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Meeting Notes 
RPMs Conference Call, January 21, 2009 
NAVSTA Newport, Newport Rhode Island 

The meeting convened at 1 :35 PM 

Attachments: 

1. Agenda 
2. RPM Document Tracking Sheets dated 1/21/09 

Present: 

David Barclift, NAVF AC 
Susan Bird, NAVFAC 
Thomas Campbell, Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. 
James Forrelli, Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. 
Win om a Johnson, NAVFAC 
Kymberlee Keckler, USEPA 
Paul Kulpa, RIDEM 
Ginny Lombardo, USEPA 
Cornelia Mueller, NAVSTA 
Stephen Parker, Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. 
Dabra Seiken, Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. 
Brandon Smith, Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. 

Tank Farms 4 and 5 

S. Parker noted that Bob Lim was not available for this call, but wanted to brief everyone 
on progress. He stated that the response to comments to the draft QAPP was issued by 
Tetra Tech on January 12, 2009. He suggested that the revisions will be made in 
accordance with those responses. P. Kulpa requested that he and EPA be given some 
time to review the response to comments. W. Johnson asked S. Parker to provide an 
update on the status of the site as it pertains to the FFA for Newport. S. Parker noted 
that the site was added to the FFA for Newport because of the alleged sludge disposal. 
When sludge disposal pits were not found, EPA requested a risk assessment to base a 
decision on. The QAPP is the document that directs collection of data for that risk 
assessment. 

W. Johnson questioned what stage of the CERCLA process this site is in. K. Keckler 
stated that the QAPP should therefore be a primary document (since it takes the place of 
a "Work Plan" under the FFA). Steve indicated that it could be considered an SI Work 
Plan. W. Johnson indicated that we would discuss this issue with Bob Lim. Additionally, 
there was an ensuing discussion about whether an FS was needed if an RI found no risk 
at a site and there was no need for further action. This discussion was tabled after a 
short time. W. Johnson asked if the contaminants at the Tank Farms were a release 
from petroleum or hazardous substances. S. Parker and K. Keckler responded 
hazardous substance releases. S. Parker stated that sludge disposal was the original 
reason the site was listed in the FFA. 
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K. Keckler stated that the Section 7.2 of the FFA states what primary documents are, 
and suggested the responses be discussed with EPA and RIDEM prior to moving ahead 
with the draft final document. 

Action Items 
• Navy to schedule conference call with EPA and RIDEM to discuss 

responses to comments. 

OFFTA 
S. Parker stated that the 100% design for the replacement stone revetment was 
submitted in December, and Agviq (Navy Remedial Action Contractor) is expecting to 
submit a draft work plan based on the 100% design. S. Parker noted that there was an 
email exchange with Ken Anderson at RI CRMC regarding the consistency 
determination. Mr. Anderson had requested the plans be resubmitted, which had been 
done with the 100% design. S. Parker asked P. Kulpa if Mr. Anderson had reviewed the 
100% design and if he was ready to issue the consistency determination. P. Kulpa 
responded that he was not sure, but he would check. 

S. Parker noted that he had received comments from EPA on the on -shore removal 
action report, and a response to comments was in preparation. He asked if RIDEM 
would have comments. P. Kulpa stated that the comments were in internal review and 
would go out shortly, but nothing significant was noted. 

Action Items: 
• P. Kulpa to ask K. Anderson to follow up with consistency determination 

on revetment 
• P. Kulpa to issue comments on the draft removal action report 
• Agviq (Navy) to issue a draft construction work plan 

McAllister Point Landfill 

W. Johnson stated that the 2008 results were pending, she would follow up with ECC. 
G. Lombardo stated that she had received the final sediment report for 2007, but not the 
O&M report for the landfill for 2007. D. Barclift stated that the final report was sent 
November 24. G. Lombardo stated that she would check on that receipt. 

Action Items: 
• ECC/ECORP will prepare 2008 reports. 

NUSC Disposal Area 

S. Parker stated that the action item to report on the LNAPL area and geophysical 
anomaly is not completed, but will be reported prior to issuing the draft RI report. G. 
Lombardo clarified that she had requested that if the data show that the geophysical 
anomalies in the paved storage area are not contributing to the contamination at the site, 
she would like to see these data prior to the Draft RI. D. Seiken stated that a response 
to "easy" comments will be issued in a week or two, with more complicated issues 
addressed in the RI report. Anomalies detected in the paved area will not be investigated 
with test pits before the RI. W. Johnson advised that the Navy is holding internal 
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discussions regarding how certain issues should be addressed, namely the drums 
uncovered by test pits, paved areas anomalies (suspect drum) and the paved area linear 
anomaly (possible drain line from the sheds). 

G. Lombardo stated that the work plan was supposed to allow for the investigation of 
anomalies found during the geophysical investigation. If the Navy does not excavate 
them, the evidence needs to be clear that the there is no continuing source. D. Seiken 
stated that it is our intention to evaluate the data to determine the likelihood of these 
anomalies being sources and provide result of our evaluation before the RI. 

Action Items: 
• Navy to provide response to "easy" EPA comment on the LNAPL letter 

report in 1 to 2 weeks. 
• Navy to provide position on additional test pits to check anomalies in 

paved area and further investigation of uncovered drums. 

MRP Site 1 Carr Point 

S. Parker stated that the Draft Final QAPP/SAP for the SI at Carr Point was outstanding. 
The document is being reviewed by the navy Chemists, and it should be issued soon. 
G. Lombardo asked if there were any inconsistencies between Navy chemists comments 
and the EPA comments. Tom Campbell stated no, most comments from the Navy were 
in regards to the SOPs and 83308 methods. 

Action Items: 
• Tetra Tech to complete, submit Draft Final SAP/QAPP (completed 1/26/09) 

Melville Water Tower 

S. Parker stated that comments from EPA had been received on the draft SASE report, 
and asked if RIDEM would have comments. P. Kulpa stated that comments were issued 
and would be emailed to S. Parker. 

S. Parker stated that the primary comments from EPA focused on the risk from arsenic. 
He stated that the statements in the arsenic evaluation section of the report may be 
misleading because two background soil types are represented at the site. Since the 
soils at the site are mapped by USCS as udorthents, it cannot be determined 
conclusively which background soil data set should be used, so both were used. Since 
site concentrations are greater than one type of background soil, but within the expected 
range of the other, the site concentrations are most likely due to the background 
condition. The temptation is to draw a conservative conclusion that a risk assessment 
should be conducted to assure no risk to the soil. However, this approach would declare 
the site contaminated relative to background, which would be misleading. 

P. Kulpa stated that there was arsenic found in the paint on the water tower, and 
therefore the site report should reflect that. S. Parker stated that arsenic was detected in 
paint at 74 mg/kg in the paint, but lead was detected in the 100,000 mg/kg range, and 
thus the lead was used to direct the cleanup. P. Kulpa stated that the highest 
concentration of lead ever measured in the state of Rhode Island was measured at this 
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site (before removal). S. Parker clarified that that sample was a screening test, and G. 
Lombardo clarified that that sample had been removed during the action. 

G. Lombardo stated that the argument in the document for no further action was not well 
constructed. She asked if EPA had approved the basewide background report. It was 
clarified that the report only included data collected and did not provide direction on how 
the data would be used for each site. K. Keckler stated that RIDEM never agreed to the 
background report. 

P. Kulpa stated this is a similar situation to other state sites, where an Environmental 
Land use Restriction (ELUR) is implemented. There is already a cover material placed 
on these arsenic exceedances, and therefore all the Navy has to do is to establish an 
ELUR to maintain that cover and prevent future exposure. There was some discussion 
about this, EPA noted that this is only needed if there is risk. P. Kulpa stated that as 
long as there is an exceedance of the state Direct Exposure Criteria anywhere in the 
vadose zone, there is a risk. K. Keckler stated that this would be against EPA policy. 

w. Johnson stated that she would follow up on this with S. Parker at a later time, there 
would be a response to comments, and move ahead from there. 

G. Lombardo also stated that the eco risk section needs additional information. S. Parker 
stated that the section would be augmented. 

Action Items: 
• Tetra Tech to prepare/submit response to comments 

Derecktor Shipyard 

S. Parker stated that Tetra Tech submitted preliminary response on non-legal issues, 
and EPA had provided comments on that submittal. Since the previous meeting, RIDEM 
had issued a summary letter stating their concerns on the project documents per the 
request at the previous meeting. 

W. Johnson stated that she had Susan Bird (NAVFAC attorney) reviewing the legal 
issues, and she expected some guidance forward soon. K. Keckler stated that Susan 
should call Dave Peterson (EPA attorney) directly if necessary. 

S. Parker stated that the next step was to discuss EPA and RIDEM letters. K. Keckler 
stated that the issues in RIDEMs letter dated January 2, 2009 are show stoppers, and 
may require a management level meeting. 

Action Items: 
• Navy to provide a complete response to EPAs letter dated 10/8/08 

Gould Island 

S. Parker stated that there had been a conference call on 1120/09 amongst Navy, EPA 
and NOAA risk assessors to resolve remaining comments on the Draft QAPP for Phase 
2 RI and BERA at this site. This meeting had reached consensus on several issues and 
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one remained, to which a resolution would be proposed in a summary and response to 
EPAs letter. 

s. Parker noted that RIDEM did not participate on the call, and asked if there was a time 
that their remaining comments could be resolved. P. Kulpa stated he would try to set 
something up next week. 

w. Johnson asked if the state's comments conflict with EPA comments. K. Keckler 
stated that they did. W. Johnson stated that if EPA is the lead regulatory agency, what is 
the solution? K. Keckler suggested that the FFA be followed, and the state should invoke 
a dispute if they feel it is necessary. P. Kulpa stated that his comments requested 
samples be moved closer to the shoreline, and it did not seem like a disputable issue. D. 
Barclift stated there are fundamental disagreements between EPA/Navy and the state 
on how to use toxicity testing, and this cascades to selection of PRGs. S. Parker stated 
that RIDEM also wishes to use invertebrate diversity analysis, although the other 
agencies do not. 

W. Johnson stated that since EPA is the lead regulatory agency, RIDEM is the 
supporting regulatory agency, and RIDEM must invoke a dispute if the project is going in 
a direction that they don't agree with. 

P. Kulpa stated that the state will not concur with a ROD and instead cite the Navy: 
There will be a non-concurrence letter and go with a separate enforcement action. 

K. Keckler stated that RIDEM should be aware that they signed the FFA, which directs 
cleanup under CERCLA. 

W. Johnson stated that the Navy will continue to follow the CERCLA process, and if the 
state does not concur they should invoke a dispute. 

Action Items: 
• Tetra Tech to follow up on conference call 1/20 with a response to EPA 

comments (completed 1/29/09). 
• RIDEM to schedule teleconference among Navy/Tetra Tech risk assessors 

to resolve remaining RIDEM issues on the draft QAPP. 

Meeting adjourned at 2:55 PM. 
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Discussion Topics: 

1 Tank Farms 4 and 5 

AGENDA 
RPMs CONFERENCE CALL 

JANUARY 21, 2009 
1:30 PM 

a. Status of Revised SAP/QAPP for Data Gaps Investi,9ation 

2 OFFTA 
a. Consistency Determination for Revetment 
b. Revetment Construction Work Plan 
c. Comments to On-Shore Removal Action Report 
d. Comments/Responses to Revised Draft FS report - Schedule meeting to discuss 

3. McAllister 
a. Status of reports and field efforts 

4. NUSC Disposal Area 
a. Progress on RI 
b. LNAPL Summary 

5. MRP Site 1 Carr Point 
a. Status of Revised Site Investigation SAP/QAPP (draft final) 

6. Melville Water Tower 
a. Comments to SASE report? 

7. Derecktor Shipyard 
a. Next Steps Offshore 

8. Gould Island 
a. Comments/Responses to Draft SERA QAPP 

9. Other Items 
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SITE 

Site 1 

McAllister Point 
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SITE 

McAllister Point 
(Continued) 

Site 2 

Melville North Landfill 

Site 4 

ICoddington Cove Rubble Prelimina Assessment Report, Coddin ton Cove 
Fill Area 

NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised: 112112009 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAl FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS 
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FFA DURATIONS 
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Old Fire Fighting 
Training Area 
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Old Fire Fighting 
Training Area 
(Continued) 
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NAVSTANEWPORT Revised: 1121/2009 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3·MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

SITE 

Site 12 

Tank Farm 4 
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NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised: 112112009 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3·MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

PLANNED AGREED· ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS 

SITE ACTJVlTY DUE DATE ON DATE DATE 
- - . -

Site 13 SlTE~LOSUREREPORT (TlEC) I 

Tank Fann 5 Finai Report .- - 611912007 
.-

fEJl.SlBlUTY STUDY (TtNUS) 

Draft Technical Memorandum on Data Ga~ For RA 6/3/2007 - 6/15/2007 

Comments to Draft Tech Memo on Data Gaps 8/6/2007 - 81612007 45 d~~ after submission of draft document EPA 7116107; RIDEM 816/07 

Response to Comments to Draft Tech Memo 912012007 - 9/,412007 90 days atler submission of draft document Comment Resolution ~ 11 /14107 

Final Tech Memo on Data Gaps 1112/2007 TBD 1/4/2008 135 days after submission of draft document 

000 Meeling for Work: Plan - - 11912008 

Internal OAF'!' 10 Navy Chemist - - 8/14/2008 

Receive Navy Chemist Commants - 9/512008 -
Draft Work Plan for Data Gaps 311 412008 9/29/2008 913012008 Per Navy Schedule Request LeUer of Sept 2009 

Comments to Draft Work Plan 1112812007 11/1312008 1213/2008 45 days after submission of draft document EPA - 1213108. RIDEM 11/21/08 

Re~-.!lse to comments. Dr~fI Work Plan 111212008 12/2612008 1112/2009 90 davs after submission of draft document 

Draft Final Wont Plan 21261200B 2/912009 - 135 days atler submissIOn of draft document Holding for a Conf Call to diSCUSS and resolve comments 

Concurrence on Draft Fmal WorX Plan 312712008 3/1112009 - 30 days after sl..bmiss on of draft final docum~nt 

'final Work Plan 5126/2008 4/'012009 - 60 days aUer submiSSion of draft f inal document 

Commence F'eldworX TBD 413012009 -
Oraft Data Gap Report 3127/2009 9/112009 - p~ Navy Schedule Request letter of Sept 2009 

Draft FS Report 311212010 9/112010 Fer Navy Schedule Request LeUer of Sept 2009 

Final FS Report 1012212010 3/15f2011 -
~ ~ 

PR~OSED REM~DIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) and RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) • TtNUS 

DraftPRAP 11/2212010 4J2.912011 Per Navy SchedUle R~ letter of Sepl2009 

OraftROD 7/512011 1111012011 195 days·afte! submlSStOn of draft PRAP Per Navy Schedule Request Leiter of Sept. 2009 
- . ~ --

TANKS 53 and 5j; (TINUS) 

Draft Round 5 Groundwater rep~ rt 10/30/2004 1013012004 

Comments to Craft Report 11/3012004 - 1216/20D4 30 dav after recei t of report EPA - 11 /19!~.!...RID EM - 1216/D4 

Response, Resolution to Comments 11612005 - 1/18/2005 30 days after receipt of comments 

Additional Comments NA - 112512005 Not antiCipated EPAleUer 

ITEM COMPLETE - - - GW to be incorporated as part of overall ROD for OU 2 

- -
7RE-A TMENT PLANJ DEMO -

,Treatment Plant ~mo TBD TBD 10115i2OOB Work is complete. Reports are not tracked here. 
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NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised: 1121 /2009 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS 

I SITE ACTIVITY DUE DATE ON DATE DATE 

" - - - " 

J Site 17 ~EDIAL INVEsnGA nON REPORT rrtNUS) " ._ . . ... _- -
I 

Gould Island Final RI ReDort 1212512006 1212512006 12/2912006 60 dayS after draft finaJ doc ITEMCOIoIPLETE 
~ ~ "'="i:··"'" ... l" - .- -.r- ~ 

PHASE 2 RI AND BASBJNE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT IWiUSI 
" -

Maps Deliverable for RlDEM NA NA 1212912006 In accordance with RIDEM comment to draft RI report 

Technical Meetil'\g to Discuss Phase 2 RI and BERA 1/18/2007 - 111812007 Agreement al November 15 RPMs meeting. 

Cont Call 10l9I07 10 discuss path forward. CAPP worksheets 10,11,15 submitted 10126/07. 

DOD Mee~i~ for Work Plan 11912008 11912008 
Minor comments submitted 12/19/07. Anticipate 218108. 

Draft Phase 2 RI and BERA Work Plan 12128/2007 3/28/2008 3/28/2008 Previously anticipated on 2/8/08. Extension request submitted 2/1/08. 

Comments to Draft Work Plan 1/7/2006 5/1212008 511912008 45 days after submission of draft document EPA 511108. RIDEM 5119108 

Response 10 comments, Draft Wor!< Plan 212112008 71312008 811512008 90 days after submission of drafl document 

Evaluation of Response Not Anticipated 1011512008 Not anticipated EPA 9116108. RIDEM 10115108 

Final Response Not Ant1clpated Not anCclpated Ho d ng for a confe rence call1'Vllti RIOEM EPA commc; dl!'icussed 1120109 

Draft Final WOrK Plal'l 4,'6(2008 913012008 - 135 days aner $uDm,S:ilOn of drafl document Holang for above (esolutfon 

Concurrence on Draft Final Wor!< Plan 5/612008 10/30/2008 - 30 days after subm,ssfQn of draft final document 

Final Work P ~'an 7/4/2008 11/30/2008 - 60 days after sl..bmiss(on of draft final document 

Commence f'elCiwork TBD 121812008 -

Draft Phase 2 RI and BERA Report 9/2512009 1213112009 Per Navy Schedule Request LeUer of SepL 2009 

J:'~E~~~u!'".E. BERA Report 7/1412010 - 195 days after submiSSion of <!Iran PAAP 
~ -

FEASIBILITY STUDY (TtNUSI 

£.~ft F~--,~eport 7/1512010 10/2812010 - Per l'oIaYv Sc/'JedWa Request LeUer of ~Pt 2~i 

Final FS Report 2124/2011 5/11/2011 195 daws after submission of Glraft document Per Na~:t .: chedule Raquesl Leiter of Sept 2009 
~ 

~ED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN {P~)~.nd RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) - TINUS --
DraftPRAP 312~"2011 613012011 - Pel Navy S<:hedule Requesilette, of Sept.. 2009 

Draft ROD 1114120'1 1/11f2012 - 195 days after submrsslon of arar! document Per Navy Schedule Request LeUer of Sept 2009 
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SITE 

Site 19 

Former Derecktor 
Shipyard 

NAVSTA NEWPORT 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

FFA OURATIONS 

Revised: 1121/2009 

would address both the onshore portions 
well as the marine sediments. Per the RPM Meeting 7118107, Site will be split 
(1 for offshore sediments and 1 for Onshore soil & GW). Paths forward will be 

IReSOIUtiOn on Comments to PRAP TBD lindependent of each other. 
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NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised: 1/21/2009 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

PLANNED AGREED· ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS 

SITE ACTIVITY DUE DATE l ON DATE DAr~ 

Site 19 

Former Derecktor 
Shipyard (Conl'd) 

Study Area 20 

SWOS 

tIlN"H~IlE SplLS & GROUliQWATEIt (Tu;USj 

~ !=lefl'!enlS Cornplele 12/112008 

!nlamal OAPP I,? _N.a ...... Chem1st 4115/L009 

ReceIve Navy Chemist Comments 51612009 
Per the RPM Meeling 1117107, decision documents wOUld address both the onshore portions 

Draft Worio; Plan of the site as well as the marine sediments. Per the RPM Meeling 7/18/07, Site will be split into 
two aus (1 for offshore sediments and 1 for Onshore soil & GW). Paths forward will be 

Comments to Draft Work Plan 4S days afler submissIOn of draft document independent of each other. Per the EPA Comment LeUer 3125108, addjt~nal investigations are 

IReponse to Comments to Draft WorX Plan TBD 190 days after Subm'SSlOn of draft document 
needed. Scoping sessions to be planned. 

Comment Resoh .. ronlDraft Frnal Work Plan TBD 135 days after submission of drafl document 

Concur/Dispute TBO 30 days after submlSS on of draft final document 

FmaJ WorX Plan TBO so d~ys aller SUbmission of drafl flnal document 

Fieldwgrk TBO 

Draft RePQJ1 of Results 9f18/2Q99 5127(2010 

Final Report of Rest-Ils • Grounctwater Samphng TB~ 60 days after $uDrnIS$lOn of dIaf! final document 

FEASlBIUTY STUDY FOR ONSHORE SOILS & GROUNDWATER (TINUS) 

Draft Onshore FS 9/1712010 5/2712011 

Final Onshore FS --: __________ +_~~ _ _+--""''''''-' ,",,,<;u,,_' !..' _-l,j-_""::'---,I,~p_~a~, after submlss.lon of draft r nal document 

IONSHORE PRAP & ROO ITtNUSI 

Draft Proposed Plan 4/29/2011 I 1/3112012 

DraflROO 121912011 1 8113/2012 195 days after submission ofdrafl PRAP 

Fina!ROO TBO 

IFOCUSED 51 R---- --II:r"UKllllJl!;Uo:.J 

IFinal swas Focused 51 report 6/1/2006 6/1/2006 Report concludes that SWOS will be addressed under Site 09 FS 

Concurrence on Report 7/112006 30 days aftef r~eipl of repol1 
EPA 4/5106 {concurrence on OF version} RIOEM comments 3124 do not concur 

SITE IS COMPLETE, ACTIGNS TO BE CONDUCTED WITH OFFTA Need Regulatory Concurrence for Aclminstrative Closeout 
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NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised: 1/21/2009 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

PLANNED AGREED· ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS 

SITE ACTIVITY DUE DATE ON DATE DATE 
.. -. 

Study Area 21 LEAD IN SOIL INVESTIGATION (TINUS) . 
Melville Water Tower Site Notification Leiter T8D T8D 1/11/2007 . ,. ~ 

i 
!ACTION MEMORANDUMJPUBUC P ARUCIPATION 

I - - I 

Final Action memo 7/13/2007 - 7/23/2007 
. -- -

'" "ON-nUE CRmCAL REMOVAL ACTION 

Final RAeR 112012008 211612008 -- 6/24/2008 '30 days after receipt of last comment I 

STUD)' AIIEA SCREENING EVALUATION -
Draft SASE Report (with IEU8K Model) 10/30/2008 - 11119/2008 Plan Date Per Navy Schedule Request LeUer of Sept. 2009 

Comments to SASE Report 1211212008 - 1/1512009 45 days after submission of draft document EPA Comments 1115109, RJOEM Comments 1/8109 

Reponse to Comments to SASE Report 1126/2009 - - 90 days afler submiSSion of draft document 

~omment ResolullonlDrafi Final SASE Report 311212008 - - 135 days after submiSSion of draft document 

Concur/Dispute 4/1012009 - - 30 days after SUbmISSion of draft final dOCument 

FInal SASE Report 5/812009 - - 60 days after submiSSIon of dlan final dacument -
I 

UXO Site 1 SITE INVESTIGATION ::t, _~ 

Carr Point Site Notification Letter - - 1/11 /2007 

Draft Sile Invesliaalion Work Plan 812912007 912812007 11/612007 

EPA - 11/27/07; EPA 2nd Review - 316/2008; RIDEM - 3D-Day 
Comments to Draft SI Work Plan 12121 /2007 4/7/2008 4/4/2008 45 days after submission of draft document Extension Requested f rom 3/7/2008. Comments 4/4/08 

Response 10 Comments 5/19/2008 - 811512008 90 days after submission of dra~ document 

EPA comments to Response summary - - 9I3l2008 Discussed 9117108 

Draft Final SI Work Plan 7/3/2008 9/3012008 - 135 days after subm sSiOn of draft document Delayed - Expected 10 be::>en! ovt by January 19, 2009 

Concurrence on Draft Final SI Work Plan 8/3/2008 ' 0/3012008 - 30 days aner submiSSion of draft final document 

Final 51 Work Plan 9/312008 11/3012008 - :So days after suDmisslon of draft flnal document 

Commence Aeldwork T8D 12/1 /2006 -
Draft SI Report 112912009 511512009 - Per Navy Schedule RequeslleHer of Sept 2009 

Commenls 10 Draft SI Report - - - 45 days aHer subm,ssion of draft dOCl,..ment 

Response 10 Comments - - - 90 days arter suomlss on of drart document I 

Draft Final SI Rerport - - - 135 days after subm,ssion of draft document 

Concurrence on Draft Flnat SI Report - .• - 30 days after submiSSion of draft final document 

Final SI Report - 11i2612oo9 - 60 days after submiSSIOn of draft rinal document 

8asewide - ~ 

Background Study BASEWIDE BACKGROUND SOIL I!M!STlGAnON m.lUs 

Final Basewide Background Report 5129/2008 - 6/3012008 60 days after submission of drafl final document ITEM COMPLETE .. ,-
RPM Meeting Notes BASEWIOE,MEETIMGS .. 

Draft Meeting noles, Nov 19, 2008 - - 11/2512008 

"----- _ Final meeti(l9 _n~te!i for Nov 19 2008 
~ ~ 

- 1/1212009 
- ~ 
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l SITE ACTMTY 

Five Year Review Five Year Review on All Sites 

Craft Five Year Review Report 

Comments 10 Draft 5-Yr Review 

Response to Comments 

Resolution on Comment Response 

Draft Final 5-Yr Review 

:Concurrence on Draft Final 

Final 5-Yr Revrew 

TBD - To Be Determined 

NA - Not Anticipated 

Planned DUE DATES are based on FFA Durations unless noted 

Red text Indicates Item not yet completed 

Slue text indicates issuoo to be discussed at upcoming RPM Meeting 

Yelow shading denotes item needs attention 

FFA Date on Schedule 

Schedule Exte nS10n Request needed 

NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised : 112112009 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS 

DUE DATE ON DATE DATE 

512912009 

7/13/2009 45 days after submisSion of draft document 

8/2712009 90 days after s\.Ibm.ssron of draft document 

9115/2009 20 days after response submittal 

10112/2009 135 days atter submission of drafl document 

11'12/2009 30 days after submittal of draft final 

1211212009 30 days atter concurrence 
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