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RHODE ISLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
235 Promenade Street, Providence, RI 02908-5767 TDD 401-222-4462 

7 December 20 I 0 

LTC Randall K. Church 
Rhode Island Am1Y Nationa l Guard 
Camp Fogarl)' 
2841 South County Trail 
East Greenwich, RI, 028 J 8 

RE: Military Munitions Response Program 
Draft Final Work Plan/Site Inspection 

National Guard response to RIOEM Comments 
Submitted 2 December 20 J O. dated 1 December 20 J 0 

Dear LTC Church; 

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management. Offi ce of Waste 
Management (RJDEM) has reviewed the above referenced document and has the following 
comments to orrer; 

1. Page 2. Figure \- 1. SI Process - Wit h respect to this now chan it should be revised 
to reflect that the regu lators and stakeholders should be involved in the TPP Process. 
For the Further Action Recommended diamond the yes portion should go to a 
NTCRA or a TCRA not the imminent Threat Present diamond. The Proceed to 
Removal Phase docs not allow for in-situ or on site treatment. Please revise. 

Na tiOlwl C uard Response - Figure I- I has been revised (Attachment 1) as 
follows: 
Regulators and stakeholder involvement has been added at several points in the 
diagram .. " Inte rim Action" was substituted for "Removal Phase" to indicate the 
potential for a removal or other remedial action. The Project Closeout was 
replaced with "Rcmedial Invcstigation". The " Imminent Threat Present" diamond 
was retained since it is used to different iate between immediate response act ions 
versus moving to a different response action (i.e., remedial invcstigat ion).Revised 
Figure is attached Attachment 1. 

RIU EM Comm ent - Response is OI cccptOlblc , 

o 30% post_con~um'" fiher 



2. Page 5, Section 1.7.1. Summary Repol1 for Camp Fogarty Firing Range Site 10 
(Ilalliburton NUS. 9/94) - This paragraph notes the Mel.. for lead in water at 5 mg/1. 
The correct MCL is 15 ug/I. Please revisc. 

National G u:u-d Response - Section 1.7. 1 has been corrected as requested. 

IlJO EM Comment - Rcsponse is :lcceptable. 

3. Page 6, Section 1.7.3, Environmental Assessment (EA) (2009) - This paragraph 
states that an environmental assessment was conducted by RIARNG in May 2010 
and the results of this study show no significant impact either environmentally or 
socio·economically ~ a result of this project. Please state what kind of studies. were 
conducted and what criteria were used to draw this conclusion. RlDEM would be 
particularly interested in any sampl ing resu lts that were obtained. 

:ttional G uard I~esponse - The environmental assessment (EA) was prepared in 
accordance with the Nationa l Environmenta l Policy Act (NEPA). and its 
implementing regulations as published by the Council on Environmental Qual ity 
(40 Code or Federal Regu lat ions [CrR] 1500-1508) and 32 CFR 651, 
Environmenta l Analysis of Army Actions; the Army National Guard Manual fo r 
Compliance with the National Environmenta l I>o licy Act of 1969 [NEPA 
ll ruldbook 2006 edition] and Army National Guard Rea l Estate Manual for 
Federal Property). TIle potential environmenta l eITects resuhi ng from the 
implementation of the Proposed Act ion and the alternativcs to the Proposed 
Action includi ng the No Action Alternative were ana lyzed within th is 
environmental assessment. The assessment was based principally on existing data 
available about the site. No independent sampling was conducted as part of the 
EA. This information has been added to Section 1.7.3. 

IUD EM Comment - If no sl.Imllles were obta ined (s urf~l cc/sub-s urf:lce soil, 
groundw:ltcr, sediment , etc.) it is not clenr how ;I determinlltion of no 
significan t impact could be obtained unless the existing dllta were f~'irly 

complete. RIDEM wo uld be interes ted in r eviewing this dat:l . 

4. Page 6. Section 1.7.4. Geotechnical Engineering Report (Jacobs. 2009), Paragraph 2 
• This paragraph indicates that there were 13 test borings of which three became 
monitoring we lts (with construction detai ls) and five test pit excavations. Further on 
in the paragraph there is discussion of piezometers Please state what analytical 
samples, if any, were obtained for the weils, test pits and piezometers. 

N:lliollal G uard Response - The object ive of the geotechnical investigation was 
10 conduct a geotechnica l engince ring analys is and develop an engineering report 
with specific earthwork. foundation design. and construction recommendations 
for the proposed building. The piezometers were installed to monitor water levels 



as part orthe geotechnical analysis; no analytical samples were collected rrom the 
piezometers or in conjunction with Ihe other geotechnicallasks. 

RID EM Comm ent - Th e response addresses the piezometers, but does not 
address the monitoring wells or test pits. 

5. Page 6, Section 1.7.5. Soil sampling (RlARNG, July 2009) - This paragraph notes 
that three lead samples were takcn which ranged from 220 to 450 mgfkg and then 
ciles the RIDOI-Ilead regulations. Please be advised that urness someone lives at this 
site the RIDOH lead regu lations do not apply. The proper regulations 10 cite are thc 
RIDEM Remediation Regulat ions. "nle direct exposure criteria is 150 mglkg for 
residential use and 500 mglkg for commercial/industrial usc. The military base 
would fall under commerciallindustria l usc and would require an environmental land 
usc restriction (ELUR)·to prevent residential use based on the results obtained. 

Nationlll GUllrd H.esponse - Table 1.7.5 has been revised as requested. 

RIOEM Comment - Response is llceeptable. 

6. Page 15, Section 3.3, Digital Geophysical Mapping (DGM) and Intrusive 
Investigation, Paragraph 2 - It appears that any live munitions found during the 
investigation will be disposed of on site through detonation. Based on the 
infonnation contained in Appendix M, the munition with the greatest fragment 
distance expected is the 81 mm mortar. In an uncontrolled silllation the fragment can 
be propelled 1299' from the delOnation site. In a controlled situation the fragments 
are expected to go no farther than 200'. Based on the Figure provided it would 
appear there is a possibility in the controlled detonation scenario that fragments 
could make its way to the clover-leaf associated with Route 4 and South County 
Trail. Please state if it is possible to move the controlled detonation location sllch 
that there is no possibility of fragments making there way ofT the Camp Fogarty 
property. 

Nat ionll l G uard Response - This information is addressed in the Explosive Site 
Plan (ESP). Section 7(e). Page 2 of the ESP, Appendix M, states: 

"Any occupied buildings or public roadways in the MSD areas during MEC 
operations wi ll be evacuated and/or roadways blocked to prevcnt non-essential 
personnel from entering during the conduct ofMEC operations. For roadways 
which cannot be blocked guards will be postcd and work will halt whcn a vehicle 
enters the MSD:' 

Section 8(b), I>uge 3. of the ESP states that if a MEC item is determined 
acceptablc to move it may be moved to an area within the MRS to minimize 
evacllation of roadways or buildings. 

This infonnation wi ll a lso be added to Section 3.3 



RIOEM Comment - n.esponse is ~Icceptllble. 

7. Page 15. Section 3.4, Soil Sampling, First Sentence - The first scntence states that 
soil samples will be comprised of discrete, composite. or multi-incremental samples. 
Please be advised that RJDEM only accepts discrete soil samples. Soils that are to be 
disposed of at an approved facil ity can be composite. This comment also applies to 
sections 3.4.1 through 3.4.4. 

Sections 3.4.1 through 3.4.3 indicate that the maximum depth of soil sample is 6". In 
Section 3.4.4 it is not clear how deep soi l samples arc to be taken. The concern is 
that many of the analytes being sampled for can perchlorate through the soil strata. 
RIDEM considers surface soil to be the tpp two feet and subsurface soil to be below 
that. Subsurface soils also need to be obtained. 

National Guard Response - Multi-incremental and composi te sampling are being 
conducted in accordance with the request from EPA and based on the 
recommended standard technical approach for munition response sites. For 
munitions constituents. both composite and multi-incremental sampling have been 
shown. in peer-reviewed studies, to generate representative site data because the 
contaminants arc typically released through aerial dispersion. Discrete samples 
under these conditions will often yield non-detects. Multi-incremental sampling is 
actually considered to be the more conservative sampling mcthod. 

In terms of depth of soi l sampling. both explosives and metals are contaminants 
which adhere to soi l and vertical migration is likely to be minimal in this 
environmental setting. Because of the shallow groundwaler, evidence of 
subsurface migralion Qf contaminants, below 2 fect, should be evident in the 
shallow groundwater samples. If surface soi l OR groundwater samples show 
concentrations of contaminants above act ion levels. delineation of the vert ical 
extent of contaminants will be proposed as part of a time-critical removal action 
or other response action. 

IUI>EM Comment - IUDEM dis<lgrees with the st:ltement tlUlt rnulti­
incrementlll sampling is conservative. In lIlulti-incremcnhtl sampling ~I 

number of s:lInples are t:lken over the site ,and cOlllposited which essenti:llly 
provides lin ~lverage concentration over the llrea investigated depending on 
sampling loe~ltion. It docs not identify hot-sllO( arCl.IS or :;\rus of non-delcct. 
Of p:uticul:lr concern is th~It obvious Itot jpols are avoided ill tlte .mmpling. 
B<lsed on discussions with staff nHlny Shltes do not accept this sampling 
llppro<lch even though USEPA m .. y promote it. RJDEM docs not accept it for 
the re<lsons noted below. 

With respeel 10 cOIllPosite sampling, RIOEM will accept it provided Ihe 
N:I(ion:ll CUllrd multiplies the result by the number of slllnpics that went into 
the composite. For eX:Hnplc, in the pinwheel approach RIDEM would expect 
the s:unpling result to be multiplied by 7 (one for each of the 6 pieces of Ilie 



:md the center sample). For the multi-incrcmental sumilling approach this 
could involve potentially hundreds of samples dellcnding upon the size of the 
site. 

Please be advised th;lt RIDEM h:1S been involved in about a dozen MMRJ' 
sites from both the Army Corps of Enginecrs and thc Navy (with USEPA 
involvcmcnt) and discreet sampling has bcen the norm. 

RJDEM rcquires that all reasonable media be invcstig:lted. For this sitc that 
would include surface soil, sub-surface soil and groundwater. With respect to 
sub-surface soil it is clear that the top soil has been disturbed as evidenced by 
the construction of berms and subsequent des!ruction of some of the berms. 
Metals, :lS well as the tri-nitro-tolucne products can migrate through thc soil 
below a depth of 2' from the surfuce. Therefore, RJ DEM rc-itcr:ltes th:lt sub­
surface soil samples should :llso be collected as part of this study. 

8. Appendix E (QAPP), Figure 10-2, Conceptual Site Model - Please define the 
acronym "MCOC". In addition, the following are concerns with this Figure: 

a) Under the Receptors section there are two divisions for human receptors. 
Please explain what each division is for as opposed 10 the one division for 
ecological receptors. 

b) Under the Exposure Media, please explain why there is no direct link 
between surface/subsurface so il and incidental ingest ion and dennal contact. 
If there is con tamination this would seem to be a primary means of 
transporting contaminates from source to receiver. 

c) Under Source Media please explain why there is 110 direct link between 
Surface Water and Sediment. Il would seem that fauna living in the wetlands 
would be directly impacted by any contamination within the wetlands, thus 
providing a direct link. 

N:ltiomll Guurd Response - A "MCOC" is a munitions contaminant of concern. 
Definition of this acronym has been added. 

8a) The second division was intended for residential (as opposed to industrial) 
human receptors. Because there are no residential receptors applicable to the 
MRS, this extra division will be deleted. 

8b) A link will be added 

8e) The wetlands and surface wa ter arc in an undisturbed area where there are no 
known activities that are suspected to have caused a re lease - in CE RCLA 
vernacular. there is no contaminant SOURCE in the wetland area. Ilowevcr. a 



link IS provided indicating that erosion from upland areas and groundwater 
discharges could impact sediment and surface water in that area under Exposure 
Media. So although there is no source in the wetland area. there is a route of 
migration to the wetland area that accounts for potential impacts. 

RII>EM Comment - The responses for 8, 8a, 8b and 8c arc ;'leeeptable though 
for 8a the residenthll section should be kept :.IS a baseline condition and 
under 8c a sediment lind surface W:lter sample should be taken to insure that 
erosion and/or groundwater has not impacted the wetland. 

9. Appendix E, Page 10-6, Human Receptors - The residential scenario should also be 

co~sidered as a baseline condition. 

Nlttionnl Guard I~esponse - Consideration of residential receptors would be 
included in a risk assessment as a component of the potent ial fu ture use scenario, 
if a Remedial Investigation is required. However, this is a Site Inspection, and 
residential receptors are not current receptors to be included in our Conceptual 
Site Model. 

RJDEM Comment - As p~lrt of the MMI~J) the N:ltional GU:lrd is to produce:ln 
MRSPP (Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol) which in a sense is a 
risk ~lSSeSSmellt. The residential scenario should be included liS a baseline to 
determine if unacceptable risk exists. 

10. Appendix E, Page 10-6, Ecological Receptors - This section states there are no 
threatened or endangered species implying that ecological receptors are not going to 
be considered. While there are no threatened or endangered species the ecological 
receptors that do exist on site sti ll need to be considered. 

National Guard Response - For munitions and explosives of concem (Explosive 
hazard) as a "contaminant", only endangered and threatened species arc 
considered as potential receptors. not all ecological receptors. This is because 
explosive risk is only a hazard to the individual. not an entire population. For eco­
receptors. only individuals that belong to threatened and endangered species arc 
potentially significantly impacted (i.e., it is important if one Dodo bird is killcd, 
but not if one Robin is killed). henee the need for the specification of threatened 
and endangered species. I f munitions constituents were identi fied as contaminants 
released at the site. the ri sk to all species (not just threatened and endangered 
species) would be assessed at the Remedial Investigation phase relative to the 
specific compounds/analytes. 

RIDEM Comment - I'rotection of ecological receptors is nol limited to 
thrc:ltened lind endangered species. It includes ~IJI ecologic:" receptors. This 
~Ispect needs to be evaluated as part of the MM RI' study. 

II. Appendix E. Page 11-2, Soil Sampling - This section notes that composite samples 
will be taken at variolls locations (l3enn Area. Range Floor Area both disturbed and 



undisturbed area). Please see comment #7. RIDEM docs not accept composite 
s<1lnplcs except ror disposal purposes. 

Nntiolwl Guard RcsllOnsc - Please see Response #7 

RIDEM Commcnt - 1)lcl15C scc RIOEM Commcnt fn. 

12. Appendix E, Table 11·1·1. Sample Summary and Rationale Berm Area - Please be 
advised that RIDEM considers surrace soil to be the first two rcct or depth and 
subsurface soi l to be greater than two reet be low ground surface. As noted in 
comments 7 and 11 RlDEM does not accept composite samples. Please revise the 
Table accord,i ngly. 

N11tiomll G U:lnl Rcsponse - Please see Response #7. 

RJOEM Commcnt - Pleasc sce RIOEM Commcnt #7. 

13. Appendix E. Table 11·3, Soil Analytical Methods, Reporting Limits, and Screening 
Levels - For screening levels RIDEM has a direct exposure criteria ror beryllium or 
0.4 mg.lkg (residential) and 1.3 mglkg (commerciaVindustrial). Selenium 390 mglkg 
(residential) and 10.000 mglkg (commerciallindustrial) For chlorobenzene 210 
mglkg (residential) and 10,000 mg/kg (commercial/industrial). Please add these to 
this Table as no value is current ly provided. There does not appear to be a similar 
Table ror groundwater. Please note that RIDEM has classi fied the grOlUldwater 
under this site as GAA. 

Na tion:ll Guard Respo nse · Table 11·3 wi ll be revised as indicated. Table 11-4 
lists the groundwater Analytica l Methods. Reporting Limits, and Screening 
Levels. 

RIOEM COlllment - Ilcs llonse is lICCCllI:lbl c. 

14. Appendix E. Page 14- 1, Digital Geophysical Mapping (DGM) and Intrusive 
Investigation - This section states that the area will be divided into 100' x 10()" grids 
to racil itate data management. Page IS. Section 3.3 or the Work Plan states the area 
will be divided in 200' x 200' grids for the same purpose. Please clariry which 
section is correct. 

N:tlional Gu:t rd Res Jlonsc · QAPP. Appendix E, Page 14·1. last paragraph. rourth 
sentence was revised to indicate 200 by 200 foot grids. 

RIUEM Comment - Ilcsponse is ,lcccI11:thlc. 

15. Appendix E. Page 15· I 7. Table 15·7 · Massachusetts has a standard for perchlorate 
or 1.0 ug/I. Calirornia or6.0 ug/I and USEP/\ considering 6.0 ug/I? QL is 6.67 ug/1. 



Nution:d Gunrd Response - Noted. 

RI DEM Commcnt - Responsc is accepta ble. 

16. Appendix E. Page 16-1, QAPP Worksheet # 16 - This Table notes that the Site 
Inspect ion report will be prepared in December 2010. Sampling will 1110st likely 
occur sometime between November and Deccmber 2010. Please note that to get 
va lidated data takes approximately 6 months. Please confinn that the Site Inspection 
Report will be started in December. not completed at this time. 

Nationul Guard Response - Worksheet #16 has been revised as indicated . 

• 
RJOEM Comment - Response is ~Icceptable. 

17. Appendix E. Page 25-1, QA PP Worksheet #25. Analytica l Instrument and 
Equipment Maintenance. testing, and Inspection Table - The frequency of 
maintenance. testing and inspection is listed as daily for all equipment. Where 
appropriate the calibration of equipment should be tested at the end of the day to 
insure there has been no "drift" in the measurements. This should be included in this 
worksheet. 

Nationa l G uard Response - Equipment ca libration is conducted in accordance 
with the EPA method protocol and laboratory SOP. "Daily" in the frequency 
co lumn will be revised to indicate "Dai ly in accordance with the SOP". 

HJDEM Commcnt - Rcsponse is accephlble. 

18. Appendix I - There is no Appendix J which should be Tcchnical Project Planning 
(TPI» Worksheets. 

Nation:ll G U:lrd Response - Appendix I wi th the TPP Worksheet will be 
included. The TPP Worksheet is attached (Attachmcnt 2). 

RIDEM Comment - Response is ucceptllblc. 

19. Appendix L. Guidance Document for "Usc of Sandbags for Mitigation of 
Fragmentation and Blast Effects Duc to Intent ional detonation of Munitions" - This 
scction ends after Page L-6, prior to providing any usefu l infonnation. Please 
provide the rest of the document. 

N:ltio n ~l l G U ~lrd Response - Appendix L will be included in its cntirety. A copy 
has been attached to thesc comment responses. 

RII)EM Commcnt - rcs l}onsc is ll CCCI}tllblc. 



20. Appendix 0 - Please provide th is appendix which is supposed to be Standard 
Operating Procedures. 

Na tional Guard Response - Reference to Appendix 0 will be deleted. All SOPs 
are included in Attachmcnt A of Appendix E QAPP. 

RJDEM Comment - nesponse is accept:lble. 

21. Appendix P, Environmental Protection Plan, Section 4.1 Site-Specific Mitigation 
Procedures - This section notes that liquid wastes wi ll be disposed of in accordance 
with Delaware Regulations. RIOEM would prefer that RIDEM Policy Memo 95-01 
"Guidelines for the Management of Investigation Derived Wastes" be followed. In 
addition, please explain how the solid waste generated from the borings and wells 
will be disposed of. 

Nation:11 Guard Response - Section 4.1 of the Environmental Protection Plan has 
been revised to rcfercnce RIOEM Policy Memo 95-01 "Guidelines for the 
Management of Investigation Derived Wastes [lOW]". Liquid waste will be 
stored in drums and characterized. Solid lOW will be used as backfill for the 
wells. ifpossible. Excess solid lOW will be stored in drums and characterized. 

IUDEM Com mcnl - H.csponsc is llcccplllb ic. 

22. Appendix P. Page P-4, Section 4.1.8, lOW & Page P-5, Section 4.2.4. 
Decont<lminmion and Disposal of Equipment This section notes that lOW will be 
stored as indicated in section 1.6.1. There is no Section 1.6.1 in this Appendix. 
Section 1.6 in the main Work Plan is entitled "Future L<lnd Usc". lOW should be 
handled as noted in Comment 2 1, above. 

Nation:.1 Cuard Response - The referenced section has been changed from 1.6.1 to 
4.1. 

RIDEM COllllllcnl - llcsponsc is lICCCplllblc. 

23. Appendix Q. Page Q-4, Figurc I-I, Project Quali ty Control Organizational Chan 
This Figure docs not allow for Stakeholder and Regulatory input. Please revise to 
<lllow for this input. 

Nlilion:ll GU:lrd RCSI)OnSC - Appendix Q Project Qua li ty Control Organizational 
Chart was amcnded to provide for Stakeholder and Regulatory input. See 
(Attachmcnt 3) 

RIDEM Coml1lcnt - Ilcsllonsc is ncccphlbic. 

24. Appendix Q. page Q-I O. Section 1.7. 1 General Equipment Calibration/Maintenance 
Requirements - Where appropriate. equipment ca libration should be checked at the 



end of thc day to cnsure the reading are still accurate. Il is not clear ifSeetion 1.7.1.6 
(Post-Operational Chccks) addresses thi s concern. 

Nutional G uard Response - Scction 1.7.1.1 was revised to indicate that analog 
geophysical instruments would be checked twice daily and 1. 7 .1.6 was rcvised to 
indicate that analog geophysica l instruments wi ll be field checked at the end of 
the day to ensure they are functioning properly and instrument sensitivity is 
adequate to dctcct MEC items of interest. The Digital Geophysical Investigation 
Plan, Appendix N, Section 8 addresses pre- and post- daily instrument testing of 
digital geophysical instruments. 

RIOEM Comment - Response is :ICCCl,>illblc. 

25. General COllllllent 11 is understood the Rhode Island Army Nati onal Guard is 
conducting an MMRP study of this si te. This site is part of the NCBC National 
Priorities Listed Site. Due to the active nature of Camp Fogarty thc Navy was only 
able to investigate a small disposal area in the nonhern ponion of the property. A 
Record of Decision for the disposal area was processed on 30 June 1998 
recommending no further action for both soi ls and groundwater. The MMRP study 
site is about 1500 fcct away from this fonner disposal area. 

The current MMRP study is unusual in the sense that it is being conductcd so that 
the construction of an office building and parking area can take place in the very 
near future. It is strongly recommcnded that a mini site inspection also be conducted 
to insurc that a safe working environment is being provided for the people that will 
be working at this location. This would include surfacc. sub-surface and 
groundwater samples. Meta ls. VOCs. SVOCs. pesticides and PCBs should be 
sampled for. 

Nl.ltional G U:lrd RcslJOnsc - Camp Fogarty is a part of the Davisvil le NCBC NPL 
Sitc. The availab le records do not indicatc that there was any suspicion of 
contamination in the areas that include the project sitc at the time that the ROD 
for Site 10. located on Camp Fogarty, Was signed. The current SI wi ll eva luate all 
of the known or suspected potential hazards on the project site related to range 
usc. and. as sllch. is focused 011 munitions and munitions consti tucnts (including 
explosives. prope llants and metals in surface so il and groundwater) and the 
potentia l that these contaminants were released to the septic system. In order for 
the Army National Guard to conduct othcr characterizat ion of the site, there must 
be some known or suspect rclease per CEReLA, in order to obligate funds. Other 
than the range activ ities and potential for disposa l in the old range building sept ic 
system, there are no known activities that would suggest a release of hazardous 
substances occurred. There must be a regulatory requ irement for any additional 
study to be conducted beyond the CERC LA requirement. Without an additional 
regulmory driver for sampl ing, the scope of the project is limited by fiscal 13\\ to 
the address the range contaminants and contaminants in the septic system. if any. 



IUDEM Comment - There have been more tlum .10 MMRP sites in Rhode 
Ishmd thllt have been evaluated by both the Army Corps of Engineers :md the 
NllVY. In e~lch Cllse the current lund use is also the anticip:lted futul'e hmd use 
i.e., no construction :lctivities :lre planned. The MMRr study for Camp 
Fogarty is being undertaken specificl'llIy to allow for the construction of an 
office building llod pnrking lot where presllnwbly there will be workers for 8 
hours n day. 

Due to limited access because of the active nMure of the base the Navy was ooly 
able to eVllluate some berms in the northwest quadnlllt of the site some 1800 
feet .tway from Tntining Are:1 3-D. The Record of Decision (ROD) that was 
produced in June 1998 only denlt with the qrea investigl'lted lllld W:IS not 
intended to cover the remainder of the b~,se. 

Of concern to IUl>EM, beyond the potential of munitions debris, munitions 
constituents, :lIId munitions and explosives of concern is that there were debris 
piles on site (000- munitions), septic systems associated with buildings on site, 
llml potential for 'PC B conhllnination from transformers located on electric 
poles on the site. RJDEM is in the process of locating plans of the area to 
determine wh:lt areas should be evalullted. RIDEM believes thllt some form of 
investigation should be undert:tken to address these issues prior to the 
construction of the office building and p:lrking lot. 

RIDEM looks forward to work ing with the Rhode Island Anny National Guard on this site. 
Jfyou have any qucstions or require additional infonnation please call me at (401) 222-2797 
ext. 7138 or c-mailmc at richard.goltlieb@dcm.ri.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~/ 
Richard Gottl ieb, P.E. 
Principal Sanitary Engineer 

Ce: M. DeStefano. OEM OWM 
C. Wiliiams.USEPA 
J. Dale. US Navy 
D. Bamey. BRAe Environmental Coordinator 

MMKI' l"mnp Fugllrt) dr SSWI' IO]'lIO·I IRIC]IG 


