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Project No. 112G01813 

Jeff Dale 
Remedial Project Manager 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Mid-Atlantic 
4911 South Broad Street 
Bldg 679, PNBC 
Philadelphia, PA 19112-1303 

Reference: 	Contract No. N62470-08-D-1001 
Contract Task Order (CTO) Number WE-01 

Subject: 	Response to Comments Document for Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan 
The Construction Equipment Department at 
The Former Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville 
North Kingstown, Rhode Island 

Dear Mr. Dale: 

Enclosed is the response-to-comments document for the Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan for TPH 
Delineation at the Construction Equipment Department (CED) and Additional Groundwater Sampling at 
Sites 02 and 03 and the Drum Removal Area at the Former Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, 
Rhode Island. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region I and State of Rhode Island 
Department of Environmental Management (RIDEM) comments were presented in correspondence dated 
June 24, 2014 and June 23, 2014, respectively. 

Please call me at 412-921-8608 if you have any questions regarding the enclosed documents. 

Sincerely, 

icejlt 

Scott Anderson 
Contract Task Order (CTO) Manager 

Enclosures (1) 

cc: 	David Barney, BRAC Environmental Coordinator (1 copy) 
Christine Williams, EPA Region I (4 copies) 
Richard Gottlieb, RIDEM (2 copies) 
Bonnie Capito, NAVFAC (1 copy) 
Andrew Glucksman, Mabbett and Associates (1 copy) 
Steve King, QDC (1 copy) 
John Reiner, Town of North Kingstown (1 copy) 
John Trepanowski/Garth Glenn, TtNUS PMO (1 copy) 
Lee Ann Sinagoga, TtNUS Project Manager (NCBC Davisville Site 16) (1 copy) 
Joe Logan TtNUS Feasibility Study Engineer (1 copy) 
Leigh Ciofani, TtNUS Risk Assessment Specialist (1 copy) 
NIRIS RDM (1 copy, 1 CD) 
TtNUS Project Files, Sharon Currie (1 copy) 

Tetra Tech, Inc. 
661 Andersen Drive, Pittsburgh, PA 15220 

Tel 412.921.7090 Fax 412.921.4040 www.tetratech.com  



ENCLOSURE 1 
 
 

Navy Response to United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)  
New England - Region I Comments on 

The Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan (Field Sampling Plan and Quality Assurance Project Plan) 
for TPH Delineation at the Construction Equipment Department (CED) Area Site 03 and Additional 
Groundwater Sampling at Sites 02 and 03 and the Drum Removal Area, Dated May 2014, OU7 at 

The Former Davisville Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC), Rhode Island 
(USEPA Region I Correspondence Dated June 24, 2014)  

  















ENCLOSURE 2 
 
 

Navy Response to  
RIDEM Comments on 

The TPH Delineation at CED Area Site 03 and Additional Groundwater Sampling at Sites 02 & 03 
and the Drum Removal Area Sampling and Analysis Plan Dated May 23, 2014 

Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) 
Davisville, Rhode Island 

(RIDEM Correspondence Dated June 23, 2014) 
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Navy Response to  
RIDEM Comments on 

The TPH Delineation at CED Area Site 03 and Additional Groundwater Sampling at Sites 02 
& 03 and the Drum Removal Area Sampling and Analysis Plan Dated May 23, 2014 

Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) 
Davisville, Rhode Island 

(RIDEM Correspondence Dated June 23, 2014) 
 
 
RIDEM Comment No. 1: Page 17 of 82, Section  4.1, Site Descriptions and History, Site 02, 
Paragraph 1 – This paragraph states that a removal action included the collection of confirmation 
samples to ensure that cleanup criteria were met for lead and TPH. Please note in this paragraph 
that both lead and TPH were left in place that exceeds the RIDEM Industrial/Commercial Direct 
Exposure Criteria. There is also one sample (02-SS17) which exceeds RIDEM GB Leachability 
Criteria and six that exceed the GA Leachabilty Criteria (02-SS16 through 20 which included one 
duplicate sample). For lead this was documented in a letter dated 23 September 1996 from 
Richard Gottlieb of RIDEM to Philip Otis of the Navy. Please revise this paragraph accordingly. 
  

 Navy Response to EPA Comment No. 1:  Agree that lead concentrations exceeding RIDEM 
Industrial/Commercial Direct Exposure Criteria were left at the site.  However, based on the 
information presented in the Final Closeout Report for IR Program Site 02, NCBC Davisville, RI 
(September 26, 1996), no TPH concentrations exceeding the RIDEM criteria were left at the site.  
The samples noted in the comment above to exceed TPH RIDEM Industrial/Commercial Direct 
Exposure Criteria and RIDEM GA/GB Leachability Criteria (02-SS16 through 20) were collected 
during the first round of confirmatory sampling discussed in the closeout report.  Regarding 
these first round confirmatory samples, Section 2.2 of this report states, “…five of the seven 
samples exceeded the TPH cleanup criterion of 500 ppm.  As a result, one foot of soil was 
excavated from the bottom and sidewalls of the Wheel Alignment Room piping trench”.  Section 
3.1 states, “Following completion of the excavation of the Wheel Alignment Room Trench, a 
second round of confirmatory soil samples was collected (02-SS16A-062796 through 02-20A-
062796) for TPH analysis.  The test results, summarized in Table 3-1, were all below the cleanup 
goal for the site.” Based on the second round of confirmatory sampling, TPH results were not left 
at the site at concentrations exceeding RIDEM criteria.  

 
 Based on this information, the following statements will be added after the seventh sentence in 

the paragraph for Site 02 in Section 4.1: “Although cleanup criteria were met for both lead and 
TPH, lead concentrations that exceed the RIDEM Industrial/Commercial Direct Exposure 
Criterion (500 ppm) were left at the site.  TPH concentrations left at the site do not exceed RIDEM 
criteria.” 

 
RIDEM Comment No. 2: Page 19 of 82, Section 4.4, Potential Migration Pathways and Exposure 
Potential, Paragraph 1 – This paragraph states that it is unlikely, but possible that a building may 
be constructed atop the area being investigated. Please remove this statement as QDC has 
divided this area up into a number of parcels (see Plat Map 191, North Kingstown, RI) with the 
intent of developing each parcel which in most instances would include building construction. 
 

 Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 2: Agree.  The referenced statement will be changed 
to: “[Because a VOC groundwater plume underlies soil at the CED Area (see Section 5.1), it is 
necessary to understand if the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) currently being prepared for the 
CED Area soils needs to address vapor intrusion.]” 
 
RIDEM Comment No. 3: Page 20 of 82, Section 5.1, Problem Statements, Problem 3, 
Characterization of Vapor Intrusion Potential at Sites 02/03 – This paragraph states that the “FFS 
is for CED Area soils and does not require an understanding of the potential for vapor intrusion”, 
but further on in the paragraph it states that “data must be collected from select CED Area 
shallow-zone wells to support an evaluation of the potential for vapor intrusion”. Please clarify as 
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the former statement sounds as if understanding vapor intrusion is not necessary, but the latter 
statement implies that understanding vapor intrusion is necessary. Please note that vapor can 
also come from soils, i.e. it is not limited to what is in groundwater. 
 

 Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 3: The sentence referenced above states, “The FFS 
is for CED Area soils and does require an understanding of the potential for vapor intrusion…”, 
which is consistent with the other statements in the same paragraph.  Therefore, no change to 
the text is required.  Agree that vapor can come from soils, but based on the available soils data 
for Sites 02/03, soil is not expected to be a source of vapor intrusion; rather, the potential vapor 
intrusion source for Sites 02/03 is a VOC groundwater plume emanating primarily from an 
upgradient United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) source area.   
 
RIDEM Comment No. 4: Page 24 of 82, Section 5.3, Site Boundaries, Problem 1, Delineation of 
TPH-Contaminated Soil at Site 03, Paragraph 1 -  For Site 03 please explain what the difference 
is between soil contaminated by site operations and soil not contaminated by site operations and 
how one is going to tell the difference between the two. 
 

 Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 4: Soil contaminated by site operations is that which 
has TPH concentrations exceeding RIDEM criteria.  Soil not contaminated by site operations is 
that which does not have TPH concentrations that exceed RIDEM criteria.  To explain this, the 
first sentence of the second paragraph of Section 5.3 will be revised as follows: “Two populations 
of soil are of interest for Site 03, soil contaminated by site operations (at concentrations 
exceeding RIDEM criteria) and soil not contaminated by past site operations (at concentrations 
less than or equal to RIDEM criteria) that helps to delineate the extent of site-related 
contamination.”    
 
RIDEM Comment No. 5: Page 28 of 82, Section 7.1, Soil Borings at Site 03, Paragraph 2 – This 
paragraph references Figure 7-1 which delineates where a DPT rig will be used to advance 
shallow soil borings at 35 locations. Please provide the figure. 
 

 Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 5: Paragraph 2 of Section 7.1 should reference Figure 
4-3, as all of the proposed soil boring locations are shown in this figure. This figure reference will 
be changed to Figure 4-3. 
 
RIDEM Comment No. 6: Page 28 of 82, Section 7.1, Soil Borings at Site 03, Paragraph 3 – This 
paragraph states that TPH- DRO will be measured from C9 to C40 which is adequate for DRO. For 
total TPH, GRO, from C7 to C12, also needs to be measured. This comment also applies to the 
same reference on page 31 of 82, paragraph 1. Please include this in the work plan. 
 
Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 6: The work plan will be revised to define TPH as 
GRO (MTBE through naphthalene) plus extractable TPH (C9-C40).  The last sentence in Section 
7.1 will be changed to: “All samples will be submitted to the subcontract analytical laboratory to 
be analyzed for TPH as gasoline range organics (GRO) [methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE) through 
naphthalene] and extractable TPH (C9-C40).”  Similar revisions will be made in the last 
paragraph of Section 7.2 and throughout the work plan where TPH is defined. 
 
RIDEM Comment No. 7: Page 33 0f 82, Table 7-1, Wells Identified for Additional Sampling – It is 
not clear what the suggested EPA wells (MW03-03S, MW02-11S, MW02-03S) are going to be 
sampled for. Wells MW02-11S and MW02-03S should at minimum be sampled for metals and 
naphthalene. MW03-03S should be sampled at minimum for metals and TPH. 
 

 Navy Response to Comment No. 7: Wells MW03-03S, MW02-11S, and MW02-03S will be 
sampled for TCL VOCs, naphthalene, TAL metals (total and dissolved), and TPH.  Table 7-1 will 
be revised so that footnotes indicate the fractions that will be analyzed for each of the wells.    
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RIDEM Comment No. 8: Page 34 of 82, Section 8.1, Field Project Tasks, 
Mobilization/Demobilization and Utility Clearance, Paragraph 2 - This paragraph references IDW. 
Please reference that IDW, at minimum, should be handled in accordance with RIDEM’s IDW 
Policy Memo 95-01. This policy memo is noted on Page 38 of 82 (Investigation-Derived Waste 
Management), but should also be referenced in this section. 
 

 Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 8: Agree.  RIDEM’s IDW Policy Memo 95-01 will be 
added to the referenced paragraph in Section 8.1. 
 
RIDEM Comment No. 9: Page 43 of 82, Section 8.2, Field SPOS Reference Table, SOP-15, 
Management of Investigative Derived Waste -  See Comment #8. 
 

 Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 9: In Section 8.2, a footnote will be added to the 
“Comments” column for SOP-15 (“Management of Investigation-Derived Waste”) to state that 
IDW will also be handled in accordance with RIDEM Policy Memo 95-01 - Guidelines for the 
Management of Investigation Derived Wastes (1995), as noted in Section 8.1. 
  
RIDEM Comment No. 10: Pages 44 – 47 of 82, Table 8-1, Sample Details Table  - See 
Comment #6. 
 
Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 10: Please see Navy response to RIDEM Comment 
No. 6. 
 
RIDEM Comment No. 11: Pages 48 – 49 of 82, Table 8-2, Analytical SOP Requirements Table – 
For TPH see Comment #6. 
  
Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 11: Please see Navy response to RIDEM Comment 
No. 6. 
 
RIDEM Comment No. 12: Page 50 of 82, Table 8-3, Field Quality Control Sample Summary 
Table – See Comment #6. 
 
Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 12:  Please see Navy response to RIDEM Comment 
No. 6.  
 
RIDEM Comment No. 13: Pages 51 – 61 of 82, Section 9.0 Reference Limits and Evaluation 
Tables – Where the detection limit is greater than the project screening level please explain how 
a non-detect will be used in terms of determining whether there is an exceedance of the project 
screening level or how it might be used in then possible performance of a risk assessment. 
 

 Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 13: Chemicals not detected in environmental samples 
collected from an environmental medium will not be considered chemicals of potential concern 
(COPC) and will not be retained for quantitative risk assessment.  However, if the reported 
sample quantitation limits (i.e., non-detected results, “U” qualified data) exceed COPC screening 
levels, such “non-detected results” will be further evaluated (qualitatively) in the uncertainty 
section of the risk assessment to determine if risk management decisions could be impacted by 
the non-detected results exceeding the screening levels. Factors considered during this 
qualitative evaluation may include the frequency with which non-detected results exceed 
screening levels and the magnitude of the exceedances.  The following sentence will be added to 
the notes following the reference limits and evaluation tables in Section 9.0: “Non-detected results 
greater than PSLs will be evaluated qualitatively in the risk assessment uncertainty section.” 
 
RIDEM Comment No. 14: Pages 68 and 69 of 82, Section 11.0, Laboratory QC Samples Tables 
– This section is for TPH-DRO (C9-C40). We also need to include TPH-GRO (C7-C12). Please 
add. 
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Navy Response to RIDEM Comment No. 14: Please see Navy response to RIDEM Comment 
No. 6. 

 
 
 
 


