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FINAL 
Restoration Advisory Board Meeting 

Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve Plant (NWIRP), Calverton 
Thursday, May 29, 2025 

 
The 61st meeting of the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) was held as an online virtual 
meeting via the Microsoft Teams application. Panelists and attendees for this meeting 
included representatives from the Navy [Addison Phoenix (RAB Co-Chair), Laura Cook, 
Katie Tippin, David Todd]; RAB Community Members [Vincent Racaniello (RAB 
Community Co-Chair), Frank Mancini, Kelly McClinchy, Adrienne Esposito, Robert Kern, 
Catherine Karl and Amanda Lauth]; Suffolk County Department of Health Services 
(SCDHS) [Andrew Rapiejko and Jonathan Wanlass]; New York State Department of 
Conservation (NYSDEC) [Lynn Winterberger, Cecia Bicknell, and Francesca King]; New 
York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) [Shaun Surani]; Resolution Consultants 
[Nate Winston, Savannah Wolfe, Spencer Meek, Foley Williams, and Julie Kelley]; Tetra 
Tech [Corey Rich and Lauren Sarvis]; Former Congressman George Hochbrueckner 
(CD-1); U.S. Congress Staff [Francis Martin and Rick Healey]; Suffolk County Legislature 
[Catherine Kent]; and 18 other residents, interested parties and members of the 
community. The list of meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 

 
Welcome and Agenda Review 

 
Meek opened the meeting at approximately 6:50 p.m. Phoenix welcomed everyone to 
the RAB meeting and provided information on the meeting format. Meek reviewed the 
virtual meeting instructions. RAB members and community members were able to 
send their questions into panelists via the Microsoft Teams chat function throughout 
the presentations. Meeting members were also able to request the opportunity to ask 
their question verbally using the Microsoft Teams hand raise function. Phoenix 
reviewed the agenda and introduced the panelists. 
 
Technical Presentation – Former NWIRP Calverton Private Drinking Water Well 

Sampling and Response to Community Questions (Addison Phoenix)  
 

Phoenix provided the presentation on Private Drinking Water Sampling and 
Community Questions. RAB members and community members were able to send 
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their questions into panelists via the Microsoft Teams chat function throughout the 
presentations. Meeting members were also able to request the opportunity to ask their 
question verbally using the Microsoft Teams hand raise function. Copies of the 
presentation are provided in Attachment 2. A summary of the discussions, questions, 
and answers on this are provided below.  
 
During the Private Drinking Water Well Sampling Results portion of the presentation, 
Esposito asked how many private drinking water wells there were with detections of 
per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) at or above 4 parts per trillion (ppt). 
Esposito also asked about the person with the 4.2 ppt detection. Phoenix replied, the 
Navy takes action at the Department of Defense (DoD) PFAS interim action level of 12 
ppt. Thus, the Navy is not able to act in response to these results which are below that 
action level. Phoenix stated the Navy has shared the results with NY State  Department 
of Health (DOH), but it is her understanding that they also will not take action below 
the state maximum contaminant level of 10 ppt. Winston added that there were three 
(3) wells at or above 4 ppt in the sampling area. 
 
Regarding the changes to the RAB Charter, Winterberger asked if the final version of 
the RAB Charter will include the text exactly as it is written in the presentation such 
that it removes the statement, “the partnering agencies are decision making agencies.” 
Phoenix responded, since not all three of the partnering agencies are in fact “decision 
making agencies,” they decided to remove that wording. Winterberger said it is 
important to articulate that one (1) of the agencies is in fact a regulatory agency. 
Phoenix agreed to workshop this with the RAB so that it is clearer. 
 
Kern requested the Navy email all the graphics used in the presentation. Phoenix 
reminded everyone that all presentation materials are posted on the website a few 
days before the RAB meeting. Phoenix briefly described how to find presentation 
materials on the website and offered to email the presentation as well. 
 
Regarding 1,4-dioxane, Esposito asked where the screening level numbers came from. 
Phoenix answered, the Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) come from the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) directly. Cook added that there is a RSL table that is updated 
every six (6) months, usually in May and November, available on EPA’s website. Cook 
briefly described how to find the RSL table online. 
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Peter [last name not provided] asked what rate the test wells are purged at and for 
how long (before samples are taken). Peter also asked how deep the wells are. Winston 
replied, stating that while not every well is purged at a consistent rate, they are all 
sampled using low flow techniques, as recommended by the EPA for groundwater 
sampling. Winston stated that the wells vary in depth dramatically, ranging from 15 
feet (ft) to approximately 90 ft below ground surface (bgs). Phoenix remarked that 
Tetra Tech might have a couple wells as deep as 130 ft bgs in the Northern area of the 
site. Phoenix also added to Peter’s first question, stating the total purge time is a 
product of how long specific water conditions take to stabilize. Thus, there is no set 
quantity of time to purge.  
 
Esposito asked when sampling for 1,4-dioxane will begin. Phoenix stated the Navy is 
still finalizing the Preliminary Assessment (PA). Sampling will begin as part of the Site 
Inspection (SI) following the completion of the PA. 
 
Peter asked, if many municipal wells are far deeper than 90 ft and normally operate at 
high flow rates, then how do the Navy’s samples represent this reality. Phoenix 
explained that the point of monitoring well sampling is to deduce where PFAS is, where 
it is going, and how concentrated it is. Cook added that deeper wells will likely be 
installed further from the installation to understand the extent of vertical PFAS 
migration. Cook anticipates deeper wells will be installed as the process develops. 
 

Technical Presentation – PFAS Remedial Investigations 
Sites 14 & 19 (Nate Winston) 

 
Winston provided the presentation on PFAS Remedial Investigations at Sites 14 & 
19. RAB members and community members were able to send their questions into 
panelists via the Microsoft Teams chat function throughout the presentations. Meeting 
members were also able to request the opportunity to ask their question verbally using 
the Microsoft Teams hand raise function. Copies of the presentation are provided in 
Attachment 2. A summary of the discussions, questions, and answers on this are 
provided below.  
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Robert Jean requested the time frame for submitting the work plans for Sites 14 & 19. 
Winston replied that to his knowledge they had already been submitted. Phoenix 
agreed and offered to send Jean a copy via email.  
 
Peter asked if it is possible for the PFAS plume to have migrated underneath the 
deepest monitoring wells. Peter also asked how the community can be sure the 
municipal water is safe if the action is taken to supply the community with municipal 
water, which would operate at a higher flow rate and at a deeper depth than that of 
the sampled wells. Winston replied, stating that monitoring wells are put in at 
increasingly deeper depths until samples return with very low concentrations of PFAS. 
Phoenix added that the Navy uses multiple modeling tools, such as the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) tools, to understand groundwater flow both horizontally and 
vertically. Peter asked how many wells there are as deep as 130 ft. Phoenix offered to 
follow up as the panelists were unsure. 
 
Mancini stated he has shared data that produced low level detections of PFAS from a 
monitoring well in proximity with the western area of the site. One of the Areas of 
Concern (AOC), the Ammunitions Demolition Area, was cleared previously, but after 
seeing hits of PFAS at a well nearby, Mancini would like to see further sampling. 
Phoenix summarized past concerns regarding the area Mancini brought up. Phoenix 
explained that the two (2) AOCs Mancini mentioned were cleared during the PA since 
no historical operations implicated the need for further action. However, out of an 
abundance of caution, a formal sampling event was eventually decided to take place 
at AOC-9. Phoenix mentioned there are existing concerns of other potential sources 
of contamination in this area from historical operations not pertaining to that of the 
Navy or Northrop Grumman. For example, it was Phoenix’s understanding that there 
was an unlined, illegal landfill in the vicinity of the sampled Mancini collected. Mancini 
stated he was not aware of the unlined landfill, only the Navy landfill located by the 
Former Picnic Area. Mancini stated he is not comfortable with the Navy clearing AOCs 
without the support of groundwater sampling, and that it is his desire to have the 
AOCs reevaluated. Mancini added that he does not believe the contamination is from 
another source. Mancini stated contamination threatening a public supply well should 
trigger further investigation. Phoenix agreed to address this concern at the next RAB 
meeting. Mancini added that the data he shared with the Navy is not indicative of 
contamination from a landfill. Mancini stated the data did not produce detections of 
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volatile organic compounds (VOCs) that would be expected of a landfill-sourced 
contamination plume. Mancini also added that the PFAS compounds produced by the 
data match the compounds produced by the Navy’s data sitewide 

[These statements are inaccurate, as VOC detections are not present in all 
landfills, only those where VOC containing materials were disposed. 
Additionally the PFAS compounds found prevalently at the Former NWIRP 
Calverton are PFNA with lower detections of other PFAS. Review of currently 
available groundwater flow data and the distribution of PFAS within the former 
installation boundary does not support an additional source in this area, but 
this will continue to be evaluated as additional data are collected.]  

For these reasons, Mancini argued the contamination is not from some other source. 
Phoenix thanked Mancini and others for their questions and reiterated that the Navy 
will follow up with greater detail.  
 
Phoenix briefly presented historical context on the areas of Mancini’s concern from the 
RAB presentation on 29 October 2024. Mancini reiterated his point, stating he is not 
convinced that no further action is required without the support of a formal sampling 
event. Mancini added that the name “Ammunition Demolition Area” is not particularly 
benign and should not be cleared on desktop research alone. Phoenix reviewed the 
process the Navy took to investigate and stated that while the Ammunition Demolition 
Area (Site 3) investigation did not result in further action, the Jet Fuel Spill Area did 
proceed to further SI. Phoenix presented figures depicting the sampling event that 
occurred as a result of that SI. Phoenix explained, although a sampling event was not 
triggered by the Ammunitions Demolition Area investigation, there was still soil and 
groundwater sampling done in the vicinity. Phoenix stated her commitment to follow 
up on this topic with more data and detail. Mancini summarized that without targeted 
sampling, he does not agree with the course of no further action, especially for a site 
with a concerning name and history. Mancini would also like to see a mechanism of 
review for previously cleared sites when new data or knowledge becomes available.  
 
McClinchy agreed with Mancini’s argument. McClinchy added that Northrop Grumman 
has a history of being dishonest, so their records alone should not be enough to clear 
a site when PFAS has been detected nearby. McClinchy urged further sampling to be 
done. Phoenix restated her commitment to this concern.  
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Racaniello requested an update on the Navy’s deliberation to do a deep vertical profile 
near the public supply well. Phoenix stated the Navy is aware of the Site 16 plume, and 
for that reason, they have begun planning further investigation with deeper wells as 
part of the RI. Funding has been identified but not yet finalized. Phoenix promised to 
share more info as it becomes available. 
 
Kern provided the following analogy for the Navy’s ongoing operation: “I think you 
guys (Navy) have done a remarkable job discovering where the enemy (contaminants) 
is, but we’re not attacking the enemy.” Kern asked what the threshold is for the Navy 
to begin a clean-up operation. Phoenix expressed appreciation and agreement with 
Kern’s analogy, though articulated the existence of gaps in the data. Cook, in response 
to Kern’s question about conditions required to act, briefly explained the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
process. The CERCLA process is the procedure by which all Superfund sites must 
undergo remediation. Cook stated there are a few ways to take action in the CERCLA 
process. Typically, the RI is completed when the full nature of the extent of the 
contamination is known. The next step in the process is the Feasibility Study (FS) when 
solutions are considered based on effectiveness, cost, etc., in what is known as the 
Nine Criteria Analysis. Cook stated one (1) of the nine (9) criteria is Community 
Acceptance, so the community will have the opportunity to provide input as to which 
solution is chosen. Cook explained another, slightly faster, path of action called the 
Removal Action, which occurs when there is a threat to health that warrants a more 
rapid response. Cook stated the Navy is currently considering a potential removal 
action at Calverton and have started to pursue funding. Kern appreciated the response 
but expressed concern regarding the speed of the CERCLA process, quoting an 
expiration year of 2060 on an onsite licensing agreement. Kern stated, if the problem 
is funding, he would like to know what the community can do to help secure funding. 
Phoenix clarified it is not entirely an issue of funding and reminded meeting attendees 
that PFAS is an emerging contaminant. Phoenix explained how this slows the process 
due to constant reevaluation driven from new studies, and provided an example of 
newly learned sources of PFAS contamination. In response to the expiration of the 
licensing agreement, Phoenix explained 2060 was chosen out of an abundance of 
caution and is not a timeline for this process. Phoenix described the CERCLA process 
as “measure-twice-cut-once.” Phoenix explained the Navy works with taxpayer dollars 
and thus has a responsibility to operate deliberately. 
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Kern, concerned of the rate of remediation, asked why nothing is being done to 
remove PFAS from bodies of water that are known to be contaminated. Kern 
suggested fish tissue sampling and mentioned high levels of PFAS detected in 
important bodies of water, including McKay Lake, Swan Pond, Donahue Pond, and the 
Peconic River. Phoenix stated the Navy plans to sample fish tissue as part of the RI. 
Phoenix added that fish tissue was sampled from Donahue Pond by the SCDHS and 
no fish advisories for PFAS were identified as a result. Surani clarified later in the 
meeting that Donahue Pond has a fish restriction in place for mercury, not PFAS.  
 
Kern requested that the 3.5 ppt detection just west of the runway at Scotts Point be 
addressed. Phoenix explained that the EPA Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for 
PFAS in drinking water is 4 ppt. Phoenix added that laboratory detection limits for PFAS 
tend to be around 0.5 ppt, with limits of quantitation around 2.5 ppt. Cook stated the 
Navy intends to reevaluate the west side of the runway in the context of the new 
January 2025 policy to confirm that nothing was missed.  
 
McClinchy commented that as of 2025, “we are 30 years in.” McClinchy expressed 
frustration with the speed of the process. McClinchy argued that while the Navy may 
not know the full extent of PFAS, there are some areas known to have very high levels 
of PFAS. McClinchy expressed the importance to the community to start removing 
PFAS from areas of known concern. McClinchy also explained that while 3.5 ppt 
detected at Scotts Point is a low concentration, it still implies migration to this point. 
McClinchy expressed agreement with Mancini’s concern over previously cleared AOCs 
and called for further attention and sampling. Phoenix briefly explained the direction 
of groundwater flow throughout the site [Scott’s Point is over a mile upgradient of 
known PFAS sources]. Phoenix added that the extensive sampling that took place 
across the Western Runway was downgradient of Scotts Point. Analytical results did 
not indicate a source area along the Western Runway.  
 
Kern asked for guidance regarding who to speak to in the Navy to get funding. Phoenix 
replied it is her job to inform those in the Navy of the needs of this project. Phoenix 
stated she will follow up via email to connect Kern with the Public Affairs Officer (PAO). 
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Esposito commented that to her knowledge, Peconic Lake has had a “no eat” warning 
in the past and currently due to high levels of PFAS. Phoenix confirmed Esposito is 
correct. Surani added Donahue Pond also has a fish restriction; but for mercury, not 
PFAS.  
 
Peter asked, “are sample locations based only on historic recorded exposure sites?” 
Peter also asked, “what is the expected cone of influence in these test areas? 
Diameter?” Peter expressed frustration regarding the Scott’s Point issue and gratitude 
for the RAB meetings. Since the nature of Peter’s question was fairly technical and 
specific, Phoenix stated she would follow up via email. Meek provided the email 
address of the PAO (NAVFAC_ML_PAO_ALL@us.navy.mil) in meeting chat. 
 

Technical Presentation – Regulator Update (Francesca King)  
 
King provided the presentation on Regulator Updates on behalf of the NYSDEC. RAB 
members and community members were able to send their questions into panelists 
via the Microsoft Teams chat function throughout the presentations. Meeting 
members were also able to request the opportunity to ask their question verbally using 
the Microsoft Teams hand raise function. Copies of the presentation are provided in 
Attachment 2. A summary of the discussions, questions, and answers on this are 
provided below.  
 
McClinchy asked if it is possible to show the community a map of sites of concern for 
PFAS and 1,4-dioxane. Winterberger stated NYSDEC has a tool, DECinfo Locator, that 
features an interactive map of the sites; however, the map can only link to the site 
document repository at the moment. King agreed that an interactive map that shows 
more site-specific information would be useful. 
 
Esposito asked if RAB members will be cc’d on the letters about PFAS and 1,4-dioxane. 
King replied no, not usually. King added that NYSDEC typically informs NYSDOH and 
SCDHS. Esposito clarified RAB members would like to know when there is new 
information. Esposito asked if there will be a notification on the website and if the 
website is running yet. King confirmed that the intention of the website is to send an 
email notification when something is posted. NYSDEC anticipates the website to be 
functional by the Fall. In the meantime, King will see if supervisors are comfortable 
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distributing letters to the RAB members. Esposito stated it would really be appreciated 
because RAB members need to be in the loop to give meaningful input. King clarified 
it is the Navy’s job to inform the RAB. Winterberger stated NYSDEC oversees over 
10,000 sites and does not have resources available to cover the duties of the Navy. 
Phoenix added that all documents are made public once finalized in the Administrative 
Record. These documents include comments from the agencies and elected officials. 
Phoenix concluded, the Navy has not done an adequate job explaining how to utilize 
the Administrative Record historically. Phoenix expressed a willingness to create a 
user-friendly guide for the Administrative Record.  
 
Bicknell commented, it would be useful to know how long it takes the Navy to upload 
documents to the Administrative Record. Phoenix replied that she is not sure. Phoenix 
added there are physical copies of the letters available at the Riverhead Public Library 
as well. Bicknell clarified that it would be useful to know the lag time before a 
document is rotated to the public. 
 

Open Discussion 
 

Phoenix opened the discussion up for broad questions and comments. A summary is 
provided below.  
 
Esposito brought attention to a claim that a prior letter to a Suffolk County executive 
made that stated no private drinking water wells exceeded the EPA MCL. Phoenix 
stated earlier that there are three (3) private drinking water wells at or above the EPA 
PFAS MCL for drinking water providers. Thus, Esposito asked if Suffolk County will be 
issued a correction letter. Regarding the same letter, Esposito also commented that 
the distance of “four miles” between the site and Donahue Pond/Peconic Lake is 
inaccurate. Esposito argued that these bodies of water are in fact closer to the site, and 
thus the community’s concern over fish wellbeing should not be dismissed. Phoenix 
clarified; the letter should have stated that no private drinking water wells exceeded 
the DoD PFAS Interim Action Levels for Private Drinking Water Wells. Phoenix stated 
the Navy is internally deciding whether to issue an official correction letter or provide 
that clarification via email. Regarding the second potential error Esposito raised, 
Phoenix explained Peconic Lake is roughly four miles from the site; however, Esposito 
correctly pointed out that Donahue Pond is closer, about 1,000 ft from the site. Phoenix 
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stated that the NYSDEC/NYSDOH performed fish tissue sampling in Donahue Pond 
and concluded there is no need for a PFAS advisory in that water body.  
 
Esposito asked if there is a timeline for completing the characterization of the plume. 
Esposito expressed dissatisfaction with the lack of timelines and asked to make them 
a priority. Phoenix stated the Navy cannot definitively say when all the data gaps will 
be filled in for a variety of reasons. Phoenix noted there is more than one (1) plume at 
the site; multiple source areas exist and some of the plumes are co-mingled, so they 
are addressing these plumes as effectively as possible. Also, new regulations often 
create new gaps in data. Phoenix agreed that it is frustrating to lack timelines and 
expressed intent to be more definitive going forward when at all possible. King added 
that from a regulator standpoint, NYSDEC is open to giving the Navy deadlines to 
potentially speed the process up.  
 
Mancini commented that the community is not satisfied with the CERCLA process. 
Mancini implied a willingness to work with federal officials to change the process being 
used to remediate Former NWIRP Calverton. Mancini highlighted inefficiencies he saw 
with the CERCLA process. For example, sampling for a wider range of analytes could 
prevent the need for future sampling. Phoenix echoed Mancini’s frustration with the 
CERCLA process. However, she explained that it is the process the Navy is authorized 
to use. Phoenix explained the methodology of the CERCLA process further, 
highlighting the caution to misuse taxpayer funds. Phoenix continued, stating while it 
would be easier to test samples for every known analyte, it is not compatible with the 
mission of the CERCLA process. In response to changing the process, Phoenix 
expressed doubts of feasibility. Cook confirmed that the Navy does not have a 
mechanism to alter the CERCLA process. Cook commented that there is a broad 
opinion across the DoD that remediation is going too slow. Mancini clarified he is not 
suggesting testing for every analyte; he was suggesting samples tested for PFAS are 
also tested for 1,4-dioxane to avoid a second sampling operation. Mancini stated his 
hope was to show elected officials how CERLCA is broken, not necessarily to suggest 
the Navy does something about it. Mancini concluded his argument that CERCLA 
prioritizes the process itself over public health and safety. Phoenix asked if elected 
officials had anything to add. 
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Former Congressman Hochbrueckner provided a comment, however there were audio 
issues present at times. Please be aware some content may be missing or incomplete. 
Hochbrueckner commented that it seems like the Navy is lacking incentive to clean 
the 168 acres of land. Hochbrueckner stated that since the Navy can lease the land 
currently, it lacks incentive to turn the land over to Riverhead. He also mentioned that 
if there is any money being generated by those leases, it should be transferred to the 
town of Riverhead. Phoenix provided confirmation that the Navy is leasing three (3) 
parcels of the property. Phoenix also explained that legally, the land cannot be 
transferred until the contamination is cleaned up. Further, Phoenix explained that the 
owner of the property bares the responsibility to clean the contamination. 
Hochbrueckner asked if the Navy is receiving payments for any of the leased property 
and stated that the land is clearly usable since the Navy is leasing it out. Phoenix 
clarified that technically the Navy has licensed the use of the three (3) parcels rather 
than leasing them. The licensure does not include a rental payment, only an upfront 
administration fee that covers labor of the Navy real estate staff. Phoenix stated this is 
not a way the Navy generates revenue, rather it is a way to help local small businesses. 
Phoenix listed a utility corridor and two (2) lay-down areas for businesses that 
manufacture very large items. Additionally, the Town of Riverhead receives a license 
for a bike path along Navy property. Phoenix added that the Navy is working with Kern 
and the Town of Riverhead to be more transparent about the use of the property. 
Hochbrueckner asked again, if the property is safe for others to use, why can it not be 
turned over to the town. Phoenix agreed to follow-up with specific details on the 
legality. Hochbrueckner stated it would be greatly appreciated if the Navy would allow 
the original purpose of that gifting to be completed by cleaning up and turning over 
the land to the town. Hochbrueckner recounted, “it was 1993 when I wrote that law.” 
Phoenix expressed the Navy’s appreciation for the work Hochbrueckner has done and 
continues to do.  
 
Kern stated it is his understanding that even if the Navy were to transfer property 
ownership, the Navy retains the responsibility for remediation. He also highlighted a 
specific portion of the site that is capped with concrete near one of the licensed 
parcels. Kern asked why this portion cannot be transferred to the town of Riverhead. 
Phoenix replied that she has already shared what she knows as someone that is not a 
legal/real estate expert as to why the property cannot be transferred. Phoenix 
explained the Navy understands that this is not working for the town and is committed 
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to informing the town of all future licensing agreements or renewals. Phoenix 
expressed a desire to help the town as best possible. Kern clarified that the community 
would like the Navy to first seek their approval of any licensing agreements. He stated 
he does not want the Navy to license the property he highlighted earlier, since it could 
be used by the town. Phoenix restated the Navy’s commitment to including the town 
in the licensing process going forward. Phoenix and Kern agreed to discuss further 
over email.  
 
Winterberger commented, the Navy and the NYSDEC need to discuss the leases and 
asked for more information. Phoenix stated it is one of the historic licenses on site that 
has been renewed consistently. Winterberger and Phoenix agreed to discuss the 
matter further. 
 
Winterberger commented, the new email notification platform the Navy is using, 
Constant Contact, could be used to provide updates as to when new documents are 
made public in the Administrative Record. 
 
It was noted that the virtual RAB format will be revised in the future to allow RAB 
members to speak without using the “raise hand” function in Teams. 
 

Chat Questions/Comments 
 

Esposito provided the following comment in the online chat: “How many were at or 
above 4 ppt?? What about the person with the 4.2 ppt?” 
- This question was addressed during the meeting. See page 2, paragraph 2 of 
the Meeting Minutes. 

 
Williams provided the following comment in the online chat:  
“Sign up to be involved in Former NWIRP Calverton news, updates, and upcoming 
meetings. https://lp.constantcontactpages.com/sl/SWOyjNC/FormerNWIRPCalverton  
Click here for the presentation materials for the tonight’s RAB Meeting. 
https://www.navfac.navy.mil/Portals/68/Documents/Business-
Lines/Environmental/Environmental-Restoration/NAVFAC-Mid-Atlantic/Calverton-
NWIRP/Former_NWIRP_Calverton_RAB_Presentations_2025May29.pdf“ 
 
Meek provided the following comment in the online chat:  
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“Click here to take the Environmental Concerns Survey. The survey will be active through 
June 6, 2025. https://usnavy.gov1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6m1FkgGzO4Ukzzw 
Click here for more information on the DoD Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for PFAS. 
https://www.acq.osd.mil/eie/eer/ecc/pfas/pfas101/rsl.html“ 
 
Kern provided the following comment in the online chat: “Addison Please email all 
graphics” 
- This question was addressed during the meeting.  

 
Esposito provided the following comment in the online chat: “Can you please review 
the slide with 1,4 dioxane numbers? Where did the numbers come from?” 
- This question was addressed during the meeting.  

 
Kern provided the following comment in the online chat: “Want and when is the plan 
for remedition of the ground water” 
 
Peter provided the following comment in the online chat: “With many municipal wells 
being far deeper than 15-90 feet deep, and normally operating at high flow, how do 
these designed samples represent the expected contamination? And should the local 
supplier have a need to tap the aquifer in this area, would they not be required to test at 
deeper test points and higher flows as would be expected for supplying the community?” 
- This question was addressed during the meeting.  

 
Kent provided the following comment in the online chat: “Hello to all...This is Catherine 
Kent and I am here representing Suffolk County Legislator Ann Welker.“ 
 
Meek provided the following comment in the online chat: “Click here for more 
information on the EPA's CERCLA Process. 
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=10001VGY.TXT” 
 
Peter provided the following comment in the online chat: “Is it possible that these 
elusive chemicals have already eluded the depths of the VBR test wells? If future demands 
require community supplied well water, which would be expected to be much deeper and 
higher flows than sample wells, how can the community be expected that chemicals are 
not out of the testing range?” 
- This question was addressed during the meeting.  

 
Bicknell provided the following comments in the meeting chat: “I had to switch to a 
different internet browser to make the video and audio work. Just as a reference.” 
- Williams provided the following response: “Thank you Cecia, mind sharing which 
browser ended up working for you?” 
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- Bicknell provided the following response: “Edge” 
 
Peter provided the following comment in the online chat: “That’s fair. How many test 
wells are 130 feet deep?” 
- This question was addressed during the meeting.  

 
McClinchy provided the following comment in the online chat: “I cannot unmute either. 
But I want to express that I agree with Frank. Some of these areas that have been 
determined 'no further action' are being based on desk studies and information from 
Grumman from years ago. We know they have not been honest with many locations 
there. If pfas levels are being found in the vicinity, it is not appropriate at all to assume 
its from a different area that we have never heard of previously. If there are pfas found 
in locations, the community insists that further actual sampling be done.” 
- This question was addressed during the meeting.  

 
Surani provided the following comment in the online chat: “Regarding the Fish 
Advisories:https://www.health.ny.gov/environmental/outdoors/fish/health_advisories/b
y_county.htm?county=suffolk” 
- Esposito provided the following response: “So there was a fish ban in Peconic 
Lake for PFAS. A NO EAT label was assigned.“ 

- Surani provided the following response: “Link is included above. There is 
currently a Fish Advisory in place for Peconic Lake and a portion of the river 
(Mercury and PFAS) that has been in place for a few years. This information is 
updated annually and a waterbody named "Donahues Pond" is now listed with 
an advisory for Mercury. I am not sure if this is the same Donahue Pond but it 
appears to be and I will look into this further.“ 

- Esposito provided the following response: “Thank you Sean - the is the same 
Donahue Pond that is directly below this site. “ 

 
Peter provided the following comment in the online chat: “Are sample locations based 
on only historic recorded exposure sites? What is the expected cone of influence in these 
test areas? Diameter? While many questions have been answered in previous meetings, 
as you stated new information on these chemicals and their behaviors are learned every 
day. So old questions are now more relevant and should be always considered new 
business please. All new actions should be reviewed in minutes at the next meeting 
please. Scott’s point shouldn’t be a Navy issue. But now it is! And eventually a resident 
issue!! So please consider your collateral damage when you adapt new test wells. Thank 
you for conducting these meetings. You are appreciated, and under appreciated !” 
- This question was addressed during the meeting.  
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Meek provided the following comment in the online chat:  
“NAVFAC_ML_PAO_ALL@us.navy.mil”  
 
Esposito provided the following comment in the meeting chat: “It is very encouraging 
to hear that the regional office will finally be more involved. Thank you” 
- Dawn Thomas “liked” the message 

 
Thomas provided the following comment in the online chat: “Thank you very much 
DEC - we appreciate the increased involvement” 
 
Mancini provided the following comment in the online chat: “Dec Webpage on site is a 
great idea” 
 
Esposito provided the following comment in the meeting chat: “I can't believe I am 
saying this about a RAB meeting .....I'm excited with this DEC update!” 
- Dawn Thomas “liked” the message 

 
McClinchy provided the following comment in the online chat: “Francesca... is there a 
way for the community to see maps that show the sites the DEC is concerned about both 
for PFAS and 1,4 dioxane? This could really potentially aid as a visual to encourage 
former employees to provide information.” 
- Kern provided the following response: “agree” 
- This question was addressed during the meeting.  
- DEC Info Locator: https://gisservices.dec.ny.gov/gis/dil/  

 
Meek provided the following comment in the online chat:  
“https://administrative-
records.navfac.navy.mil/Public_Documents/MID_ATLANTIC/CALVERTON_NWIRP/N960
95_001629_REDACTED.pdf 
https://administrative-
records.navfac.navy.mil/Public_Documents/MID_ATLANTIC/CALVERTON_NWIRP/N960
95_001630_REDACTED.pdf 
Figures start around page 100” 
 
Bicknell provided the following comment in the online chat: “Cecia Bicknell - Permit 
Renewal cecia.bicknell@dec.ny.gov” 
 
Bicknell provided the following comment in the online chat: “It would be useful for 
everyone to know how long it takes the Navy to upload that information in the 
repository. If a letter is issued, would that mean seeing it in a week? month? etc” 
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- This question was addressed during the meeting. See page 9, paragraph 2 of 
the Meeting Minutes. 

 
Peter provided the following comment in the online chat: “Thank you Francesca 
welcome aboard. Well presented. Thank you. All the moving parts in this process need 
help, this is big. It’s promising to hear we’re more deeply considering this, and moving to 
a better understood consideration that this warrants. The growing needs and needed 
over ‘site’ on the future implications here are welcomed. Only with a the great folks that 
make a team, does this all move to a reasonable expectation. I’m reasonable. I know you 
face some that are not. But as a resident, I simply want to know that my invested taxes 
are not going to have to pay for past business practices. If they should become in 
excessive levels. You all have a big task here and what you have already been doing, and 
display that you do know, is appreciated. I’ll be listening” 
 
Esposito provided the following comment in the online chat: “There is nothing in the 
CERCLA process that precludes the Navy from sampling multiple contaminates of 
concerns.” 
 
Williams provided the following comment in the online chat:  
“Here are all of the links shared by the presenters tonight: 
Sign up to be involved in Former NWIRP Calverton news, updates, and upcoming 
meetings. 
https://lp.constantcontactpages.com/sl/SWOyjNC/FormerNWIRPCalverton 
Click here for the presentation materials for the tonight’s RAB Meeting 
https://www.navfac.navy.mil/Portals/68/Documents/Business-
Lines/Environmental/Environmental-Restoration/NAVFAC-Mid-Atlantic/Calverton-
NWIRP/Former_NWIRP_Calverton_RAB_Presentations_2025May29.pdf 
Click here to take the Environmental Concerns Survey. The survey will be active through 
June 6, 2025. 
https://usnavy.gov1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6m1FkgGzO4Ukzzw 
Click here for more information on the DoD Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for PFAS. 
https://www.acq.osd.mil/eie/eer/ecc/pfas/pfas101/rsl.html 
Click here for more information on the EPA's CERCLA Process. 
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=10001VGY.TXT 
FORMER EMPLOYEES: WE'D LIKE TO HEAR FROM YOU 
If you'd like to participate in an interview or learn more, please 
email NAVFAC_ML_PAO_ALL@us.navy.mil. 
Or call (800) 906-9339” 
 
Bicknell provided the following comment in the online chat: “Questions on the Permit 
Renewal: cecia.bicknell@dec.ny.gov” 
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Meeting Adjourned 
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Attachment 1 – 
Attendance NWIRP Calverton RAB Meeting 

 
Name Affiliation 

Addison Phoenix Navy, Remedial Project Manager (RPM), RAB Community 
Co-Chair 

Laura Cook Navy 
Katie Tippin Navy 
David Todd Navy 
Vincent Racaniello RAB Community Co-Chair 
Frank Mancini RAB Community Member 
Kelly McClinchy RAB Community Member 
Adrienne Esposito RAB Community Member 
Robert Kern RAB Community Member 
Catherine Karl RAB Community Member 
Amanda Lauth RAB Community Member 
Andrew Rapiejko Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) and 

RAB Member 
Jonathan Wanlass Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) 
Lynn Winterberger New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

(NYSDEC) 
Cecia Bicknell New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

(NYSDEC) 
Francesca King New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

(NYSDEC) 
Shaun Surani New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) 
Nate Winston Resolution Consultants  
Savannah Wolfe Resolution Consultants 
Spencer Meek Resolution Consultants 
Foley Williams Resolution Consultants 
Julie Kelley Resolution Consultants 
Corey Rich Tetra Tech  
Lauren Sarvis Tetra Tech  
George Hochbrueckner Former Congressman (CD-1) 
Francis Martin U.S. Congress Staff 
Rick Healey U.S. Congress Staff 
Catherine Kent Suffolk County Legislature 
RiverheadLOCAL  
Greater Calverton Civic 
Association 

 

Anne M. Ellis Resident 
Zach Caudell Resident 
Stephen Shapiro Resident 
Dawn Thomas Resident 
Benjamin Wolf Resident 
Ana Resident 
Peter Resident 
George Resident 
Kathryn Resident 
Online attendee (joined by phone)  
Online attendee (joined by phone)  
Online attendee (joined by phone)  
Online attendee (joined by phone)  



Name Affiliation 
Online attendee (joined by phone)  
Online attendee (joined by phone)  
Online attendee (joined by phone)  
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Thank you for joining the 
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Meeting for 

Former Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve Plant (NWIRP) 
Calverton

1
The meeting will begin at 6:00 p.m.

1

Welcome to the RAB Meeting



Restoration Advisory Board Meeting
Former NWIRP Calverton

May 29, 2025

2



• ClosedCaptioning
–SelectMore

–Select“Languageandspeech”
–Click“Show livecaptions”

• ScreenLayout
–Toadjustthelayoutonyourscreen,selectView
–Choosethepreferredviewfromavailablechoices.
OptionsincludeGalleryView,FocusonContentand 
under more options, Full Screen

3

Teams Tools



Virtual Meeting Information

•This is a virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams
–Attendee cameras are not being used
–Attendee microphones will remain muted except when recognized 
for questions

•Microsoft Teams sign-in names will be used for the record.
•Meeting will be recorded, but the recording will not be made 
public.
•Meeting minutes will be prepared and will be made available 
in the Administrative Record.
•Questions or comments may be entered in the chat as they 
arise; they will be addressed during Q&A sessions.
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1) For attendees on Teams who wish to submit a written question, select 
‘Chat’, type your question in the text box, and select ‘Send’.

3)Phone-only attendees can dial *5 to raise their handand have the 
opportunity to ask a question.Once recognized, Dial *6 to unmute.

2) For attendees on Teams who wish to speak, select the ‘Raise your hand’ 
icon to be recognized. When recognized, click the ‘Mic’ icon to unmute.

5

How to Ask Questions



• Welcome and Introductions Addison Phoenix, Navy
Private Drinking Water Well Sampling and Response to 
Community Questions

• Technical Presentation and Q&A (Public & RAB)
Site 14 and 19 PFAS Remedial Investigation –Nate 
Winston, Resolution Consultants

• NYSDEC Regulator Update

• Listening Session/Open Discussion –Open to public & RAB 

• Closing Remarks –Addison Phoenix, Navy

6

Meeting Agenda



Laura Cook, PG –NAVFAC LANT
Addison Phoenix, PE –NAVFAC MidLANT
Katie Tippin, PG –NAVFAC LANT
David Todd –NAVFAC MidLANT
Francesca King, PG –NYSDEC
Cecia Bicknell, GIT –NYSDEC
Stephanie Selmer –NYSDOH
Shaun Surani – NYSDOH
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Introductions



Vincent Racaniello, PG –Community Co-Chair
Sidney Bail 
Adrienne Esposito 
Catherine Karl
Robert Kern
Amanda Lauth
Frank Mancini, PG
Kelly McClinchy
Andrew Rapiejko, PG
Stephen Shapiro
Tela Torge
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Introductions



Presentedby:
NAVFACMid-Atlantic
May 29, 2025

Former NWIRP Calverton 
Private Drinking Water Well 
Sampling and Response to 
Community Questions
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Agenda

Private Drinking Water Well 
Sampling Updates

Response to Community Questions

Questions
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Private Drinking Water Well Sampling Area
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Private Drinking Water Well Sampling Results

Number of wells 
with detections of 
PFAS at or above 
DoD levels

Number of wells 
with detections of 
PFAS below DoD 

levels

Number of 
wells with no 
detections of 
PFAS

Number of Wells 
sampled

0171330

Current Status:
• Max Detection: 4.2 ppt (PFOS)

• To date, all results are below the 
DoD PFAS Interim Action Levels for 
Private Drinking Water Wells.
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Current Status:
 The Navy is requesting property 
owner permission to sample private 
drinking water wells within the 
designated sampling areas. 

 This includes properties that have 
been previously sampled.

 For sampling appointments call: 
800-906-9339
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Private Drinking Water Well Sampling



Agenda

Private Drinking Water Well Sampling Updates

Response to Community Questions

Questions
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RSL: 5,300 ppb

RSL: Calculated 
using EPA tool

RSL: 0.46 ppb

1. What is the Regional Screening Levels (RSL) for 1,4-dioxane and 
the Project Action Level (PAL)

Image Source: https://serc.carleton.edu/download/images/150608/cross_sectional_diagram_water.webp

* All values are for Human Health based on 2024 EPA tables

• Clean up action levels will be determined at the feasibility study
• These incorporate Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 
(ARARs)
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Response to Community Questions



• All documents available on 
administrative record

• Formal public comment required for:
• Record of Decisions
• Remedial Actions
• Site Closeout
• Delisting 

• Public comment is typically 30 –60 
days

• Community Involvement Plan includes 
more ways to get involved

Community Involvement 
Plan Survey: 

16

Response to Community Questions

2. Public notification and timelines for public comment periods.



²ŀŘƛƴƎ wƛǾŜǊ aŀƴƻǊ wƻŀŘ

3. Possible test wells were sighted on Wading River Manor Road –
any knowledge of who or what? 
• NoNavy wells have 
recently been or are 
being installed on Wading 
River Manor Road.

4. Update on Regional 
Screening Levels & DoD Policy: 
• Current EPA RSLs are 
below laboratory detection 
limits for some PFAS.

• A January 2025 DoD policy 
has been established that 
provides additional 
guidance. 

17

Response to Community Questions



5. What is the status of securing a specific contractor (CDM Smith)?
• The Navy was able acquire modeling information through the 
CERCLA process.

• The Navy is currently reviewing the data and will work in 
conjunction with the USGS to determine next steps.

6. Community outreach to former Grumman employees to interview
• Currently conducting outreach in local news & Northrop Grumman 
former employee Facebook group

• Former Employees: We’d like to hear from you!
• Please call(800) 906-9339

7. Budget limitations for the Navy
• Current budget cuts are planned for all of DoD.
• May impact schedules for future Remedial Investigations & new 
fieldwork

18

Response to Community Questions



8. What were the detection limits for 2018 Site 2 soil samples?

2018 Soil
Detection 
Limits 
(ng/kg)

Soil 
RSL
(ng/kg)

PFAS

83119PFOA
83113PFOS

19PFNA
130PFHxS

8311,900PFBS
23HFPO-DA
7,800PFBA
3,200PFHxA

• 2018 –only able to analyze for 3 
PFAS: (PFOA, PFOS, and 
PFBS) with approved screening 
criteria.
• 17 samples collected

• Additional data has been 
collected since 2018, and those 
detection limits were generally 
below EPA RSLs.
• 55 samples collected

19

Response to Community Questions



Peconic River & Interim Actions
• Navy follows EPA Risk Based CERCLA process and will take actions 
based on identified risks.

• Navy has sampled private wells and there is no action required.
• Risk Assessment is an element of the Remedial Investigation Phase.

Draft Site 14 & 19 Risk 
Assessments

Finalize Site 2 Risk 
Assessment

Site 14 & 19 Phase 1 
RI fieldwork

Draft Site 2 Risk 
Assessment 

2026

• Comprehensive sampling for 1,4-dioxane is planned in the upcoming Site 
Inspection. Based on results, Navy will evaluate the need to test private wells.

2025

20

Response to Community Questions



RAB Charter

Additional RAB Charter changes were requested. Section 3.2 will be 
revised as follows:

• 3.2 Partnering agencies include:
 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYS 
DEC) 

 New York State Department of Health (NYS DOH)
 Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SC DHS)

21



22

Questions



23

Presented by: 
Resolution Consultants

May 29, 2025

PFAS Remedial Investigations
Sites 14 & 19
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Agenda

Background & Existing Data Summary

Remedial Investigation Strategy

Remedial Investigation Objectives& Path Forward
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Agenda

Background & Existing Data Summary

Remedial Investigation Strategy

Remedial Investigation Objectives & Path Forward
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Site 14 and Site 19 Site Locations
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Site 14:Formerly AOC-4, Noise Suppression House 
Formerly an aircraft hangar for testing engines (1985-1995)
Two aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) containing firefighting foam

Site 19: Formerly AOC-15, Compass Calibration Area 
Southwest of the eastern runway, where aircrafts calibrated compasses
Identified as a potential PFAS release area based on results of Site Investigation 
field activities for AOC-04 (Site 14) and AOC-10 

Background

AOC = Area of Concern
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Site 14 and Site 19 SI Results (Figure 1)
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Site 14 and Site 19 SI Results (Figure 2)
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 Data gaps in 3D distribution of PFAS plume in the ground
 Currently, there is insufficient data to evaluate PFAS for interim actions

Data Gaps
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Agenda

Background & Existing Data Summary

Remedial Investigation Strategy

Remedial Investigation Objectives & Path Forward
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Two Mobilizations
First mobilization: soil sampling, vertical profile boring (VPB) sampling, and 
sampling of existing monitoring wells for Sites 14 & 19 
July 2025

Second mobilization: Site 19 installation and sampling of new monitoring wells 
based on first mobilization results
Late 2025

Remedial Investigation Strategy
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Vertical Profile Borings (VPBs)

 Vertically drill past the groundwater table & collect groundwater samples
• Checks PFAS concentrations at different locations vertically and horizontally
• Used to adjust locations of future monitoring wells
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Site 14 Groundwater, VPB, 
and Surface Water Samples 

 Groundwater: 
•30 VPB samples 
from 6 locations 
(10-60ô below 
ground surface)
•67 samples from 
existing 
monitoring wells

 Surface Water:
•8 samples from 
unnamed ponds 
& Peconic River

VPB = Vertical Profile Borings

MW = Monitoring Wells 
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Site 14 Soil Samples 

 Soil: 
•18 soil samples 
from 6 locations:     
- 0-2 in below 
ground surface

- 0-2 ft below 
ground surface

- 6-8 ft below 
ground surface
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Site 19 Groundwater, VPB, 
and Surface Water Samples 

 Groundwater: 
•60 vertical 
profile boring 
samples from 10 
locations (20-
130 ft below 
ground surface)
•16 samples from 
existing 
monitoring wells

 Surface Water:
•5 samples from 
the Peconic 
River
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Site 19 Soil Samples 

 Soil: 
•72 soil samples 
from 18 locations 
•Shallow samples:
- 0-2 in below 
ground surface

- 0-1 ft below 
ground surface

- 3-4 ft below 
ground surface

•Deep samples:
- 10-15 ft 
below ground surface (or 2 ft. 
above water table)
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 Installation and sampling of 27 new monitoring wells (20-100 ft. below ground surface)
 Actual locations and depths will be adjusted based on first mobilization results

Second Mobilization
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Background & Existing Data Summary

Remedial Investigation Strategy

Remedial Investigation Objectives & Path Forward

Agenda
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Where do our Remedial Investigation (RI) Objectives come from?
The Navy, and all DoD, uses the EPAôs CERCLA process
Guidance for Conducting RI and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA

Remedial Investigation Objectives

https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/
ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=100
01VGY.TXT
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 Define Nature and Extent
• Identify locations and concentrations of PFAS in soil, groundwater, sediment, and surface 
water exceeding screening criteria

 Evaluate Fate and Transport in Environment
• Determine where and how fast PFAS will migrate
ï Physical and chemical properties of PFAS
ï Site conditions

 Perform Risk Assessments
• Human Health Risk Assessment
ï Human Health screening criteria are used to determine boundaries for nature and 
extent because they are typically lower than ecological screening values

• Ecological Risk Assessment (plants and animals)
ï Ecological Screening Values will be based on current scientific literature sources

• Determine chemicals of concern potentially requiring cleanup
The Navy takes actionbased on unacceptable risks to ensure safety and the 

success of the mission

Remedial Investigation Objectives
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Remedial Investigations for Sites 14 & 19 RIs will help determine the nature and 
extent of PFAS in groundwater and surface water

Remedial Investigations results used to determine the next steps for addressing 
PFAS in surface water, such as the Peconic River and ponds

Potential for interim actions will be assessed based on results

Path Forward

Image: Vertical Profile Boring 
sampling

Image source: Resolutions Consultants
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Questions
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Subscribe for updates via Constant Contact platform:

őƣƣƓƚаооũƓЮĦŸŰƚƣċŰƣĦŸŰƣċĦƣƓċŊĲƚЮĦŸůоƚũоÉì§ǃŢ 9о[ŸƖůĲƖ ìfÅÂ9ċũƻĲƖƣŸŰ

This platform will serve as an important tool for community-wide communication 
regarding the RAB and related activities at the Former NWIRP Calverton.

You are encouraged to self-subscribe and participate. Thise-mail campaignwill 
be used for:

¶ Updates on environmental restoration efforts
¶ Announcements about upcoming meetings and events
¶ Engaging in open dialogue with the community

Thank you for your continued interest and involvement. 
We look forward to working together as we move forward.
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Stay Connected 



Thankyou forattendingtonight’s meeting!
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Addison Phoenix
NAVFAC MIDLANT EV32

addison.g.phoenix.civ@us.navy.mil
Phone: (757) 842-3232

Former NWIRP CalvertonPublic Affairs 
NAVFAC_ML_PAO_ALL@us.navy.mil

Phone: (757) 341-1410

Thank You!


