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July 31, 1997

Mr. Philip Otis
U.S. Department of the Navy
Northern Division - NAVFAC
10 Industrial Higll\.vay
Code 1811/PO - Mail Stop 82
Lester, PA 191 13.-2090

Dear Mr. Otis:

Re: Response to Comments for the Feasibility Study Report
Site 7 Calf Pasture Point
Former Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rl

The Environmental Protection Agency, Region [ (EPA) has reviewed the above captioned
document, dated Juiy 17, i 997 pursuant to ~ 7.6 of the NCBC Federal Facility Agreement (FFA).

The Navy presented a revised Conceptual Long Term Monitoring Plan (CLIMP) at meeting on
July 22, 1997 that should address many of our ongoing concerns with this site. The RTC for the
FS uses the CLTMP as the answer to many of our comments. EPA agrees that the use of site
specitlc data gathered during the CLTMP, with modification, will provide the flexibility to address
most of our concerns with the stability of the plume. EPA expects to provide the Navy comments
on the CLIMP by August 22, 1997.

The Navy has also agreed to remove all references to the SUTRA and AT123D modeling in the
RIiFS. This will enable the Navy to rely on site specific data to support the conclusions of the RI.
However, the Navy has not yet gathered data in the near shore to support the conceptual model
of the plume discharge areas. Additional investigation will need to be performed during the
CLTMP design.

In our letters dated .June 13 .. 1997 concerning. the draft PP and dated July 1, 1997 concerning the
Interim RTC tor the RIIFS for this site, EPA stated that the administrative record for the OU will
not be complete until the Navy submits a lInal RIIFS. We requested a schedule as to when the
revised RIIFS will be subrnitted, but have not yet received it. Additionally, the Redlined Proposed
Plan (PP), dated 2 July, indicated the PP would be issued on August 1, 1997 and an informational
meeting would be held on the 13 of August \-vith a hearing on the 20th of August. Please provide
a schedule for this site.
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Please be advised that the RIfFS for this OU will not be considered complete until the Navy
'submits RIfFS documents which are satisfactory to EPA. The complete administrative record for
this OU must be available for public review and comment anhe time the .pp is issued. Therefore,
EPA does 'not approve the issuance of the PP on' August 1, 1997. ' ..

If you have any questions, or would: like to set up a meeting, please contact me (617) 573-5736.

Sil2#~ ...
i?r'istine A.P. Williams, RPM .

Federal Facilities Superfund Section.

Enclosure .

.cc: Richard Gottlieb, RIDEM
Bill Brandon, EPA
Jayne Michaud, EPA
David Peterson, EPA
Forest Lyford, USGS
Tim Priol:' USFWS
Walter Davis, NCBC
Marjory Myers, Narragansett Tribe
Marilyn Cohen, ToNK
Howard Cohen, RIEDC
Bryan Wolfenden, Rl RC&DC, Inc.
George Horvat, Dynamac
Jim Shultz, EA
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EPA Responses to Navy RIC on Draft FilU1IFeasibility Study Calf Pasture Point (Site 07)

GENERAL COMMENT ON DRAFT FINAL FS

1. The Navy.should revievl the FS report.and remove all text, tables, etc., associated with the
SUTRA and the· ATl23D models(e.g., Sections 1.4.6.2, 1.4.6.3, etc}. In addition, any
estimations, predictions or conclusions based on the model simulation should be removed from
the report. Instead of relying on a model simulation of questionable basis, the Navy should apply
the .site-specific data to evaluate the discharge ofcontaminated groundwater to the offshore
environment. This may include contaminant coilcentrations in the near shore wells, borehole
logging results by the USGS, geologic.forI11ation clata (e.g., hydraulic gradient, hydraulic
conductivity, grain size, salinity, etc) ancl contarilinantcharacteristics. This use of site-specific
data will result in a conservative approacl.1· that i.s considered more reliable than the results of the
model simulations.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON DRAFi' FINAL FS AND ARAR TABLES

1. Remove section 2.2.5 -Technical Impracticability Waivers at Site 07, waivers are not
being requested.

2. Section 5.2, ~ 2 - EPA believes that none of the prop.osed treatment alternatives 3~5 will
meet chemical-specificARARs for all COCs across the site. The paragraph does not clearly state
this. Please clarify by stating, "Alternatives 3-5 will not meet ARARs for all COCs acrOss the site.
Ifany one of the Alternatives 3-5'are proposed as the final remedy of the Davisville,NCBC, Calf
Pasture Point Site 7, a Technical Impracticability Waiver will be requested"

3. Section 5.2, ~ 3, 2nd sentence - Add "2" after "Alternative"

4. Same sentence - states 'Ilo'othe;' wells will be dug - this is not accurate, the LTMP clearly
states that additional wells will be installed at the site.

n. ARARs Tables

5. Table 2-2, p I - Need to move the Clean Water Act; Section 404 citation from the Action-
specific table (Table 3-1, p. I) to the location-specific ARAR table. Under Status, since direct
work in wetlands (freshwater or tidal) is proposed then the statute ':\'ould be Applicable.

Wetlands/Clean Water Act,
Wate~ Section 404, 33
Resources USC 1344; 40
(Federal) CFR part 230

Applicable
(or Relevant
and .

Appropriate)

Prohibits the discharge
of dredged of fill materials'
into a water of the u.? if

. there is a practicable
alternative.

Any impacts to
wetlands will be
minimized and
mitigation, including
mitigation of existing
wetlands mplemented.



EPA Responses to Navy' RTC on Dnlft Final Feasibility Stud.y Calf Pastu're Point (Site 07). ~. .

6..Table 2-2, p.l -. Add:

Wetlands/Rivers" 'and
Water Harbors Act,
Resources 3~ US~ 403;
(Federal) 33 CFR Parts

320-323

Relevant and
". appropriate

Prohibits un"authorized
"obstructioi1 or alteration 'of

. navigable waters.

The environmental
standards in the Act
will apply to any
actions in tidal waters.

7. Table 2-2, p.2 - .Wetlands (State) -·citation is: Rhode Island Freshwater Wetlands Laws
(RIGL 2-1-18 et seq.); 'RIDEMRules Governing the Enforcement of the Freshwater Wetlands
A.ct (CRIR 12-100-003). Uncler Status,since direct work will bedone in wetlands (freshwater)is
proposed then the statute would be Applic~..ble.

8. Table 2-2, p.2 - Endangered Species Act synopsis should read " existence. of federally-
.listed endangered... " and the Action to be Taken should be changed to " RIDEM indicates that
the Least Tern has been identified .. .Ifthis species is identified at the landfill or the adjacent
wetland.. .In addition., creation of ~etlanQs alongthe harbor n1ay provide l1abitat for this species."

.Unless the Least Te·rn·actually occu.rs at the' Site, the status should be R~levant and
·appropriate. This is consistent·with·the·ARARs table for·the nearby Allen Harb'or Landfill.

. .' .. .

9. Table 2-2, Page 2, eliminate reference to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act as anARAR.
Issues regardingmigratorybirds are addi'essedu'nder the Fish and Wildlife Coordimition Act.

10. Table 2-2, Page 2, ad,d:

Coastal"
Zone
(Federal)

Co~stal Zone "Applicable.
Management Act
(.16 USC 3.50,"el..\"eq.)

Must conduct
activities in a'manner'
consistent with the
approv~d:state

" management program.

The substantive
requirements of this .
Act will be met.

Historic'
Preservation

".. {Federal)

National Historical . Apj)licable
Preservation Act,
16USC 46gel seq.

Requires protection. Portions of Site
of sigriificant scientific 07 have been
prehistorical, identified as
histol'ical or potential
archaeological data, archeologically­
must recover and significant areas.
preserve artifacts.

11. Table 2-2, page 3 - Coasted Zones {State) citatioi1add after "Regulations" "(CRlR 04-'
000-010)". .

..
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EPA Responses to Navy: RTC on Draft Final Feasibility Study Calf Pasture Point (Site 07)

12. Table 2-2, Page 3 - Add (If any of the three identified species actually occur at the Site,
the status should be A·pplicable. . This is consistent with the ARARs table for the nearby Allen
Harbor Landfill.):

Monitoring Resource Conservation, Relevant and
(Federal) and Recovery Act' . Appropriate

. (RCRA) 42 USC'
6901 el seq.

Table 3-1: Add:

Endangered
Species
(State)

13.

Rhode Island
Endangered.Species'
Act
(RIGL 20-37-1
el seq.)

Relevant and
appropriate

Remedial actions may Information provided
not jeopardize the by RIDEM indicates
continued existence that Grassh~pper
of state-listed. . Sparrow, Upland
endangered or . Sandpiper, and Least
threatened species, or Tern have been
adversely modify or identified in the
destroy their critical Davisville/Quonset.
habitats. area. If any of these

species are identified
at the 'Iandfill or the
adjacent wetland,
appropriate measures
will be taken during
construction to ensure
that the remedial
action does not
adversely affect the
species or its habitat.
In addition, the final
cap and the created
wetlands may provide
habitat for these
specIes.

Outlines specifications Substantive RCRA
for the performance requirements are to
of hazardous waste be met pertaining to
storage, treatment, wastes disposed of
and disposal facilities. prior to 1980 ~nd to
for hazardous waste RCRA listed or

chC,iracteristic
waste generated
during proposed
monitoring activities.
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EPA Responses' to. Navy .RTC on Draft Final Feasibility Study Calf Pasture Point (Site·07)

RCRA - Gen~ratorand Relevant and
.Handle.rRequirements, Appropriate

40 CFR260-261

Establish standards
for listing and .
identification 'of
hazardous waste.

For any materials
.g~nerated during
·monitoring well

..installation,

hazar.dous waste
determinations will be
performed, and the
wastes will be
managed in
accordance with these
regulations, if
necessary.

~CRA - Subpart F - Relevant and
Corrective ACtion for .appropriate
Soiid Waste Management
Uriits, 40 CFR 264.101

Ground-watel: Monitoring standards
monitoring/corrective will be met through
action requirements the implementation of
for units where the 'ground-water
hazardous waste·
was disposed of prior
to 1982 ..

14. Table 3-1, Pagel - Add the Federal Monit.oring provisions listed for Alternative 2
(comment 13).·

'15. Table 3'-1, Page I-Move Action-specific cit~tiori for the Clean Water Act tothe
Loc~tion-specifictable (do this for all the other Alternatives).'

.. 16.' Table 3-2, Page 1 - Add:

Relevant and
appropriate

In-Situ
Treatment
(Federal)

RCRA - SubPaI1 Q ­
Chemical,' Physical,
and Biologic~t1
Units, 40 CFR 264.101

Establishes standards, Remedial systems will
fOI: utilizing biological designed and operated
treatment in order to to meeuhe
protect. human substantive provisions
health or the ofthe regulations.

'. environment. .

17. Table 3-2,Page'1- Add t.he Federal.Mqnitoring provisio!1s listed for Alternative 2
(comment 13),
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EPA:Res.ponses·to Navy RTC on Draft Fin:llFeasibility Study Calf Pasture Point (Site 07)

18. Table 3-2, Page 1 - Move. Action-specific citati0I1 for the'Clean Water Act to the
Location-specific.~able(d.o this for aIr the other Altern~tives).:

19. T~ble 3-J,Page'l - Add·the Federal Monitoring provisions listed for Alternative 2
(comment 13).

20. Table 3-3, Page I - Change Status ofRCRAprovis.ions to Relevant and appropriate.

21. Table 3~J, Page·1 '- Remove RCRA (40 CFR 263), 'RCRA (40 CFR 268), and RCRA (40
C~R 1~~,171)- Transportation and otf-site disposal: pro~isions a;-e not ARARs.

22·. Table 3-3, Page 2 - RI Hazardous Waste Management Act- change status to Relevant
and approp,·iilte..

23. Table 3-3, Page 2 - Remove'RI Flazardous SubstanC~ Com.munity Right to K~ow Act-
not an ARAR.

24. Table 3-3, Page 2 - R}Refuse Disposal Law - change status to Relevant and
. appropriate.

25. Table 3~\ Page 3 - Remove <;::lean Air Act (40 CFR 50) - not an ARAR. Covered'by
. State regs.

26. Table 3-3, Page y~ Remove Clean Air Act, Sec 5,. Itl-l78 - covered under state
regulation. -

. .

27... Table 3-3,-page 4 - Ren10veCI.ean Air Act, Sec 5;16.o-169A'" coveted Ulider state
regulation.. :

28. Table,3-3, Page 7 - Move Action-specific citation for the Clean,Water Act to the
Location-specific table (do this for all the other Alternatives).

29. Table 3-4, Page 1 - Add Federal/n-s'illl Treatment provision (comment 16).

;30.· - Table 3-4, Page 1 - Add the Federal Monitoring provisions listed for Alternative 2
(comluent 13). .

31.' Table3-4, Page'l - Move Actiol~-specificcitation fo;- the Clean Water Act to the.
Location-specific table (do this for alI the other Alternatives).

32. Table 3.-5, Page:l : A~d the Federal Monitoring provisions listed for Alternative 2
(~omment 13).

5
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EPA Responses to Navy RIC on Draft Final Feasibility Study CalfPasture~oint(Site 07)

33. . Table 3-5, Page 2 - Remove RCRA (40 CFR 263), RCRA (40 CFR 268), and RCRA (40
CFR 170,171) - Transportation and 'otl'-site disposal provisions are not ARARs..

34. Table 3-5, Page 3 - RI Hazardous Waste Management Act - change status to Relevant·
and approljriate.

" .
35. Table 3-5, Page 3 ~ Remove RI Hazardous Substance Commu.nity Right to Know Act -
not anARAR.

. 36. . Table 3-5, Page 3 - RI Refuse Disposal Law -change status 'to Relevant and
appropriate.

37. Table 3-5, Page 4 - Remove Clean Air Act (40 CFR 50) - not an ARAR. Covered by.
State regs.

. ""

38.' Table 3-5, Page 4 - Remove Clean Air Act, SecS, 171-178 - covered under state
regulat~on.

39. T~ble 3-5, Page 5- Remove Clean'Air Act, Sec 5, 160-169A- covered under state
regulation.

40. . Table 3-5, Page 8 - Move Action-specific citation for the Clean Water Act to the
Location-specific table (do t!lis for all the other Alternatives).

41. Table 3-6 make appropriate chal.lges based on above comments.

The following ·comment is made to request clarification of the Navy on a statement made in the
RTC: .

8. Comment 89, Page 11 &12, Pa.:agraph 3 on both pages. In the RTC it is stated that
"Because chlor~nated VOC were present, the deeper location was selected for the screened

. interval." Available data indicate that VOC were not detected at the locatioil of well MW07-24.
Perhaps the statement should be "Because chlorinated VOC were not present. .... " Clarification is
needed.

The following draft responses to"theNavy's RTC dated 17' July 1997 are offered at this time,
even though -EPA agrees that changes to the CLTMP should be discussed as part of the RD rather
tha~·in theFS, since the FS only offers a conceptual LTMP not the final version. .

4. Comment 2, Part C, Page 5, Paragraph 1. In response to EPAs suggestion to install an

6
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EPA Resp~nses to Navy RTC on Draft Final Feasibility Study CalfP.lsture Point (Site 07) d

additional bedrock well in the location of the existing MW07-lID, the Navy responded that it did
not consider MW07-11R " .. :because a more informative approach would be to monitor closer to
the interpreted 'plume boundary and look for trends in those wells (i.e., increasing concentrations
in those wells may indicate aneed to install MW07-11 R in the future, whereas continued
low/non-detect 'vOC concentrations in those wells would confirm that the site is not posing a
risk". This approach 'is reasonable assuming there is an adequate upgradient monitoring point for
comparison and conti'nued monitoring. Figure 1-21 of the Draft Final Feasibility Study report,
shows the total chlorinated \lac detected in groundwater samples in the bedrock wells. As can
be seen from this figure and Figure 1-] 8, there is no bedrock well located upgradient of the MW­
11 location (see Figure 1-18; MW07-09R and MW07-21 R are shown as wells which are side­
gradient to the high concentration of total chlorinated VOCs detected in MW07-05R) which
could be used for comparison of groundwater concentrations.

Secondly, based on the information presented in Figures 1-18 and 1-21, there is a strong potential
for the "axis" of bedrqck ground'vvater plume to be migrating between MW07-09R which is non­
detect and MW07-21 R which is 8,390 pg/L. Based on the scale presented, these two wells are
located approximately 700 feet apart. In addition, the upgradient monitoring wells in 'the deep
layer, MW07-09D and MW07-27D had 11,510 pg/L and 14,990 l1g/L total chlorinated YOCs,
respectively (see Figure 1-20). Since these two wells are screened directly above the bedrock (see
Figure 1-10), it is likely that present and/or future contamination ofthebedrock in the same area
and downgradient is inevitable. It is recognized that the results ofMW07-09R were non-detect in
·the last round of sampling; however, only one round of data f)-om MW07-09R has been collected.
Since a single data point is not highly reliable or conclusive, this leaves some uncertainty
regarding the potential contamination in MW07-09R

. Ifa bedrock well is not placed in the vicinity ofMW07-11D, the migration of the plume toward
Narragansett Bay may go undetected. In addition, the dynanlics of the salt water wedge which
has been observed in the AllenHarboriEntr~lJ1ceChannel onshore area may occur along the

, coastline of Narragansett Bay. While the presence of the silt layer n1ay tend to inhibit the upward
mobility of the contaminants in the bedrock groundwater to the deep or shallow layers, it is not
known if the silt layer observed in MW07-16D, MW07-18D, and MW07-11D is continuous to
the shoreline, Due to both the information and the uncel1ainties presented, it is strongly
suggested that the Navy reconsider its decision.

6. Comment2, PartD, Page 5, Paragraph 4. The comment, as posed by the EPA, concerned
sediment sampling in both the onshore (i.e., wetlands area) and ofTshoreenvironment. The Navy
only responded to the offshore element of the comment; however in a similar question posed by
the EPA in the comm~nts regarding the Draft Final Feasibility Study report (Comment 144), the
Navy stated "The Navy recognized the need for additional data for the interior wetland area and is
considering additional sampling in this area as part of the 'Confirmatory Sampling' phase of the
revisedversion of the conceptual LTMP being presented on 22 July 1997, If these data indicate
that VOC may be discharging to the interior wetlands, tlien the Navy will include wetlands
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EPA Responses to Navy RTC o,~ Draft Fi,ialFeasibilify Study CaILPasture Point (Site 07)
, .

samples (possible'sediment and/or'su'rface water) to the monitoring program." The latest
, C;onceptualLTMP (dated 7/17/97) includes the collection of one sediment sample from the

wetlands area. . ' "

Since the discharge of groundwater to the ","etlands are"! may be seasonally-dependent, the Navy
will need to monitor the water levels in the wells and piezomete,:son a frequent basis to
demonstrate that groundwater is not discharging to this area. In addition, since surface water and
sediment samples have not been collected from the wetland area in the' past, samples should be
collected and analyzed to provide baseline information .. If it is determined that contaminated ,"
groundwater is discharging to the wetlands area,.,additional sampling will be warranted as stated
in the Conceptual LIMP, Further efforts to pinpoint adequate sample locations with respect to
the interior wetland will be djscussed in the CLTMP review. "

8. Comment ,89, Page 11 '&.12, Paragraph 3 on both pages. Based on the b"orehole logging
, results qf certain "Wel~s by USGS which indicated the likely depth to freshwater which originated

from upgradieni contaminated areas, EPA questioned whether the monitoring wells should be re­
, installed to place the well screens in the path of the freshwater, EPA's responses are discussed

individually below, based on the Navy's responses: .

MW07-10: ,As a result o,fthe silt layer present,at this location, it is agreed that the re-
installation 'Of this well is not warranted. '

MW07-12:' "As a result o'f the 'silt layer present at this location, it is agreed that the 're­
installation of this \:vell is not warr~lI1ted,

MW07-23: The Nary states that the collection of seep samples (proposed under the
Conce'])tual Long Term Monitoring Plan) and existing information would
'adequately represent site risks with respect to cOI;tamimition near MW-23, and
that the placeplent of an additional well in the subject interval in question would
only help to defirie the extent of the' plume, WI~i1e this may be tlUe, the further

"definemeilt orthe 'plume at this site is beneficial since specific preferential
discharge points to the near shore are not known, As can be seen from 'the
historical. data, the shallow groundwater ~ate at MW-23 has essentially shown
non-detect (with'the exception of acetone which is questioned as a lal!oratory

'contaminant) , Ifth~ USGS log data is a~curate, then the optimal,s'hallow
groundwater zone was liot' monitored, If anew well was placed at this.location,
sci-eened in the proper int,e'rvai, and contamination identified, this would redefine

, . the shallow groundwater plume intliis·areaand better define potential preferential
discharge'points to the near, shore, While t.he collection of seep samples will help
to shed light on the locations of pi'e,ferential flo\", paths and discharge points,'the
collection of ~hallqw'gro,undwater iIi the'optimum interval is also beneficial and
wouldli'kely focus CLTf\1P ef~orts,

8



EPA Responses to Navy RTC on DhlftFinal Feasibility Study Calf Pasture Point (Site 07)

MW07-24:

Additionally, although it was agreed that the re-installation ofMW07-10 and
MW07-12 is not warranted, it should be noted' that these two wells, in combination
with MW07-23, can be seen as 3 wells "in series" along the southwestern portion
of the site from Figure 1-4 of the Draft Final Feasibility Study Report (note tha.t

.MW07~25DrR could not be logged by USGS due to a stainless steel casing).
Since the borehole logging indicates that all three wells may not be screened in the
optimal location, the installation of one additional well near MW07-23 deserves
consideration to ensure that the apparent preferential contaminant pathway is
adequately defined prior to discharge to the nearshore area or Allen Harbor.

It is agreed that the screening depth ofMW07-24D will be re-evaluated when the
results are obtained from MW07-13 and MW07-11. If the borehole logging
results for M\V07-13 and rvrwo7-I I indicate that these wells are screened at the
appropriate depth, then these wells could be utilized in the LIMP to provide data
on the migrating plume. However, if these wells ar~ determined not to be screened
at the appropriate depth, or if the future concentrations in MW07-13 and MW07­
11 reach levels of concern, then the screening depth ofMW07-24D will need to be
re-evaluated.
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