ!)le collected 
at location 0103. A ,comparison with Figure 10-3-1 and.Table 10-3""2 indicate that this is possibly 
locatjon 0303. This location should be verified and corrected if necessary. 

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

'FDEP :Qolnmer'lt'll: 
Page·",10'.,;9"'2,l, ,Sectian 10.9;6, COndusions and Reoornmendations!. This sedion is, missing from the 
report. 

Response,}' , 
Noted and·correcte'cUn the Final'Site 41·'RI Report. 

Site Specific Comments, Volume II 
Section 10, Wetland 64 
FDEP Comment: 
TQxicitY' data iriCflcate some mortality for/amphil'ddsbut a hjgher,survivabllity -for polycheates (a 
pollution, talerant 'species). ' Analysis of the' sediment quality triad sugges1:$ that oontainments are 
stressing tJ1le benthie (tommunity. 

Surfaoo water- samples exhibit elevated HQs for some metals and, it, is ,stated that there is a 
potential risk in Level '3 fish speoies:from directly toxic effects (R>age to,.1-56). 

3 



Response to FDEP Comments 
. Final Remediallnvestigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit :16) 

NAS Pensacola Wetlands 
Dated April 9, 200:1 

The recommendation on page 10-1-57 is to transfer the site to the petroleum program; hewever, 
elsewnere in the report there 'is a recGlI1imendation to transfer the site to the base stormwater 
program. The source of contamination to this wetland is apparently"fmm same af the sites 
associated with Operable Unit (aU) 2 and also from storm water runoff. An evaluation of the 
Conceptual Surface Water Migration Pathways presented in Figure 8-1 suggests that this' wetland is 
closely associated wiUtWetlahds SA, 5B, and 6;; . : " ,,{ 

Transfer of this wetland to the Base Stormwater Program will be considered; 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 tr;eatment of stormwater. The source 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 sediment'tcllemistry and toxitlity,tes~;results indicate some stress to the 
.benthic community. The Navy is recommending a feasibility study for Wetland 64. 

Section 10.2, Wetland SA/5B 
FDEP Comment: 
Wetland 5A and potentially 5B are impacted by Site 30 due to the presence of several volatile 
organic compounds (l,l-0ichloroethane, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, and vinyl chloride) dete9:eCil in 
surface water samples. These compounds" potentially represent degradation products of 
chlorinated solvents located in the Site 30 area. 

Other volatile compotmds (bromodichloromethan~, chloroform, and dibromocliloromethane) are 
potentially an artifact from tHe,potable water·supply release into WetlandBA. 

Transfer of this wetland to the Base Stormwater Program will be considered; however, the source 
of water into these wetlaflds needs to be identified. 

Response: . 
The groundwater to wetland sediment/surface water pathway is 'evaluated in the iRI 
report. ,"l11e,Navy'agrees that,the,trihalemethanes. may be related to the potable water 
supply release into 'Wetland SA. The Navy is recommending a fe~sibility study .for 
Wetland SA. However, toxicity testing performed in 2004 at Wetland SB do not 
indicate that constituents present are causing adverse acute or chronio· effe~ on 
benthic macroinvertebrates. The food"ctiaim mo,del' indicates' HQs less ,than 'one for 
PCBs, dieldrin, and BHC. Therefore, the Navy is recommending NFA for Wetland SB • 

. ' , 

Section 10.3 Wetland 3 
FDEP Comment: ' " 
IrlQs were high 'at sample locatiO!) 0303 for DDT (l84)r DOS (57), and 0011)(327). Resl;llts of the 
benthic toxicity :study indicate that ~edilTlentcdntaminants are, not bioavaila,ble; ,however,: toxi~ity 
samples were not collected at location 0303. Four VOCS (benzene, chlorobenzene, methylene 
chloride, and cis-1, 2-dichloroethene) were also detected in surface water samples and are 
potentially leaching from Site,!. ,iWetland.3 is directly impacted by discharge of gfQu(:ldwater. from 
Site 1 (aU 1) and should contil1ue: to be monitored in c::onjuntttion with remedial activities at $ite 1. 

4 



Response to FDEP Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16) 

NAS Pensacola Wetlands 
Dated April 9, 2001 

Response:' ,!i., ' ," , ' 

A\feaslbility.studyds ,recommended fof this site to address ,sublethal' effectsi'totthe 
tierithic:lZommunity. ' ' , '". ,.,' ," :. 

Section 10.4, Wetland 4D 
FDEP Comment: ' i (. ' 

Table 10-4-12 indicates a slight human health risk for the trespasser and maintenance worker,fl'om 
arSenic in' the sediments, carcinogenic:: risk for ,the' tresji)asser and maintenance., worker from 
arsenicl:,is 1. 67E-06 and 2.7111:-061, respectively; Arsenic::Js .FnCl)st.likely' attriIDtited to' ;nCl)l1'T,lal :herbicide 
application 'on the golf course where Wetland 4Bdsdocated. Sin~lthere is no apparent ecological 
risk at this wetland a no further action (NPA) decision is,;appropri~te.' '\ ' 

RespOnse: T 

Agreed. The arsenic is likely relatedl,to herbiCide application on thegolf,CQurser'and 
,Wetland 4D is approp'riate fOI!:NFA. " ,," i, , 

· ~ , , 

Section 10.5, Wetland 16 
, FDEP"Commenb ,;' I, : ,; 

The two VOCs (1, l-dichloroethane and chlorobehzene) tietected,in 5uri'aae 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 monitoring of the wetland may be ,required in 
conjutl~on with'monitoring of Site 1. ' " " 

f,' 

"'Rl'sponse: I', iii, ' I ,f 

The' Navy h.s' added some .additional. monitoring wells'at Site'i1<to assess groundwater 
contamination. 

Section £0.6, Wetland 18 ' " 
FDEP Comment: 
Wetland18A is'fed by,a groundwater seep originating from Site 1, (page 10:,6-1). 

;1 

Elevated HQs for chemicals in sediments include DDT (1512), DDD (762), DOE (130)~ arsenic 
(11.5), and naphthalene (8.6). 

DDT and PCBs' were cli:ttected in level,~:'flsh tissue. ""~s estimatedJorheron exposure tdtotal,DDT 
in fish tissue exceeded 1 (3.67) ,liiasedon feedihg'territory during the:, fall season.,' 1 

Further delineation of DDT is recommended for this wetland. In addition,. mOnitOring ,'of surface 
water may be required in conjunction with remedial activities at Site 1. " ' 

, 1 1- i ' ~, 

Res'pon'se:' rl " ' 

Detected pesticides are assessed in an :01:1 1 wfdeiwod chain'model. Napthalene is,not 
retained as a COPC in sediment after refinement. When normalized to TOC, PAHs are 
not,ldentified'8srisk drivers~"Arsehic" does riot, ex'teed 'its RV~), Parameters lretained 
after refinement are evaluated in the fate and transport analysiS to' ,determine if 
groundwater and/or storm water transport are valid pathways to the wetland surface 
water/sediment. 

5 



Response to FDEP Comments 
FinalRemedial 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 
Instru€tio',,' SSOO ... lF",!which contains the'Pensacola 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 
rFDEPComment:.i I' ',' 

Silver was detected at 0ne surface water sample location at a concentration of.24,500 IJg/L. This is 
potentially a data, entry error'!,(a duplicate of the value..-reported 'fdrsodium) that should be 
correcct:ed if necessary. The HQfor silver is not reported'on Table 10-7-4. t The freshwater surface 
water criteria of silver ,is 0.07 IJg/1.. (Ghapter ,62.,.302, FAG;:). 

A review of the surface flow conceptual model indicates that this wetland is potentially affec;:ted by 
; Wetlands 12 and '13. WetlanGh 11 (East,of Building 3644)' may also pbtentially impact;Wetland, 10 if 
an overflow culvert from Wetland 11 extends east under.a .road, into Wetlana 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 considered; however, the'soorce 
of water into these wetlands needs to be identified. 

Response: ',' , ' '. 
The silver concentration 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 
,recomme~ds a feasibility study' contingent upon a confirmatory sampling orm'etals at 
that location. 

Wetland 10.8, Wetland 12 
FDEP Comment: 
The Pensacola Partnering Te8m refelired, Wetland 12 to the State of. Florida Petroleum Program 
(qocumented in the September 19 and 20, 1006 Partnering Meeting Minutes). I agree with this 
decision. " 

Response: 
, Agreed. The, bilge watE;r, ,spill 'is, being 'investigated' under the state's petroleum 

program. Therefore, OERCLA has no authority to proceed • 

. Section 10.9~ Wetland 1 
FDEP Comment: ' , 
A potential source to Wetland 1 is Site 1 (OU1) Sanitary Landfill. Based on the discussion 
conducted during the March 28, 20001 Partnering Meeting, activities associated with Forrest 
Sherman, Fiela, may als.o, l:Iave been a,source·.for PAHs. '. ' 

, lihe'sQurce ef RAHsishoUld be confirmed., This wetlandwilbpotentially,requlre monitor;ing as part of 
the remedy,atSite 1. "'; , i.'!' ,'" (I,'; , ,. 

6 
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Response to FDEP Comments 
Final RemfM/ia!-Investigation Report Site 4:1 (Operable Unit :16) 

HAS Pensacola WetlandS 
200:1 

Response: ; . 
. 'Wetland&l·hasbeeo $u~ivid~ into'lA;:apd~~8. W,etle:n(J 1:4ls:~.Il":w~land, w.bjl~iJ..' is 

-8 $tQr,JII;w.atef,~d.reinilge"d'tch., ~PAHs w~re lnot d._~(hin VVt!tIJlPd '-4 ·an"~)!e",~lpw 
"theSwertz,MEC inIW~tlan.d'lIl. ".\ .. J' ''M' :~j , ' 

J -.,' ~ i t- ~ ", ' •• "i,} ':" );' '" 

Fate and transport analysis based on two associated Site I monitoring wells indicated 
that the storm water to wetlands media and groundwatea: to~w,etlimc:ls me,(ia R@tll.w.aYs 
are not valid for Wetland IA. ' !~: , 

, :'~{' 1 )"'i)i1'.d'~; , ri."'> .',.' ".-',)'; 'l ,n;,', .. "JC~~,.<.,,' "l; r . 
. ,WetI4ln.d 1B i$ an·open.;stQrm;waterdit(:h. ,lfh~s'_drainage ,dltc,h bfi'gil:\$ ,at'an outfall 

formect by twin 54-inch concrete pipes and~.mer'~.S.idoy(p$treamJ witll ,~M{.t.nd Jtv2. 
Sample locations 04IMOI0301 and 041MOI0401 were collected just downstream from 
,.this'·~outfaU~ . ,. 'A_revi~w;:',:;of th.e,'r,N.AS;Refl$A~Ola SWPPP'li'"l$how..$:" a"<~$Vstem' of 
undergro.pnd epn~te' pipe$! '~Ieading ,tpi\tbi$·,·,outfall. Yl~IJ'n4rlJ1 jisic .... I'l....,OllLy , bfoe.ing 
monitored under the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program in accordan.;lwith ~he 
Florida Generic Permit. 

,SectiOn'10.1G,,,Wetlandr.t5t,, , , , 
FDIiPittpmn1ent: ( it' 1,", ,:r~!!'",' .'! '., , 

,Metals (aIUlllirlll:JITl,7lilU;senie,,' beryllium, ,'@brQA).Iul'tl, ,~<:O~l!,leri irol)" lead,~, 'merq,JIM,,;,nip;kek ~nd.zinc) 
"",exeeed mariflfe sur:facre, watencc;:riteria <;It: sample.,looation', l$Q.1. " Sall1ple;' ~urbic;lity~;ex<;eeded :,!;QOO 

nephelometric turbidity units (NTUs) as reported in Table 4-1/; ," ,;" ' 

The source of mercury in the surface water should be identified. lrecomm.end'tb.i:lt a cQ,nfjultlf3tion 
surface water sample be collected to determine if NFA is appropriate for this we,~l6!I1(;h 

, -." ¥', ~," 

,RespO'n'Se: "', , .;;, ""'" , " ., r' "" !,.,'11 " ' 

.The Navy,:'8greedim resample at locati0i11501 fDr surfa~;wa~r.r Hpwever., tbe':lpcation 
. Ldid, not:"GOl1taln,',suifacei:·Viater.. The" pr:eviQus: .• -.nple ha"bee"'iQQU_.~ t'rPllI a 
;, ,depression ;.dug' ,.at, ,that; location ',and thJl",$~unple'""as' bigbl, ,'tu,rbjd5"Jmd not 

representative of the surface water media. 

The Navy continues to recommend no further action for this wetland based Qn<tb.e,data 
e.alllatian:r;~.sentedir:uhe Site ~l~RI:r:eport •. ,; .' . ,'<ft " 

Secticm lO.l4i,l,,';Wetland '6 r~ . .' ',. , . ' '" ';'n, 
FDEP Comment: ,,' x. } ,: . ," " ;', ' , 
A review of the surface flow conceptual model indicates that this wetland is affected by Wetland 5. 
Groundwater discharge into Wetland G from sites associated with QW2::and~Site ~a; (l':5!aev,i!llier:·,Field 
Pipe Leak Area) is also likely to occur. ·1"" 

The·(toAcziusions $,tate, that 'WEItiand Gis achanr.leUzed, ditcb without a,tviable 'f!quatic 'CQr:nmunjty; 
however" iHs ,stated0n page::l0::'.11-1' tJ!lat smaIHish"a.md:;.(i:raytlsh !JaVa b,(2en ,observed :in,.this 
wetlaRd. In addition, the. blue heron has been observe<:l;in,this;wetlandoflzoC!aaslon. 

1 '.; 
~ , , ,,'~, i ' 

Transfer of this wetland to the Base Stormwater Program will be considered; however, the source 
of water into this wetland needs to be identified. 
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( Response to FDEP Comments 
, Fina/JRemBdialInvestigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16) 

NAS Pensacola Wetlands 
Da,,~ed April ~ ,2001 

Response: .t' " '" ,:, 

':< fhi51iWetlanti/functiclJns'pritnatily'as' a· dta'inage ditch. ~ . "rhe food Ghain ,tn16deis'iritlicate 
i"a:Gc~ptal)l~''-risk,,;levels;,tCf predaltors;>:' The 'fate andtra'hsport~~nalysiS,,".evaluates the 

groundwater and storm water pathways from OU 2 to~the;':\Netland :lriedia ;CIs'well-as 
transport within the wetland. No further action is recommended for Wetland 6. 

Jh''1~~t{;:,·i1.,AT'~ ~:~·<-··-'>~:A.' ~<f,'~'l1'-t{t.1~·-~~ .;- ,,-- j-~;~~ ~oN'j<,.,,~;·%~; j,.\'{,:5 ':';.f::j ".~, ".r;" ll,; ;;~::<'" ~., •. ~) ~; 

Secrl:iof'l 10.1;2, Wetland'63A1/, ". J'" • 'i, ',' 'c·,,,,; 

FDEP Comment: !, •. !i :' ;. 

Metals (aluminum, cooper, iron, and lead) exceed surface water criteria at sample location 63A2. 
I~ ~ead wasHidentified' as""sOrfa€eq Ni3ter COpe. '·':,pr6bable'sOdFce':'rnch..ide:' Sit@t4 f(DredgEi'i Sp0ils 
,':'DisPosartAjieaY;~3'r'ld UHT'iSifef'@i'(Buildihg"2662)i ",j,' , " ;'·~;>."·t ,}; ,:,,'d ',;~ "'/': "">; 

'I recelnmend that.\ef d(!jnfifiTfati'G)n;~su'rfaGe water' sample "De i;:ollectelil and·,that groundwater; data 
i 'fFOm slfes~~djacent to' this'wetlahd be"l'eViewe!dkto:deterniine' if ahNFA~Clec;lsion' is'apprQPr:iate for 
this$w'etlafi'itnhiV' ::':;'1 i ;";,,,,,;", ':~I'"'; ,:'" .~,":, ' ", ",,1" "''J.,'"; ,~",,,~:, .;,"" "("~"'"J, "" ,.! 

Response: 
Location 6:3A2 was resampled for metals in 2004. Only ma'nganese'~aii'd: b'ariumwere 
retained as COPCs after refinement. Lead was not retained as a COPO'after refinement 

. 'fori's,j'rlac~iwater based' on ,the' 2004':samplil'l'g 'vent. ;!'The fategand,,;tra'risport ahalysis 
'evalUaites/stCihn wate'r and grouridwater:pathways to wetland 'media. 'The.weight.of 
evidence continues to support NFA. ' i;," '; .: ,i)', " ," 

se'cticfri·l0.13, Wetlaihd'48~ ;",':'" ';" .,: ~{ ";.: '" 
FDEP Comrriefit:,~\! ,,! ,,:,:'h,', "'::i" ,;' 1- " ',';' ' .. ,;],', 'r,,)'; 'f. 

DOD (2,'600 IJg/kg), DOE (620 IJg/kg), and DDT (240 IJg/kg) were detected at concentrations that 
. exceed sediment benchmark levels in sample 4801. Sediment HQs were elevated for.:'ODL')«12:U;'l), 
. :DIDE11(2,99)', ,;~mClf'IDID:p (201·'~iNO~<Z0PGs· were' identified'for sedime,hts';and sClliac:e water;' mowever, 

no:forrrfal W~G010gical'Q( hUman health 'risk; 'assessment' was C0nducted~~H;iJigh IT>G>if'and 'meta SOl lite 
"con'~e'ntratib'hs(JSh01l1Id~':be further''''evaltlated, "in 'erder ,to\jiGietermine~, nature:i!'ahd ,6!xtent"'of Jthe 
exceedance.+;' ",~, .? '. :,dj' ";'< "1 

Resp\:insefy ·.·,>.,·'1 ,i. ",y". ,,', .. : '" .. ,' r,:' .. ",,;., '" 'I.,i " . I},;;'" .... ,'j"" 

Pesticides/PCB concentrations have been·,;evahiated .in ·the, Remaining '<Wetlands'.food 
chain model. Formal ecological and human health risk assessments have been 
conducted on Wetland 48. However, no connection to an IR:siteClan, lie{established. 
The most likely source of the pesticides is road side application. ' r '\} :: 

<!'q-):'f!:,v'-l ;' j ;"i_::J ',,- '4 ,'i' J"~',,.~,r ••. ~ ~j ,{: ,:-. :'; "\ 

"Settiotr'iIl!OJlf4, Wetla'nd 49: '., .. : ',' " ' " , 
FDEP Comment: ' '. t" l, 

This wetland is apparently self-contained with Wetland 51 and surface water enters the wetlands 
,"oJiI9 'ch:lring'rainy .j:>6li'ibds;, ,~\A'fLielrelease (SiteA9i Fuel 'Farm Ripelil'le. Leak) occurred, near the 
Wetlan(f'49"area~'i'fI) 1958t rN0, sediment, 'or surfacei'Water copes ,were'"iidel'ltified.· Public access is 
restricted to WetlandASrdtJe.t{)'otheiproximity 0f- Forrest Sherman, Field'and the DaSe pistol 'range. I 
agree with a no further action decision for this wetland. 

,~ ,. . , 1:~~;;. I ' •• \ ~'i'~.; , ;,~. i,' , I."" j l 
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Response to FDEP Comments 
Fina/Remedial Investigation Report Site 41. (Operable Unit 1.6) 

NAS Pensacola Wetlands 
Dated April 9, 2001. 

Response: , 
The Navy has evaluated Wetland 49 using food chain models, mean ERM, q~otients, ~nd 
TOC .. normalization of vecs, and RAHs. " .The multiple lin~s o{ . evidence ~ntin.ue to 
SUPPQrt, NFA.· ' 

SectiQg 10.1~, Wetlapd'13 
FDEP Comment: 

, , 

Twenty-one metals were detected in one surface water sample. The sample is reporteg. W,have a 
high, tl;l~bidity (greater;. that .1,000 NTLJs);. Since ther~ is nQ ~l1l1anent ~tanping water in this 
wetla.na .and sample, tyrbicUty prpbably,contr;ibuted to the detecrtionof me,tal~1 I qgree yvittl aQ NFA 
decision.,: . 

, , + j 

Response: 
A rewsampling event in 2004 was attempted, but the wetland contained no surface 
water. Therefore, the original sample is not representative' of the surfa~~ WQter, m~ia. 
The Navy recommends NFA. 

, . 
section 10.lS, Wetland 17 '. 
FDEP Comment:,. 
Site 1 (OU) is the only site that may potentially impact Wetland 17. A no further action decision 
will be considered for Wetland 17; however, surface water monitoring may be required in 
conjunction. with monitorimsrat Site 1. , " 

". 'j , 

.-Respon'5e: .' ", , 
"rhe surface water location was resampled in ·20.04 ,for metals, ~nd thalliul'Jl rel'Jlained 
above its criteria. The fate and transport analysis evaluated the groundwater to 
wetland, surface water pathway. The pathway was not ,validated fQIiI -t,l)aIliLlm. No 
COPCs were retained after refinement for sediment. Therefore, the ~c:mWJt:limmt levels 
do' not warrant further action at Wetland 17. . , 

Section'10.17, Wetlanc.:l,l~' .. .' 
FDEP Comment: 
The location and conceptual surface water flow indicated that this wetland is probably aCGl;ilpting 
storm water runoff,'from :Sherman ~ield duriog- neClVY rain event~ and directing therul"lof:fUoward 
Reaoubt Bayou. tAacess'to thJs:area woMld'be'restriq:eGt due~to·the airfield. '! 

, '> 1.,- ': , , '. .' ~ '1. > _, 

The Partnering Team decided that an NFA decision for Wetland 1.9 was .. appropriate (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 totne ba.~ storm wate~ program. 
As shown on Figure 15-1, the Redoubt Bayou area is monitored at Outfall 30 n.ealt the. eQd of 
WetlandW2. 

Be_ponse: , " L _ 

Location, 0 .• lW::ls9Ad"was,r::esampled in 2004 for metal$ tp v.erlfy th.e eJ((;.edan~s.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 Wetla.nd 19. 
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Response to FDEP Comments 
Final RemetJlallnvestigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16) 

NAS Pensacola Wetlands 
Da(ed April ~ 2001 

Section 10.18, Wetland 52 
'FDEP'Con1ment':' 0: " . ,', 

Based 'orHhe'surfactfflew ooneeptual model, this wetlah1d is reeeivh1g storm water o'l1erfiow'from 
Wetland Wi and is possibly impacted from NAS Fuel Farm, Sherman Field, and UST Site! 1S ,(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 prbgram is appropriate;;,· 

Response: ., , ;. 
The fate' and transport analysis evaluates storm water and groundWater; discharge to 

'~wetlands 'media pathways.' TO'C nc)'rmalized PAH eoncentratians1arelesSthan thtf'TEC. 
In addition, the food chain models indicate an HQ of less than 1 for dieldrin. yThe 
multiple lines of evidence indicate that the contaminantS do n~t warrant further 
evaluation. 

! ,J? 

"Se'cftionlO.19tWetlan'd 56 
FDEP Comment: 
The wetland receives stormwater runoff from Sherman Field and has an active NPDES permit for a 
stormwater outlet. This wetland should be transferred to the Base Storm 'Water Compliance 
Program. 

Response: 
As presented in Section 15.2, no parameters were ,retained "sfter refinement, 'for 
sediment. The food-chain model for the remaining wetlands do not indicate an adverse 
risk to predato~. In addition, TOC normalized PAHs did not exceed the TEC~ Therefdte, 
'a)ntaminanB'do no~ warrant furthe'f'lnveStigation; ", ' ' 

, Section' ;:110';20,.. Wetlarld ,5'7 : V' ' 

FDEP'Gon'fMent: . .\; , ' 
The wetland receives stormwater runoff from Radford' Blvd. This)' wetland shQuld: pOssibly, be 
transferred to the Base Storm Water Compliance Program. The Navy shoulQ consider collecting a 
confirmation surface water sample in order to determine if NFA is appropriate fbr this Wetland .. ' , 

, , 

'Response:" ", ',,', 
As" 'p'resented in' Section ,1;5;3, no parameters' were' retained after' refinement for 
sediment. The food";chain model for the'remahliil'g(wetlands do not indicate al'l adverse 
risk to predators. In addition, TOC normalized PAHs did not exceed the TEC. Therefore, 
coritalriin8'ntS:do' not'warrant further investigatio'n~ , i·. 

t,~ , 

Section lO.21,··Wetland'58' 
FDEPComMent: -' 
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 colleot:in{ij a 
confirmati6n'surfaa!'watersample in' onder to determine if'NFA IS'appropriafe:for~,thIS)wetlal'ld< 

f " 

Response:' i' ,,",' 'I " • 

As presented in Section 15.4, only two SVOCs were retained after refinement for 
sediment. The food-chain model for the remaining wetlands do not indicate an adverse 
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Response to FDEP Comments 
,final Remedial Investigation Report Site 41 (Operable Unit 16) 

!VAS Pensacola Wetlands 
2001 

risk to predators. In addition, TOC normalized PAHs did not exceed the TEe. Therefore, 
,GOn~minants do, nQt;~warrant"urther investlgation. 

Section 10.22, Wetland 638 
FOEP Comment: .' ' 
Since this wetland is only receiving storm water runoff, an NFA is appropriate fOFithlswetlandl" 

~, , " 

Response: 
"rhe Navy agrees ti1at NFA is appropriate. 

~~ion 10,23;, Wetlal1d,7,2., .. ' '; ,: - '!, , ) + (:", \, ,'", 

FOEP Comment: 
Aluminum, silver, and thallium exceeded their respective surface water,cniteria. ,HQs wel\e sligbtly 
elevated or cooper (2.08) and f1uoranthene (1.06) in sediments. HQs were ,elevated,; for 
'aluminum'(,10),silver~(6Z!8)/'a.ndthallium €1.3),lnsurfa<re-water. i " ';"; 

Wetland 72 receives discharge by stormwater piping from Wetland Wi in the Sherman Field Area. 
The report states that no sediment nor surface water COPCS were identified. It is not'de.ar:~where 
,tbe,;soUitce of silver; originates froom.;and ,hew it was' not-oonsiderecha,;COPCr 

Since this wetland is receiving stormwater runoff from Sherman Fieldl tllle wetland, should possibly 
be transferred to the Base Storm Water Compliance Program. The navy should oonsidercOllecting 

. a confirmation : SI:I rface , water':sample in ordeF to' determine,JflNFA is apprO]'i)liiate for this wetlancl:,· 
; ,) "j t -I 

Response: 
A confirmation surface water sample was collected from Wetland 72 in April of 2004. 
ffhe'·.onIY'sutfa£e waterJ ,parameter!1retained"·raiter "refinement Is: ,b,arilA.mi' j~r:he'f;,TOC 
normalized PAHs are less than the TEC and the food-chain models do not indicate an 
adverse risk to predatorS. The Navy recommends NFA for this wetland. '" 

Section,.10.24, Wetl,,~d 19 ; , .)1 

FOEP Comment: . " " " , , 
Wetland 79 no longer exists since being filled in with concrete debris around 1995 (approved by 
Corps of Engineers). No surface water samples could be taken. No sediment COPCs were 
'idel\ltjfietlin1theassessment. .. ~'\ " ", ,', . . , " 

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 suitable wetland habitat remains, I" agree vvith' a NFA 
decision fodNetland 79. .; i 1'(' . ;, .," 

,Re$ponse:!r,"", '" :-1' , 

Because the wetland has been filled, it is not presented in the 2005 version"of,~e'RI 
report. 

Section 10.25, Wetlan4W:~ 
FOEP 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. 
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Response to FDEP Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report Site 41. (Operable Unit 1.6) 

NAS Pensacola Wetlands 
Dated April 4 2001. 

:Response: " ' " 
Outfall 030 at the northern extent of Wetland W2 is monitored, under the StOrm Water 
Monitoring Program. 

Section 10.26, Wetland 25 
FDEP Comment! 
Wetland 25 was identified as a reference wetland since there is no apparent connection to any 
CERCLA site and is located in an undeveloped area of the Base. 

" 
Response: 
Agreed. Wetland 25 is a reference wetland and is not prese'nted;in ~the Final RI Report. 

SeCtion'10~27, Wetland 2:7' 
FDEP Comment: ' '\ !, 

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

RespOnse:, . 
Agreed. Wetland 27 is a,reference wetland and is not presented inithe'Final RI Report. 

Section r!10.27, Wetland 32 
FDEP Comment:" ,', ' 
Wetla'nd 32 was identified, as a reference wetland sihce there ·is no:.;appatent connection to 'any 
CERCLA site and is located in an undeveloped area of the Base. 

,ResponSe: '": ' . ,," ' 
Agreeil. Wetland 32 iszs reference wetland 'and is not presented,ojn the'final RI,Report. 

" , 

Section 10.29, Wetland 33 '"" , ' 
FDEP Comment: 
Wetland 33 was identified as a reference wetland since there is nb }appareht conRed:ionto any 
CERCLA site and is located in an undeveloped area of the Base. ' 

": 1; . '/ 

Response:' 
Agreed. Wetland 33 is a reference wetland and is not presented in the Final RI Report. 

Section 10.30; Wetland W1 
FiDEP Comment: 
Wetland W1 is a mowed swale that collects surface water runoff from the'Sherman Field airfield 
and directs it off site and drain pipes to Wetland 52. Since this wetland is receiving storm water 
runoff from Sherman Field, the wetland should be transferred to the base storm water compliance 
program." ': I '. 

Response: 
Wetland W1 is being investigated under FDEP's petroleum program., 
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Section 10.31, Wetland 75 
FDEP Comment: 

Response to FDEP Comments 
Final Remedial Investigation Report Site 4J (Operable Unit J6) 

NAS Pensacola Wetlands 
Dated April 9, 200J 

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. 

13 


	Back to Index

