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Meeting Notes
'RPMs Meeting, July 16, 2008,:3:00 PM )
NAVSTA Newport, Newport Rhiode Island

The meetlng convened at 3:00 PM

Attachments
1. Agenda
2. RPM Document Tracking Sheets dated 7/13/08 o
3..- Summary Response to-Comments, McAllister Long Term Monitoring Round 4
4. Summary Response to Comments, McAllister Annual-Mbnitoring For 2007
5. Draft Summary of Response to comiments, Gould Phase 2 RI'SAP
6. Map of Water Depths at Sediment Stations, Gould Island

Present:

Tom Campbell, Tetra Tech NUS Inc Pt
James Calter, NAVFAC R Eden s e b in G
Winoma Johnson, NAVFAC

Paul Kulpa, RIDEM

Ginny Lombardo, USEPA

Cornelia Mueller, NAVSTA - . voove o o foos bl
Stephen. Parker Tetra Tech NUS Inc. EENE

Jim Colter mtroduced Wrnoma dohnson PE who erI be takrng éver: Newport IRfrom ™™
NAVFAC. Jlm will. e taking a new:job.inPhiladelphia in: September 2008: There will be '_'f ,
a formal announcement on this, and in the meantime; he: asked that correspondence
continue to go to his attention.

Derecktor Shipyard

Discussions were held earlrer in the day on Derecktor Shrpyard ‘with-a'larger group*
to the record of teleconference for that meeting.

Gould Island

T. Campbell noted that Tetra Tech had.prepared:a draft response ‘to comments on th
Draft SAP for,Phase 2.Rl: ‘T. Campbell provided a'draft summary of - . 7
comments/responses (attached) He noted that there were-several coments that would
" require discussion. These included:

e .Moving.sediment samples. closerto.shore - ak B
¢ Adding-shoreline or soil:samiples at Burldrngs 50 ‘54, and 38 _
o . Which:reference:- Iocatlon to use Jamestown Potte Cove or Jamestown
Cranston:Cove':. ¢« s e
Addition of- CytochrOme p450 tests to rndrcate shellfrsh exposure to PAHs
e Otherrisk assessment relatedissues '
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Paul Kulpa requested water depths be provided.for:the-aréas where sediment samples
would be collected. However, firm bathymetry has not béén recorded for this site yet,
but a map was marked up with water depths at stations where samples were already
collected (provided attached to these notes).

It was agreed that the discussion should be held prior to response Paul Kulpa
requested that he be allowed to schedule Chris Deacutls attendance prior to scheduling -
this discussion.

ACTION ITEMS:
- Paul Kulpa to.provide: tlmes that RIDEM is: avallable for caII on Draft QAPP
Jim Colter to. follow up with: K. Keckler on the same |tems
Jim Colter to schedule. conference call. o <

R SR

Tank Farms 4 and 5

Data Gaps Assessment

J. Colter stated that the draft QAPP for data gaps assessment at Tank’ Farms 4 and 5i |s
in internal review, which will require minimum four weeks. It will be provrded as’ soon as
possible to the regulators. : '

Treatment Building "
J. Colter stated that the Navy has decided to move forward with: the demolltlon of the’

Treatment Building and system at Tank Farm 5. He noted RIDEMs concern withthe "~
loss of the systems availability for other projects, but he stated that the Navy cannot put
that structure in the Navy's inventory and:maintain it. /IR projects’ that nééd water’ -
treatment caneget portable. systems for whatever.they'need: Demolltlon blds are
expected next week; and the: prOJect will:move.ahead. o

ACTION ITEMS:
Tetra Tech to Provide ID QAPP to Navy
" Navy to review ID QAPP and Prowde Comments to Tetra Tech
o detra Tech to Publish QAPP TN L

OFFTA -

Soil Removal Action ‘
S. Parker stated that a hiatus was needed for the removal dctiorvfor contracting' reasons o
and the remaining test pits, were, planned for early Augist: - Si- Parker wrll provrde o
notification to-the interested: partles when the schedule is flnallzed : S

Feasibility Study
S. Parker noted that Tetra Tech had received RIDEMs commenits on the Reviséd Draft

FS, and he was working through those comments: RIDEMs comment in the cover letter *
was noted in particular;, RIDEM noted that the FS addresses the site 'without removal’ of '
the soil, and the next ver5|on of the FS should incorporate that information. RIDEM
intends to treat the next version of the FS with that revision.as a draft document -
(paraphrased). J. Colter asked what the impacts were from the removal action, S Parker
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.clarified that the soils removed during the rerrioval-action probably account for less than g
10% of all the soil addressed:in the FS that éxceedsthie PRGs (the soil removal action
was a hot spot removal).. J. Colter stated that after all the comments had been thought
through, the Navy would need to meet W|th RIDEM and the EPA and flnd a path forward

Revetr_nent ,' 5 ; s e :
S. Parker noted; that -a prellmlnary 90% revetment de3|gn had been completed arid

submitted to the review parties. Jim Colter stated that the RFP had been provided to the .
Navy's small.business RAC:contractor to implement: this design: HowevVér, he noted that
Ken Anderson at:Rhode Island CRMC had contatted the Navy dnd stated that he state

is ready to issue a consistency determination; but'wants to ‘provide a contrngency that”

“all soil” under the revetment footprint be removed. After some discussion, itwas
determined that this meant:all soil exceeding state ¢fiteria should be removed. There'

was a brief; dlscussmn about-applicability of these ‘¢criteria’in’ th|s si n (soil, sedrment )

deep sorl non-vadose zéne soil; 8tc): <J. Colter asked if it was approprlate tomake "
contingencies in this manner, Paul Kulpa stated that the State should have the right to
requure this. He also stated that RIDEM prefers the revetment constructlon be held unt|I

u—:

¢ Navy will receive blds for revetment constructlon

¢ Navy's contractor (Agviq) will prepare a work plan for revetment
construction

» Tetra Tech to Schedule remaining test pit excavatlons on shore.

« ;.. Tetra Tech will prepare responseé to comments on t 1e F

McAIIlster Pomt Landflll ’

Her concernis: that the Round 5 data wrll be mstrUm il'in the five
which is due ds:a Draft-by-Juné 2009 ST R T

Actlon Items G
J Colter to provide schedule for Round' to

- EPAto:review responses to cor

« E-Core/ ECC to pi'ov 1é Tandfi
report. S

ria in the revised:. . .-

NUSC & : v

S. Parker stated that the foIIow-up groundwater well installation and.sampling ; was going
to commence next waek. Geophysms in the paved areas is. under way now, and the .

Navy is'moving ttie »qliipfme_n__v__ th the fork Ilfts as well as they can. G. Lombardo; asked |
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if any of the comments she had provided.on-the:proposal for-additional'wells were a
problem. S. Parker did not belleve so. (as.a follow-up the Navy agreed to mclude the
addrtronal drllllng footage and analyses requested by EPA’s comments)

G. Lombardo aIso asked |f weekly updates could contmue now that the field work is
continuing, S. Parker agreed to follow up with that. In particular, she wanted to be’ sure
Bart Hoskins could watch the fish sample collectron when it was: conducted )

G. _L Smb rdo requested mstallatlon logs for wells lnstalled at: the srte and up’ gradlent to
the 'south of the site’ from exrstlng wells This was .a-previous request that had not yet
been completed S, Parker stated he would foIIow up WIth this. !

G. Lombardo note : the Draft leas due in January 2009 and wants to be sufe’ that 'f"’
the date 1et. In addition, she, requested a.summary.of findings: of the addltlonal wells
in the NAPL area to determlne how that mformatron wnll affect the RI: < R ~

Actlon ltems. - : ; R
. Tetra Tech to provude weekly updates on: fleld w0rk untll |t 1s: complete

'« Tetra Tech to provide well logs for the wells installed around MW100B and
those up gradient of the site )
e Tetra Tech to follow up with the additional wells with a summary of flndmgs
for this area.. This.may follow with-a: eonference call of a d|scu 35
September RPM meetmg i ai ATt i

b s

Carr Point

S. Parker stated that a r'é's;i' " summary was drafted for the QAPP for Carr Pornt but
there were a few issues fo discuss.

T. Campbell noted the request for analysis of soil samples using method 833OB G ,
Lombardo clari that EPA requests the use of the ASTM-method-8330B for testing for:
energetlcs pellants on the soils. near the fi iring pomts not:i |n the sedlments down- '

m 'ardo stated that the El'A is; wrlllng to! entertaln a
but EPA will require this method: analysisifor.an Rl -

thatis’ requwed by I
comprofmise dpproach for t
step.

Another comment requests analysis of PAHs in the.sediments in the-firing fan: J Colter :
stated concern that PAHs in the sedlment t point 'sources: would :

be mcorrectly attributed to t do ; l:ombardo’:
suggested 4 subsét of the ‘sédiment samples be analyzed for PAHs. G. Lombardo..; 5
suggested a literature search for PAH data in Narragansett Bay be conducted for
comparison purposes. J. Colter stated he would discuss internally prior to releasmg the i
response to comments. .

T. Campbell stated RIDEM comments also request mvestlgatlon of a number of L
structure$ lncludmg oil water separators whlch they have record. of elng present at the et
site. 87 Parker asked where they were, and P. Kiilpa stated that he had seen Navy
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drawings showing these features. After s0 dlscuSSIon it was agreed that the Navy
would search records for thése features; and riote whether they had found them. These
additional structures are not part of the shooting range ‘portion of the site. - Jim Colter
suggested the possrbllrty of sphttmg the site into two sites, the shooting range area and
the storage areas. .

ACTION.ITEMS:.. : HrP i RN AN o o
: e Navyto dlscuss draft responses to comments to Carr Point QAPP
* Navy to review use of Method 8330B for energetlcs and propellants
analysis s
¢ Navy to review drawmgs of Tank Farm 4 areas and Carr Pornt Areas for
features of interest. : i

Melville Water Tower

S. Parker stated that the final removal action work plan was completed and sent out. G.
Lombardo stated that so far it looked good there may be some minor comments i

that the draft report which he had in hand shows acceptable blood-| Iead predlctlons for o
residential and trespasser scenarios using all combinations of surface and de
The report will be provided to the Navy for review, and submrtted accordlngly

G. Lombardo stated that she had not recelved foIIow up plan from the prewous meetlng
regarding the property boundaries. S. Parker stated that he had received a plan, though.-. .
it was not clear from the markings the distances between corher points. C. Mueller
stated that the GMH lease had just been signed and she could send around a Iegal
description of the boundaries. -

ACTION ITEMS:
¢ Navy to review blood lead model for Melville Water Tower
_»  Tetra Tech to submit to regulators for review , R POT L SR
¢ “Navy'to provide legal descnptl i of thé propérty boundaries of the former.
“water tower site- STIOHN S0i R R SRR e T ;

Basewide Background _— Pyl iy

J. Colter noted that the final Base-wide background report is complete.and submitted: - -

Meeting adjourned at 6:35pm to attend the RAB.
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AGENDA .
, RPMs MEETING 71 6/08 :
BUILDING 1 NAVSTA NEWPORT 3 00 PM

Technical Dlscussmn TOpICS
For each topic please be prepared to make declsmns and resolve |ssues

1

Derecktor s
a. Update on Marlne Sedlment FS it
‘Response fo Comments — Cost Comment sion o
ii. Other Responses needing follow-up
iii. Schedule for final document
b. Update on On Shore Path Forward

Gould Island AR e e
a. Comments/Responses to Draft BERA Work Plan (QAPP)
Tank Farms 4 and 5 S . '

a. Draft Sampllng &Anatyels Plan (QAPP) S
b. Schedule for Dlsmantllng Treatment BUIIdlng at Tank Farm 5.

OFFTA

a. Update on Revetment De3|gn
b. Update on Revised FS

c. Removal Action update

McAllister e ’ ) '
a. Comments/Responses to Draft Round 4 Marme Sedlments Monltorlng Report
b. Comiments/Responses to Annual Monltonng Report O&M Activities 2007

NUSC Disposal Area
a. Progress on RI Field work

MRP Site 1 Carr Point = '

a. Update on response to comments and rewsed QAPP
i. Method 8330 - F B e Bp
ii. Composite Sampling

Melville Water Tower
a. Update on Completion Report
b. Update on Lead Model

Other Items ,
a. Basewide Background Report Finalized




NAVSTA NEWPORT

RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS
SITE ACTIVITY DUE DATE ON DATE DATE
Site 1 AV D
McAllister Point Final 2003 Report 1/10/2C04 NA 10/1/2004
Final 2004 Report (Air and Groundwater) 1/10/2005 NA 1/10/2005
Final 2004 Report (Marine Sediment) 9/5/2005 NA 3/9/2006
EPA cotresp on draft LTM work plan NA NA 8/31/2005
RIDEM Corresp. On draft LTM work plan NA NA 9/6/2005
Final LTM Work Plan 10/18/2005 10/18/2005 10/18/2005
RIDEM Notice to enter dispute on LTM Work Plan NA NA 11/14/2005
fal Tagdendum paragraprs will be provided, bul hat RIDEM |
Navy response to RIDEM letter NA NA 1/6/2006 does not have juri: ion on LTM letion
Draft Addendum to the Final LTM work plan — — 1/8/2007 RIDEM Letter 3/19/07 - Need discussion
Final Addendum to the Final LTM work pfan TBD — [RIDEM and Navy In di nt over LNAPL
i ’ T
— Teport misplaced Jue 10 closure ice in Juns
Finat LTM Report for 2005 5/3/2006 4/18/2007 2006. Report finalized and submitted with 2006 Draft Report :
i i ¥ i |
Tal Repor: misp:aced Gus fo closure of office in June
Draft LTM Marine Sed report for 2005 2/28/2007 4/18/2007 2006. Report finalized and submitted with 2006 Draft Report
Draft LTM Report for 2006 2/28/2007 4/18/2007
C from Regulators 6/2/2007 5/24/2007 |45 days after ion of draft d EPA - 5/17/07, NOAA - 5/24/07, RIDEM - Not Commenting
Discussed at RPM Mtg of 7/18/07 - Addt1 info requested, Navy
Comment Resolution 711712007 8/21/2007 90 days after submi: of draft document response sent 8/21/07.
Final LTM Report for 2006 8/31/2007 12/12/2007 135 days after submission of draft document
o1
= 80 |
Draft LTM Marine Sed report for 2006 2/28/2007 4/18/2007
Comments from Regulators 6/2/2007 5/24/2007 45 days after ission of draft ment EPA - 5/22/07, NOAA - 5/24/07, RIDEM - Not C:
Discussed at RPM Mtg of 7/18/07 - Addt'| info requested. Navy
Comment Resolution 71172007 8/21/2007 90 days after submission of draft document response sent 8/21/07.
Final LTM Marine Sed Report for 2006 8/31/2007 12/12/2007 {135 days after submi of draft document
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NAVSTA NEWPORT )
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS

COMMENTS

SITE DUE DATE ON DATE DATE
Site 1
i _ T
McAllister Point 130008 | 2zersoe 3/30/2008
{Continued) : ] )
mments from Regulators 3/15/2008 4/14/2008 5/14/2008 45 days after submission of draft document Comments from EPA 5/14/08
Resolution. . ... - - ;54129/2008 7 "|" "7/31/2008 LT 0 days affer Submission of draft ocii Draft responses to EPA at 7/16/08 RPM's M
L [
o Report delayed due to late recelpt of toxicity data in late December
| 2/29/2008 '3/30/2008 - Jooo7: P e T
4/14/2008 5/14/2008. s after submission of draft docurméiit. .- - Coments-from EPA 5/14/08 -
713112001 7 |90:days-after Siibmission of drat d Draft responses to EPA at 7/16/08 RPM's Meeting. .
|Final LTM Marine Sed Reprt f07.2007 . -grdora008 " T 435 deysatiersubrrission of drafi docuinent 1. s 3 R
it R T e e R i -
~|Navy-Assessment.of Air monitoring data =~ 11/11/200 11711/2005. ! Resubmitted - oy g
et e g e s ¥ + -|RIDEM actio fied iivemail from C Fryé:5/22/06 Evaliation hever.
S 12111/2005 “t|receivedas O, A i S A iy
T Fund-ii'lg,moved doiMelvill
ADratt ESD- b7 T 8r10/2007
‘| comments from:Regulattors. e cem et egigagor U T T T 72007 J45 days after submission of draft document - :
Comment Resolution~ - - 007 T 0T ] em2r007 {90 days after submission of draft document ) .
nalESD - g 135 days after submission of draft document

Site 2

Melville North Landfill

Site 4

' Coddington Cove Rubble
Fill Area

[ 16152604 | 10/15/2004 10/15/2004

7/1/2005 ",

eens

tter stafe sheens constitute free bré:duétv N
- "|Please'see’Navy letter to RIDEM defining position on sh
1/6/08, see Site 9 s

4/14/2005 - | 471412005

“*5/14j2005

»_P»ageZof':!:B o




NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA.DURATIONS COMMENTS
SITE ACTIVITY DUE DATE ON DATE DATE
Site 8
NUSC Disposal Area * g, vt pratt Ri Work Plan 2r2008 — 2/3/2006
Submit Draft Finial R work Plan 6/15/2006 - 6/29/2006 _ }90 days after receipt of comments
Submit final Rl:'work plan 9/26/2006 . - — 60 days after rece|pt of comments
Submit final Rl work planREV-1 - - Ak W o oreiz008” | INot AntlclEated ‘ Mirior revisiorns to HHRA Qéctic;n of work plan -
. |Submit final RI woﬂgEIan REV.2 .. . ol weien . ;l i 115/2007 R o 11512007 : Not Anticipated _. éased on conferenog al_l 11/3/08 and resolution 11/15/06

;|Comments o the Draft FS'Report

DraﬁDrum Removal ie@n‘.“_ ,‘

612612005 " °

t Recenve Regulator Comments

e o] 811072006

~ 811072006

t of draft docum-ent

“|EPA (7/13/06) RIDEM 8/11/06

Cuncurrence on Flnal

6/2/2006

5 days-afterireceipt of d raft document”

- | EPA5/0/06. RIDEM 6/2/08

EPA concurs - 10/2/06, RIDEM - requests.southern fill-area—

10/5/2006 — : 10/2/2006 .. ..}30.days after submittal of final docuiment " ldelineated.
. - S o - N R PRt R Map Showing southern fill area as to be determined. Map-fo be
. RiDEM Lettér Clariﬁcation'on Southem Fill Area — — 3/2‘!/_2007. oNAL e {appended to: ‘meeting notes'3/21/07

12/19/2006

| Oomglete RIDEM E‘ ested Fil: and plpes b

[ 12/19/2006 |

15 70007

|As.agreed 11/15/06--

Refer to Freld Schedule emailed froni Colter 6/28/07

estigated in:RI

"Comfheht's"to.ﬁié‘bl-aftki‘hégo- o

45 daE after smeIsSIOn of draft documenL .

.|Résponsé to Comments: Drak RI-Report -

s completion ‘of both phases of fisldwork (Eco/Hydro).

90 daﬁ atter submlssmn of draft document.....

Resolifion of Gomments'& Draft Fiial Rl Report

41512008

135 days after submlsswn of. draft document

FinalR! Report forNUSG--_“* -

[Submit Draft FS ReportforNUSC " ™" "™

‘30 daE:— or subrmsslon of. draﬂ ﬁnal document

60 cfays aﬂer submussmn of. draft fi nal doeument

Based on-Concurrenée. ;. .~ Pt

" 9128/2009.

45 days after submission: of draft document .

Response to Comments, Draft FS Report.

114422009 .}

219712008

' ]90'days After-sibissionof draft document. *

135 days after stbimission of diakt dscurmiant

1/26/2010

2/25/2010 P —

Submit Draft PRAP for NUSC. .

|30 days after submission of draft final docufhent.

|subrit et ROD for NUSG * 5

60.days after submission of draft final document rBaEéd on Concurrence.”
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NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

SITE

Site 9

Old Fire Fighting Training

Area

PLANNED

DUE DATE

AGREED-

ON DATE

ACTUAL

FFA DURATIONS

COMMENTS

Navy Position on NAPL and Sheens

NA NA 11/6/2006 Defines position on Melville and OFFTA, Tank Farms
RIDEM Response to Navy Letter NA NA 1/21/2007 RIDEM position on NAPL

Revised FS for Site 08 will close this loa
" o 5 S

Navy Letter clarifying recreational land use

Apghy LNAPL Decision to Site 2

R =

NA

11/6/2006

Defines state criteria applicable to the site.

RIDEM Response to Navy Letter

NA

1/19/2006

RIDEM position on Recreational use and Land Use Controls

[efer indicales Concurrence on This mater, Revised 5 will Gose s
loop

Draft Action Memo for Soll Removal Actions 9/30/2006 9/30/2006 9/21/2006
Comments to Draft Action memo 10/21/2008 10/21/2006 11/7/2006 30 days after draft doc EPA Comments 10/31/06, RIDEM Comments 11/7/06
Resolution of Comments 12/7/2006 12/1/2008 12/1/2006 30 days after comments received IEPA 12/24/06, RIDEM 1/8/07

12/21/2006

=

12/21/2006

2/9/2007

= >

ITEM COMPLETE
Signed 1/15/07, sent out 2/9/07, TINUS Cover Letter
oo T = s

Ty

B2y

Bﬁ presentation by Tiger Team Rep 1/17/2007

Draft Fact Sheet Update 1/17/2007 — 1/15/2007 Handed out at RPMs meeting, Official version sent out 1/28/07
Comments fo Draft Fact Sheet Update 1/30/2007 -— 3/12/2007 _ |15days EPA Comments 2/26/07, RIDEM comments 3/12/07

Final Fact Sheet Update 2/15/2007 — 5/1/2007 15 days

[TEM COMPLETE 2/1 5/200? = = 5/1/2007 15 days

ST

(R -
Draft Removal Action Work Plan 1/2/2007 1/2/2007 1/10/2007
30 days after submission of draft document.  Actual
Comments to Draft Remaval Action Work Plan 2/9/2007 — 2/26/2007 is date email recv'd by RIDEM EPA letter dated 1/29/07; RIDEM letter dated 2/23/07
60 days after submission of draft document or 30 days T‘
Response to comments, Draft RA Work Plan 3/28/2007 — 5/29/2007 'af_tar recsipt of last comments Draft response discussed at RPMs Meetings 3/21/07 and 5/16/07
90 days after submission of draft document or 60 days
Draft Final RA Work Plan 4/27/2007 6/12/2007 5/28/2007 after receipt of draft comments |Revised schedule from 5/16/07 RPM Meeting
Concurrence on Draft Final RA Work Plan 6/24/2007 7/20/2007 6/29/2007 EPA Comments 6/25/07; RIDEM 6/28/07
Final RA Work Plan 7/29/2007 8/9/2007 9/14/2007 60 days after submission of draft final
Commence Fieldwork ot = 1/7/2008
Draft Removal Action Completion Report TBD — - Field Work C holding pending final test pits
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NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS
SITE ACTIVITY DUE DATE ON DATE DATE
- e r— — ALL=SE
D
= P e By -
30% Design - — 5/1/2007 Considered cart of the Removal Action WP
30 days after submission of 30% document, Actual is
Comments to the 30% design 5/31/2007 — 6/12/2007 date recv'd by RIDEM EPA - 5/21, CRMC - 5/23, RIDEM 6/12
Response to comment, 30% Design 6/30/2007 — 8/13/2007 RPM Mtg 7/18/07: Will ReDesign based on RIDEM/CRMC comments
30% Design (] ission) 9/10/2007 = 9/26/2007 Comments on response above.
Comments fo the 30% design (F ission) — 10/10/2007 11/5/2007 30 days after of 30% document
Site 9 Response to comment, 30% Design (Resubmission) - 1/18/2008 1/25/2008 60 days after submission of 30% document Comments resolved 11/14/07. Respanses anticipated 1/18/08.
Old Fire Fighting Training|90% Design 7/30/2007 3/30/2008 6/27/2008 |90 days after submission of 30% document 90% Design being completed for submittal.
Area (Continued)
Comments to the 90% design 8/29/2007 7/27/2008 — 30 days after submission of 80% document
IResponse to comment, 30% Design 9/28/2007 8/27/2008 - 60 days after submission of 90% document
Resolution of 10/28/2007 9/27/2008 — |0 days after ion of 90%
100% Design 11/27/2007 10/27/2008 = 120 days after submission of 90% document
3 =
T e Rt S e kit o ¢
Draft FS Revision 1 Report 10/1/2007 12/1412007
Comments to the Draft FS Revision 1 Report 1/28/2008 — 6/27/2008 |45 days after submission of draft document EPA 4/15/08. RIDEM 6/27/08
Response to Comments, Draft FS Revision 1 Report 3/13/2008 8/11/2008 — 90 days after submisston of draft document
R ion of Ci & Draft Final FS Report 4/27/2008 9/25/2008 — 135 days after submission of draft document
Concur/Disput Draft Final FS Report - Revision 1 5/27/2008 10/25/2008 — 30 days after submission of draft final decument
Final FS Revision 1 Report 6/26/2008 11/24/2008 — 60 days after submission of draft final document
x T = 5 == M REATII T TR 07
; & B i SR A
Draft PRAP 10/31/2008 — — NEED NEW SCHEDULE
Draft ROD 6/13/2009 = — NEED NEW SCHEDULE
1) 1‘ i~ e o %
Site 12 == T L=
Tank Farm 4 Draft Report 10/20/2006 10/20/2006 10/20/2006
EPA 11/7/06; RIDEM 11/30/06 (RIDEM comments lost in mail,

EPA Comments on Draft 11/18/2006 11/18/2006 11/7/2006 30 days after receipt of draft report actually received by Navy via email 12/20/06)
C Resoiution/Draft Final Report 12/18/2006 1/19/2007 3/14/2007 |30 days after receipt of
Comments on Draft Final Report - — 4/7/2007 EPA 4/3/07, RIDEM 4/17/07
Final Report e — 6/19/2007
ITEM COMPLETE
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NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS
SITE DATE
e —
Draft Technical Memorandum on Data Gaps For RA | 6/3/2007 — 6/15/2007
Comments to Draft Tech Memo on Data Gags 8/6/2007 -— 8/6/2007 45 days after submission of draft document EPA 7/16/07; RIDEM 8/6/07
Response to Comments to Draft Tech Memao 9/20/2007 — 9/14/2007 90 days after submission of draft document Comment Resolution - 11/14/07
Final Tech Memo on Data Gaps 11/2/2007 TBD 1/4/2008 135 days after submission of draft document
DQO Meeting for Work Plan — — 1/9/2008
Draft Work Plan for Data Gaps : - NEED NEW SCHEDULE
Comments to Draft Work Plan 11/28/2007 = .45 days after submission of draft document
Response to comments, Draft Work Plan 1/12/2008 — 90 days after submission of draft document
Draft Final Work Plan 2/26/2008 — 135 days after submission of draft document
Concurrence on Draft Final Work Plan 3/27/2008 — 30 days after submission of draft final document
Final Work Plan 5/26/2008 — 60 days after submission of draft final document
Site 12 Commence Fieldwork TBD —

Tank Farm 4 Draft Data Gap Report 72008 -

{Centinued)
Draft HHRA and ERA Recort 7/9/2009 =
Draft FS Report 311212010 - —
Final FS Report 10/22/2010 — —

N T, ST A 3 = =
! 4
Draft PRAP
Draft ROD
Site 13 =
Tank Farm 5 Draft Report 10/20/2006 10/20/2006 10/20/2006
EPA 11/7/06; RIDEM 11/30/06 (RIDEM comments lost in maii,

EPA Commentis on Draft 11/18/2006 11/18/2006 11/7/2006 30 days after receif:t of draft report Factuau! received by Navy via email 12/20/06}
Ci Resolution/Draft Final Report 12/18/2006 1/19/2007 3/14/2007 30 days after receipt of
Draft Final report 1/18/2007 1/18/2007 3/14/2007 60 days after receipt of Discuss 3/21/07
Final Report e = 6/19/2007
ITEM COMPLETE
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NAVSTA NEWPORT

RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS
SITE ACTIVITY DUE DATE ON DATE
e 7 = e e = 7%?;* T TR ..J(gf~ ;g"):-‘f R ,““‘
1 2 ey ISR ey 2 )
Drait Technical Memorandum on Data Gaps For RA 6/3/2007 — 6/15/2007
Comments to Draft Tech Memo on Data Gaps 8/6/2007 — 8/6/2007 45 days after submission of draft document EPA 7/16/07; RIDEM 8/6/07
Response to Comments to Draft Tech Memo 9/20/2007 - 9/14/2007 90 days after submission of draft document Comment Resolution - 11/14/07
Final Tech Memo on Data Gaps 11/2/2007 TBD 1/4/2008 135 days after of draft document
DQO I for Work Plan — - 1/9/2008
Draft Work Plan for Data Gaps ; — NEED NEW SCHEDULE
Comments to Draft Work Plan 11/28/2007 — 45 days after submission of draft document
Response to comments, Draft Work Plan 1/12/2008 ~— 80 days after submission of draft document
Draft Final Work Plan 2/26/2008 — 135 days after submission of draft document
Concumrence on Draft Final Wark Plan 3/27/2008 — 30 days after submission of draft final decument
Finai Work Plan 5/26/2008 — 60 days after submission of draft final document
[Commence Fieldwork =
Draft Data Gap Report 2
Draft HHRA and ERA Report S
Draft FS Report 7 — -
Final FS Report — — = 7
e S 3 T = 7 T
A = I S et
Draft PRAP = =
Site 13

Tank Farm 5 Draft Round 5 Groundwater report 10/30/2004 10/30/2004

(Eontintied) Comments to Draft Regort 11/30/2004 — 12/6/2004 30 day after receipt of regort J:EﬁA - 11/19/04, RIDEM - 12/6/04
Response, Resolution to Comments 1/6/2005 — 1/18/2005 30 days after receipt of comments
Additional Comments NA — 1/25/2005 Not anticipated 'EPA letter
ITEM COMPLETE - = e GW to be incorporated as part of overall ROD for QU 2
] i = = & 3 ,M e e 91_;; T T AT

R 2 5 : RS i
Draft Basis of Design Report (TtNUS) — — 11/7/2007

Draft BOD (TtNUS) ot = 1/3/2008
RIDEM Comments on Draft 2/2/2008 — 1/29/2008 30 days after submission of draft report
Final BOD (TtNUS) 3/3/2008 i 4/15/2008 60 days after ion of draft report
Treatment Plant Demo TBD TBD TBD
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NAVSTA NEWPORT

RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS
SITE DUE DATE ON DATE DATE
Site 17 s : P e : a5
Gouid Istand 3/30/2006 3/30/2008 5/12/2006
Comments to the Draft RI 6/26/2006 6/26/2006 6/30/2006 45 days after receipt of draft document EPA 6/22/06, RIDEM 6/30/06
Response to comments, Draft Rl/ Comment Resolution 8/14/2006 8/14/2006 8/22/2006 45 days after receipt of comments Response 8/14/06
Comments on Response NA NA 9/18/2006 Not anticipated Draft Final Rl report addresses clarifications.
Draft Final RI report 9/30/2006 9/30/2006 10/25/2006 90 days after receint of comments
EPA Concurrence on the Draft Final Report 4 11/25/2006 11/25/2006 11/16/2006 |30 days after draft final doc
RIDEM Concurrence on the Draft Final Report 11/25/2006 11/25/2006 11/24/2006 |30 days after draft final doc Short comments instead of concurrence
12/25/2006 12/25/2006 12/29/2006 |60 Qa flgr draft ﬂrla_l_cjoc“ ITEM COMPLETE
- ¥ ” o ST i =
Mars Deliverable for RIDEM NA NA 12/29/2006 __|Anticipate 12/15/06 In accordance with RIDEM comment to draft Rl report
Technical Meeting to Discuss Phase 2 Rl and BERA 1/18/2007 -— 1/18/2007 Agreement at November 15 RPMs meeting.
Conf Call 10/9/07 to discuss path forward. QAPP worksheets
10,11,15 submitted 10/26/07. Minor comments submitted 12/19/07.
DQO Meeting for Wark Plan 1/9/2008 — 1/8/2008 Anticipate 2/8/08.
Draft Phase 2 Rl and BERA Work Plan 12/28/2007 3/28/2008 3/28/2008 Previously anticipated on 2/8/08. Extension request submitted 2/1/08.
C to Draft Work Plan 1/7/2008 5/12/2008 5/19/2008 45 days after of draft document EPA 5/1/08, RIDEM 5/19/08
Response to comments, Draft Work Plan 2/21/2008 7132008 - 90 days after submission of draft document Verify Schedule w/ TINUS
Draft Final Work Plan 4/6/2008 — 135 days after submission of draft document
Concurrence on Draft Final Work Plan 5/612008 — 30 days after submission of craft final document
Final Work Plan 7/4/2008 = 60 days after submission of draft final document
Commence Fieldwork TBD o s
Draft Phase 2 Rl and BERA Report 2/43/2008 9/25/2609 — Extension Request Letter of 2/1/08
Final Phase 2 Rl and BERA Report 9/25/2009 — :
AT Ay J
Site 17 <t BB b :
Gould Isiand Draft FS Report
Continued

Final FS Report

PROPOS

Draft PRAP

Draft ROD

225 days after submission of draft document
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NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

SITE

ACTIVITY

PLANNED
DUE DATE

AGREED-
ON DATE

ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS

DATE

COMMENTS

Site 19

Former Derecktor
Shipyard

Draft EECA for Sandblast Grit Remaval — - 7/11/2006
Public Comment Period starts — — 7/19/2006 30 day comment period No comments
HEFF ~ 7737706, RIDEM 11/9/08 [comments {0 be incorporated info M
Comments to Draft EECA o= -— - 8/25/2006 45 days after draft submittal work plan)
Final EECA for Sandblast Grit Removal 10/10/2006 — 10/10/2006 iPéfsmncur;;z:ﬁﬁg.&D‘Liol\g(ceolrannr?ems o el
Action Memo For Removal 11/10/2006 11/10/2006 11/10/2006 EPA concurs 12/4/06, RIDEM no comments received
Action memo signed by NAVSTA CO -—- - 11/16/2006
Draft Removal Action Work Plan — — 1/12/2007 secondary document
C to Draft RA Work Plan 2/26/2007 — 3/1/2007 45 days after submission of draft document EPA letter of 1/19/07; RIDEM letter of 3/1/2007
Response to comments, Draft RA work plan 4/12/2007 - 6/22/2007 90 days after submission of draft document
Comment Resolution to Draft RA Work Plan 5/28/2007 - — 120 days after submission of draft document
Final RA Work Plan 6/28/2007 - 6/22/2007 150 days after submission of draft document
Fieldwork Comp! — = 8/7/2007
Draft Removal Action Completion Repcrt {RACR) — — 12/5/2007
Comments to Draft RACR 1/4/2008 — 1/18/2008 30 cays after submission of draft document EPA - 12/27/07; RIDEM - 1/18/2008
IResponse to comments, Draft RACR 2/3/2008 — 3/6/2008 60 days after submission of draft document
Final RACR 3/4/2008 — 3/6/2008 90 days after submission of draft document

Disputed FS from April 1999 — — 7/29/1999 Refer to meeting minutes 4/27/1999 and response to comments on Draft Final FS 4/16/1999
to discuss PRGs and Marine Sedi FS — — 11/15/2006 Add issues at Nc 15 RPM meeting
Draft Marine Sediment FS REV 1 2/20/2007 — 3/15/2007
Ce to the Draft Marine Sed FS Revision 1 5/6/2007 — 5/8/2007 45 days after submission of draft document RIDEM - 5/1/2007; EPA - 5/8/2007
Navy Responses to comments 8/21/2007 — 9/14/2007 S0 days after of draft document
All Comments Resolved 11/14/07 except for CAD Cell Use. This has

C t Resolution/Draft Final FS 10/26/2007 — 2/15/2008 45 days after ion of RTC di detayed submission of the draft final document

3/25/08? Comment letter from EPA dated 3/25/08. Comments from RIDEM via
Concur/Dispute - Draft Final Comments Submitted 11/25/2007 3/15/2008 4/23/08? 30 days after submission of Draft Final email 3/18/08 and 4/23/08
Draft Final Comment Resolution TBD = —
Submit Final Marine Seciment FS - Revision 1 TBD - -—
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NAVSTA NEWPORT
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

COMMENTS

Per the RPM Meeting 1/17/07, decision documents would address
both the onshore portions of the site as well as the marine sediments.
Per_the RPM.Meeting 7/18/07, ‘Site will'be splitinto two OUs (1 for

PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS
SITE ACTIVITY DUE DATE ON DATE DATE
Site 19
Derecktor Shipyard
(Continued) Draft Proposed Plan - =
Ce i m Dlaft Proposed Plan TBD. . — — -
; B0 | = - -
TBD - — e -

orarron T

E Publlc Comment Period

offshore sediments and 1 for Onshore soil & GW) Paths forward will
be.independent.of each-other: -~ )

16/DraffROD: <

: |225 days after submission of draft. PRAP

i 45 days after submission of draft docurient

*{Draft Final Work Plan

) Comments to Draf

|Resolution to Draft Work Plan

. 90 days after submlsswn of draft document

{Comment Letter-3/25/08; additional investigations are needed.
‘|Scoping sessions to be planned.

offshore sediments and' ’1 for Onshore sml & GW) Paths Torward. will
be independent of each other. Perthe EPA .

— 135 days aﬁer ion of dlaﬂ ds i
*|Conéui/Dispite .. " i D — B 30 days aﬂer submlssnon of draft fnal documem S
| inal Work Pian s Groundwater Sampling ] rep - = -

60 da aﬂer submssbn of draft f ihal document

[ R R

Coriffients fo Draft Report of Resuits’

| Draft Regiort 6f Retits - Groundwater Sampling

145 dé afte : ubmuss:dn of draﬁ docurent

{Resoliitioni.on Corfiments o Draft Report of Results

Draft Orishiore FS ©7 7

| DisfiEirial Report of Resillis:. - — = .
ConicuifDispiité: 1~ ‘TED - _ .
Firial Reporof “Groundwater Sampiing ] TBD —

Rasolution ‘on Commenls to Draft Onshore Fs

45 daxs aﬁer submlss ~of draft document

. 90 daE aﬁersubmlssmn of draft document -~ -

Dralt FlnalOnshore FS

35,da¥s,after submlsswn of draft decumient™ -

ConcurIDlsputs

30 days after, submlssmn of draft final document

Final Orishiote FS

60 days aﬂer submlssmn of draft fi naI document

o




NAVSTA NEWPORT

RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND'3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

SITE

CACTVITY:

Site 19
- Former Derecktor

Shipyard (Cont'd)

: |Draft Proposed Plan

PLAN N ED

DUE DATE |

i Comrnents to Draft Proposed Plan

AGREED-

ON DATE

FFA DURATIONS o

COMMENTS  ~

1F esolutlon on G

to PRAP

: Flnal Proposed Pla '

] Publlc Comment Penod

225 days after submission of draft PRAP

- Study Area 20
SWOS

T TB1/2006

Report concludes that SWOS will be addressed under Site.09 FS..

{Final SWOS Focused.Slreport-- - - .-

“|EPA 4/5/06 (concurrence on DF versron) RIDEM oomments 3/24 do

hot concur

. [Coneumrence on Réport

SA 21

Melville Water Tower

Site Notification Letter

1/11/2007

30 days afier receipt of report

6/3/208

Sl Field Sampling Plar:

Comments to Field SamplingPlan =~ -

Ten19i2006- |

EPA 6/19/06, RIDEM 6/14/06 ... . L e

o0 |

1117{2006:

Fnal Data

1147120067 '
122112006 ~12/21/2006™ 14872007 |30 days aer receipt of report EPA~-1211 1/06, RIDEM 1/18/07 N
Resp&n;; to Col I 121220008 | 120272006 T 211413607 136 days after recaipt 6f comrhents ' 30 ;ays 1 voin 118 Is 2/19/07
ary Eept;n 1202712006 1 1. 2714/200, ' é’o days from 1/18 is 2/19/07

30 &éys'.aﬁef rsceu:t Jé;mments

Open House:to:Present Report.and Fact Sheet

202712006

"5/1/2007"

5/1/2007"

|Anticpate 5/31° . I

|pratt Action Mermo:’ © 5/14/2007 — s/11i2007
Regulatory Review Coriptets” -~ " 72007 | - 6/28/2007" EPA - 6/25/07; RIDEM - 6/28/07
Final Action. memo. 711312007 - . -

7123i2007%
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NAVSTA NEWPORT

RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION

Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP

SITE

ACTIVITY

PLANNED

DUE DATE

AGREED-

ACTUAL

DATE

FFA DURATIONS

COMMENTS

Melville Water Tower

=L

ON DATE

oo

con't Draft Removal Action RA Work Plan 5/31/2007 — 71612007
Regulatory Review Complete 6/14/2007 2] 7/20/2007 EPA 7/16/07; RIDEM 7/20/07
Navy Response to Comments — — 8/9/2007
Final Removal Action Work Plan 6/19/2007 = 8/17/2007 EPA Concurrence 8/20/07
Field Mobilization to Tower Property 7/16/2007 -— 7/16/2007
Demobili from Tower Property Y 8/17/2007 8/22/2007 8/31/2007
Complete T&D from Tank Farm 5 9/30/2007 — 8/31/2007
Draft Removal Action Completion Report 4/4/2008 — 11/21/2007
Reg ry Review Complete 12/21/2007 — 1/17/2008™ (30 days after submission of draft RACR EPA - 1/15/08; RIDEM - 1/17/08™*
Navy Responses to comments - — 3/14/2008
Final RACR 1/20/2008 2/16/2008 6/24/2008 30 days after receipt of last comment
M;w TBD — —
UXO Site 1
Carr Point Site Notification Letter — — 1/11/2007
Draft Site | Work Pfan 8/29/2007 9/28/2007 11/6/2007
EPA - 11/27/07; EPA 2nd Review - 3/6/2008;
RIDEM - 30-Day Extension Requested from 3/7/2008, Comments
Cc to Draft SI Work Plan 12/21/2007 4/7/2008 4/4/2008 45 days after submission of draft document 4/4/08
Response to Comments 5/19/2008 — — 90 days after submission of draft document NEED NEW SCHEDULE
Draft Final S! Work Plan 7/3/2008 = == 135 days after submission of draft document
Concurrence on Draft Final S| Work Plan 8/3/2008 — — 30 days after submiss on of draft final document
Final S| Work Plan 9/3/2008 — — B0 days after submission of draft final document
Commence Fieldwork
Draft SI Report Was 10/4/2008
ey v - B i, e O i
Basewide = e A iy |
Background Study  [Draft Work Plan 1/18/2006 1/18/2006 1/18/2006
Ci to Draft Work Plan 3/3/2006 3/3/2006 2/24/2006 45 days after receipt of draft document EPA - 2/9/06, RIDEM - 2/29/06
Response/ Resoluticn of Comments 4/10/2006 4/10/2006 NA 45 days after receipt of comments
Final Work Plan 5/25/2006 5/25/2006 5/12/2006 90 days after draft final doc
Response to Additional Comments NA NA 9/14/2006 not anticipated Additioant RIDEM comments 6/14/06, Response 9/15/06
Field Investigation complete 2/28/2007 2/28/2007 3/30/2007
Internal Draft Report 6/15/2007 == 8/31/2007
Draft Basewide Background Report 9/11/2007 -— 10/17/2007
Comments to Draft Basewide Background Report 12/1/2007 — 12/13/2007 |45 days after submission of draft document EPA - 11/27/07; RIDEM - 12/13/07
to C 1/15/2008 o 2/11/2008 90 days after of draft d
Comment Resolution/Draft Final Report 2/29/2008 - 3/14/2008 135 days after submission of draft document
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NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION
PLANNED AGREED- ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS
SITE ACTIVITY DUE DATE ON DATE DATE
Basewide Comments on Draft Final Report 3/30/2008 e 3/31/2008 |30 days after submission of draft final document EPA 3/31/08
Background Study #L
(Continued) Final Basewide Background Report 5/29/2008 — 6/30/2008 80 days after submission of draft final document ITEM COMPLETE
RPM Meeting Notes Draft Notes to the Meeting 9/21/06 10/16/2006 — — 2 weeks after meeting Draft Sent to RIDEM and USEPA
Final Notes to the Meeting 9/21/06 11/16/2006 — 11/16/2006
Draft Notes to the Meeting 11/15/06 11/30/2006 — 12/1/2006 2 weeks after meeting No cc as of 1/5/07
Final Notes to the Meeting 11/15/06 12/15/2006 — 1/8/2007
Draft Notes to the Meeting 1/17/07 ! 1/30/2007 — 2/2/2007 2 weeks after meeting No comments as of 3/2/07
Final Notes to the Meeting 1/17/07 12/15/2006 —
Draft Notes to the ing 3/21/07 3/21/2007 — 3/27/2007 2 weeks after EPA Cc 3/29
Final notes to the Meeting 3/21/07 3/28/2007 - 6/6/2007
Draft notes to the Meeting 5/16/07 5/23/2007 — 5/25/2007 2 weeks after meeting EPA Comments 5/29
Final Notes to the Meeting 5/16/07 5/30/2007 = 6/6/2007
vDraﬂ Notes to the Meeting 7/18/07 8/1/2007 8/7/2007 2 weeks after meeting
Final Notes to the Meeting 7/18/07 — 8/21/2007
Draft Notes to the Meeting 9/19/07 10/3/2007 10/3/2007 2 weeks after meeting
Final Notes to the Meeting 9/19/07 = 10/10/2007
Draft Notes to the Meeting 11/14/07 11/28/2007 12/6/2007 2 weeks after meeting
Final Notes to the Meeting 11/14/07 — 1/16/2008 Hand Delivered at the RPM Meeting
Draft Notes to the Meeting 1/16/08 1/30/2008 1/29/2008 2 weeks after meeting
Final Notes to the Meeting 1/16/08 - 3/4/2008
Draft Notes to the Meeting 3/19/08 4/2/2008 4/7/2008 2 weeks after meeting
Final Notes to the Meeting 3/19/08 — 5/6/2008
Draft Notes to the Meeting 5/21/08 6/4/2008 6/9/2008 2 weeks after meeting
Final Notes to the Meeting 5/21/08 — 7/3/2008
Draft Notes to the Meeting 7/161/08 7/30/2008 — 2 weeks after
Final Notes to the Meeting 7/16/08 = —

TBD - To Be Determined

NA - Not Anticipated

Planned DUE DATES are based on FFA Durations unless noted

Red text indicates item not yet completed

Blue text indicates issued to be discussed at upcoming RPM Meeting
Yelow shading denotes item needs attention

FFA Date on Schedule

FFA Schedule Extension Request needed
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. Reviewer: =

Ginny Lombardo - .

Respounses to EPA Comments
Draft Marine Sediments Monitoring Report - Round 4:

Cctober 2007 for the McAllister Point Landfill

Newpert, Riiode Isiand

. Date;. ... May: 14,-2008 .
Respondem ) ,‘.,ECC
o Paté June 6""2008
Co 4 n Location ! Comment - = . .. ‘Response

Gengerat
Comment

1 ammonia,

. Contamiiiants
| Congentrations of unioriized aininonia, however, C\cécdec 0. 8 mg/L in
. | three samples (MCA-SD-JCC-02-04, MCA-SD=JCC-S-01-04, and 'SD-

::,:OS‘ 2 -04)._This level is identified as the acceptable test condition'ixd the

, ,Samples MCA-SD~16-0« (Group 2) MCA-SD-SDA-M-02-04 (Group 2),
,Hand MCA-SD-JCC-5-01-04 (Group: 5) had toxic effects on:ileprocheirus
“survival, as defined by the Work Plan.
"”apparent chemical toxic agent could be identified at these locations.. The-|
E wate( quality parameters in the tests were Oenerczll‘y oood One exception

As .noted-in-the report, -no

-anumonia;’ ~ While not discussed in the -report, the - data show that

‘\_,ammoma was elevated-at the: beginnitig of the test (at the end of the test,
) concentrations. were low). -Total e nmonia-concentrations were below [6 |
N _VmG/L the level at which toxicity test results could be affected by:total
as noted in the EPA Guidance ‘\/L.thod for--Assessing - the-

Chuottic Tcmcrtv of Marine and
with * the’ ‘“mphlpod Lev{m

217 Uus:

EPA guidance. While thcre does not seem to-be a pattern with unionized |~
| ammonia and toxic v
obvious toxic' factor, the ex edances should be nowed in the report .in ;
order to recogitize fhat tesfconditions may not! hawe been Oﬂtxmal Also, |
| several- samples other thamithetliree Tisted here,
| .ammonia -concentrations::
“concernttrations, could.. have -risen-to- greater-than ~0:8 mg/L ~before
decreasing again to the Tow | »oncem:zauons seen on.day-27- Io-any. future-
| testing; when ammonia concentrations approach toxic. levels.at the.start-t- - - -
“}6f thetest, some consideration should be given to contmued monitoring .
-of this parameter during the test; and possibly addm" a water rerewal zmd .
.. | chemistry check prior to testorganisii introducti _

was built up during sample:storage and could be qulckly d,ssxpatcd Thxs [
| could remove ammonia.as.a.confounding toxie factor. - '

h"‘on—tovc samples. that

had elevated unionized
“thet possibility

] Please - address”

in"case the ammonia

E

identifies -it-as-an-

“that

In the Leprocheirus piumu[ovus toxicity —section, the total
ammonia level at the beffmnmc' of the test will be noted as
elevated but not exceedmv the ammoma tomcnv level of 16
mgll. - -

e

' In the Leprocheirus. plumulosis texicity section, the un-ionized

ammonia level at the beginning of the test wili be noted as
Ic.vated and possxbxv exceeding 0.8 mg/L during the test.

Further for future' testing the toxiciry lubomtory will :be
Estuarine Sedu.xem-AssocxaLed.., .
plwrzdosus

direcied to:collect-2-additional total dnd” un-ionized ammonia
testing if the initial readings are approaching toxic levels.

Comment/Page |

4-13.

The text dis

cusses yearly differences in COC ccmcentranom r blota
| The discussion of metals: dam 1otes, in partxcular the dlfferences

“Betwsen 2006 and 2007. As'was done for thé discussion of PCBs, the

--trepd-in ICOCs.

'Ihe text will be tevised to include a summary of mult1 -year
See also’ Appendm Ein the report, w}ﬂch
prov1de data trend plots.

summary of difference between vears should’examine differences over




Comment

P Location Comment Response
all previous vears, rot just an increase or decrease from 2006. Some .
chemicals had peaks in 2006 (e.g., manganese and mercury in Group 5)
and only looking at the difference between 2006 and 2007 may not
capture an accurate trend over the entire perrod
No, bruta data are. presented for MCA-SDA-S-04 in Group 2. Were Biota data were colleeted from sampu Joc ation MCA-SDA-S-
bivalves collected at this locanon If not p]case explam the mrssmv 04 in Group 2, during Round 4; however, Biota (Clams) were .
sample. ' : : | ot collected from sample locat'on MCA-08 in Group 3,
o : ' during Round 4. .
3 _ General ! o L ‘ :
Comment “No biota-samples were collected from this station, during
Round 4, due to the rocky bottomi. Similarly in 2005 Round 2
biota data were not collected from this location:due to the
= : | rocky bottom.
P]ease review the quahﬁers in t‘re Group mean-colurmns in the'tables. i A oroup mean is-the average of ther macmtude of detections
| For example in Table 4-7, aluminum-and-antimony should bavea U {.and Y5 the value-of the method reporting lmit for non-detect
. -qualifier for the 2007 means. ‘ results The group mean is -a. mathematicaH} der iv='d
4 - General numencai result, 50 data qualifiers,.such-as *U” for-non-~detec
Comment are not assigned to the group mean result.
- Some of the terms jn the tables are not defined, or are not defined ¢ All terms, in the table foomotes will be reviewed and properly
5 General accurately (e.g., Matrix “ET” in Table 4-7; PAL-vs-RDL in Table 4-7). | defined.
Comment | Please review and correct as needed. :
 The Work Plan mdrcates that water dcpths shouild be rneasured at each ,Depth fo bottom was recorded n the Gield logbook, and this
6 General “sample location-and recorded along with the tide stage Were these data will be added to Tabre 3-
Comment measurements taLcs‘7 If so, ple'&se add the mformatron to the report
The Work Plan mdicates lh’at biota s'ampfc;s shou}d be “coilected by A -commercial rakes hias been used 1o collect samples since
divers by hand:based on: prevzous e\perlence at the site and Hmitations.of | Round .1.with great success. - Locations, such as MCA- 08
sampling in-eelgrass areas,” Thetext on Page 345, however States that a durmv Round .1, Round 2, and ‘Round 4, typically. have net
commercial raker was employed-to coltect the bivalve samples. Please; |- yrelded bivalves due to the 'oc}\v nature of the habitat.
 explain why divers were not used and conf trin that the raking method did
G not.affect. eelgasq p]ams : Further, as the use of rakes and redaes has proved to be
~ eneral
7 R v successful, the additional health and safety risk mherem with

Comment'”

SCUBA diving is not warrant e:l

;v-v--Afso dunnc the Em Honmental Rrsk Assessmcnt (SAIC/URI

1997) rakes were used to collect bivalves:

Raking is-confined to a small area, so any potential damage to




Comment

u Location Comment Rvsponse
the eelorass populatlon at the site is bighly localized andy
| minimal in comparison to the size of the area.
' The report does not provide the sizes of the individual bivalves that were | Bivalves sizes were not recorded inr the log book, as required
collected by the raking method: Because erganisims can have higher by the Work Plan. during Round 4. Bwalves sizes will be
3 General concentrations of bioaccumulative chemicals in their tissue as they age, »'fzecorded during Round 5.
Comment this information would help interpret differences between sites and
: - between years. P‘l:ease add these results.
The text on Paoe 3-1 explams that a sampAe could not be coxlected at . ‘,‘At sample locatlon MCA 08 sample coHcctron attempts were
sample station’ MCA 08 becausSe the area was rock}, This explanatzon performed using a dredge. The dredge was dropped frve times
should be enhanced a little; Sediment had been collected at this location | without successful recovery of sediment. - Also ‘the rake used
in.the past. :Given that ~ther¢ was eniough sediment at the location to | for clam collection was damaged on the rocky boitom, with the
collect samples in 2004, 2005, and 2006, please provide further loss of several teeth on the clam basket:
explanation forthe area no- ionoer having available sediment to allow f{or :
sampling.. Will this:spot be resampled-in the next sampling round or will - Sample Iocaflon MCA-08. wa be sampled in Round 5. If
‘the location be moved? For the niext sample round, it might be preferabl e-| ‘sediment can not be collected, then the location will be offset
9 General ‘to use a diver to collect the samnle at MCA-08. by 20-feet. |
Comment
. - me text on page 3-1 will be revised, “At Station MCA-08, the
ocean bottom was comprised of tocks and the dredge could not
collect sediment, and five dredge drops failed to recover any
sediment”.
T“xe use of rakes a‘qd dredaeb is: preferable as the-additional
health and safe’tv risk inherent ‘with SCUBA diving ' is not
: e e warranted.
The table numbers.for many: of the data tabies have been‘removed by Locations of tablc he'xda,ra ‘will be moved, so that thev ‘are
G the three-hole punch for insertion into the three-ring binder. The ' lecrib]e i the 3-hole punch botnd repons
jeneral
10 Cominent | missing table numbers make it difficult to review the data. It is SRR
not a critical issue bat, if the Table numbers/titles could be shified
to avoid the hole, it would be helpful S : L
General ’The report has numerous fypos and grammatical evrors throughout the | Typos and grammatical errors wiil be corrected throughout the
11 c ‘text. Please review. TEpOrt:,
- omment : : : ‘
At the top of the page, the text states that Mercenaria and Pitar bivaives | The sentence,. “For the ERA, Mercenaria, was the 'preferrcd
were collected. - Subsequent sections arid data tables only réferto species for analysis, but it was necessaryto replace or combine
. Mercenaria, however. Please; clarify’ if Pitar were collected and/or. Merccnarza with Pitar at stations were biomass requirements
Specific . Pace 3.5 835, | remove the reference to Piiar in thxs section. ‘, will be deleted from the text, as sufficient biomass of
Page 3-5. §3.2:

Comnment 1

Mer(,wzar:a bivalves was collected from all sample Jocations,
except MCA-08.




Comment

Location

Comment

Response

. fest. mterpleuatlo

should be used for toxxcxty‘
In addition, any nén-mortality endpmms Suchas
reproduction-and:growth that diffec si ignificantly from rei‘erence stamms

Standard toxicity test: statistical. approach

fate, and- the- Groun

# ‘
In the bullet for chrysene {note misspelling for chrysene) the text states: | Clirysene is not an ICOC listed in the LTMP (TiNUS October 1
“This analyte evaluated starting in 2004.” This statement is repeated in : | 2005); however, in 2004 it was added ta the ICOC list by the
subseguent bullets for chrysene. Please, ciarify the meaning of this Navy.
Specific : sentence.

Cor?}mem 2 Page 4-4. 34.2: The sentenze, “This analyte evaluated staring in 2004 will be
deleted from the Round 4 report text, as footnote in Table 4-1
states that chrysene was added as an ICQC, butf it is not in the
LTMP.

| The final sentence states: “Further all PAH levels in biota from all In Section 4.4, the following revision will be inserted, “Further
{ Sample Groups'and the Reference:Group are less that the PALSs, which all PAH. levels in biota from all Sample Groups and the
| indicates that [COC PAHM exceedances of the BPRGs and RPRGs are not | Reference Group are less that the PALs, which indicates that
-adversely affecting ecological receptors.” This statement is too absolute. | ICOC PAH exceedances of the BPRGs and RPRGs have not
: PAHs are not very bioaccumulative but can still be toxic. An assertion bioaccumulated to tissue concentrations likely to cause
. i that COCs in sediment are not adversely affecting ecological receptors is | negative effects™.
Specitic Page 4-14 . ] RN A L
Comment 3 §4.4 more directly supported by the: toxicity test data. In thl.S section, it is . o . ‘ N
more.accurate to say that COCs in sediment have not bioaccumulated to | In Section 5.0, the following revision will be inserted, “Biota
tissue concentrations likely to cause negative effects. Please, make this testing showed no bioaccumulation to tissue conecentrations
‘| same correction elsewhere as needed (e.g., bottom of Page S-1). likely to cause negative effects, as ICOC PAHS.....".
The text refers to a “single composite 1 reference sample result.” This.is-a- |- The text will be revised as follews, “Toxicity test results from
. e ittle confiising. Presumably, the results from reference samples were the five sub-sample sites in' reference Group 5 were
Specific Page 4-15, averaged (arithmetic or geometric mean?). The term “composite™ arithmetically averaoed to provide 2 single- referénce  group
. Comment 4 84.5.1: | suggests that the sediment samples themselves may have been - result”
: ' ST | composited, which wasn't the case. Please clarify.
: The text states that samplessweré‘rated as toxic if “mortality was at Ieast" Thu texL will be re\nsed as fouows F oF these tests, sediments |
% higher.than and stati ‘different from Reference Group sample- | ‘are rated as toxic if mortalify is at least 25 percent higher than
T S ,mortal“tty “This overstates the consideration of the Reference results. .the laboratory control sample. Toxicity data will also be
Specific M ‘The Work Plan statcs that Reference data would be used to interpret the | compared - with . Group - 5 - {reference - statxon) data in lhe
Comm ent.> §4.3.1: results, not to-define the results ass t0‘<zc or non touc Ple'xse reﬁne the interpretation of effects to receptcm :
1text to c}auf‘v thxs pomt : S '
1 The last paracrraph on Ihe page states th'it mean ch!ocheu us survival The fellowing text will be added to this section, “Differences
| between Groups 2, 3, and § was comparable. It does not appear that in Leptocheirus toxicity results within a group may be
these results were actually compared statistically. A statistical altributable to environmentai factors other than the 1ICOCs™,

' - P . comparison with. Reference results should be made in order to support the L L ; ‘ ietthd

Specific  Page &-16, assertion: that the meaniesults: fora particular group are acceptable,

Cominent 6 §4.5.1; - " )

The mean (arlthmetlcally derived} Leprocheu us survival rate
for .Group 2 was by non-statistical comparison less than 25%
d;fferent than the ‘Group 5 (reference): Leprochezr us “survival

qhould be dxscussed relatWe to chermcal concentrations ofall measured. -

i

mean’ Leptocrzelrus survival rate was




Comment

Comment 8 ,

through 4-10: R

P Location Comment Response
- | potentially.toxic chemicals not just those for wh xc‘x “RGS were denved | dess. than 25 o different than theGr oup Lepfodzetrus survwai !
- § . EPA had commented previously that the PRG derwatzon approach used rate ) : o :
;| for: this sitezassumes co-location of contaminants to some degree. This e : o e '
h;assumptmn couldiin-some mstances result'in cmt'lmmants that lack a . | Only the indicator COCs were evaluated as reported, as these
s PRGstills contnbutxr- g'to tcmmty m atoxlcrly teSt were determined to be key contaminants in evaluanon of the
G ; % : . Site during the DQO process.
“TTie table Tists a BPRG for chrysene of 589 ug’kc The other BPRGs Chrysene is neither in the ROD nor the LTMP as an ICOC.
. ‘ .t |.were previcusly established and listed in the Work Plan. The BPRG for | Chrysene was added to the ICOC list by the Navy in Round 1
: Specific Table 4-1: .} .
" Comment 7 o -chrysene was not.. P!ease exp]am how t‘us ?PRG was denved “to provide addrtxonal PAH enwronmental rhdl<:ator<
"[he second column s headed *Samiple Group Numiber.” Do:.s thxs refer The Sample Grbup 'Num?bértfisted_i{‘.;Tables 4-8, 4-9, and 4-10
) Groups2 ;and 5 or to-a’statistical grouping? If'it refets.to.the Gmup bis-an internal laboratory control number used only for the
“Specific Tablei —§ o fitimbers; please adé th?n,), ) laboratory’s internal purposes. ‘

.For clarity, the laboratory control number will:be removed,

| and the. McAllister Point 'Sample Group mmber will “be

inserted.




Respenses to EPA Comments

Anmtal Monitoring Report, Operation & Maintenance
Acthtxes 2007 Site 01-McAllister Point. Landf i

Newpert ‘Rhode Island

Reviewer: Ginny Lombardo

Date: May 14, 2008......

Respondent:- - ECC .

Date: June 6;.2008 .

Comment | - . 1. S o e — -
# Location | Lo ... Comment Response

Landfill gas samplmo data are prowded in Secuon 24 and referenced
tables and Appendlces in the report. Please add a section on-the
. mterpretatron of the landfill-gas samphnv results, describing how tie
neral landfill-gas has changed since 1mp}ementatlon ofithe remedy, whether the
* | results are within acceptable ranges, and whether the results support that i
the remedy is px otecme

O
o

A section will be added to the text intelpretinc the results of’

Lhe }andﬁll oas sampimg that has occurred since 2002,

The LTMP (TNUS October 2005) nor the ROD provide action
1 Timits for landfiil gas; however, the two downwind monitoring

stations for ambient air weré non-detéct for methane -and total

‘hydrocarbons.

A statement will be added to Section 4.0 Summary that the
remedy‘is protecﬁve.

o f Groundwater momtormg resmts are pre%ented in Section-2.7: and

e referenced tables'and Appendlces in the report, A number of MCL-and
:RIDEM GA standard exceedances are reporied. Please add a séction on
‘the-interpretation-of the groundwater monjtoring data, including a fi igure

.Géncral .showing how the concentrations.of contaminarits (e.g. arsemc) in wells

A sectxon on- zmerpretaflon of the cround'vxater ‘data. will be

: pfov1ded to irclude an assessment. cocC mxcrraflon off-site-and
| that the remedy is protective.

- swith COC exceedances have changed since 1mplcmer‘tat10n ofthe A tag map with call out boxes will be added to the report.- The |
E ‘remedy. Discuss whether the groundwater monitoring data supports that | call out boxes will list COCs with exceedances of LTMP
the remedy js protective and whether groundwater wilh contaminants -project action limits for all data from 1993 to present.
above siandards 'is miaratino off—site.
A section shou?d be added to the report to dzswss the ‘\Iovember 2007 For this report a brief section of bulleted items describing ths
maintenarice activities. The November. 2007 effort is referred to in November 2007 maintenance activities presented in Appendix
g -several places in Section 3 of the report. ‘In addition, the Landfill T and elsewhere in the text will be added to the text.

Corrective Action Plan in Appendn Fidentifies.a number of activities.
that were conducted in Novembcr 2007 to addrebs deficiencies identified

Y during past landfill mspecnons However, thiis is an important 2007

3 General

O&M effortand a’ separate section detailing the event zmd the activities
that took place should be included in. the text of the-report. If there are
any photos from the November 2007.maintenance activities documenting
the correctwe actions lmplemented these should be mcluded in the
rcpo*t N :




Comment:

4 Location Comment Response
There is no Facility Inspection Report forin provided in Appendix F for A Facility Inspectien Report and Corrective Action Plan will
U the April 19, 2007 rnspectron Therefore, observations of deficiencies be developed and added to the final report for the April 19,
1 and recommendations for correctlve actlons based op this mspectron are | 2007 storm event inspection.
1 niot addressed in'the Facrhty Def’ crenmes Repon or. the Land{ill - .
Correcm'e Actxon Plan. Deﬁc:erxcr obsened at-the April- 2007
“inspection are noted at:
-2,8 )'bare spoLs aroand the top edve of the
4 General de of the Ear'df 11 reccmmundatron for icpalrm? and re-
>
were obser'ved to have holes and mts reconunendation for
o repan- L
“Page 2-1,2-2 -} - | The text on pages 2-2 d""4 that shows tl i g ‘
P ;i g 41 12 ‘ "Ihe text on: page 2 L mdrcates that umts for hydrOOeH sulﬁde arc in paxts : h;lgx;g)\enqsu?gzeswﬂi g: re.:'ilsegiSt};l(;ziit?e;rzto(:r;1)1: ;‘;le:; for
3 " er million:(ppm).- However; text.on pages 1—2 arro 4 i use Jle mnt of ' At pars
Section 2.1 | ercent. Please correct. : (ppm).
_and4.0 ‘-p & = 10 ‘ S
Page 2-4. | The'text-on ‘pages 2—4 and 2- 5 refers to, thu companson of hrsterrcal 1A table W]H be mcluded that details the ASTM 1945 and TO-
Sec t'b 3 4’;, } roiet ne,results and’ hlstorxcal total hydrocarbon resuits tabulated in 1 12 TPH analytical results, since 2002. The referende to
L pal m.z:;"?f, |/Appendix C. Appendix € has-only the-August 2007 data summary tables | Appendix C will be removed from the text and this new table
6 Secti%?r 5 :1’ 4 1 presenting all of the gas sampling analytical data. There are no historical | willibe cited:
‘ a dA dendn; | data tables for methane or total hydrocarbon results. Please clarify the :
0 I(J:P locanon of the hrstorrcal information and provrde in Appendrx C.
7 Tables 3-1, 3- Please refer to these tab]es n Sectxon 3. 9 and oﬂfer addltronal dxscussron Taib’%es 3-1; 3-2,:and 3-3 Wi‘i] be ¢ited in Sectiori 39.
2,& 33 | on 'the dati presented in'these tables, if appropriate. : o : ’ B
a.) Landfill Cap Inspectron compouent One observation (comratent a.) ‘The animal burrowing near GVR-105 will be
| with text in Section 3. U)is. ofammal burrowing near GVR-105.. This further looked intc to determine if this is considered a
: observation is not carried forward as a deficiency in the Facility deﬁcrency and to detennme if correctzve action is warranted.
+Deficiencies Report. Note that comment 4 of EPA's commments on the 3
| Final 2006. Annual O&M Report (issued via email on January 16,2008) | b.) The'observation in the Larrdﬁﬂ Inspection Report that
.. . |-discussed the animal burrowing deficiencies reported in the 2006 report | “settling points that appeared to have been bumped by mowing
Appendix F, | . . . o S
. “Facilit ‘and requested that, if similar fi ndmgs were observed in 2007, .that |- machiaery previeusly did not-appear to have been impacted
3 ins elctrz n recommétidations for monitoring and/or corrective actions be made. further” will be added to text in Section 3.1.
Rr; port | Since this concern was not carried forward as a deficiency again in this

Draft 2007 O&M Report, no corrective actions are provided. Please

| consider-whether corrective actions are warranied for this deficiency.

" b) ‘Landfill Cap Inspection component; “Another observation reported
-here was that “settling pomts that uppeared to have becu bumped by,

¢.) The following citation will be provided as a footnote, 2006
1" Semi-annual (10/15/2006) or aa.a foomote to the

d.) Generally, the maintenance hieeded to be completed after

1 the previous year’s landfill inspection is finished priorto the
followmg year s inspection. However, due to severe winter

mowing machmerv pre ously dld riot apgear to have bcen lmp“cted




Comment
#

Location

Comment

Response

further.” This observation is not reported in Section 3.1 of the text.

c.) Storm Revetment Beach Area Inspection component: The

| observations column here refers to-corrective actions:taken that were -

“noted in our previous report.” Please provide a reference for the
prevxous report cited here.

storms (during winter 2006-2007) and at the request of the
Navy the landfill inspection for 2007 was completed before the
maintenance required by the 2006 was. done. . -

Appendix F,

Landfill

Corrective
Action Plan, '}

‘.&)~ oF: 1tem 1 the recommended 'actmn mcluded the apphcatron of o
.- herbicide along the fence fine. The’ descnpnon of the action

" performed does not discuss that herbicide was applied. What is the
status of the recommendation for herbicide application?

~

b.) Under the recommended actions for Item 4, it js noted that the
possible hitting of the settling points with the mowing equipment
could cause false settlement observations and should be noted in the
. settlement survey reports. Page 3- -7, Section 3.9, does indicate that
- theére was.sone evidence of impact at SP-003, but the implication of

: "ake sett}ement observatxons is not s ussed here. Please clarify.

p ) Thc recommcnded a n for Item 2 is scheduled for Spring 2008.
‘ The 2008 Annual O&M Report will-need to report on:all.corrective’
," actions completed to address recommendatlons from the 2007 -
. Landfill Correction Autxon Plan FER T B St

"'_\z_i‘I)ﬁH'eri;':i‘dcwas vépplied along the fence line in November
2007. This will be added to the “action performed” column for.

item | in the Corrective Action Table.

b.) A discussion of the poésibﬂity of false settlement
observations for SP-003, due ‘to the impact by the mowing

3-9.

c.) - The 2008 Annual O&M Report will report on all past
corrective actions that occuired in 2008 or were scheduled to
vbe performed in 2608.

equipment, will be-added to the text on page 3-7 under Section |

t




GOULD ISLAND DISCUSSION TOPICS ’D(leg

/@ L@NL}/
’)lgou&s 50

| RIDEM/EPA Comment

| Navy Proposed Response

Comment

SAMPLE ISSUES

7

RIDEM Comment 17:

SAP Work Sheet # 11
Identification of the

| Decision Statement
Marine Sediment Extent
of Contamination

Page 35, 1 st Paragraph

Base upon the information presented in Figure 11.2 the
majority of the sediment samples on the east side of the
island are approximately 100-150 feet from the shore line.
Overland flow, groundwater migration and releases from
discharge'pipes are the major routes of contaminant
migration. Accordingly the Phase }l samples need to be
collected closer fo the sTiore. Please relocate e
proposad samples so that tHe majority of the samples are
within fifty feet of the shore (unless. a discharge pipe

| extended out more than fifty feet). Please relocate one
sample to the following locations: immediately adjacent to
Buildings 54, 38, 50. Collect two samples immediately
east of the Riggers Storage Building and east of the
transformer at the end of the north pier. A limited number
of samples should be located within 50-150.feet of the

| 'shoreline, Any discharge pipes which were not sampled

on the west or the east side of the island during the Phase
! Investigation should be sampled in ‘the .Phasedl...The. ..
location of the confirmatory samples for the Building 54
release should be depicted and samples shouid be

be collected at depth within the removal area to ascertain

| if PCB.contamination in the-groundwater is affecting the

" sediments). Finally, atall locations; sufface and "+
“subsurface samples should be collected: -

collected adjacent to the removal area (one sample may ‘

Additional discussions on this subject are warranted. Please
refer to the response to EPA comment No. 15.

Sediment sample [ocations along the northeast shoreline
where placed to adequately determine the extent of
contarnination détected during the Phase I Rl sediment
sampling. They also serve to fill any gaps in the coverage of
the Phase | sediment sample locations.

sampling effort.

A map from the Background Summary Report can be
provided which deplcts the Bmldmg 54 confirmatory sample
locations. -

Only surficial samples (0 to 6 inches) are proposed for the
~northeast and northwest shorelfines. In the Stiliwater Basin,
-four sample intervals-are proposed.

All located discharge pipes were sampled during the Phase |-

EPA Specific Comment
15. p. 39, Step 4:

Investigation of only the ‘surficial subfidal sedimerit'is-not.
sufficient to characterize the extent of-contamination arid

-omission of samplmg for intertidal sediment creates an

apparent data gap in defining the extent of sediment
contamination. Please iniclide’ subsurface subtidal

as well.

_ sediment sampling and'intertidal sediment sampl/ng here

1 the Phase I'RI. Only three samples contained excesdances
of criteria.  Based onprevious sampling resuilts, the
characterization of contamination through the collection of
surficial-subtidal:sediment samples along northeast and
northwest shorelines should be sufficient.

. Additiondl discussion may be warranted regarding sampling

| Subsurface subtidal sediment samples were collected during | :

v Page 10f6 :

} lhef intertidal - areas. Please refer to the response to RIDEM




GOULD ISLAND DISCUSSION TOPICS

Comment 17.

RIDEM Comment52: * |

SAP Work Sheet# 17
Sampling Design and
Rational

|| Ecological Sarnpling,
Page 94,

The report proposes using the “reference

station at Cranstoqg Cove would appear to be the

.| appropriate station. Please provide the necessary

justification for the employing the reference-station at
Potters Cove in lieu of the reference station Cranston

1| Cove or simply use Cranston Cove.

jon Potters
Cove. Due to its location, and characteristics the referehce:

The reason for using Potters Cove is because it has been
used as a reference location in the past. There is less data
available for Jamestown-Cranston Cove. The proposal o
use this reference location will be considered.

EPA Sgeclflc Comment
21. p.5

EPA strongly recommends that the areas with hlg est
| historic metals contamination be sampled as part of the

1 six “locations to be determined” in order to better correlate | h

toxicity and contamination.. Otherwise.the chalienges

fimited data could lead to inconclusive results.

: RThe suggestlon above i . an acceptable approach The six

d.can be collected from'the highest
.. Additional- diseussion maybe :

warranted "in accordance wrth F{lDEM comments..
associated with resolving multiple stressor responses with 1 :

| RIDEM Comment 11:

Section 10.4 Risk
Assessment
| Page 30, 6 th Paragraph

As noted in previous correéspondence, the Office of Waste

- Management has a-number of cencerns. with respect fo
| the ecological risk assessment, especral/y with respect fo

the identification of hot spots. It is the Office of Waste

" Management's position that these hot spots.will be.

removed or otherwise remediated. As such, it will not be

- pecessary 1o take additional samples in these areas as
| part.of.the Phase Il Remedial Investigation. If this is not

the case then:additional samples should-be-collected.

The comment is‘noted: Since the’ subject of the QAPP is. the
collection of additional samples; all’ discussion of o
remediation should:be: held unm after these samples are
collected

ANALYTICALISSUES . . .

RIDEM Comment 20:

Sedlment Sta tions, _
Exterit-of Contaniination,
Page 40

Please mdlcate why the assessment endpomt

ochr Jme
P 450 was not; eva!aated R

Cytochrome P450 is sometrmes used as.a bromarker of
' |- exposure.to varrous chemlcals such as PAHs. This, was -

condiicted for site419%Derecktor Shlpyard) but the limitations

‘that'were found were thei‘avallabthty ‘of enough resident fish

to provide a proper sample size. Ina: ‘harbor environmient

“the fish aré more likely to be territorial, and on the island
‘- location, the fish tend-to-be micre transitional. Additional

discussions may be warranted rf FHDEM feels thls endpolnt
is mented ;o .

Page 2 of 6
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RIDEM Comment 28:

-Biota Tissue
Concentration Endpoints
Page 45

The work plan discusses evaluating PCB concentrations
in the tissue. Please confirm that all tissue.samples will
be analyzed for all of the chemicals of concern and
evaluations will occur for all chemicals of concermn.

Previous analysis of tissues from macroinvertebrates .
(bivalves) found limited contaminants in those tissues. This
data was used fo select analytes for the phase 2 remedial
investigation. Additional tissue analyses are not warranted.

V‘Addit\ignal discussion can be held on this matter if needed.

RISK ASSESSMENT

ISSUES ~4

| RIDEM Comment 26:
“Benthic-Invertebrates
End Points .
Pagedd4, ... ..

The work plan proposes employing dose response
curves to eliminate chemicals of concern. Toxicity is
Jjust one endpoint in the ecological risk assessment,
Eliminating a. contaminant based upon toxicity, when
‘itis found fo have an Impact en-tissue concentrat/on

- tor other matrixes will resalt in this contamlnant not

" being-identified as a contaminant of concern.

Therefore, please. eI/m/nate thls prowsron from the
work plan \ L : S

The Navy belleves that further dtscusswn is warranted

- regarding this comment, wich indicates a .
Jfundamental dlfference in how toxucnty test data are

used.” Tox1crty testlng is-conducted: because chemrcal ‘

‘concentrations:alréady- exceed chemical-based

criteria, which are based on.scientific-and-literature
studies. Because the criteria are very conservative
and not based on site-specific data, toxicity testing is
done to determine whether chemical concentrations
are actually {oxic to sediment invertebrates at the site.

1 The. position taken by RIDEM is in direct conflict with ‘

USEPA policy-and Navy.policy as well. If RIDEMis

| not:willing to.accept the results:of the toxncrty tests as

a primary indicator of toxicity.to behthic invertebrates;
there is no reason to conduct the toxicity tests and no
reason to proceed further in the ecological risk
assessment process. Accordingly, no actions could
be taken at the site based on ecological risks because
it is against Navy policy to conduct a remedial action
based solely on literature- based ecologncal screenmg -

| criteria. RIDEM is requested to reconsiderthe:
“comment and take partin a technical disctission
“between the risk assessors on this matter.
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GOULD ISLAND DISCUSSION TOPICS

EPA Specific
n:

for chem/cal groups may
~check A mult/va ate,statlstlca' pproach may also

| The propesed interpretation of the Leptocheirus fest
Comment 17. p. 41,

_is not acceptable... The laboratory control is onfy
-intended for determining whether the test organisms.

-and-procedures were aceéptable, not for comparison’

with site samples. All comparisons should be made
to the reference mean. The proposed approach

the reference stations with the lowest survival,

| growth, .or reproduction, which is not acceptable.
| EPA does not accept the arb/trary rules for growth
| and reproduction volwng the use: of pooled

useful-as-an-additional

It is standard practice to compare the resuits of the
site samples from toxicity tests to the results of the

| laboratory control-samples: ‘Infact;, Sectioh 12.2.1 of

the USEPA Method for Assessing the Chronic Toxicity .|
of Marine and Estuarine Sediment-associated '

‘ - Contaminants with the Amphipod Lepfocheirus
1 would allow various combinations of comparisons fo

plumulosus, First Edition, states that “Statistical

11 ' methods are used to make inferences about
| populations, based on samplés from those
: populations In most sediment toxicity tests, test
| organisms are exposed to contaminated. sediment to-
| estimate the re: :

ponse’ of the popula’uon of Iaboratory '
~orgamsms The orga 1 response 1o these

; sedlments |s usually compared with the response toa

agreed 1 compa ;mean growth of Jeach site

| sampleto the f can growth of the combined reference

: sample data set to determine the magnitude of the

.risk, as discussed in the fourth-bullet on page 43. This
‘was not done arbitrarily.

‘inle‘ase provide guidance for comparing each site

sample to the pooled reference sample set. The 20

* | percent rules have been used on other risk

assessments reviewed by USEPA without comments.

1 Whi‘le the Navy agrees to include ERM-quotients for

-as an.additional check for evaluating
thev_t' xicity test data, aconcern with:this approach is
that different hemlcals in each:sample:maybe’

o responsnble for the. ERM-quotient valuerin. different
samples thus makmg: dn‘flcult 10 determine

"Page 4 of 6




GOULD ISLAND DISCUSSION TOPICS

appropriate cleanup levels, if they are needed.

EPA

Letter

4 Comment 2:

‘| The Leptocheirus test is probably the strongest line
of evidence for benthic risk. However, the proposed:

interpretation criteria include a number of arbitrary
cut-offs, as well as inappropriate comparison with
laboratory controls over reference stations. Plotting
toxicity and chemlstry data and looking for a visual
cue to eliminate contaminants is not likely to be

worthwhile. A mulfivariate stalistical approach may

be needed, or a variety of approaches for identifying
dose-response relationships. There are too many
variables and too few measurement points to

| provide a straightforward answer by simply plotting

the data chemical by chemical, as discussed in

1 Attachment A.

| QAPP.

|- Please see the Navy's response to-Specific Comment
;vNo 17, Addmonag
‘Please suggest th
i approach or other approaches for identifying dose-
| response relanonshlps that EPA believes may:be:

i5s may be needed:
ype of multivariate statistical

vappropnaie thanthe method -presented.in the

EPA

Letter

Comment 3:

In Figure 11-4, the decision tree flow chart for
ecological sampllng (part 2} shows a consistent
trend of using the leas servative approach for
the Baseline Ecological-Risk Assessment... For

. example,,zt is stated under.the bentl:uc.mvertebrate
| toxicity testing pomon of the-flew:chart;that:COCs

will be compared fo.the LOEE. instead-of the: N@EC“
Comparlson to.the, NOEC would-be:more:: ' ‘
conservatlve Addrt/ona/ly, itds stated under the
pISCIVOI‘OUS wrldllfe portion:of. the flow-chart.that -
average tissue concentratrons will-be; used in. the
food chain’ modellng Use of maximum..
concentratlons Jnore conservative: - :ERPA:

; recommends a more conservative approach for the
' BERA to.ensure. that the identified. assessmem‘
j endpomts are realized - =

S

‘ overly_ conseryaf"

p p“ly adopt the most conservatlve
approach on aIJ the variables. Th|s is because these
blish the PRGs, and if . the-risk is
ell mtentloned bu’c ~h|g :

nsks are used to est
‘Sef hly

estlmatlon of nsk is. not. es‘nmated

Pl L T Page’s of 6
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CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL

RIDEM Comment 58

Appendlx A Conceptual

Site Modef

The conceptual site model eliminates a number.of..
potentlal exposureé routes that were known 10 be present
atthe Sl and sihay be. As an illustration, PCBs were

-+ presentin the surface soil-at a number-of locations:

| Surface soifsamples will-be collected at various locations -
"o ascertain i PCBs are still present, however in the

e conceptual site - modet surface soil is not consider an

"t gxXposure route., The same.holds true for TPH and PAHS.

{Asthe above’ //Iustrates it is inappropriate to eliminate

exposure routes.or contaminants sources at this point in
the conceptual site model. Therefore, please remove
these limitations from the conceptual site mode!.

1-Itis.unclear what this-comment is référencing. Figure 8-3

shows soil as a media impacted by contaminants. Comment
could be referencing Table 1 (Surface Soil) which stated no -
receptors are affected for PCBs. Additional di: snussnah is

needed.

RiDEM' Comment 59:

Appendix A Conceptual

Site Modal™

‘Residei

i-exposure to soil,: sedlments and groundwater
must be included in the conceptual SIte model

The current conceptual sute model would only consnder

| future residential exposures, not current exposures. It is not

necessary to revise the CSM at this point, since the focus of

1 the investigation is the ecological assessments. Such

changes:(if appropriate) could be included the CSMis
updated for the FS. However, additional di ag would

be needed to be sure that it is appropriate, given the remote
location.and access |ssues for the island.

"EPA Specific Comment
26. Appendix A, 'Fable
1: ST

Pilease add human and ecblbgical recéptors as recep‘tors

for PCB contaminants in surface so‘il .

It is also unclear why cyanide would not potent/ally impact

.| receptors in both surface and subsurface (Table 2 soils.

Please explain the rationale for this conclusion:

| The conceptual 's' _e,,mo
1 Phase’l Rl. Changes to thed

M) was taken from the Final
M should be held until it:is
revised after additional data is cted Addmonal
dlscussaons can be held at thattime:-.
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