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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 1 

Apri I 13, 2009 

Winoma Jolmson, P.E. 

1 CONGRESS STREET, SUITE, 1 00 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETIS 02114-2023 

f\PR 1 ~ 2009 

NA VF AC MIDLANT (Code OPNEEV) 
Environmental Res to ration-
Building Z-144, Room 109 
9742 Maryland Avenue 
Norfolk, VA 23511-3095 

Re: Response to EPA Comments on the QAPP for Draft Phase 2 RI and BERA 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 
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EPA reviewed the Response to EPA Comments on the QAPP for Draft Phase 2 Rl and BERA dated 
September 16, 2008 and March 4, 200'9. This response was submitted on March 17,2009. Comments 
and responses are on the March 2008 Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan for Phase 2 Remedial 
Investigation and Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment, Site 17, Gould Island. In general, the 
responses have resolved many issues, and the flow chart on interpretation of ecological evaluations has 
been substantial1y improved. 

r 

EPA's original (March 2008) specific comment 7 recommended that soil boring samples in the 
southwest comer of the site, which includes the coal bed area, be analyzed for TAL metals and P AH in 
addition to TPH. The Navy argued that the. additional analyses were not warranted just because of the 
presence of coal but also stated that "contaminants from the coal pile should actually be investigated as 
a part of the FUD Site." EPA accepted this response because of the deferral to the FUD Site 
investigation. In the previous response, the Navy commented that it "cannot speculate on sample 
locations for the FUD sites." EPA stated that without assurance that the soil will be more thoroughly 
evaluated in the future, there is a data gap in this area that must be addressed. EPA therefore repeated 
its recommendation for the metals and P AH analyses. In this most recent response, the Navy sti1l does 
not confirm whether the FUDs program will address this area sufficiently. The Navy notes, however, 
that it has proposed limited sampling in this area to determine if it is a source of oil contamination that 
was found at Site 17 during the RI in 2005. This suggests that the soil win not be analyzed for TAL 
metals and PAHs, as originally recommended. If the Navy includes anaJyses for TAL metals and 
PARs and EPA accepts the sampling plan, then concerns regarding this potential data gap will be 
addressed. 

Specific comment 17 00 the use of reference data requires clarification. EPA is concerned that the 
Jamestown reference area produced results in 2008 (for McAllister Point) that may have been 
impacted. As a result, it is possible to falsely dismiss site-related toxicity based on a confounded 
reference data. EPA is aware that most marine areas around the site are degraded. By accepting 
results· from other reference areas, the Navy may inadvertently inc1ude stations that·areimpacted. 
Thus the reference data could include stations-that are toxic, and thereby weciken the ability to discern 
toxic froin non~toxic samples at Gould Island. EPA agreed that the Jamestown reference area is 
appropriate, and should represent ambient conditions .. The utility of using historical reference data 
from previous tests is questionable sjnc~ test conditions, organisms, and other factors should be 
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matche~l~tllin a test. EPA rec~~mend~ si~ply using the average r~su1ts from the three statiQn~,ih 
i ',~ \, 1 J:qme~t9wh d6ue dpncurrently with th,e 00uld '1s1~dJ samples1andany results that have statisti<\l;J,Jl;Y;,~", ' 
l, llower survival O! growth will be considered toxic.' , I',':' 'h ',1, " , " , .. , 

, ' " .. 
EPA' s orlgiri~i spedfib comm'ent 20 (March 2008) sought r~tionale'Jor collecting, soilsaJ.11;ies,'a~jt~9 , 
riggiilg pl-atfonb at~a fr<?m adepth!of'20 -feet, noting that shallower s'amples could'help chat(Mte1ii2\~'.tlie " 
depth of contdm1'na'tiohif1i6maispiUjn this area. In response to-tHe most-recent EP~ comment (March"" 
2009) indicating that it was still unclear if continuous samples woul~ 9y,pollycted (br all'~~il'PQrltigs,,' 
the Navy response refers to page 67 of 149 ofthe QAPP, which statbs 'ih~ec'5fitinuous spzfit~b~rrel 
samples will be collected while soil borings are advanced. EPA understands th,dt'the N~vyls\l}teil'tion 
is to collect continuous samples; hQwever, the original comment is not resolved' beCahs~ t~b Q.A.PJ> al$'o 
states that split-barrel samples will be collected, visually inspected, and scanned fot' VdCg;i!S'ihg &yrb ' 
or FID. Unfortunately the screening results will not be related to the presence of PCBs. Ush:ig'a PIb' or 
FID will not help in screening for PCBs because they are not volatile. It is noted th~t the four borings 
at the rigging area wiUalso b6' atutlyzed<f"df PAH~i'alld lhbtalS 1. a pro' htFID wiIhio't 'screert'for'metals 
either and only the lighter PARs would be detected with the PID or FID. It does not appear that tpe 
instrument screening will provide much value in identifying a ,contaminated interval follhe cCOCs. ' 
The r,ationale~ for the selected soil intervals is lJ.9t adequate; .there sho~d be a greater focu,s on sampling 
in the shallower intervals unless flie'tleeper soilis'expo~;ed an~ 'there ls'~ r~asori for sampiitig it. Has 
the\deepei'soil b'een exposed?:': ' >,:' ,\') . " h : 
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EPA expressed tlr~t'PcBj contaminalion'may,'rlot?e su~fic,ientlY<irlve~ti'9'ated lfho~iht~nn~di~t~ samples 
are' collected.' Because the PCBs woUld have cbrlie from overlarl'd runoff frbin a spill; It'I1IaJ<'es sense to 
look for PCBs in shallower soil, so the sampling should focus on that. The otUy 'reason 10'lobk at very 
deep soil for contaminants from a surface spill would be if the collapsing soil at th~, riggjng area 
exposed the: deePer soil'arrd al1(ywed 'PCBs 'hi sHallower soil to migrate to' thedeepe:(iI1h~tvals.' A betler 
appr6l:i6h to' captUre~pchbntial pca confan1ination would pelto c'olte6t' samples frome~~h' 1)qn:rig in the' 
riggilig' area from the saine depth in'terva1s' as was p~9pOSe(rfor the q6al pile area boBrlg (4 samples 
froin' Withiil the upper foiir"feet) 'with 'atlditio'nal \sarHPle~r col1~cted ;fromthe dybper soil1tltetva1s if 
warranted based bri expdsure ofthe deeper intetvais.' If the' goil haS '6ollapsed\;ixtensively in the' 
rigging area'then Iiidre samples' willlikety be reqUfred'. The &creemng)pr¢tocd] for'coUecfing a deep 
intetval~sathple for f>CBs' (or met~n~ahd' PAIlS) is h6tappropriate, 'aSPrD and FID detect VOCs rather 
than these target chemicals. ; i, " 
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I look f6tWatd to working with you and the Rhode Island hepartmeritdtEnvir,ol1I11ental ~i'anagement 
toward the cleanup of 'Gould fsland. Please 'do not hesitate to contact me at (6T7) 918~1385 should you 
have any questions:. " ;,' ',., ' " " ' , , 
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Kym er e,e Keckler, RemedialPn)jec!fNJ-ari~~et' '" , 
Federal Facilities Superfund Section l" "f, 
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P:aul KtilPc4 ~ibEM;'Pt6vidence,;Ri\i " '", 
Corli~lia Mueller; NETt, 'NewP9rl~:RI ' " 
Ken Firild:;ls'ielrt," NOAA, Bostail; M~ 
t6tldFinlaysoh,' Ga'nhef Fleming~ Orono, ME ' 
Steveh:P'atker~tetiaTech~NUs,'Wf1mmgton, MA 
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