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Meeting Notes
RPMs Meeting, May 16, 2007

NAVSTA Newport, Newport Rhode Island

The meeting convened at 3:00 PM

Refer to attachments provided by S. Parker at the meeting:

• Agenda
• RPM Document Tracking Sheets dated 5/18/07
• Draft Field Schedule for NUSC
• Summary of Comments from Derecktor Revised FS.

Present: Kymberlee Keckler, USEPA
Paul Kulpa, RIDEM
Jim Colter, NAVFAC
Cornelia Mueller, NAVSTA
Steve Parker, TtNUS
Diane Baxter, TtNUS

1. Site 1! McAllister Point Landfill

S. Parker noted that ECC had provided several monitoring reports for McAllister Long
Term monitoring. These include:

• Final 2005 Annual Monitoring Report (Landfill Gas and Groundwater) (April 2007)
• Draft Round 2 (2005) Sediment Monitoring Report (April 2006)
• Draft Round 3 (2006) Sediment Monitoring Report (April 2007)
• Draft 2006 Annual Monitoring Report (Landfill Gas and Groundwater) (April 2007)

The deliverables list will be updated to reflect these document submittals. The Navy will
anticipate comments on the three draft documents 45 days from the submittal date of
April 18, 2007.

K. Keckler noted her concern with late deliverables from EGC. She asked J. Colter to
stress to ECG the importance of meeting the LTM Report schedules so that they can be
reviewed and any required actions be taken in a timely manner. J. Colter noted that
EGG's contract will be ending soon, and and depending on when it can be resolicited,
there may be a gap in the reporting process.

The discussion was tabled until the correspondence could be reviewed, and further
interpretations of the regulations made if necessary. A meeting on this specific topic
may be required.

K. Keckler again noted the need for an explanation of significant difference for the
McAllister ROD to add institutional controls to the cap that would prevent future intrusion.
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J. Colter noted his action item to develop a schedule for the ESD. It was noted that this
IS an item to be dealt with using a base instruction. C. Mueller stated that the draft
Master Plan is due in August 2007. The instruction will be issued base-wide but will not
be included in the base master plan. She noted that she will have the Instruction
completed and signed by the CO by the July RPM meeting.

2. Site 8, NUSC Disposal Area

J. Colter noted that a record of conversation had been provided and then updated to
describe the resolution of the method to collect benthic diversity samples (resolution
reached in 4/24/07 conference call). P. Kulpa noted that he had received both but
offered no further comment on the subject.

S. Parker stated that the field investigation will start soon (5/21/07), and that a tentative
field schedule will be forwarded (post script - the field schedule had to be delayed, and
will be forwarded as soon as possible).

3. Site 09, Old Fire Fighting Training Area

S. Parker noted that the response to comments to the Draft Removal Action Work Plan
and the draft final Work plan were in final preparation and would be issued as soon as
the end of the week (5/18/07).

S. Parker attempted to recap the discussion held on the conference call 5/1/07 to
discuss the revetment. He stated that the revetment was purposely extended seaward
to accommodate a request by EPA and RIDEM to address ecological PRG exceedances
in sediment near the shoreline. He also stated that while the Revetment may not need to
extend that far, if sediment is to be excavated there, it should be covered with a material
that will prevent further erosion.

S. Parker also noted that there is a misconception on the material that is currently
present at the shoreline of the site. S. Parker explained that there are two portions of
the shoreline, west and east, which are completely different environments due to the
open water distance (fetch) that opposes each. It was recognized that the revetment
material will need to be different for e~ch of these. P. Kulpa stated that the revetment
should replace the existing material with in-kind (size) matenal.

It was agreed that a site walk should be done (including Rl CRMC and other stake
holders) and this could be scheduled when the comments to the 30% revetment design
are received. Both EPA and RIDEM agreed they would be providing comments on the
design.

4. Sites 12 and 13, Tank Farms 4 and 5

J. Colter stated that the Closeout Report for Sludge Disposal Trenches and Review
Areas at Tank Farms 4 and 5 submitted on February 28,2007 will not be revised and is
considered a final. TtNUS will be preparing a data gaps assessment and plan for risk
assessment to proceed on this site, which is anticipated for early June 2007.
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5. Site 17. Gould Island

J. Colter stated that the work plan for the Phase 2 RI and Baseline Ecological Risk
Assessment is being scoped and may be funded in 2007, though the field work would
not be commence until 2008. He wants to be sure that the contracting actions are in
place for continued work through 2008. All appeared to be in agreement with this
approach.

6. UXO Site 1. Carr Point

J. Colter noted that the name for the site will need to be revised from IR Site 22 to UXO
Site 1, as it is actually in the Munitions Response Program, different from the IR
Program. He noted that under the MRP, all SI studies need to be completed by 2010
and Carr Point is on track for that goal. The SI work plan and field work is being scoped
now, and the Navy anticipates an award to TtNUS shortly. S. Parker will update the
action items list when the scope is approved.

7. Site 21. Melville Water Tower

J. Colter noted that the construction effort will be awarded soon to keep the project on
schedule requested by the School (construction over the summer break). He noted that
document review cannot hold back the construction action, which is to remove the soil
containing lead from the tower. The goal may not be to close the site out after the
summer construction action (though that would be great) but to be sure that this
construction effort is not delayed beyond late August.

P. Kulpa asked if confirmation samples would include analysis for arsenic. S. Parker
stated that the excavation is being done to clean up to a lead standard. Since lead is the
primary hazardous ingredient of the paint, if the lead standard is met, then all the
contaminants from the paint will have been addressed. P. Kulpa stated that one of the
soil samples contained over 1300 mg/kg arsenic, so why wouldn't the Navy consider this
a paint component. S. Parker agreed that paint contains other metals as well, but
reiterated that if the paint is cleaned up as indicated by lead, then the arsenic from the
paint will also be resolved. (RIDEM report shows this result was co-located with a lead
concentration of 28,000 mg/kg of lead).

RIDEM stated that they would also like arsenic sampled in the confirmation samples. S.
Parker stated that he expects to see arsenic above 7 mg/kg in these soils due to
background. Previous soil data shows elevated concentrations under the tower and
nearby. J. Colter stated the Navy will not clean up a background condition. P. Kulpa
stated this would be a comment on the submittals for the project. P. Kulpa also stated
that RIDEM would request that confirmatory samples also include analysis for chromium,
copper, and cadmium.

K. Keckler suggested that to satisfy P. Kulpa's request for analysis of additional metals,
RIDEM and EPA could collect "split" samples and analyze them for the additional
metals. P. Kulpa stated that he thought that RIDEM could only collect "split" samples if
Navy was analyzing for the same constituents. Others did not think that was a
requirement. Resolution was not reached on this issue.

Meeting Notes 5/16/07 Page 3 of 7 eTa 0405



P. Kulpa also stated that the elevated lead level identified from the soil sample by the
road near the school entrance should be addressed (excavated) as well. S. Parker
stated that the lead in this area is likely present due to road contamination and does not
appear to be a result of the tower. J. Colter expressed the concern that if this spot was
excavated it would lead to excavating farther along the roadway (as sidewall samples
continue to show roadway-related contamination).

J. Colter stated that these issues cannot hold up the project, it must go forward per the
schools schedule. K. Keckler stated that the Navy can conduct the action voluntarily,
and Jim reiterated that the goal is not to close out the site, but to get the highly
contaminated soil away from the school yard through the removal action proposed.

8. Site 19. Former Derecktor Shipyard

D. Baxter noted the receipt of comments from EPA and RIDEM on the Revised Draft FS
for the site. A summary table was prepared and distributed to highlight the major points
in the comments letters (Attached).

D. Baxter requested that RIDEM's comments on ARARs in the FS need to specifically
state the specific section(s) of the regulations that are requested to be included as
ARARs. The regulations should not be cited as a whole, but individual sections identified
and how they apply to the Action, Location, or Chemical-specific categories as
appropriate. D. Baxter stated and K. Keckler confirmed that individual ARARs apply to
one category (action, location or chemical-specific), not all types as stated in RIDEM's
comments.

K. Keckler noted that RIDEM is supposed to give EPA their recommendations for
ARARs and meet with them on that topic. P. Kulpa noted this could be done.

Discussion items relate to the attachment provided

1. EPA and RIDEM agreed that the on shore human health risk needs to be
completed, and EPA stated that it should be incorporated into the existing FS,
leaving one FS for the entire site. P. Kulpa stated that he would have to check to
see if his management would allow this approach. There was discussion about
whether a residential exposure scenario (for human health risk) will be needed
and that the site must meet residential risk criteria or a land use control will have
to be established to keep the site commercial and industrial. D. Baxter indicated
that this may not be consistent with other sites, and J. Colter stated that Navy
policy is to clean up to existing and reasonable future property use. D. Baxter
noted that including the onshore risk assessment and onshore remedial
alternatives in the revised FS will delay the submittal of the draft final document.
K. Keckler stated that she understood that next version of the FS would be
delayed, but believed that the addressing the site as a whole (onshore and
offshore) in the FS and decision documents would be the most efficient and
timely way to close out the site.
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The Navy agreed to prepare a plan for the human health risk assessment in the
onshore area, including proposed exposure scenarios and assumptions, and
submit it for review before continuing work on the FS.

2. Which data to use for the FS was discussed at length. It was recognized that if
the sediments are dynamic and can be moved via currents and prop wash, the
sediment data only represents a snapshot in time, and from year to year
concentrations at each location may change. Because of this it was
recommended that the POI include a preliminary step of revisiting all the previous
sampling stations to determine the stations exceeding PRGs and then
conducting additional sampling in a grid around the stations where exceedances
of the PRGs are found to further define the areas requiring remedial action.

As a result of the agreement on the POI approach, it was agreed that in the FS,
the 2004 data would be used to estimate the area and volume requiring
remediation, except for stations that were not resampled in 2004 - the most
recent previous data would be used for the other stations. o. Baxter pressed the
point that the reviewers should not get hung up on the estimated volumes and
areas to be remediated presented in the FS because the final volumes and areas
will be based on the POI results. If there is agreement on the PRGs and on the
actions to be evaluated, then the alternatives are evaluated equally based on a
baseline volume and unit cost (+50% and -30%).

3. PRGs were never agreed to by RIOEM, do we all move forward anyway? K.
Keckler stated it is up to Jim to determine if the Navy wants to invoke a formal
dispute at this time to address RIOEM's disagreement with the PRGs.

EPA's comments indicated that the PRGs had to be evaluated to demonstrate
that they are protective of early life exposure in accordance with USEPA's new
policy guidance for assessing susceptibility from early-life exposure to
carcinogens. K. Keckler stated that the new guidance applies to this project
because it has not reached the ROD yet. O. Baxter asked for clarification on how
the evaluation of PRGs should be conducted, Le. recalculate the PRG for
benzo(a)pyrene only or calculate new PRGs for all carcinogens to see whether
new COCs are identified. K. Keckler agreed to talk to the EPA Risk Assessor and
provide Navy further guidance (completed 5/18/07).

Secondary Issues:

1. P. Kulpa stated he would check to determine if state has jurisdiction that would
apply to closing the affected area to lobster collections

2. K. Keckler and P. Kulpa explained that shellfish (bivalves) are sometimes
relocated from closure to non-closure areas if the closures are related to bacterial
issues (red tide), because the bacteria are naturally flushed from the shellfish
once placed in clean water. Because the site contaminants would not be flushed
from the shellfish, it was agreed that language similar to that proposed by EPA
(in 5/8/07 comments) will be included in the FS descriptions of the proposed ban
on shellfishing.
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3. D. Baxter will provide backup from the CRMC about whether contaminated
sediment from a CERCLA site can be placed in the CAD cell and any criteria or
testing requirements that the sediment must meet.

4. See Major Issue No.1 above. The on shore soil risk assessment will be
presented in an appendix to the FS.

5. Navy to evaluate whether to drop claims/predictions of natural attenuation or to
incorporate them into a formal Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR) alternative
conducted in accordance w/ EPA's MNAlMNR guidance. K. Keckler
recommends not proposing a MNR alternative and removing discussion of
natural attenuation from monitoring alternative (Alt. 2). K. Keckler also stated
that if MNR is to be retained as an alternative, it needs to comply with EPA's
remediation guidance, chapter 4. Source control, modeling to determine time to
reach cleanup goals, and an evaluation of the natural processes affecting fate
and transport need to be part of the analysis. Since the sediment is not stable as
indicated by changes in concentrations, it is unlikely that this alternative will meet
the 7 criteria in the FS.

6. Due to migration and life cycle patterns PRGs for and alternatives to prevent
ingestion of lobster should be considered as uncertain at best.

7. See discussion above regarding ARARs - EPA will usually develop all of the
ARARs tables. NCP states that the States need to provide their ARARs to EPA
(40 CFR 300.400(g). EPA and RIDEM may meet separately on this topic if
RIDEM disagrees with EPA's FS comments on the State and Federal ARARs.

8. D. Baxter stated that several of RIDEM's comments on the FS pertained to the
dewatering and water treatment methods proposed in the FS: the comments
indicate that the less expensive methods used for the McAllister Point Landfill
marine sediment remediation should be used here. D. Baxter explained that the
technologies used for MPLF are not appropriate here because MPLF included
land disposal of sediment and off shore disposal is the recommended disposal
option for Derecktor. K. Keckler and P. Kulpa both state that the proposed
methods are more complex and expensive than necessary for thiS project. D.
Baxter agreed to review the proposed technologies and revise the FS if it is
concluded that simpler technologies could be used.

9. D. Baxter stressed that the cost estimates provided in the FS are supposed to fall
within an accuracy of +50 percent to -30 percent because the cost estimates are
based on limited data and a conceptual understanding of each alternative.
RIDEM's comments on numerous small details of the costs are not helpful to the
FS and only delay the process. Small changes in the unit costs of these items
will not have a large impact on the costs and will not alter the remedy selection
because the cost differences between alternatives are very large ($1.1 M vs
$6.5M, vs $13.8M). P. Kulpa explained that he requested backup data for the
costs so that he can check the costs compared to cost estimates RIDEM (or their
consultant) obtains from various vendors. S. Parker stated that the Navy
provided the requested type of costing backup for a previous version of this
report and the backup data was ignored; RIDEM still disagreed with the costs.
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J. Colter pointed out that RIDEM did not need the Navy's costing backup in order
to develop their own Independent cost estimate. J. Colter stated that the Navy
will not provide the requested backup data.

C. Mueller again stated that the cleaning of the Forrestal is going to be completed for the
sink (or reef) exercise at the end of 2007, but funding is not in place to conduct the
exercise. She also reported that the Saratoga has $8M in funding of the $10 M
necessary to move it to Quonset for refit as a museum display, and hopes are that the
remaining $2M will be acquired. Ships may be moved in 2010.

The meeting was adjourned at 6:15 PM.
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AGENDA
RPMs MEETING 5/16/07

NAVSTA Newport IR Program

3PM·6PM Building 1, NAVSTA

1. Site 1, McAllister:
a. 2005 and 2006 monitoring reports are out.

2. Site 08, NUSC:
a. Tentative schedule for RI field work

3. Site 09, OFFTA:
a. Draft Final RA Work Plan
b. Revetment Conceptual Design
c. Revised FS

4. Sites 12/13 Tank Farms 4 and 5:
a. Data gaps for risk assessment

5. Site 17 Gould Island:
a. SERA Work plan anticipated to be funded FY 07.

6. Site 19, Derecktor:
a. Comments on Revised Draft FS report - need discussion.

7. Site 21, Melville Water Tower:
a. Document review cycles



Revised: 5/1012007

NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

SITE

Site 1

McAllister Point

RIDEM Corresp On draft LTM work plan

Final LTM Work Plan

RIDEM Nollcelo enler dISPute on LTM Work Plan

Navv response to RIDEM letter

Draft LTM Report lor 2006

Comments from ReCiulators

Camme!)1 Resolution

NA

10/18/2005

NA

NA

212812007

NA

10/18/2005

NA

NA

91612005

10/18/2005

11/14/2005

1/6/2006

4/18/2007

FFA DURATIONS

45 days after receipt of draft doclJm ent

4'1 days afler receipt of commel'lls

COMMENTS

Draft LTM Marine Sed reooft for 2005

Commenls from Reoulators

Comment ReSOPJtlon

Final LTM Merhe Sed Repol! for 2006

212812007

513112007

4/18/2007

Page 1 of 9

45 days after recelot of drall document

45 days after receipt of comments

90 days after receipt of comme'lls



NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

SITE

Site 1

McAllister Point

(Continued)

Draft LTM Marine Sed reDort for 2006

Comments from Regulators

Comment Resolution

Final LTM Marine Sed Report for 2006

AIRIMODEI!fNGT(TlHUSI

Navv Assessment of Atr mOOiloring data

RIDEM Evaluation of dala

Screening Air Model

ITEM COMPLETE

2128/2007

513112007

1111112005

12/1112005

1111112005

1211112005

4/18/2007

11/1112005

45 days aflef receipt of draft document

45 days after receipt of cornment!>

90 days after reCclpt af comments

'<{s

'<,

o~

Resubmitted

RIDEM action, clarfied In email from C Frye 5/22/06 Evaluation never
received as of 1/10/07

Funding moved to Melville Water tower

Navy opted to not pursue air model, data collection continUing under
l TM until next 5 year reView

Site 2 Submit Draft Round 3 MORitorlnG reoort 10/15/2004 10115/2004 10/1512004 NA

Melville North RIOEM Letter, Comments on monitoring report NA NA 71112005 NA lLeuer states thai sheens constitute free producttease see Navy e ler 0 HIUt:M delmmg POSition on sheens
Landfill ~Response 10 RlDEM comment Jetter NA NA NA NA see Site 9

RIDE!

Site 4 ..
PrellmlOarv Assessment Reoort. Coddlnaton Cove 411412005 4/14/2005 4/14/2005

Coddington Cove Rubble
Fill Area Comments on Prellmlnarv Assessment Reaort 5/1412005 5/14/2005 5/16/2005 130 davs an.r r.celDI of reDort IEPA comments 5/16/05, RIDEM commenls 5/27/05

Draft SASE WOf< Plan TBD TBD --- I \Low PrIority. Pl.:inned f-Y10

Page 2 of9



NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3·MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

SITE

SiteS

Minor reVISions to HHRA secllon of work plan

90 days after receipt of comments

10/6/2006NA

9/26/2006

6/15/2006

Submit final RI work plan REV 1

Submll final RI work plan

Submll Drall Final RI work Plan

NUSC Disposal Area ,",S~u~b~m~II~D~ra~Il.:;R~I.::W..::o.::rk:..:p..::la::.:n~ +_===_+-_-----1I-~==-+-------------+_--------------------_l

6/29/2006

Submit final RI work plan REV 2 "'5/2007 NA "5/2007 Not Anticipated Based on conference call 11/3f06 and resolution 11115/06

Submit Drall Background Report 4/17/2006 4/1712006

Submit RevIsed Report

Concurrence on Final

RIDEM Letter Clarification on Southern Fill Area

813"2006

10/5/2006

NA NA

9/5/2006

10/2/2006

3/2 "2007

90 days atler receipt of comments

30 days after submIttal of fmal document

NA

ITEM COMPLETE Data to b. used In NUSC RI

AntiCipated fleld staUSf21/07

Page30t9



NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

SITE

Site 9

EPA Comments 10131106, RIDEM Comments 11/7/061117/2006 130 days after draft doc10/21/20061012112006

Old Fire Fighting Training Draft Action Memo for Soli Removal Acllons 9/2112006

Area Comments to Draft Action memo

Resolution of Comments 1217/2006 12/112006 12/1/2006 130 days after comments received EPA 12124/06, RIDEM 1/9/07

Final Action Memo 12121/2006 12/2112006 219/2007 t60 days after comments received Signed 1115/07, sentout219107, TlNUS Cover LeUer

Draft RemovalActlon Work Plan 112/2007 1/2/2007 1110/2007
45 days atler receipt of draft document

Comments to Draft Removal Actlon Work. Plan 2/16/2007 2116/2007 2126/2007 Actual is date email recv'd b RIDEM EPA leUer dated 1129107, RIDEM teUer dated 2/23107

Draft response wJII be Issued prior to 3/21/07 WIII diSCUSS at RPMs
Res anse to comments, Draft RA Work Plan 3/29/2007 312912007 511112007 Meeting 3/21

Draft Flnel RA Work Plen 6/12/2007 6112/2007 5/11/2007

Concurrence on Draft Fmal RA Work Plan 7111/2007 711112007 ... 30 da s after drafl final doc

81912007 8'9/2007 ... 60 days after draft fmal doc

J A RemovahActlon

RAB presentatlon by TI ar Team Re .,. 1117/2007

Draft Fact Sheet Update 1/1712007 .,. 111512007 Handed oul at RPMs meetlng, OffIcIal versIon sent out 1/29/07

Comments to Draft Fact Sheet Update 113012007 ..' 3/12/2007 15 da s EPA Comments 2/26/07, RiDEM comments 3/12107

FIRal Fact Sheet Update 2/15/2007 .., 51112007 15 days

Page40f9



NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3·MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

SITE

Site 9

45 days after feealet of doclirnent6Jl0/2007

Old Fire Fighting Trainingl30% Oe,lgn I TBO I -_. I 5/1/2007 I I
Area Comments to the 30\\ deSl"n ----------------------11

(Continued) Response to comment 30% Deslon 7/30/2007 45 days afler reColpt of comments

90% DeSign 9/15/2007 90 days after reealot of comments

Comments to the 90% deslan 10/15/2007 30 days after 90% doc

Response to comment, 90% DeslQn 11/1512007 60 da" after 90% doc

Resolution of comments 11"5/2007

100% Design 12/1512007

Draft FS ReylSIOn 1 Report 5125/2007 Anticipate 6125/07

Comments to the Draft FS Revl~lon 1 Report TBO 45 days aner receipt of document

Response to Comments, Draft FS Revlsfon 1 Report TBO 45 days after reColpt of comments

Resolution of Comments, Draft FS revISion 1Report TBO 30 days afler response to comments

Fmal FS Revision 1 Reporl TBO 30 days after resolullon of comments

Site 12

Tank Farm 4

Draft Technical Memorandum on Data GaDs For RA 6/3/2007 Anllclpated 6/3/07

Comments to Drafl Tech Memo on Data Gaps 7/16/2007 45 days after recelot of docoment

Response lO Comments to Draft Tech Memo 6/1512007 30 days after receipt of comments

Ftnal Tech Memo on Data Gaps 9/18/2007 60 days arIer receipt of commt"nts

Adcltlonal Field Work, Data Gaps TBO

Page 5 019



NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

SITE

Site 13 Tank Fann 5

Draft Technical Memorandum on Data GaDs For RA 613/?007 Antlclpaled 6/3/07

Comments to Drat! Tech Memo on Data Gags 7/18/2007 45 days after receipt of document

Response 10 Comments to Draft Tech Memo 8/18/2007 30 days afrer recclpt of comments

Final Tech Memo on Data GaDb 9/181200/ 60 days dIrer recerot of comments

AdditIonal Field Work, Data Gaps TBD

Draft Round 5 Groundwater reDorl 10/30/2004 10/30/2004

Final Round 5 Report 3/25/2005 313012005 60 days after receipt of comments

EPA Letter on NFA recommendatIon NA 4/22/2005 EPA concurrs wi NFA

DiscussIon on how to proceed to ROD 9/2112006 912112008 9/2112006 Meellng at NAVSTA Agraad 10 hold on ROO until whole site IS addressad

In accordance with RIDEM commeniio draft Rl report12/29/2006 IAnllclpate 12/15/06NANA

Site 17

Gould Island Building 32 loran RI report I J/JU/2UU. I J/JU/2UU. I '"lUUU. I I I

Technical Meetlno to Discuss Phase 2 Rland BERA 1118/2007 1118/2007 Agreement at November 15 RPMs meetmg

Dralt Phase 2 RI and BERA work Plan TBD TBD Budgeted for FY 07

Phase 2 RI and Baselule ERA Field Wor\ TBD TBD Anl1paled FY 08

Paga8019



SITE

Site 19

NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Former Derecktor
Shipyard

D,sDuted FS Irom ADrlI1999

MeetlnQ to discuss PRGs and Manne Sediment FS

Draft Marine Sediment FS REV 1

Comments to the Oraf! Marine Sed FS RevIs/on 1

Response to comments, FS Comment Resolution

2/20/2007

5/6/2007

612112007

7/29/1999

11/15/2006

3/15/2007

5/6/2007

Refer to meetmQ minutes 4/27/1999 and response to comments on Draft Final FS 4/16/1999

Addressed Issues at Novemember 15 RPM meetln

AnticlDate 4/3/07 to EPA and RIDEM

45 days after receipt of dran document

45 days after receipt of comments

Draft eeCA for Sandblast Grl! Removal

Public Comment Penod slarts

Comments tD Draft EECA

Final EECA for Sandblast Grit Removal

Action Memo For Removal

10/10/2006

11110/2006 11110/2006

7/1112006

7/19/2006 130 dey comment Derlod

6/25/2006 145 days oller droll submittal

10/10/2006

11110/2006

No comments
EPA - 7131106, RIDEM 1119/06 (commeiiiSlo ba mcorporated IOta RA
work Dian
EPA concurs 10/16/06, RIDEM comments 11/9/06 (ARAR Comment
to be incorporated Into RA work plan

EPA concurs 12/4106, RlOEM no comments received

Acllon memo signed by NAVSTA CO

Draft Removal Action Work Plan

CDmments to Draft RA Work Plan

Response to comments, Draft RA work plan

Comment Resolution 10 Drafl RA Work Plan

2/2612007

4/12/2007

512612007

11116/2006

111212007

45 davs after receipt of comments

90 days after ,ecelpt of comments

EPA'letter 01'1';9/07, RIDEM· ~o co'~menls 10 date'/7?

Draft Proposed Plan TOO

Comments 10 Draft Proposed Plan TOO

Resolutron on ComfTlents 10 PRAP TOO

.. ,-_ .... _----_ ......._- TOO

D .. kll_ ,..." ........... 1 D ...r...... TOO

n._h nnn TOO

Comme'lts 10 Draft ROO TOO

Resolution on comments to Or.dt ROD TOO

Flnat ROD TOO
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NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

SITE

Study Area 20

SWOS

Basewlde

Background Draft Work Plan

Comments to Draft Work Plan

Responsel Resolution afCornments

Final Work Plan

Response to AddItional Comments

Field InvestlQstlon complete

Internal Draft Renort

1118/2006 1118/2006 1/18/2006

3/312006 3/3/2006 2/24/2006 45 days after recelpl of draft document

4/10/2006 4/1012006 NA 45 days after receipt of comments

5/25/2006 5/25/2006 5/12/2006 90 days aftar draft final doc

NA NA 9/1412006 not anticipated

2/29/2007 2/28/2007 3/30/2007

4/30/2007 4/3012007

EPA - 2/9/06, RIDEM - 2129106

Addilioani RIDEM commenlS 6/14/06, Response 9/15/06

Anticipated 6/15107

SA 21
.,,,;,,

30 days from 1116 IS 2/19107

EPA 12/11106, RIDEM 1/16/07

30 days from 1116 IS 2119107

Temp Fence IS renewed through Nov 1,2007

EPA 6/19/06, RIDEM 6/14106

NA

NA

5/112007

8119/2006

7119/2006

12/2712006

10/30/2006

12/21/2006

11/1712006

12/2712006

I IOU I TBD 1/11/2007

NA 6/2/2006

NA 6/19/2006

711912006 7127/2006

6/19/2006 6/112006

11117/2006 1112112006

12/21/2006 1/16/2007 30 days after recel I of report

12/27/2006 211412007 30 days after recel I of comments

12/27/2006 2/1412007 30 days after recelpl of comments

10/30/2006 --- 6 month lease

511/2007 5/1/2007

Fence

ReVISed Field SamDllna Plan

Response to Comments

Final Data Summary Report

Open House to Present ReDort and Fact Sheet

SI Field Samplin9 Plan

Response to Comments

Comments to Field Samollna Plan

Melville Water Tower ISile NoliOcallon Lellar ---

DraflActlon Memo and RA Work Pial'! 5/14/2007 Ant1cpare 5/31

Reaulatorv ReVIew Complete 61112007

FlOal Action memo and RA work plan 612112007

Orafl Remo'lal ActIon Plans and Specs 513112007

ReQulatory ReView Comolete 6/1412007

Fmal Removal Action Plans and Specs 6/19/2007

Begm Removal 71512007 "

Comple'e Removal 8/17/2007

T&O Complete TBD
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SITE

UXOSite 1

NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

•

Carr Point

RPM Meeting Notes

Site Notification Letter

Draft Site InveSllllatlon Work Plan

Comments to Draft 51 Work Plan

Response to Comments

Draft Final 81 Work Plan

Concurrence on Oral! Final 51 Work Plan

Fmal 51 Work Plan

tolJate Field Work

Draft Noles 10 the Maelln. 9121106

Final Notes to the Meellng 9/21106

Draft Nolas to the Meetln. 11115106

Final Noles to the MeeUno 11115/06

Draft Notes to the Meehng 1117107

Final Noles to the Meeting 1117/07

612912007

10112/2007

12/312007

1111/2006

2/1112006

3/1112006

TBD

10116/2006

1111612006

1113012006

1211512006

1/3012007

12/15/2006

111112007

11/16/2006

1211/2006

11812007

21212007

2 weeks after meelmg

2 weeks atler meetln

2 weeks after meeting

Seopmg In proaress

Scopmg In progress

Seopmg In progress

Seopmg In progress

Seoplng In progre~s

Seoplng In progress

Seoplng In progress

Draft Sentlo RIDEM and USEPA

No comments as of 115/07

No comments as of 312107

TBD • To Be Determined

NA . Not Anticipated

Planned DUE DATES are based on SMP Durations unless noted.

.'3El'<!~e.x! in~l~~t?S_':'~~~.o!!'.f~!~ ~e~,s~~~~m~~ 3~rt..~.p..':~t~!i~n
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