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TRAINING AREA AND BUILDING 41 NCBC DAVISVILLE RI

02/24/2009
RHODE ISLAND DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT



RHODE ISLAND --a DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
235 Promenade Street, Providence, RI 02908-5767 

24 February 2009 

Mr. Curtis Frye 
US Department of the Navy 
BRAC PMO, Northeast 
4911 South Broad Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19112-1303 

RE: Navy Response to RIDEM Comments 
Phase III Remedial Investigation 
Site 16 (Creosote Dip Tank, Fire Fighter Training Area & 
Building 41) 
Naval Construction Battalion Center 
Davisville, Rhode Island 
Submitted 28 January 2009, Dated 26 January 2009 

Dear Mr. Frye: 

TDD 401-222-4462 

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management, Office of Waste 
Management (RIDEM) has reviewed the above referenced document. The Navy's 
responses to RIDEM's comments are provided in a document dated 26 January 2009. 
Comments on the Navy's responses are provided below: 

1. Page ES-l, Section ES.l, Paragraph 1 - This paragraph indicates that the 
entire Site 16 is part ofNCBC. The portion of this site that is east of AlIens 
Harbor Road and north of Davisville Road (the extreme eastern portion of 
the site) is not part ofNCBC, but was part of the fonner Quonset Naval Air 
Station which was transferred to Rhode Island Economic Development . 
Corporation sometime between 1975 and 1980. Please revise this paragraph 
to reflect this. 

Response is acceptable. 

2. Page ES-8, Section ES-4, Summary of Screening Level Ecological Risk 
Assessment Results, Paragraph 3 - This sentence states that per Navy and 
EPA guidance the initial assessment of COPCs was refined. Please be 
advised that under RIDEM Remediation Regulations COPCs carolot be 

.. ~ 
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dropped from further consideration until it can be shown that both 
individually and cumulatively that there is no risk from the cope. 
The Navy response states that a COPC tSQnly eliminatedifit has been' 
demonstrated that both' individually and cumulatively that there is no 
signijicant,riskfrom that chemical. Please provide the calculations that 
show this for theCOPCsihat have been dropped from further 
consideration. 

3. Page 2-49, Section 2;12.2.13 Additional TasksPerfQrmed During the 
Phase III RIField Work, Paragraph 1- It is noted that an, iridescent, 
discontinuousfihn:'likesheenwas observed at the top of standing water in 
the bottom of test p~ts dug for this site. Please state ifthe film-like sheen' 

I material was sampled; , 

The discussion of Page 4:46 states that PAHconcentrations of the water 
samples are higher at the' test pit site (imjiltered) and are l()wer in 
concentration down gradient of the, test pit site (presumably jiltered). The 
Navy's rationale for this is due to suspended solids. It does not answer the 
question of whether the sheen material was sampled or not. 

4. Page 3-4, Section 3.5,. Soil, Sentence 1--' "The tetm soi/generally refers to 
the jirst 5 feet of unconsolidated material underlyingthe ground surface. " 
Please provide areferencefor this definition. RIDEM, , in its Remediation 
Regulations (Section 8.02(A)(i)(2)) considers evaluating soil from the 
groundsurface to the top'bfthe water table for a residential scenario. The 
top of the water table, ililllanyinstances can be more than 5 feet below the 
ground Surface. 

The Navy states' that groundwater under site 16 is very shallow and in 
particular undertheNorth Central portion of the site is less than 10feet 
below ground surfape. Base(tupon Figures 3-2Athrough3.;.56fthe Phase 
III R1 this would in gen eral appear to be true assuming this is the lowest 
groundwater elevation reached. Please state if the Navy has seasonal data 
to indicate if this is thelowestgtoundwater elevation. 

The Navy need only consider groundwater elevati01i in thf! marina area as 
the rest of the site would be considered commercial/industrial based on 
current and foreseeable future land use. RlDEM considers the marina to be 
a recreationalatea whichfalls under the residential criteria. Surface soil in 
a commercial/industrial area need only be considel'ed to a depth of at least 
2feetbelowgroundsurfaceasnoted in Section 8. 02(A)(i)(2) under the 
RlDEMRemediation Regulations. 

5. Page 4-2, Section 4.0,Nahire and Extent ofContalllination, Paragraph 
2 - While metals may not be a primary contaminate of concern in 
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I, 

groundwater~ they are a possible contaminate of concern in surface and sub­
surface soil. Please revise the text to reflect this. 

Response is acceptable. 

6. Page 4-2, Section 4.0,Nature and Extent oLContamination, Paragraph 
2 - In discussing background concentrations of metals for NCBCvarious 
locations are presel).tedwhiclicould representb~ckgr6undmetals 
COl).centratiol).sJorthis site such as NC13C itself,NETC and even out of state 
bases. Thisstatement should be removed as it is notappropriate to compare 
Site 16 to other sites: where it is notkhownwh.en andfiow these studies' 
were conducted., Section 8.06, of the RIDEMRemediationRegulations has a 
set procedure for the determination ofbackgrouridconcentrations. The 
metals background study ccmclucted forNCBCduringthe 1990' s would not 
be of much use today 'as itwould not comply witlithe current RIDEM 
Remediation Regulations. It is understood such a stUdy was not conducted 
as part of this .remedial investigation. This CQuid lead the public to review 
the other studiesinentioned and drawconc1usions about Site 16 which may 
not be valid. " '! 

. .' "' , 

Response is acceptableprovided statement inresponseis added to text .. 

7. Page4-6, Section 4.1 ,Overview of Data pres~ntatiOli for 
Environmental Media.; SlirfaceWater and Seep Data,..Faragraph 3, 
Last sentence - 'fA risk~based concentration developed/or humqr,z 
,exposure to seeps is likely to be at least an order o/magnitude greater than) 
the screening critetiapresented in Tables 4-58 and4-59.;' Please remove 
this sentence as the stateinentis based on supposition and not a calculated 
result. Moreover, this statement would bemoreappropriate in Chapter 6 
(HUman Health RiskAssessment) wherethecalculat~dresultshould be 
shown .. 

The response is ac~ept~bleprovidedthe explanation is added to the text. 

8. Page 4-7, Section 4.1, ()verviewofDataPresentatiOlifor 
EnvironmentallVIedia- ~. Sediment; Paragraph 2- "However, it should 
be notedthatthe screeningcriteriapresented are very conservative for 
sediments. A risk-:basedconcentrationdeveloped fQrhuman exposure to 
sediments is likely to be at/east anorderojnfag1'!itude greater than the 
screening crit~ria presented in these tables." These sentences should be 
removed. For the first sentence the whole point of screening criteria is to be 
conservative to insure that any potential adverse affects are analyzed. For 
thesecondsentel).ce please see comment 7, above .. 

The response is a(xeptable provided the explanation is added to the text. 



9, Page 4-42, Section 4.3.1.1, Undeveloped Area c It is noted that Sy~C 
contamination has not been fully characteri:z;ed horizontally in the Creosote 
Dip Tank Area, Fire Fighting Training Area, BTEX Hot Spot Area and at . 
the septic tanks associated with Building E..: 107 . RID EM ooncurs with the 
Navy recommendation forfurther surface/shallo1Ysubsurface soil sampling 
prior to the completion of the FeasilJilityStlidy.· .. 

. . .' . 
RJDEM cOncurs with the Navy response, howev~r,in addition to P AHs 
metals, voes; SVOCsj PCBs and pesticides~hould also be sampled for as 
there is evidence that a smalilandjill existsatthi~ site. 

10. Page 4.;51, Section 4.3.4, SeIilivolatil~ Organic Compounds in 
. Sediments, Paragraph l-."The outfallrepresentsoverlandflow from 
parking areas and hence .does not represent Site 16 chemical releases." It 
should be noted that the drainage pipes aresubjecU6 I11(inflowlinfiltration) 
and as such aportionofthecontaminatescouldbefronr Site 16 chemioal 
releases. The reverse is also true that someofthe surface runoff could leak 
from the pipes into the,ground before ittnakes it$ way to the outfall. This 
should also be stated inthe report. . . 

j ...... ...•. .......• ' 

The responseis acceptable but also noteJhat this pathway may have been 
more signijicantin the past aspart of the revised narrative. 

. . . 

11. Page 4-55, Section 4.4.2.5, Deep Bedrock.Groundwater Zone- Please 
change "deep bedrock overburden monitoring wells" to "deep bedrock 

.. monitonngwells". 

Response is acceptable. 

12. Page 4-56, Section4A.3, Pesticides/PCBs in Seeps, 'Paragraph 2 - Please. 
state if the Navy plansonperforming a riskanalysisfor.Alpha-BRC and 
other pesticidessinc~ it exceeded·a screening criteria. 

Response is acceptable. 

13. Page 4-59, Section 4.6.1, Metals in Soils,;B\lllet2-This bullet notes th~t 
metals concentrations in soils werecomparedtootherhases in Rhode ' . 
Island, New England and the eastern United States; This statementshould 
be removed for the reasons stated in c6nuriertf 6.Jtcould, however, be 
stated thatthesebackground levels are justbeing used as a gauge for 
comparison to SiteJ6, blft should not b,e usedasabasisfor concluding no 
further studyis needed for metals with regard to this. media. 

See response to COmment 6. 
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14. Section 4, Nature and Extent of Co ntami hat ion, General Comment­
Based on the discussion in Chapter 4 the majority of contamination has 
been delineated, though in a number of areas the full extent of 
contamination has not been fullybounded; 

For sojls this WQuid include the north cehtralarea (CrebsoteDip Tank Area, 
BTEx: Hotspot Area; Fire Fighter TrainingArea,etc)andeast the Building 
41 area. For soils below -5 feet mean sealevel soil contamination has not 
been bounded 19 thesouth of Allen Harbor and to the fareast leading to . 
Narragansett Bay for VOCs in soil. For yOCingioundWater there is at 
least one areai11 each zone (shallow; inteIDlediate, deep, bedrock and deep 
bedrock) which has not been fully delineated interrnsof extent. 

. . 

'While there is. enough information to byginevahtating potential 
technologies forremediai' alternatives forthissite'additi()l1M investigation 
wi11b~needed to better delineate the extent ofcontatnination. This . 
inforrnationwillbe necessary in order to develop. appropriate remedies with. 
accurate cost estimates. Therefore, additionaldelineatioll brthe 

· contamillationshould be completed prior to orduringJhe early stages ofthe 
Feasibility Studyfor NCBC IR Site 16.' . . 

. . 

Thepitrpose6fthecomment was not forthe Navy to lookfor additional·. 
source areas, bui rather to delineate the extent of CrOC contamination. 
This willamongothet things allow the Navytopropefly locate monitoring 
wellsaspartofany long-term monitoringplan,assist with theplacement of 
any potentialEnvironmental Land Use Resfrictions (ELURj a11dis a 
requiremenlof theRIDEM Remediation RegttiationsJSection 7.01/ 

15. Page 5-1,SectioIl5.() Chemical Fate and Transport, Paragraph 1, 
. S~nttmce3 -Please include TPH in additiontohtetalsanddioxin as" 

· contatninatesofsecondaryconcem since there .were exceedances of . 
RID EM'Remediation Regulatiohs Residential Direct . Exposure Criteria. 

, , ". . 

· Respollseisacceptabteif it includes a discusstoniofTPH as a cope in 
Section 5 of the report . . . 

16. Page 5-7,Section5.2, Contaminate Tr~nspOl:tP3thways, Paragraph 3, 
Bunets2arid3~ This bullet, in reference to·naturalattenuation, states 
thattheplu.meoutline (extent) is stableotshrinking over time and that 
concentrati6risof Contaminates in mdstwells ar~de¢reasingover time .. 
While thesestateinents may be true, very few rOl:mdsof sampling~are . 
available to draw any definitive statements on an overall decrease in 
contarnimtte Concentrations and plume extent. III addition,the Navy has 
not fullydelin:eatedthe extent of the plumes-inanyone of the strata . 

. Therefore,please remove these bullets. 



Response is acceptable. 

17 . Page5-11, SectionS.3, Chemical and Physical Properties and 
DegradatlonProcesses Affecting Contaminate MobiUty and 

. PersistenceofCV()C, Paragraph 2, LastSentence - Given tIle soil 
samplesthat'haye b~en taken from this site, please state if the Navy has 
eva1:t;tated. the soil.' for .geochemical and. microorganisms to .. determine if the ." 
ptoperconditionsexist for the rapid breakdown ofCVOC. 

Response is (lcceptable. 

18. TableS-3,Pagelof9, Receptors ofCottcern,Immediate Up gradient 
Area-This section notes that the low-level VOC in this area is unlikely 
to cause a yaporintrusiol}, problems because buildings· have.cOncrete. 
floors.p~ease note that concrete floors. can crack . over time' proyidinga 
pathway for vapors to enter a building. The vapor intrusion scenario" 
should be investigated in the human health risk asSessment for this area to . ' 
insurethatexisting~ as well as future· buildingcdnstruction, doesl1at pose 
an unaccepfableris}<;for vaporintnision or that proper construction 
techniques ate incorporated into the deSign of any existing or future 
buildings inthe area. 

. . '. . 

The purpose of the comment was for the Navy to evaluate the whole Of Site 
16 for vapor ilitrusion. While in certain. areas vapor intrusion· of CVOC 
rnaynotbe a concerntodaYi thatcould chflnge with time as the plume 
advances.' In addition,concretefloors in' and of themselves are, notan 

. acceptabiebwrierto vapors since thefloor can crack providing a 
pathway for the vapors . . Therefore the Navy. needs. to evaluate/ate and 
transport oftheplume to determine what areas 111;ay have unacceptable 
risk tohwniin health in' the future and Whatcari/wiltbe done to remedy' 
that situation. .... . 

. - . -.. 

19. Table 5-3,. Page 4 of 9, Receptors ofConcertt, Creosote Dip TankArea 
'- This area hasthe potential for both cornmercigYindustrial as well as 
residential use (in the form of hotels or recreational use (proposals over 

,the years have shownhoth). Please note this inthis section. 

RIDEMdisagreesl;vith the response to this comment. Under the MARAD. 
agreement land use must be in supportofthe marine industry. Amarina . 
would be consistent with the MARADagreernent. Under the RIDEM ." 
Remediation Regulations a marina would b~considered recreational use. 
Section 3.58 of the Regulations defines residential activity to iriclude 
u.nrestrictedoutdoor recreational area. The cleanup ojNCBCisto be 
based oricurrentor reasonably foreseeablefuture land use. The mar(na 



currently exists and is anticipated to continue to exist in the future. 
Therefore, RIDEMRemediationRegulations residential standards would 
apply to thisarea. 

20. Table 5-~, Page 5 of 9, Receptors of Concern, Fire Fighting' Training 
Area-This area has the potential for both commercial/industrial as well 
as residential use (in the form of hotels or recreational use (proposals over 
the years llave shown bpth).Pleasenote this in this section. 

See comment to response no.' 19; 

2L Page 6:-5,Section6~1.2.1, Derivation of Screening Criteria, Scr~eni~g 
Levels for Soil aridSediInent, Paragraph 2.-This paragraph notestliat 
cope selection tables will include theORNL RSLs and RIDEMDirect 
Exposure Criteria for commerciallindustrialsoils. They should' also 
include the RIDEM Residential Direct Exposure Criteria as this will help , 
determine whether an EnvironmentalLand Use Restriction (ELUR)will 
be required, ' 

,-' , 

Response is acceptable. 

22. Page 6-5, Section 6.1.2.1, Derivation of Screening Criteria, Screening 
Levels for Grollndwater and Groundwater Seeps,Pal'agraph 1~ 
Sen(ence2 -" rhe definition forRIDEM GB groundwater is given as "i;e., 
an area. t4at ispresumed notsuitableforuse as a current or potential 
source ofdrinkingwatet". This regulation from Section 8.03(A)(ii}ofthe 
Remediation Regula:tions is used by RID EM to determine the appropriate 
clean'uplevti1s forGB classification groundwater. The GB classification of 
groundwater at this site is not based, on the RIDEM Remediation 

,Regulations,.but is basedon theRIDEM Groundwater Quality 
Regulations. Section 9.1.3 of the Groundwater Quality Regulations" 
defines GB groundwater, as "those groundwater ,resources desigriatf!d by, 
the Director which may not be suitablefor public or private drinking', 
water use.withouttreatment due tokriownor presumed degradation"; 
Please change the definition of GBgroundwater to that of the, , 
Groundwater Quality Regulations since it has not yet been determinedthat 
this area cannot be used as a potential future source of groundwater. 

Response is acceptable . 
• ".. >-. .' 

, 23. Page6:"5&6~ Section 6.1.2.1,.Derivation of Screening Criteria, 
FrequencyofDetectiou Screen -This paragraph notes, with conditions 
thatifaconstituent was detected less than once in 20 samples it was no .' 
longer considered as a COPC.Please notetliisis inconsistent with the '. 
RIDEMRemediation Regulfltions(Section 8.01 (A). In order to drop a 
constituent from further considerationinthe riskanalysis it must be shown 



- ----- - -- - ---- ----

that individuallyand cumulitively that the constituent poses no 
unacceptable risk . 

While the action taken with respect to thiscomment is acceptable,R1DEM 
. disagref!s with the rationale. It still must be shown that individually and 
cumulatively each C()PC does not pose an unacceptable risk. Even though 
the toxicityscreen is very conservative the calculation must stillbe 

. p·rovided. 

24. Page 6,;8, Section 6~1.2.2, Decision Rules fotEstablishing copes, 
Bullet 4- This bullet states that chemical$ present at naturally occurring 
levels wetenot retained as COCs in accordance with Navy guidance. . 
Please stateif there are any chemicals the Navy did not retain as a result of 
this bullet. Please note the only background study done at NCBC was for 
basewideinorg~nicsfor groundwater. This study, however, is nofin 
compliance with Section 8:06 of the RID EM Remediation Regulations. 

Please provide the list ofCPQCsthat were notcarriedforward as a result 
of them being determined to be within background values. 

- - -

25. Page 6-9, Section 6.1.3.1,Surface Soil (0 t02 feet) - Undeveloped 
Area, Last]?aragraph, Last Sentence - Please reference the background 
study whiCh shows aluminulll and beryllium to be within background . 
levels. 

See comment 34. 

·26. Page 6-11, Section 6.1.3.2, Surface~oiI(> than 2 feet) - Undeveloped 
Area,.Last Paragrapb,sentence2- Please reference the background . 
study which shows the background concentrations of aluminum, arsenic· 
and beryllium to be within background levels. 

See comment 34. 

27. Page 6.,12, Section 6.1.3.2, Surface Soil (> than 2 feet) -Undeveloped 
Area, LastPatagraph,First Sentellce...,. Please reference the background 
study reference the study which shows arsenic and aluminum to be within 
background levels. 

Se~-comment 34. 

28. Page 6-13, Section 6~1.3.3, Surface Soil (0 to 2 feet) - Developed Area, 
Paragraph 2, Sentence 2 .-,Pleasereference the background study which 
shows aluminum, arsenic andrnanganesetobe within backgrolU1d levels. 

See comment 34; , 



29. Page 6-14; Section 6.1.3.4, Surface Soil (> than 2 feet) - Devel()ped 
Area, Parf}graph 2, Sentence 3~ Please reference the study which shows 
aluminum,arsenic, beryllium,ironandmanganese to be within 
background levels. . 

See comment 34. 

30. Page 6-16, Section 6.1.3.5, Shallow Oyerhllrden Groundwater, 
Paragrapbl,Sentence 4'- Please reference the study whiGhshows Cr; 
Mn, Ni in unfiltered samplesandCr, FeandMn in filtered samples to be 
within background levels. 

See comment 34 .. 
.' ," . 

. . 

31. Pf}ge6.:17,Section 6.1.3.6, Intermediate Overburden Groundwater, 
Paragraph 1, Sentence J -Please reference the study which showsCr, 
Mn andNi in unfiltered samples and Fe, Mnand V in filtered samples to 
be within background levels. . . .. 

Seecomment·34. 

32. Page6·J8, Section 6.1.3.7, Deep Overburden Groundwater, 
Paragraph 1, Sentence 3 - please reference the study which shows Cr, 
Mnand Niinunfiltered ~amplesand Ba, Cr, Fe,Mn and Ni in filtered 
'samplesto be within background levels. ( 

See comment 34. 

33.Page6·J8,Section 6.1.3.8, Sha.llow BedrockGroundwater, Paragraph 
2, Sentence 3 ~ Please referencethestudywhich shows AI, Ni and Tlin 
unfiltered samples and Fe andJYIn in filtered samples to bewithin 
background levels; . 

See comment34. 

34. Page 6-19, Section 6.1.3.9, Deep Bedrock:Groundwater, Paragraph 2, 
Sentence 3-Please reference the study which shows Mn in filtered·· . 
samples to be within background levels. 

0/ major to concern to RIDEM is arsenic in soils. If the Navy can 
demonstrate·that suJficientsamples.have been obtained·(18 samples +1 
per additi0Yl:al acre over the 5th acrej,no individualsample exceeded 15 
mglkg and no greater than 10% o/sample results from the data set exceed 
7.0 mglkg thenRIDEMcan agree witharsenic not being aCPOC. It 
should also be noted that a study conducted by T O'Connor entitled 



Background Levels o(Priority PollutantMetals in Rhode IslandSoils in 
the· early 1990 's showed the average·backgroundlevel of arsenic in Rhode 
Island to be 1.7 mg/kg. 

For the, remainder of the COPCs, jilnplybecauseaCOPCis below a 
screening level does not mean thatcuinulatively it does riot pose a risk. 
Pleaseprovide calculations that demonstrate that COPCs no longer . 
cql1sidereddo not cumulativelypose an unacceptablerisk. . 

'. .' . . .. ' -. . 

35. Section 6.1.3, COPCs Selected for the IntRA, General CQmment - It 
. appears that a number of copes havebeendiminated from· further 

consideration in the human health risk assessment based on their being . 
within "background values";· His. assumed thatthese are studies that were 
conductedfor NCBC during the early to mid 1990' s. While at the time 
RIDEMapproved these backgrbumistudies, they.no longer· comply with 
the current RIDEM Remediation Regulations, amen.ded 2004. As a result, 
these studies can no longer be tisedtoeliminateCOPCs. RIDEM is not 

>aware of any current backgroundstudiesthathaye been conducteqatthe 
site. 1]1 accordance with Section8.0)(A) oftheRIDEM Remediation 
Regulations RIDEM is requestillgthat COPCsnoted iri comments 25 thru 
34 beinduded intheHHRA until it call be shbwnthat individualiy and 

. cmllulatively the COPC shows acceptable risk. 

Pkaseprovide calculations thatshowcl(m1i:latively that the eliminated 
.' . ,-

COPCsdo not pose an unaccept!lble risk .. 

36. Table(j~25, Receptors and Exposure Routes, Construction Workers­
··Pleasestateifthe Soil Dermal, ContacfandSoilIngestion exposure routes 

include hothsurface and subsutfacesoiL . . . 

Response is acceptable. 

37.Pa~es6-2j and 24, Section. 6.2.1 . .l,pot~lltial Current and Future 
Receptors of Concern and Exposure Pathways, Child and Adult 
ItecreationUsers& Future Child and AdultResidents - Please be 
advised that under the RIDEMRemediatibn Regulations the Recreational 
and Residential scenarios have thesalne standard of protection. In 
addition, aportion ofthe site iscurrentlyu$ed for recre,ational purposes 

., . (marina) and plans have been shown inJhepast that would'have 
. residential uses (hotels). . . 

. mDkM is aWare of the 19 January 20071etter regarding recreational 
criteria under the commercialltndustrial scenario. Byconsid~ring the 

. recreational scenario under the commercial/industrial criteria it is 
automatically given that institutional controls will be placed on the 
property (i.e., commercial/industrial criteria are not acceptablefor 



recreational use unless there is extremely ~imiteduse' of the property for 
'suchuse- example: used once a year for the companypicnic), insuring 
'. thep~ofJerimplementation of the in~titutional control, annualreporting 
n~quirements to insure institutiorialcontrolSate in place and rnaintained, 
theinstiiutional control isproteetiW! of hUman health for the useinte'nded 
and RIOEM has the authority to take enforcement actions or require 
[ldditional investigation and/or rdnedicH activities if the restrictions are' 

'1i'ofrnaintained or the use of the property changes. 
- . .: -

Th~marina is afacility that wil/·be.utilized 365days.aye~r.RIDEMwill·. 
apply the residential criteria to this portiono/the site.' This,.however;does 

.. notmean thatinstitutional controls cannot be a part of the remedy for this 
··areaofthesite. RIDEM will work with the Navy and EPA to determine an 

apjxropriate solution for this portiand! the site, . . 
;- '.,.. • ,.'. - < 

38.l'able 6-27, Input ParametersRe~sonaJ>leMaximuIi1Exposures,Page 
lof4,incidental Ingestion/])ermalContact withSoil~Forthe adult 
residentthe ingestiol1 rate for soils is stated as 100 mglday.Appendix Dof 
theRIDEM Remediation Regulationsh,isa default value of 1000/mg/day, 

. Please use this value in the calculations. In addition please explain why a 
.chilclresident would be ata site for25,550days (70 years); This isthe ~. 
Value used for ATe' 

Tfithrespectto the technical aspects a/the response, the response is 
acceptable. Please be advised that the RIDEM Remediation Reguldtions 
.wiUbecome ARARs at whichpofnttheNavy will need to comply with these 
regulations as well as CERCLAand Navy guidance. 

39. Table 6-28, Input ParametersCentraltendency Exposures, Page J of4, . 
For Al'nand ATe under the All Exposures Section,pleaseexplaillwhy the 
averagingtime would he different.Similar to comment 38 p~easeexplain 
why a child resident wouldbeatthesiteXor 70 years. ForATnplease 
explaitiwhya child resident would only be atthe site for 730da,ys(2 

'. years)andthe adultresident would only beat the siteJorTyears. Ills 
• a'ssl.lmedthe child would move'vVith tlieparent, thereforeth¢averaging 
time. should be the same (though RIDEM Remediation Regulations 
.consid~r a child scenario for the first 6 years). .. . 
.' , -. 

Response isacceptdble. 

40; Chapter 6, Section 6.2.4, GeneralComm:ent - Pleaseexplairnvhythe 
central tendency exposure frequency is always one half the reasonable 
maximum exposure frequency . 

. ResPQnseis acceptable. 

I 
! 



41. Page6-:46,$ection 6.4.2, Interpretation of Risk Assessment R.esults, 
...• .... . .. 5 . .. 

Paragrapb 1, Sentences 3 & 4""-' "However, the 1 x 10- risk benchmark 
shOuld not be viewed as adiscretelimit. Risks s!ightly greater them lx 10-

... ·5. maybe considered acceptable Ae. protective) ifjustijiedon site.,specijic 
.·c.onditions, including any uncertainties about the nature andextentoJ 
contamination and associatedrisks."Section8.01(A) oftheRIDEM 
Remediation Regulations doesnotdiscuss cumulative riskswhichslightly 
exceed 1 x 10-5

• Exceedances of 1 x 1 0-5 would requireevaluatiohof·· 
remedial altematives.Whethe~the no action alternative would be the 
preferredaltemative would be a risk management decision.Pl~aseinc1ude 
this statement in this section. . .. 

ReSpOfl$e is acceptable. 

42: Page 6·47, Section 6.4~3~1,S()il, N:()ncarcinogenic Risks-'RME, 
·Soutbe~sfUndeveloped Area"-: Please state if the childresidentscenario 
···hadHisin excess of similar to the Northwest Undeveloped Area ... 

TheNaV)i's response was that the HIsfor the residentialchildexposure to 
.. surface soil was less than I andfor subsurf((ce soil was 5. The Navy is 
. proposing to amend to sentence to state that HIs for both surface and 
. subsurface soil are less than lIor the childresident. Thisdoes not make 

sensei,ftheHlforsubsurface soil is 5. Please revise this section· 
··accordingly . 

. 43~Page6~50, S~cti()n 6.4.3.2. Gr()undwater Undeveloped Area, 
·· •. Paragraph2,Last Sentence .. ~ This sentence notes that metals 
<cpllcentrations in groundwater are elevated in unfilteredsamples)versus 

filtered samples. Please note that RIDEMRemediation Regulations 
Groundwater Obj ectives are basedonurifiltered samples sine it is assumed 
lIlostpeoplt;do not filter their groundwater prior toconsuniption, 

. Response is acceptable. 
-- /' 
7 - -- . . • 

. 44. Page 6-55, Section 6.4.3.5, 'vapor Intrusion - Please stateifthe . 
. exposure frequency for the residential scenario used was 350 days/year. 
Tables'6-42 and 43· simply provide the results of the analysis; 

Response is acceptable. 

45.; Page 6-57, Section 6.4.3.6, Risks from Le~d, Paragraph 1; Last 
••. sentence - Please see comment 43. In addition; if any pliblicwater supply 
. were to be developed from water inthis area, concentrations oflead . 
would need to be below 15ug/l irrespective of any riskassessment 
perfdnned. . 



Unless the lead in the soil is naturally occurring it is posSible that itwas 
. deposited by site related activities. The fact that filtered water consistently 
. has a lower concentration of lead than unfiltered samples could simply 
mean that the lead contaminated water has fully moved through the site. 
TheNavy is proposing apl'ohibition . of domestic use of groimdwgter. This 
should be extended to include any withdrawal of groundwater except for 
sampling and remediationpurposes unless that groundwater is treated to. 
meet RlDEM GAGroundwaterObjectives or MeLs, . 

. :". . . 

46. Page 6-58, Section6.4.3.~,Risks from Lead, Paragraph 1-Please 
explain why the hypQthetical residential· scenario wasnotincluded in this 
analysis. It seems only the construction worker, industrial worker;~d 
recreational user were considered. . - . . 

Response is acceptable. 
. . 

. 47 .. Chapter 6, Gene~alColD~ent-Please explain why thecentralteridency 
. exposure (CTE) averaging time isonehalfthe reasonable maximum 
exposure (RME) averagingtime. It is understood. this is based em 
professionarjudgment,ho:wever, iris RIDEM's understartdingthat the. 
Armyuses % of theRMEJorthe CTE. Both branches of the military are 
part of the Department of Defense therefore it would seem they would use 
the same criteria. 

Response is acceptable. 

48. Page 8-4, Section 8.2, Sllntmary of Human health Risk Assessment 
. Reslllts, Bullet 2 ~. This bulletstates that the sediIllentsinAllen Harbor 
.. are submerged and that potential for·human contactis limited. Please be· 

•. aclvisedthat shelltishing isyerycommon this area and this would put 
. human receptors indiretfcontactwith the sediment. This should be noted 
in this bullet. 

. . - ," .~ 

Response is acceptable, however, tlspart the remedy forthi;site anELUR 
wouldneed to beplaceon iheproperty to maintain the erosion control . 
andprohibit shell fishing in the marina. 

49. Page 8-5, S~ction 8.2, SummaJ.y Of Human health RiskAssessmeIlt . 
. Resrilts, Bullet 2 - Thisbulle(notesthat groundwateruserestrictions are 
. currently in place fortheun4eveloped area. Please state if this also applies 

to the developed . area; In addition, if the· groundwater cann6tbe 
remediated aenviromnEmtallanduse restriction will need to be applied to 
the whole property upon transfer. . 



Response is acceptable. The Navy agrees that if groundwater use does not 
allow for unrestricted use an ELUR will be placed on all of Site 16 upon 
property transfer. 

50. Page 8-6, Section~8.4;:Recomlllendations for FurtherActfon, BuUet 1 -
This bullet implies that the whole of the northeastern quadrant of Site 16 
needs to meet commercial in<lustrialdirect exposure criteria. Please be 
advised that a small portion-of the section of land is used for recreational 
purposes (marina). UnderthelliDEM Remediation Regulations 
recreational uses must meet residential direct exposure criteria, Please note 
this in this bullet. 

S,ee response to comment 37. 

RIDEMwouldliketo thank you [orthe opportullityto comment on this document and 
looks forward to working with the Navy andUSEPA. If you have any questions or' 
require additional information please call me at (401) 222-2797 ext. 7138 or email me at 
crichard~gott1ieb@dem.ri.gov. 

Cc: M.Destefano, DEM OWM 
. C. Williams, EPA Region 1 
D.Barney, BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
S;Klng, RIEDC 
S. Licardi, ToNK 
S. Vetere, TTNUS 
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