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Meeting Notes 
RPMs, Meeting,' July 16, 2008,3,00 PMi 

NAVST A'Newport, Newport Rhode Island 

The meeting convened at 3:00 PM 

Attachments: 

1. Agenda 
2. RPM Document Tracking Sheets dated 7/13/08 
3., Sllfllmary Re!5Ponse to,Cohlments, McAllister Long TernlMonitorihg"9unq4 
4. Summary Response to Gomments, McAliisterArihualMbhlto'r'ing For2007 
5. Draft Summary of Response to comments, Gould Phase 2 RISAp ". 
6. Map of Water Depths at Sediment Stations, .Gould Island 

Present: 

Tom <:;ampbeU, Tetra Tech NWS, Inc. 
James 9qlter,NAVFAC" 
Winoma Johnson, NAVFAC 
Paul Kulpa, RIDEM 
Ginny Lombardo, USEPA 
Cornelia Mueller, NAY:$TA 
Stephenl?arker, Tetra TeGI:1 NU$"lnc; 

Jim Colter intr()d,~~ed.VVi[lQI1JJ\ JohnSon, PE who will betakingdver .Newport·IRtr6m . '.. . 
NAVFAC. Jir::nwHLbetakil'1g anewdob il}Phiiadelphia in September' 2008. ;Therewjlrbe' 
a formal announcement on this, and in the meantime, he·asked that correspohdence 
continue to go to his attention. 

Derecktor Shipyard 
f , . " ,v i~< 

Discussions were held earlier in th~ day on Derecktor Shipyard'withl:i'larg~r' 'g;'Oui:W~efer 
to the record of teleconference for that meeting. 

Gould Island 

T. CamPb,8,1! noteqJh~t Tetra Jech had, prepared a draft response to comments on thl:!. 
Draft SAP fqr,Ppase R .. RI' 'T •. Campbell provided a draft summary of .' '.' 
comments/responses (attacl:1ed:);, He noted thaHhere'were's9Veral coHim'entsthat wo(Jld 
require discw;,sion. These included: 

• 
• .MovingsedimJHlt samples closer t6.shbre ' 

AddingshQr;elirie or sdilsamples at Buildings 50,54, aQa 38; 
• Whichreference.location to use,Jamestown Pbtter'c;bveo(Jamest6wn 

• 
Cranston Cove , .. ··i' .'... .' 

Addition of Cytochrome p450 tests'to indicat~: shElllfish exposure. to PAHs' .' 

• Other risk -cJssessmetlt; rel~ted' issue's ;~ ,c,; '-·i' 
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Paul Kulpa requested wat~rdeptbs.be provided,fonJheareaswhere sediment samples 
would be collected. However, finn bathymetry has nqt beel1 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 Deacutis' attendance prior to scheduling 
this discussion. 

ACTION ITEMS: , . " ' , 
Jl~l\1 Kulpa to p/'"9yidetimes that RIDEM is: available for call on Draft QAPP 
Jim Colter toJ9UowuP with K, Keckler on the same items; 
Jim Colter tosc.hedule conference call. 

[ ! \. 

Tank Farms 4 and 5 

Data Gaps Assessment 
J. Colter stated that the draft QAPP for data gaps assessmentatTankF'a~ms 4 and 5 is " 
in internal review, which will require minimum four weeks. It will be provided assool1 as' 
possible to the regulators. 

Treatment Building 
J. Colter stated that the Navy has decided to move forward with the damolitionofthe 
Treatment Building and system at Tank Farm 5. He notedRIDEMs concern with Hie 
loss of the systems availability for other projects, but he stated that the Navy cannot put, 
that structur,eJn t/:leNavY~sir:wentory and. maintain it. IR prbjeGts'that need lNater ' '. 
treatmeliltc~\Il9~t pprtfilple,sw;,tef)1sfor whatever they' need, Deniblitkm bids are 
expected ·n,axtweek,filndtlW project Will move .ahead. 

,- " -' -' ",' -. "'-" 

ACTION ITEMS: 
Tetra Tech to Provide ID QAPP to Navy 
Navy to review ID QAPP and Provide Comments to Tetra Tech 

;),J;etr:a;t:ecI1J()J~J.I.b,li~h QAPP. ., ; . " 

OFFTA 

Soil Removal Action 
S. Parker stated that a hiatus was. neede'd fortherenioval c:lction for contracting reasons, " 
and the'r'emaini'ng te~i plt~, w.ere, pla~ned' for early AugUstSi Parker Will provide ." '., 
notifi.c~tion ltoth,eint,erested'j'i)artieswhen the. schedule isfinalitea; . . 

',. '" '_f ,- . , c _ -,1- !', ~; 

Feasibility Study 
S. Parker noted that Tetra Tech had receivedRIDEMs comments on the Revised Draft 
FS, and he was working throl;lgh ttl9.secomments. RIDEfVls cornment in the cover letter 
was noted in particulaf;.RIDEi\.IInotecHhat the,F,S addresseS the sitewithoutremovalbf 
the soil, and the next version of theFS shOUld incorporate that information. RIDEM 
intends to tre.at the next Verl:!ionof tbe FS.with that revisionps a draft document . 
(paraphrased). J. Colter asked whaHhe impacts wereirom tlJe removC![action, S.' Parker 
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clarified that the. soils removed during the removal action probablyaccount for less than 
10% of al.lthesoil addressed in the FS that exceedsthePRGs(the soil reniovaladion 
was a hot spot removal). J. Colter stated that after all thecbnihlents had beenthdlight 
through, the Navy would need to meet with RIDEM and the EPA and find a path f~rward. 

Revetment.,".' i. .' . ,............. . .. " .,: 

S. Parker noted,thlilt,a preliminary 90% revetmenFdesign had been completed arid 
submitted to the review parties. Jim Colter stated that the RFPhad been provided ~othe 
Navy's small. bUsiness RAGcontracfor to implemenUhls design. However, hel1qteq that 
Ken And~rs\:mc;ltHhod.e IslandCRMChad cOritactedthe ~avYand st~te~~hat fhestate" 
is ready to issue a consistency determination, bLit\liianHf'tb'rkbvidea cbritin'g'elncyttiat • 
"all soil" under the revetment footprint be removed. After some discuSsion ,it W<:lS . 
determined th.<;1t this meant;all soil exceeding stafecriteriasn':ll:Jld he't~rndyed. There, 
was <:I. t;>riet cjisQussion about applicability, of· these 'criteriainthis sihiciHbn' (Soil, s~qlrnent, 
deep soil, non-vadose zone soil;stc): .J.Colterasked' if itwasappropriatetdrrH:lk~:' . 
contingencies in this manner, Paul Kulpa stated that the State should have the right to 
require this. He also stated that RIDEM prefers the revetment construction be heldun.til 
the FS is completed,so that there is no need to removea portion of it, if additloricii'Sbil" 
removals· .• ar~J;e,ql.Jired.llate.r. J .. Colter stated that RID6M~ concerns about soil Willb~ met 
with tp,,!;e,y§rtua.bRQI;L " .' .' ;" F ~. .'. '. .... .. .:'. 

Actiqn:!~~w~.;; . ,j' .d' .j 

• !PRIVI,~,wmj~~,1,I1i! acpn$istency: determinati()n' for the' reve~menf . ".' 
• Navy will receive bids for revetment constructi6h' .\ \. i, 

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

• Tetra Tech to Schedule remaining test pit excavations on shore. 
• •. Tetra Teah'will prepare responsetocommentk on'th~' F$' 'c.,;" 

:' ;-:; 

McAllister Point Landfill 
1 ~ ,.,' if., 

J. Colter passed 'OLitth~:res~onse~t~ ~6~ment$.on 'Round4Long ie~m'm~ri\iOrinfJ.C'na .. 
the 2007·anhualreport fdr!MCAliister" Gd..!ombcU·db'<'lsk9'((in~i'J.!dfUI ga~ i$~Clihgs qql;ll~ 1 " 

be G,ompared withanythih9'., 'Jim saidlhewoLild"passthfson'J6gC'C, <:3,. LcirnQardo.St~t~C\ . 
that the responses to the Round 4 reporhvouldbe'passed On to 'the risk asses~ors.G." . 
Lombardo also requested thatthl:f Round5lTM~am:plihgs'checfu'~ ,be!w!ovi~~dtothern .• 
Her c.oncefn,is that th'e Round 5 data Will be' instrum~btal'il'\ th~fivey~ar. [E;!yie"Y r~port!,... . 
which is due as'a Draft by June 2009:· .,,'...,. . .' '. . 

Action Items 
• J~ Colter to 'provide schedule'for ~oul1d5to EPJf' . .... .!" ; '. ", 

• EPAtoreviewrespOrisestdcoRunents l)"\ .. ' ...." .: ...••.........• 

• E-Co'recl ECC to ptovidel~ndfilr9as COfl1p~~isoI'!Criteria in the re'!,i$ed report. ' . ." ,'! "'. . '. • .... . 

" t,' 
,\' -':-1: 

NUSC 

S. Parker stated th~t the follow-l,Ip gr()und"Ya!erw.el'!nst;:illatio.n~rlqsampling ,W;:if$; gOing 
to commence next wWeR.GeW>hysicsfn the pave'd ar~;';Isis.under "Y~y IJOW, anQ.the . 
Navy ismovingthl:j'eqUipti,en~i.iitith the fork lifts ",s well as thEN9an.~.1.,0I11bprd9asked "k' .. .... . . ..' ." . . .' . 
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if any of the (:omme,nt~ shE3 ,hCld provided on the proposal for additional 'wells were a 
problem: S. Parker did not believe sQ(asafoliow-up the Navy agreed to include the 
additional&llling foqtageand analyses reql,lested byEPA'seomments), 

G. Lombardo also asked if weekly updates eould eontinue now that the field work is 
eontinuing, S. Parker agreed to follow up with that. In partieular, she wanted to be:su're 
Bart HOl?ktns eQulcj wateh thefi~,h sampjeeollection When it wasconduCtecL . 

, C • : ~ , ',. >, , , _.' - -._ 

,.< : , . . '" -: 'l ~ - : . '.> M '. • • 

G.Lonlpar<;lo requ~~Jecj ,installatiqnIQg~ fprwells installed atthe'site and Lip gradient to 
the"s6uth, qf t~esitE3' frctme}(isting Wells. This was,a previous request that had Hot yet 
been pOf11pleted. S, PClr,k~r,~stCl.tlfld,;hewo!1ld .follow up with this. 

, . . . 
:;~ '. ,,", 

G. Lombpf(jo notedt~flUre qraft Rlw,as dl,le in January 20Q9,and wantS;td be sure that 
the daters met.ln,Clddition,sne reql,lestEld a,~umlllaryof findingsbfthe additional wells 
in the NAI?I area to determine how that information will affeCt theRI,. ' ,. ' 

~-:, 0 .," :., ~,': -', .", " .,,' .' 

Action lie"'s;. '.; .,; .' /'" 
• 'tetra, Tech to;provide'Yle~KIY'updates on fieldwork until ifiscomplete;' 
.~ .' Tetra Tech to provide well logs for the wells installed around MW~OIiB'and 

those up gradient of the site 
• Tetra Tech to follow up with the additional wells with a SUrTlillary of"tilidih;gs 

for this a.ftEilii,. :rhi~rn~Y folloW;.with aoonferencecallor 8!discOssiti'n'atthe 
September RPM meeting., ; ili'.;· .. ··· . ,: .';,., ',' 

Carr Point 
.~ . • - < 

S. Parker stated 'fhat a re,sPQh~~Sllmmaf;y:WqS drafte<;lforthEl QAPR fb~ Garr Poirlt, but 
there were a few issueslo dis'cuss. " . 

T. Campbell noted the request for analysis of soil samples using method 8330B. G. 
LompardoclarifiElcj,thgtEP~ requ~s~$ the ,~~,~. of .th,eASTMmElthqd 8330B:fordestingfcir 
energe~i~s, :an!~;Rt9p~I~~r)1~;,9~' ~,~:e;s;9JJ~Re:~rmj~:ftri'1g poil'lts;i noHn ,thesediments'ddwn'­
field,.SH~fllrth~(C:Iq,rifiedthg.t m~.;~aJ):1pl1l}g ,ClPpr;q~eh,d~$Gfibed im the methbd should 'be; 
eonsiCle~ed fbrth~rrH1tcils:~b~ly~iS ,iI) $Q~,{i~ing fan.,;3rea.; J . .colter and W:;Johnson .. <: ' 
stat~?, tH~t ~Litr~nW:.t~~r~i~ po,Na:yXf1ap8rpy~cj ,I,a9 ;f<;>Lconejueting. the .p.rElpa~ation w~rk .;: 
that IS Te8ulre(jbyt~l,s lllethq(kJ~.;tqrnparqp~tat!3d~ha~ the EPA IS'Wllhng,toentertama ' 
eompromise approckh f6rthe SI, but EPA will require this nwthoCiJanalysis;foran RI i', 
step. 

Another eomment requests anaIY$j~ Qfp'~I-j$jn the',$lildim~Jlts in the firing Jan:' J. Colter 
stated eoneern that PAHs inthe sedimennhatar~present from;n0n-poipt sourcesWbuld· 
be ineorree~ly~t~~i?~ted to\m~,!Clrge;1~;'f',~iGh~~o(;,??i~~j~;~Q,nie,eA8'p:; g: l,QI~lbaJ:cjp' " 
suggested 'ClSuDset of the'sedllnentsamples be analyzed for PAHs. G. Lombardo 
suggested a literature seareh for PAH data in Narragansett Bay be eonducted for 
eomparison purposes. J. Colter stated he would diseuss internally prior to releasing the 
response to eomments. 

T. Campbell stated RIDEMe()mmentsar~oreq'u~sfinve~tigation.of:an,urnp~r of .', ". 
struetures ihGlUding oil 'water separators ~hiRh they have. re.cord;of.b~i!1g p(~§E!nt at the; 
site. S:Parke'rasked whereihey were; aridP.Kulpa stated that he had seen Navy 
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drawings showing these features. After some diSGussion it was agreed that the Navy 
would search records for these'teatGres; ;3h~ ~6ie\Nhetherthey had found them. These 
additional struqtures ,i'lre not pa,rjqfthElshooting rahgeportiono1 the site'. ,Jim Colter 
suggested the possibility of splitting the site into two sites, the shooting range area and 
the storage areas. ,,' 

ACTION ITEMS;" '/ 
• Navy to discuss draft responses to comments to Carr Point QAPP 
• Navy to review use of Method 83308 for energetics and propellants, 

analysis , ," 
• Navy to review drawings of Tank Farm 4,areas and Carr Point Areas for 

features of interest. ' , '.' , '. ' . . 

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\ 

G. Lombardo asked aboLithe lead m6d~i tliat ~~s agreed it~·bedoiie.S. P~rk~~stated 
that the draft report which he had in hand shows acceptable blood~lead predic;tignsfor 
residential and trespasser scenarios using all combinations of surface' and depth data. 
The report will be provided to the Navy for r~view and subrllitted,ac6brdit\~ly>' " 

: ,,-'-'n .. ~ .>-(- ; 'f'~: :~-n i~.;-:~')' r-, >~~i>-\ -" :_ :., '." ,',- . "", . . . 
G. Lombardo stateCl that she had nbt received follow up plan from the previous meeting 
regarding the property boundaries. S. Parker stated that he had received a plan, though 
it was not clear from the markings the distances between corner points. C. Mueller . ,­
stated that the GMH lease had just been signed and she could send ar'ound alega! 
description of the boundaries. ," 

ACTION ITEMS: 
• 
• 

Navy to review blood lead model for Melville Water Tower 
Tetra Techto submitto regulatorsforreview ,. " ,. " , 

• : Navy to . provide,' Jag!al de~criptidn 'oftb~ p~op, ~i1y, ,bq~~<tade$,.~ft"e, former 
wat~rtower site > . ", " '. ,',' " 

Basewide Background ", " .l 

J. Colter noted that the final Base-wide background report is complete,f;tn,q submit,ted: " 
.i' -:;. . ," . 

... ; 'f; , 

Meeting adjourned at 6:35pm to attend the RAB. 
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AGENDA"" 
R~Ms M'EETING 7/16/08 

BUILDING 1NAVSTA NEWPOR,T 3:,f)0 PIVI 
,~ "', 

Technical Discussion Topics: 
For each topic please be prepared to make decisions and resolve issu~s. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

DerecktQr, " 
a. Update on Marine Sediment FS , ' 

i. 'Respotlsefo COmments"": 'cdst Comment, 
ii. Other Responses needing follow-up 
iii. Schedule for final document 

b. Update on On-Shore Path Forward 

Gould Island 
a. Comments/Responses to Dn~ft BERA Work Plan (QAPP) 

> • ; " • 'J'" 

Tank Farms 4 and 5 
a. Draft SafllPlin9'&Analysis Plan (QAPP) 
b. Schedule for Dismantling Treatment Buildil1g at Tan~ Fflrm ,5" 

• ';. (,' , \ Y'- ,,; , ~" • !. i" ~ -, I - •. - • , 

OFFTA 
a. Updat~<;>nRE3vetment Design 
b. Update on Revised FS 
c. Removal Action update 

5. McAllister , ,,' , 
a. Comments/Responses to P~aftRoun(fAMa~(ne SeQiment~Monitoring Report 
b. Comhients/Responsesto Annua(Monitoring'Report, O&M Activities 2007 

6. NUSC Disposal Area 
a. Progress on RI Field work 

7. MRP Site 1 CarrPoil1t ' 
a. Update on response to comments and revised QAPP 

i. Method 8330 -. . \ 
ii. Composite Sampling 

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

9. Other Items 
a. Basewide Background Report Finalized 
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SITE 

Site 1 

McAllister Point 
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Site 1 

McAllister Point 
(Continued) 

Site 2 

Melville North Landfill 

Site 4 
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FFADURATIONS COMMENTS 
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FFADURATIONS COMMENTS 

NUSC Disposal Area 

", "'-"/' 
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NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

PLANNED AGREED- FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS 

SITE 

Site 9 

Old Fire Fighting Training !",u 7a 1Jt:::; I}fJI 1;:nJ U ClI ! :> <11 1.1;:1 ::OU U"IIII;:,::>lUlI VI .1.., ( O U lA.I,IH11::11l 1:::ru 71) I.I tI'::o '{t1l Ut1l1 lY \AJtIl IJ IC'lt::' U l UI :>u unmu :lI . 

Area (Continued) 

Site 12 

Tank Farm 4 
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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 

. .-(~ ~ ,,' . ..~ 'Yr~l 
DATA.,oAPS'~~p ,,';'imn:ijY Slbox ~ ''-'.. . ~~'l.~_ ~~ . , ~ ;; .;: ',: :~~ 1' .. ;,- c<,'~ ~ , ~r, 

;.. .W; , 

Draft Technical Memorandum on Data G~s For RA 6/312007 6/1512007 

Comments to Draft Tech Memo on Data Gaps 8/612007 816/2007 45 days after submission of draft document EPA 7116/07: RIDEM 8/6107 

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 11/212007 TED 114/2008 135 days after submission of draft document 

000 Meeting for Work Plan 1/912008 

Draft Work Plan for Data Gaps NEED NEW SCHEDULE 

Comments to Draft Work Plan 11/2812007 45 days after submission of draft document 

~l?Onse to comments, Draft Work Plan 111212008 90 days after submiSSion of draft document 

Draft Final Work Plan 2126/2008 135 days after submission of draft document 

Concurrence on Draft Final Work Plan 3/27/2008 30 d~ after submission of draft final document 

Final Work Plan 5/26/2008 60 days after submission of draft final document 

Site 12 Commence Fieldwork TED 

Tank Farm 4 Draft Data Gap Report 3I2712QO$ 

(Continued) 
Draft HHRA and ERA Recort 71912009 

Draft FS Report 3/1212010 

Final FS Report 10122/2010 

-;..r- '* .... , , r:' ;,-:.;~ , " . _,":'.' ,': .1.'1 

~ REMkl'11L Ac.UON aAN '(I'iIAP) '.~. ~RO OF DEC1S10N,IRQ6.)- TtNWLIll- ~r--~ 11 ' -:";: ..... ' .. :.~ ':~'" · ,j~t:.,j"'·".,l.,.L.' -~j,~"~'" ~. "'I,. 1;. 

Draft PRAP '1/22/2Cl0 

Draft ROD 715/20'1 225 days after submIssion of draft PRAP 

T:" ~ "" \/ 
srre·(;LOSU~·R~fm;C) 

?< ~..: 
Site 13 ~i_ fl 

l.:: 
:~t;. ,. 

Tank Farm 5 Draft Report 10/20/2006 10/20/2006 1012012006 
EPA 11[1/06; RIDEM '1/30/06 (RIDEM comments lost in mail, 

EPA Comments on Draft 1 1 / 1 ~l2oo6 11/1812006 111712006 30 da'J'$ after recei1..!t of draft report actuaUv received by NaVV_l{ia email 1~O/061 

Comment ResolutionIDraft Final Report 1211812006 1/1 912007 3/14/2007 30 days after receipt of comments 

Draft Final report 1/18/2007 1/1812007 3/14/2007 60 da}'s after rece~t'! of comments Discuss 3/21/07 

~port 6/1912007 

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 ACTIVITY DUE DATE ON DATE DATE 

, r' h~" ~ .~~~,. '" i-<~ ,'l o~ 'd:~I·t" ~ , ~!\ i l'. ,',. 
'0 

~ 
~~'j • ---- ;(~." .~ . ~ •• ,~!,.?"~~ . 

DAT~GAPS.ANO - . - • ~ ; ~Y'~W!I " "'; " ~:...-' ~~,. 
~ _.r ~ . :' ';t, ~1 'r~, ~ r~~ ~ 

' Draft Technical Memorandum on Data Gaps For RA 61312007 611 512007 

Comments to Draft Tech Memo on Data Gaps 81612007 81612007 45 days after submission of draft document EPA 711 6107: RIDEM 816107 

Response to Comments to Draft Tech Memo 912012007 911412007 90 days after submission of draft document Comment Resolution - 11 /1 4/07 

Final Tech Memo on Data Gaps 111212007 TIlD 11412008 135 days after submission of draft document 

000 Meeting for Woll< Plan 11912008 

Draft Work Plan for Data Gaps NEED NEW SChEDU LE 

Comments to Draft Work Plan 1112812007 45 days after submiSSion of draft document 

Response to comments, Draft Work Plan 111212008 90 days after submission of draft document 

Dr.ft Final Work PI"" 212612008 135 d~s after submissk>n of dr.ilft document 

Concurrence on Draft Rnal Work Plan 312712008 30 days after submission of draft final doc;ument 

Final Work Plan 5126/2008 60 davs after submission of draft final document 

Commence Fieldwork TIlD 

Draft Data Gap Report 3I27J20Q.9 

. Draft HHRA and ERA Report 71912009 

Draft FS Report 3b1 2/2010 

Final FS Report 1012212010 
!~,,~ ;;: ~ /; '*', -.~ .. --:-'7-1,' ,0 ~~~~tj. '" 4\ / ~~.~ -w..~' ".- ~. ~., "l-:" ,~. 

. L ~T.ot!~ l~) ,.;mtAECORD'!WoE$ION tRODJ- itNLis w .••• _ :-

DraftPRAP 11/221201Q 

Dr.fiROD 71512)111 225 days after submiSSIon of draft PRAP I 
.. ~ ~~ .i\ 

~ ... ~:io~,' .,0" __ "- S.' ''' ~"';f <'J, ." 
~ 

tMiKsi!iS~'~1 II 
Site 13 . 

_ .~'V"'" '" f 

I 
Tank Farm 5 Draft Round 5 Groundwater r~ort 1013012004 1013012004 

(Continued) 
Comments to Draft Re;:.ort 1113012004 121612004 30 d~y after recejQt of re; ort EPA~ 11119104, RIDEM · 1216104 

Response, Resolution to Comments 11612005 111812005 30 days after receipt of comments 

Additional Comments NA 112512005 Not anticipated EPA letter 

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

~iI:II<~~~ '''!.'' ~II.! ~ .t' 111"' ~ ll~ ~ ~'1:~ io":~: -,:,. ~~ 'il ~ .. ~ ~ ~ 

:rREATM~ PLANT DEf!IIO .. ~ .~. 'u. 
'I\! ~l.il' ~ ;. T> 

___ '1, 
" '" -

Internal Draft Basis of Design Report (TtNUS) 111712007 

~(TtNUS) 11312008 

RIDEM Comments on Draft 21212008 112912008 . 30 days after submission of draft re~ort 

Final BOD (ltNUS) 31312008 411512008 60 days after submissK>n of draft r~rt 

Treatment Plant Demo TBD TBD TBD 
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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 
' ... , - '.~ r~ ~ '1l v{';- . 

~-~~~' . 
-i. "7. ..r :-. -

;if Site 17 REMED1.aJ.'~T1ON'REPOItT(TINll$) "r ~- "-
Gould Island Draft RI"'l'ort 3130/2006 313012006 5/1212006 

Comments to the Draft RJ 6/26/2006 6/26/2006 6/30/2006 45 da)'s after receipt of draft document EPA 6/22106, RIDEM 6/30/06 

Response to comments, Draft RII Comment Resolution 811412006 8/14/2006 8/2212006 45 days after receipt of comments Response 8/14/06 

Comments on Response NA NA 9/18/2006 Not anticipated Draft Final RI report addresses clarincations. 

Draft Final RI report 9/30/2006 9/30/2006 10/25/2006 90 days after receipt of comments 

EPA Concurrence on the Draft Final Report 11/25/2006 11/2512006 11 /1 6/2006 30 days after draft final doc 

RID EM Concurrence on the Draft Final Report 11/25/2006 1112512006 11/24/2006 30 day~ after draft final doc Short comments instead of concurrence 

Final RI Report 1212512006 12/25/2006 12/29/2006 60 days after draft final doc ITEM COMPLETE 

~ n ':":;.. ==w '~~~~. i$< " -w- ~' ,.",,""0. j" 

~E~Rlj\NDltW.ruNE- , '. ·" • SiAS~SMEI:IfI"iWQS' :~~~ 
,,,;;'to 

'", 

Mars Deliverable (0( RIOEM NA NA 1212912006 Anticipat. 12/15/06 In accordance with RIDEM com~nt to draft RI re~rt 

Technical Meeting to Discuss Phase 2 RI and BERA 1/1812007 1/18/2007 Agreement at November 15 RPMs meeting. 

Canf Call 1019/07 to discuss path fOI'\'Yard. OAPP worksheets 
10,11, 15 submitted 10/2 6/07. Minor comments submitted 12/19107. 

oao Meetin~ for Work Plan 1/9/2008 1/9/2008 Anticipate 2/8/08, 

Draft Phase 2 RI and SERA Work Plan 12128/2007 3/28/2008 3/2812008 Previous~y anticipated on 218/08. Extension request submitted 211/08. 

Comments to Draft Work Plan 11712008 5/1212008 5/1912008 45 d~s after submission of draft document EPA 511/08, RIDEM 5119/08 

Response to comments , Draft Work Plan 2121/2008 7/3/2008 90 days after submission of draft document Verify Schedule wI TtNUS 

Oraft Final Work Plan 4/6/2008 135 dal'5 after submission of draft document 

Concurrence on Draft Final Work Plan 5/6/2008 30 days after submission of <!raft final document 

Final Work Plan 7/4/2008 60 days after submission of draft final document 

Commence Fieldwork TSD 

Oraft Phase 2 RI and SERA Report 2113/2009 9f1!;12009 Extension Request Letter of 2/1 /08 

Final Phase 2 RI and SERA Report 912512009 
..... . :"'" Ii ,.'.f It'li " ... ":I·~ ", o.i:;' ...... ' 

Eei.SIBIUTY Sl'\!,PY t1'IKU!;} ~ _, . .' i ~{~ ;~- til ·::,£ n" 
J~ 

, 
Site 17 

.. ~ , 
..! 

Gould Island Oraft FS Report 7-115/2010 

Continued Final FS Report 212412011 195 days after submission of draft document 

'" ,,~ " i~f~~ .Ieo " "' , 
. 1:1" ...,.. 

:-.:.~. ..c:"M 11 .... • r·, d ., ~: - of 
PROPOSED,BeMEDlAL ACllON,~f : " "d ' RDOfIDEClSlON (ROQ~ilJN.US' :1 " -"., '- , , 

Draft PRAP 3/25/2011 

OraftROD 11 /,/20 ~ 1 225 days after submiS5ion of draft document 

Page 8 of 13 



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 

"- ., "', '~ :~',~~~ 
~ 

i!::.. ,,-~~ _ .... -~ ,,,"- ~" Site 19 ~ll;i:JiNG '~~I!~~ ~, -<i i- ,J.,., " ~.~-
~t: 

-""".';" ~ ~" . ,- .~.;. ~ - ~ ,. ~ . ., 
Former Derecktor Letter on Buildincl62 and I~~ite Boundary 1/812007 

Shipyard '-';.;d,,-- ,~--"""-:;,,,,- ~;.j -'.~ . ... ~:E'~ _-.01!,~ _ - . - ~:~fF.! . ~!..~. ~. ~-.., 

t~~~ If "!~ I ,~ . .. 
5A~bBI.A5rG'Rlr_Ol1AL.~ 

<~ 
~.,; , . " > ~. '4' 

~ i\ 
~ ~~, , ~ - ~ 

':' ,.-

Draft EECA for Sandblast Grit Removal 7/1112006 

Public Comment Period starts 7119/2006 30 day comment period INo comments 
I"r" - """"'. KIUt;M 1'1/11I YO commen" a be IOcorporal~ 

Comments to Draft EeCA 812512006 45 days after draft submittal work plan) 

EPA concurs 10/18/06, RIDEM comments 11/9/06 (ARAR Comment 
Final EECA fOT Sandblast Grit Removal 10110/2006 10/1012006 t~ be inc;omorated into RA work Dian). 

Action Memo For Removal 11/10/2006 11/10/2006 11/10/2006 EPA concurs 12/4106 , RIOEM no comments received 

Action memo signed by NAVSTA CO 11/16/2006 

Draft Removal Action Work Plan 111212007 secondary document 

Comments to Draft RA Work Plan 2126/2007 311/2007 45 days after submIssion of draft document EPA leiter of 1119/07; RIDEM letter of 311/2007 

Re~f)se to comments, Draft RA work plan 411212007 6/2212007 90 days after submission of draft document 

Comment Resolution to Draft RA Work Plan 5128/2007 120 dCl\ffi after submission of draft document 

Rnal RA Work Plan 612812007 612212007 150 davs after submission of draft document 

Fieldwork Completed 8!7/2oo7 

Draft Removal Action Completion Report 'RACR) 12/5/2007 

Comments to Draft RACR 1/412008 1/18/2008 30 C:avs after submission of draft document EPA-12/27/07; RIDEM -1 /1 812008 

Respol)se to comments, Draft RAeR 21312008 31612008 60 davs after submission of draft document 

FinalRACR 3/4/2008 31612008 90 days after submission of draft document 

ITEM COMPLETE 

> - -.;;, '",' '1 It: '<;;'S~t. '<'I ft . ,,"'; 
c~"_. ~.~ J> 

F.EAS~S.~FOR'iiiARlNE ~nu.uSl · :. :iiff;'.'"' '~ ';'I~~~ . Ii! f' _ 
:;I;.~ 

< <, '. 

Disputed FS from April 1999 7129/1999 Refer to meeting minutes 4/27/1999 and response to comments on Draft Final FS 4/16/1999 

Meeting to discuss PRGs and Marine Sediment FS 11/1512006 Addressed issues at Novemember 15 RPM meeting 

Draft Marine Sediment FS REV 1 2120/2007 3/1512007 

Comments to the Draft Marine Sed FS Revision 1 5/6/2007 5/812007 45 days after submission of dr~ft document RIDEM - 5/1/2007: EPA - 5/8/2007 

Navy Responses to comments 612112007 9114/2007 90 days after submission of draft document 

AU Comments Resolved 11114/07 except for CAD Cell Use. This has 

Comment Resolution/Draft Final FS 1012612007 2/15/2008 45 days after submission of RTC document delayed submission of the draft final document 

3/25/0B? Comment letter from Epjt'dated 3/25/08 Comments from RIDEM via 

ConcurlDlspute - Oraft Final Comments Submitted 1112512007 311512008 4/23/08? 30 days after submission of Draft Final email 311 8108 and 4123/08 

Draft Final Comment Resolution TBD 

Submit Final MarIne Sediment FS • Revision 1 TBD 
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SITE 

Site 19 
Derecktor Shipyard 

(Continuedl 

NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3-MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

FFADURATIONS COMMENTS 

l-----==----1---='-----+------------------jIDOtn Ille ensnore portions of the site as well as the m~rine s~im.e~ts. 
Pe(.the .RPM Meeting·7/18107, 'Site will be split' into two aus (1 for 

shore sediments and 1 for Onshore soil & GW). Paths forward will 
independeRt.of each other. 

e onshore portions of the site ,as well as the ma'nne sediments. 
RPM Meeting 7/18107, Sitewill be. splitinto two QUs (1 for 

~~ eomments1oj)i8ft,Wotk:'~larf ' . ,"'~;:':', ,,;~f}, : .\" TaE) F: 45 days after subnjission of draft dOCument offshore sedimentS and'1 for Onshore soil & 'GW). "Paths'forward will 

j, , ,:"",::."" •• " ""::"\" ••• : ••••• .-, ,.:' ::. • • • be independent of each other. .~ertheEPA_ 
Resolutionon Comments to Draft Work Plan TSD 90 .davs after submiSSion. of draft document Comment Letter'3/25/0B, addftionaJ investigations are needed . 

... : , . , ... " .. "::: ,.',. .... ' ".' Seoping sessions to be pJanned. 
braft:FfnalWork Ph~n .' TBD 135 days after submission of draft document 

", .. ~'. 
·.Page 19: of ..'1 3:" 



SITE 

Site 19 

Former Derecktor 

Shipyard (Cont'd) 

Study Area 20 

SWOS 

SA 21 

Melville Water Tower 

NAVSTA.NEWPORT Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND3~MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

FFADURATIDN.S COMMEN.TS 
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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 ,. ~"'~ .-:;:-".ff' -'C-

" ~'1-. '1: !'.\."i ~~~<, ~, - ) 

INON-TJMECI{IfI~~AC~_ / " Melville Water Tower ~. ,. -~ 4i ~""lt ·,li. , ; , ..... 7 

can't Draft Removal Action RA Work Plan 513112007 7/612007 

Regulatory Review Complete 6/14/2007 7/20/2007 EPA 7/16/07: RIDEM 7/20/07 

Navy Response to Comments 6/912007 

Final Removal Action Work Plan 6/1912007 6117/2007 EPA Concurrence 8120/07 

FIeld Mobilization to Tower Property 7/16/2007 7/1 6/2007 

Demobilization from Tower Property 6/1712007 6/2212007 6/3112007 

Complete T&D from Tank Farm 5 9/30/2007 6/31/2007 

Draft Removal Action Completion Report 4/412006 11121/2007 

Regulatory Review Complete 1212112007 1/17/2006- 30 oays after submission of draft RACR EPA - 1/15106 : RIDEM - 1/17/06" 

Navy Responses to commenlS 3/14/2006 

Final RACR 112012006 2/16/2006 6/24/2006 30 days after receipt of last comment 

Blood Lead Model TBD 

I$rre l~-tiol{ 
'- :;-~- ~~: I ~' 

_. .# - ff,;.. - !Iil~ yr--- .~ ii~~~if. ... ,~ ~'_~~,~:." __ ~ •. - -, ' .M ',. 
UXO Site 1 .. ..s-d(;:' .... ~ - ~ ~0- ;"i_ 
Carr Point Site Notification Letter 1/1112007 

Draft Site Investigation Work Plan 612912007 912612007 111612007 

EPA - 11/27/07; EPA 2nd Review - 316/2008; 
RIDEM - 3D-Day Extension Requested from 31712008, Comments 

Comments to Draft SI Work Plan 1212112007 41712006 4/412008 45 days after submission of draft document 4/4/08 

Response to Comments 5/19/2008 90 davs after submissTon of draft document NEED NEW SCHEDULE 

Draft Final 81 Work Plan 7/3/2008 135 days after submlssJon of draft document 

Concurrence on Draft Final SI Work Plan 613/2008 30 days after submlss on of draft final document 

Final SI Work Plan 9/3/2008 60 days after submission of draft final document 

Commence Fieldwork TBD 

Draft SI Report 112912009 Was 10/4/2006 

.IiAsEwtDElIAClC~S~"I~1:KiN trtllJJS ,j!,. t.:Ii '" i!-
"''''' , ~ 4! 

Basewide 
Background Study Draft Work Plan 1/16/2006 1/1612006 1/1612006 

Comments to Draft Work Plan 3/312006 313/2006 2124/2006 45 days after receipt of draft document EPA - 219/06. RIDEM - 2129/06 

.Response/ Resoluticn of Comments 4/10/2006 4/10/2006 NA ·45 days after receipt of comments 

Final Wor1<. Plan 5/2512006 5/2512006 5112/2006 90 days after draft final doc 

Response to Additional Comments NA NA 9/14/2006 not anticipated Additioanl RrOEM comments 6/14/06, Response 9/15/06 

FIeld Investigation complete 212812007 2/2612007 3/30/2007 

Internal Draft Report 6/15/2007 8/3112007 

Draft 8asewide Background Report 9/11 /20 07 10/17/2007 

Comments to Draft Basewide BacKg round Report 12/1/2007 12113/2007 45 days after submission of draft document EPA- 11127/07: RIDEM - 12113/07 

Response to Comments 111512006 2/1112006 90 days after submission of draft document 

Comment Resolution/Draft Final Report 2/29/2008 3/14/2008 135 q~.§.1l1!~r submis~on of draft docu~~J_ I 
Page 12 of 13 



SITE ACTIVITY 

Basewide 
Background Study 

Comments on Draft Final Report 

(Continued) Final Basewide Background Reoort 

RPM Meeting Notes Draft Notes to the Meeting 9/21/06 

Final Notes to the Meeting 9121 /06 

Draft Notes to ttle Meeting 11/15106 

Final Notes to the Meeting 11/15/06 

Draft Nates to the Meeting 1/17/07 
t 

Final Notes to the Meeting 1/17/07 

Draft Notes to the meeting 3121 /07 

Final notes to the Meeting 3121/07 

Draft notes to the Meeting 5/16/07 

Final Notes to the Meeting 5116107 

Draft Notes to the Meeting 7/18107 

Final Notes to the Meeting 7118/07 

Draft Notes to the Meeting 9/19/07 

Final Notes to the Meeting 9119/07 

Draft Notes to ttle Meeting 11/14/07 

Final Notes to the Meeting 11/14/07 

Draft Notes to the Meeting 1/16/08 

Final Notes to the Meeting 1/16108 

Draft Notes to ttle Meeting 3/19108 

Final Notes to the Meeting 3119/08 

Draft Notes to the Meetino 5/21/08 

Final Notes to the Meeting 5/21/08 

Draft Notes to the Meeting 7/1 61/08 

Rnal 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 

Schedule Extension Request needed 

NAVSTA NEWPORT Revised: 7/15/2008 SSP 
RPM DOCUMENT TRACKING AND 3·MONTH SCHEDULE PROJECTION 

PLANNED AGREED· ACTUAL FFA DURATIONS COMMENTS 

DUE DATE ON DATE DATE 

3130/2008 - 3/3112008 30 davs after submission of draft final document EPA 3/31/08 -

5/29/2008 -- 6/30/2008 60 days after submission of draft final document ITEM COMPLETE 

10/16/2006 - - 2 weeks after meeting Draft Sent to RIDEM and USEPA 

1111 6/2006 -- 11/1612006 

1113012006 - 121112006 2 weeks after meeting No comments as of 1/5107 

1211512006 - 1/812007 

1/30/2007 - 21212007 2 weeks after meeting No comments as of 3/2/07 

1211512006 -

3/2112007 - 312712007 2 weeks after meeting EPA Comments 3/29 

3/28/2007 -- 6/612007 

5/23/2007 - 5/25/2007 2 weeks after meeting EPA Comments 5/29 

5/30/2007 - 6/612007 

611 /2007 8fl/2007 2 weeks after meetina 

-- 8/21/2007 

10/3/2007 10/3/2007 ,2 weeks after meeting 

-- 10/1012007 

11/28/2007 1216/2007 2 weeks after meetinq ! 

-- 111612008 Hand Delivered at the RPM Meeting 

1/30/2008 1/29/2008 2 weeks after meeting 

- 3/412008 

4/212008 41712008 2 weeks after meeting 

-- 5/612008 

6/412008 61912008 2 weeks after meet·;ng 

- 7/3/2008 

7/3012008 -- 2 weeks after meeting 

-- -
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Reviewer:: 
Date: 
R~~pondcnt: 
Date: . 

Ginny Lombardo 
May 14,2D08 

ECC ..... 
June 6,'2008 

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

October 2007 for the McAllister Point Landfill 
Newport, Rhode Island 

. I I I ' Corrlm.erit . . 
1.-------= . # .. d' ~ LocatIon ':T'~ . ___ Comme!lt . . .... Response ~ 

Samples MCA-SD-I6-0't (Group 2), MCi\-SD-SDA-M~02-04 (Group 2), In the Leptocheirus plumulosus toxicity section, the total ~I 
ar!aMC;\-SD,JCC-S-OI-04(proup 5) had toxic effects on.;Leploc/leirus airiniol1ta level at the beginnin& of the tes~ v,.-jl1 be noted as II 

General 
Comment 

s. ur.V.ival, .as deflneci by th. e. W.' ork .. Pla.n, . AS. n .. ot. e ... d .... -XI1 ...• t.he. report, -no 'I elevated but nbtexceedingihe ammonia toxicity level of 16 ~ 
apparent chemical toxic agent couJq lJc identified a~lhcse locations, The· mg!L. ' Ii 

. water qilJlify parameters in the tests were ge~erall).:'~goo4.0ne exception _.' . ~ 

.. I.is anu~onia. While 110t. djscus~ed._in the r,epo< thed.ata sho\vthat In the L.eptochejruSplu .. I.n. uZosus toxicity section,. t~e un-ionized II 
:., amlJ;Jpma was elevated at theb.egmnmg of the test (at the end of tile test, amIIlOTIla level at the .begmnmg of the test WIll be noted as i 

.concentrations were low}. Total a:nrnoniaconcentrati'ons\verebeiow 16 I elevated and possibl~ exceeding 0.8 rng/Lduring_thc test ~ 
mg/L, th~ lJ;yeI at which toxici.ty test results couItlb.e affected by total . . ~ 
amnlonia, as noted in: the EPA Guidance Method for ,Assessing the.j Further for future testing the toxiciry iaboratory wilt be '/ 
Chrortic ~Toxicity of Marine and EstuarjneSediment:Asso~iateddirected to collect 2 additional totaI""arid-un-ionizcct ammonia L/: 
Contamirla?tswith.~he; • Amph!pod ~e()t~chdirus ... plumZllos.!{~ . .. testing if the initial readings8fe approaching toxic lev·e1s. I 
Concentrations of umO!1lzea ammoma, how:~er:exccedca ?~8 mg/L In I! 
threesamples(MCA-SD-JCC~02-04, MCA·SD-JCC-S-OI-04, andSD- ~ 

:-OS~29:04). This leveiis ider:ttified as the acceptaJf!Je test condition in the ! 
EPAgu.ida!ic~; .~ljIe there.d?es not.seemto-be a patt~m ~-j{h l.l~jmlized· ~ 
amr~lOUia a~d to)(lcyerslls .!l?~-to:ac sampks .. that ide?tJfies ·It·as -~n·· '1 il 
obvIOUS tOXIC factor, the ex:cee(lances shollld.~erh~l~9 m the report 10 1 

order tOrecogJiize mat lcsCconditions may -notha\iebeen optimal. Also, 
severa]' samples; other than;:,the.:tlfreelisted here, hl!delevatecl unionized II 

. _ .• J 

ammonia concentratiolls,:.,Please· addres,s-the possibility . that ii 
cpf\centJ:;:ttionscould.ha\1erisen-.togreater -than O~g' ll1g/L 'before ii' 

dec:easing again to th~ iowcorcen~ations seen ond~.Y27:- In any future 
testmg; when ammonlaconccntratlOfls apR!9!.lsG toxldevelsat the~start-- i 

·Of the'test,' some corisiderationshouJd be giv,:.nto conti.nuedmo,nitoring I 
of this paramcte'i' duringthe test, and possibly adding a wate~ rerie~:lllmd !I 

. chemistry checkpriorto.-restorgal1isrrrintroduction; incase the ammonia II 

was built up during sample;svorage and coultl!Je quicklY dissipated. this II 
could..remoy>e .. a,rumonia.,as.a·c.cmf,oundi.n<>·toxi·c factor. :,:. ~ 

-" .-.. -. Genera~ .~Thet~xt dis~.I!~s~~.ye<l!lydiff~rences:inCO~c(:mcentra.tionsiIl biota. The'te.Xt win be'revised to include ~ sw;:rnary of mlllti~y~ar I 
CommenUPa<>e Th~d!scUSS10n ~~m~!.als.data:.~ote",mR?l"tI9t1I~f, the ?lfferences ·.tren~ll1 ICOCs. See also AppendIx E m the report, whIch ~ 

4~J3. b between 2006.ani:l2007. As wal; done for the dISC1:SSIO~ of PCBs, the provlge data trend plots. . ~ 
summary of difference between years should exam me dIfferences over __ -.-I 

2 



F"~ll1ent· . - - I # LocatIOn Comment Response I 

I 
_.-.. -- all previous years, not just anincrease or decrease from 2006. Some, ,- .. ,= ~ 

I 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 i !i 

~ 
capture an. accurate trend over the entire period. il 

, ~ 
" 

No,biyta.dataarepresented forMCA-SDA~S~04in Group 2. Were Biota data were colJectedfromsample.location MCA-SDA-S- i 
I bivalves collected at this location? Ifnot, please explain the missing 04 in Group 2, duringR?und4; 11O'wever,Biota(Clams) were ~ 
~ sample. not.collected from sample location MCA-OS in Group 3, ~ 
" G' I '. durmg Round 4.. i 
II 3 enera, . ~ I 

Comment I, I N b··': . I 11' tl fl' ·'h· . , .. 

4 

. .' o. lotasamp es were co .eete· rom t IS statIOn, dllrmg 

General 
Comment 

Please review the qualifiers ·in the Group meaa columns in the tables. 
For e~a)J1p,le,in Table 4-7, alunlinnm'andantimony shouldJlave a U 
qualifier for the 2007 means. 

Round 4, due to the roch)' bottoni. Similarly in 2005 Round 2 
biota data were not collected from this location due to the 
rocky bottom. 
A group lnea,nis.the average of:the/magnitude of detections i 
andY2the value-ohbe method reporting limit for non-detect: 
results. The group mean is a. mathematically derived ' 
nurnerical :esult, so data qualifiers, such as"U" for non-detect, I 
are not asslgned to the group mean result.i 

I- I Some of the tenns in the tables are not defined, or are not defined . AU terms. intbe table foomotes, wili be reviewed and properly 1 
accurately (e.g., Matrix "ET' in Table 4-7; PAL-vs-RDL in Table 4-7). . defined. ;: 

5 

6 

7 

General 
Comment 

General 
Comment 

General 
Comment 

':,; 

Plea~e review and correct as needed. i 
-

The Work PJan indicates that water depths should be measured at each' 
sample location and recorded along\vith the tide stage. Were these 
measurements takes? Ifso, please add the infonnatioi1t6 the report. 

~ 

Depth .to bottom was recorded, in the {ield logbook, and this II 

data will be added to Table 3-1.i 

\ 
i~ 

The WorkPlanjndicates that biota sampres shOnld be "collected by IA commercial rak;::[ .has been used to coIled samples since II 

divers by hand based onpreviouscexperience at the site and rimita~iQl1Sof Round Lwith great success. Locations, such as MeA-OS ii 
sampling.ineelgrass areas," Tliet~x.t onPa&e 3:5, howeyer,state~that a d~jng.R?lmd 1, Rou.n:d 2, and Round 4, . fypica:ly have not II 
com~erc!~t~a~er.w.aseillployedtocol1ecttbe~blYa]ve .samples. Please,~ ·YieldedblValves due to the rocky nature of the habItat. ~. 

'expla:m wfiy (hvers were not used and confirm that the rakmg method dId I 

not affedeelgrass plants. F.Urther,. as the us. e of rakes and dredges has proved to be i' 

successful.. the additional health and safety risk inherent with 
S~UBA diving isnot warranted. " "1 

·-A[soduring the Eilvironmental Risk Assessment (SAIC/URl ~ 
1997) rakes were used. to collect bivalves. ,,~ 

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



Comment L . I ~ 
L # LocatIOn Comment I Response. ~... . ....... ! 
1,- =. the eelgrass population at the site is highly localized andi 

8 

9 

II 

/1 

I 
I~--· 
II I 10 

~ 
II 

I 
II 

I 

I 

I 

General 
Comment 

General 
Comment 

Gene.ra! 
Cominent 

General 
ComrTlent 

: Specific I Page 3-~3.2: 
Comment 1 

The report does not provide the sizes ofthe individual bivalves that were 
collected by the raking method. Because organisms can have higher 
concentrations ofbioaccuJlmlative chemicals in their tissue as they age, 
this information would help interpret differences between sites and 
betwe~n years. Please, add these results. 

The text on Page fet explainsthatasample c:O'~!dilOt be collecte.clat 
sample stationMCA~08 becausethea.rea wasrdcky. This explanation 
should be enhanced a litt;c, Sedimenfhad been collecteaat this location 
intlie past. ,Given that there)was~T1(m.gh sediment at the location to 
collect saniples in 2004, 2005, and 2006, please provide further 
explanation for.the area no longer ha·Ying avai!ablesediinent to aHow for 

Isampl in~. Will this spot beresampledinthenext sa.mpl.ing round 0; will 
the locatIOn be moved? For the next sample round, It nugh! be preferable 
to use a diver to coIiect the sample at MCA-08. 

minimal in comparison to the.size of the area. i 
.[ 

I! 

. Bivalves sizes were not recorded in the log book, as required! 
by the Work Plan during Round 4. Bivalves sizes will be !] 

recorded during RounD 5. I 
II 

At. sample location MCA-OS sampIe collection attempts were \i 

performed llsing a dredge. The dredge ·was dropped frYe. times II 

without successful recovery of sediment. Also the rake U~i:d I, 
forclam collection was damaged on the rocky bottom. with the 

~ ." 
loss of several teeth on the clam basket. Ii 

I. 

. . I 
Sample location MeA-OS will be sampied in Round S.. If 
sediment can not be coIrected, then the location will be offset 
by 20-fcet. 

. il Ti)e text on page 3-l \vill be revised, "At Station MC-\-08, tbe ! 
,ocean bottol'llwas comprised bfi"ocks and tile dredge could not ',~. 

coll.ect s:~iment, and five dredge drops failed to recover any 
sedIment' . 

. ~ 
Theyse of rakes ?!nd dredges is preferable, as the additional I 
hearth and safety ri$k inherent with SCUBA diving is not [I 

warranted. ! 
! The tablenumpersfor many of the datatabtes have beenrcrr,Jved by Locations of table hea4ers will be moved, so that they are Ii 

the three-hole punch for insertion into the three-ring binder. The legibJe in the 3-hole pun'ch bound reports. Ii 
missing table numbers maKe it difficult to review the data. It is ~ 
not a critical issue but, if the Table numbers/titles could be shifted ~ 

to avoid the hole, it would be helRfuI 
The report has numerous typos and grammatical errors throughout the 
text. Please review. 

At the top of the page, the text states that Mercenaria and Pitar bivalves 
were collected. Subsequent sections arltfdata tables only I:efer to 
Mercenaria, however. Please, cJarij)'ifPitaiwere collected andlof 
remove the· reference fo ·Pitar in this section. 

I 

Typos and grammatical errors wm be corrected throughout the 
report. 

The sentence, "Eor the ERA .. , .A{erc,enaria, .\vas the preferred ii' 

species fOf analysis, but it was necessary to replace or combine 
Mercenaria with· Pitar at stations were biomass requirements 
. ... ", will be deleted from the text, as sufficient biomass of 
Mercenaria bivalves was collected from all sample locations, 
except MeA-OS. 



;===-=-'----, 

Comment 
# 

Specific 
Comment 2 

Specific 
Comment 3 

Specific 
Comment 4 

Specific 
'Comment 5 

Locationl' 

Page 4-4. §4.2: 

Page 4-14. 
§4A: 

Comment 

In the bullet for chrysene (note misspelling for chrysene) the text states: 
"This analyte evaluated starting in 2004." This statement is repeated in 
subseq\:(;nt bullets for chrysene. Plea<;e, ciarify the meaning of this 
sentence. 

The final sentence states: "Further an P AH levels in biota from all 
Sample Groups'and the Reference Group are less that the PALs, which 
indicates that ICOCPAH exceedances ofihe BPRGs and RPRGs are not 
adversely affecting ecological receptors," This statement is too absolute. 
PAHs are not very bioaccumulative but can still be toxic. An assertion 
that COCs in sediment are not adversely affecting ecological receptors is 
more directly supported by the toxicitytest data, In this section, it is 
more accurate to say that COCs in sediment have not bioaccumulated to 
tissue concentrations likely to cause negative effects. Please, make this 
same correction elsewhere as needed (e,g., bottom of Page 5-1). 

1----- Re~p:ns-:- 1 
IJ 

I 
Chry~ene is not a.n leOe .Iisted in the L iMP (TtNU~ October 1 
2005); however, m 2004 it was added to the ICOC hst by the ~ 

~~ I 
I The sentenc-e, 'This analyte evaluated staring in 2004" will be I 

deleted trom the Round 4 report text, as footnote in Table 4- I II 
states that chrysene was add~d as an lCOe, but it is not in the !'I 

LTMP. I 
In Section 4.4, the following revision will be inserted, "Further ~ 
all PAH levels in biota from all Sample Groups and the ~ 
Reference Group are less that the PALs, which indicates that I 
lCOC PAH exceedances ,of the BPRGs and RPRGs have not il 
bioaccumulated to tissue concentrations likely to cause 1\ 

negative effects". I 
I 

In Section 5.0, the following revision will be inserted, "Biota ~ 
t~sting showed no ?ioa~.cumulation to tissu~ cOl~centrations I 
llkely to cause negative eJects, as lCOC PAHS .. ", . ii 

II 

I Th' 'ox, rero" '0 , ",'n&', ,?mpo"'" \,fuen" ",mpl, ",ult'; Thi' i, a '. Th' "'" ~ill b, revi"d" fo lIew" ''Toxicity '''' CO" ,,, from I 
little c<Jnftising. PresuITmhly, the results from reference samples were tliefiye sub-sample sites in reference Group 5 were I! 

Page 4-15, 
§4.5.l: 

averaged (arithmetic or geometric mean?). The term "composite" aI-iihrnetically averaged to provide a single reference' group II 
suggests that the sediment samples themselves may have been result". 1'/ 

composited, which wasn't the case. Please clarify. 
" I 

"" I 

The, t~X'tstates that 5arnp~~e:;.v:erer.ate€!astoxic if "m~!'talitywas at least' The text wW be; r~vised as fol~ows", "Fc)l'the-se tests~~eilimellts ~ 
25,% lugher,than and st<l'ftstlcalJydlJferent from Refetence GiOup sample' are rated as tOXIC If mortaltty IS at least 25 percent higher than Ii 

Pacre 4-J 5. '1 n'lortaIltf" Thi.·So.' verstates, th,e conSideratio,Il. Of.th, ,e R, e,fere.n.ce,!,'eS,ults. the labor',ato~ co Il,tro. I samp,le. Toxicity ?ata will a!so be 1\ 

;'4.5.1: Th.e work,' Plan, state,s that Reference ~ata would b~ uS,ed to tnterp. ,.r,et the I ~o, mpared: WIth. GfO, up 5 \refere~ce statl0n) data m the I 
~ results, not to,definetheresults;as'toxlc or non-toxIC: Please, refine the mterpretatlon of effects to receptors, " I I ,text, 10 .. cJar:ifv,, __ .,t,hiS PO, i.nt'! " 

Il....:......- . r " .:.,' , 

U The last paragniph on'the page states that mean Leplocheirus survival The following text will be added to this section, "Differences 

Specific 
Comment 6 

Page 4"16. 
§4.5.1: 

between Groups 2, 3, and 5 was comparable, It does nUL aprear that in Leptocheirus toxicity results within a group may be 
these results wereactllally compared statistically. A statisticalattJ:ibutable to environmenlui factors other than the ICOCs". ii 
comparison with Reference results should be made in order to support the II 
as,sertioIltha~ t~eme~n!re~u~tS:fof;a'paryic~~atgr6up are ~~ceR~,,?I:'i' " '. .' , '" . ~ 
Sta[)dard,toxlclty;te~tstatlstlcalapproaches' should be used for tOXICity The mean (anthmetIcally denved) Leptocheirus survival rate Ii 

test~nteppretation,ln,addition,"anyhon-niortality endpotritsogudias . for Group 2 was by non-statistical comparison less than 25% \1 

reproductio~and,:growth.thatdiffe[Cs.ignificantiY fr~mtcference. stations differel)t than the. 9roup 5 {refe~cnc~)~efJtoch~irus slU"viva] ! 
shpcl,l!d he dlsctlssed.reJatrve to,!chemlCaJ concentratIOns: 9f:all.measured J:ate, and the Group '3 mean Leptocnelrus surVIval rate was !i 

.... .or 



Comment 
# 

Location Comment 

-', p,otentially':toxic chemicals,'not jU5Hhosefor which PRGswei-6derlved. 
,EPAhad commented previously that the PRG deri'vation approach used 
for.thissite;assumes,'c()"locationofcontaitlinants tosome'tlegree. This 

,assumption couldin ·some insta~cestesliltincoiltarhinantsil\~t lack' a 
,PRO stiILcontributing'to toxicity :in it·toxicitytest. . "': 

11 

R~sponse t 
- --- --, ,---~ 
, le~s ,than 25~';' differ~nt than ,the Group Leptocheirus survival 1 
~te., i! 

- .. ' " . I! 

• Only the indicator COCs were evaluated as reported, as these \1 

were determined to be key contaminants in evaluation of the \i 

,Site dUJing the DQO process. il! 
I, 
!i 

11 

II 

----+--------+--'-T-he.-.:" -'-ta-b-Ie--1-:. rs-:t-s-:-ai-IB-P-R-'G-'",.-fo-r-c-h-r)-'s-e-~'-e-o-f.-5~89'-'---"U-gJ~'k-g-. -1'-'h'-e-'-o'-th-e-'r-B-P-R-G-s--4-C=h=-r;-'se-n-e-=-is-n-e-:-it-h-_e-r-:--in-tl-,le-R-O:-:D~n-?-r-t-h-e-L-T-lv-l-p-a-s-. a-n-Ic-,-O-c-l.j 
. werepreYH)uslyestablished and.llsted III t.he Work Plan. T?eBPRG for Chry,se?e was .a~ded to ~le IC?C lJst by ~he.Navy III Round 1 Ii Specific 

Com,ment 7 

Specific 
Comment 8 

Table 4"t 

Table.1.:Q 
through 4-IQ,;, 

chryseu,cwas not.. Please;cxplamhow thIS BPRG was derived. to provide addltlOnaLPAH envlfonmentalmdlcators.!: 
, , " Ii 

The se:condcolur:nnis'hea<fea~'$ari)ipJeGrdl\p'NUlribej-.", Does. this r~fer 
to Groups,2, 3, and 5 or to'3-sfatistic~l'iroupjng7 Ifittefers {othe Gr-0up 
rrttnibers;please aod them~" "" -

II 

I The Sample GroupNumberlisted.~lTables4':&, 4"9; and4,10li 
'is an intem~l labOratory control number used only for the Ii 
laboratory's mtemal p~lrposes, ' 

For, clarity, the laboratori control number will be removed, 
and,' t,he McAllister Point Sample Group number will b",~ ,II' 

i inserted. l 



Reviewer: 
Date: 
Respondent: 
Date: 

Ginny Lombardo 
May 14,2008 
ECC 
June 6, 2008 

Responses to EPA Comments 
,Annual Mo.ni~(}ring Report, Operation & Maintenance 

. Activities 2:007 Site Of-McAllister PointLandfiH 
Newport, Rhode Island 

I '-~~~- . _. , ==, i Com#ment 'j Loca'tion Comment L '. . , ,Response.. ~ 
, A sectloll will be auued to the text mterpretmg the results of II 

General 

r-- -,--'-

2 I General 

Landfill gas sampling data are provided in Section 2,4 and referenced 
tables and ApR end ices in the report: Please add a section on the 

, interpretati,onofthe l'tndfiUgas samplingresults,' describing ho\,,; the 
landfill·gashas changedsinceimpJementationofthe remedy; \;vhether the 
results are w'ithinacceptable ratlges, and whether the results support that 
the rcmedy is protective. 

I 
the landfill gas sampling that has occurred since 2002. !I 

" ' f 

The L Tl\fP (TtNUS October 2005) nor the ROD provide action II 

limits for landfill gas; however, the two downwind monitoring '~I 
stations for ambiellt air \veTl~ non-detect for methane·and total II 
hydrocarbons. 

- Ii 

A statement will be added to Section 4.0 Summary that the fi 

remedy is protective. ~I 

II A section oninterpretarion of the groundwater data will be 
provided, to in:ch~~e im ass:essmenLCOC migration off-site'and II 
that the remedy is protective. ~ 

, , " '. ~' 
" " " , , . I 

A tag map with call out boxes wjll be, added to the report. Theil 
call out boxes will list COCs with exceedances of LTMP ~ 

,'1er, groundwater with contaminants • project action limits for all data from 1993 to present ~i 
migrating off-site. . II 

ill, A s:ction Sh?,Ul~~e,;a,dd'e. d,to the re"port t"o ,diSC,USS th.e Nove,mber, ~007 For this report ~ bri~f secti,on of~u!l~ted items de~cribing th~ ;\ 
mamtenance actIvItIes. The November 20.07 effort IS referred to .In November 20.0. / mamtenance actIvItieS presented 111 Appendlx ~ 

:-- several piacesin Section3 ofthe report. In addition, the Landfill F and elsewhere in the text will be added to the text Ii 
Corrective Action Pian,in Appendi:::;:, ~iden.tjfiesa number;of activities It 

that. were conduc!ed. iII No,~embet 2007 to ad~r~ss deficiencies identified ! 
dunng past landtjJJ UlspectlOl'ls. However, tIllS IS an !i~lportant 2007 I! 
O&M effort and a separate seGtioD de~ailing the ,eventandthe,activities I! 
thattook place should be incIudediri.the text of the report. Ifthere are Ii 
any photOs fwm the Noveinbei 2007 maintenance activitie,s documenting i 
the corrective actions implemented, these should be included in the II 
report. ' ii 

i! 

3 General 

"'" 

' .. ' 



I 

Comment 
# 

Location 

,-

Comment Response 

. the April 19, 20,07 in~pection. Therefore, observations of deficiencies be developed and added to the final report for the April 19, . 
There is .. n . .0. F.acility I. ns .. pection ... Report. f .. or.I.ll pro. vided in ,.\ppendiX F for. A Facility Inspection Re?ort~nd Corrective A~tion Plan will ll.' 

Ii . and reSommen.dations fo[:.corre?fi~eac.tiol)..s based 91l this mspectionare 2007 storm event inspection. II 
ii not addresseduT the Fac~ltt)'.Peficlet.W·les Report or the Landfill' i 
II~orrec~i~'e A~tion ~l~n. DefificDcies Ol:Jserved at the )\pri12001· ! 
I mspectJOn arenoted~t: .' ., . ..' .' II 
II . );>,.' P~ge3~~2, ~ection 3 ... 1 ~ba~espotsaro~nd;ihe top.~d.ge of the I: 

II 4 General we~t:Jde ()fthe .Iandfill;recomm.endatlpn fOf nwau:mg and rc- l-

ii sQddmg these areas; ...... . ". .' II 
'I );- Paget4, ~ediort 3.5 - a s91all erosion type channel cut across ~ 

I
, the road; and,... !, 

I
, ;. page."3-.'6:S6ction3.s-e'arthmollndsaroundwellsandvents Ii 

II wer~ o~served to h~ve holes and ruts; recommendation for . ii 

. I repa1r. " ~ 

~ Page 2-1, 2-2· . . '. .••. . .' .. . '.. ..' r '. . . .'. ". " The text on pages 2-2 and4~ 1 that sh6ws the unit of percent for ~ 
II d41 Thetextonpage2-1.mdlcatesthatullItsJOrhydrogensulfidearempmts h d ]"d 'llb . dt I' '11' ~ 
t an - . '. .. '. -' ... ' '. ". y rogensu ,I e va e revise 0 tle umt parts Der ml Ion ~ 
. 5 S'" .' ?' I . permll1l9n{gpm}. Howev.er; texton pages 2-2 and 4-1 use the UIlIt of ( ) . '\ 

6 

ectlOn _. . ..' ppm . Ii 
and4.0 PtiJcent Please correct. I 

Page 2~4, 
Section 2.4.3, 

-Page 2-5, 
Section 2.4.4, 
and Appendix 

C 

T. h._.e.·.t.ex. t.. 0 .. I.IR~g. (!s .. ' .. 2.'. -.4_an.d.2 .... -S reD. ers ,to t .. h. ecompari.son of h.l.·S., tori._C~I. . A .. table. \-vill be. included t.lla~ detaiisrhe AS1'M1945 and TO- '1 
methane results and hIstorIcal total hydroc:arbon results tablllateci m 12 TPE analytICal results, 'smce 2002. The reference to ., 
I:YppebttiiC. Appendix Chas ... only the August 2007 data: swnmarytables Appendix C ,viII be removed from the text and this nev,: table II 
presenting all of the gas sampling analytical data. There are no historical wilLbe cited. t 

data tables for methane or total hydrocarbon results. Please clarify the '. Ii 
location of the \listoricai information and provide in Appendix C. 11 

'. '....'- ~ 
7 Tables 3-1,3- Please refer tCl'.these,~bles ir Section.3_9 and oVer additional discussion Tables 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3 \vill be Cited in Section 3.9. ~ 

II:--- 2, & 3-3 on the data presentedm~hese tabl~s, If approprIate.. .... . '. _ . il 

a.) LmldfiH.C(l.p InspectIOn compppt;nt: One ObStTvatlOn (consistent d.) The 311lmal blllTowmg near GVR-!O) wIl! be J! 

/i 

8 

Appendi,,, F, 
Facility 
Inspection 

Report 

with text inS~c.tio'n 3:.1)i~?of anlDlal burrowing near GVR-l 05. This further looked into to determine if this is con~idered a ! 
, observation is riot carried forward as a deficiency in the Facility deficiency and to detennine if corrective .action is warranted. Ii' 

Deficiencies Report. Note that comment 4 of EPA' s comments on the ~ 

final 2006Annua10&M Report (issued via email on January To, 2008)' b.) The observation in the LandfHI Inspection Report that il 

"'discussed .. th.e anim .. al.burr ... oWin .. g deft.s;..ltO:I1CiCS .re .. porte.d in. the 200.6 report "settling points that appeaiedto have been bumped by mowing ~!I 
and requested that, if similar findings were observed in 2007, that .machiaery previously did not appear to have been impacted ! 
recommendations forrnonii:oring indJor corrective actions be made. further" will be added to text in Section 3.1. J 

Since this concern was not carried forward as a deficiency again in this ~ 
Draft 2007 O&M Report, no corrective actions are provided. Please c.) The following citation will be provided as afootnote, 2006 i 
.consider whether corrective actions are wan'anted for this deficiency. 1 ,I Semi-annual (l 0/19/2006) or aa a footnote to the ~ 

b.) L,mdfill Cap Inspe ..... c.tl.·.on .. c .. o .. mpone .. n.'.t.: A.JtQther.o .... bse.rv ... ation. r.epo .. ded .. Ii d .. ). G ... ener.all.Y, t.I .. l.e. m::: .... :r:ten .. ance needed to be completed after II 
here was that "settling points t~at appeared to have. been. bumped by .. ~e previol,ls sear's landfill inspection is finished prior to the I 

IL-- , mowing machine~y pre~ious'IYdid not appear to Iiave·bcenimp,·,cted " following year~~)ns~c~~n. However, due to severe winter t 

J 



if 

Comment 
# 

9 

Location 

Appendix F, 
Landfill 

Correttiv~ 
Action Plan. 

Comment 

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

c.) Stonn Revetment Beach Area Inspection component: The 
obseryations column 11ere r:efers.to·corrective actions t*en that v.'ere 
"noted in our previous report." Please provide a reference for the 
previous report cited here. 

'cr.). Not):!:PleasetJadf)' the;meanlng.of the "Note" induded.at the' end of 
,. the. Facifityhlspeciion Report. . 

.•.. -. I 

I' a;)·.Fqritem ttherecommendedactiol1 inCluded tlie applicaticlIJ of 
herbkidea10ng the fenc:c::Ii1}&. The 'description oCtile adion 
pel-formed does not discuss that herbicide was applied. \\<11at is the 
status of the recommendation for herbicide application? 

b.) Under the recommended actions for Item 4, it is noted that the 
possible hitting ofthe settling points with the mowing equipment 
could cause false settlement observations and ShOll Id be noted in the 
.settlementsur:veyreports. Page 3-7, Section 3.9, does indicate that 

. there wassoHte evide-nce0'Umpact at SP-003, but the implication of 
falsesettletrient·obseiV'ations i5not di~cussed here. Please clarifY. 

c.) Therccomin~ncJed.ac~ion for It~m 2 is scheduled for Spring 2008. 
. The 2008 AnnuaLO&Nt'Report.»,U!·.need to report oDcallcm:rective, 

actions <;Olupleted to address recommendations froTn the 2007 
Landfill Correcti.on Action Plan. . .~. 

~=-======~====~~~~~~~==~========~====.==========~~====== 

Response 

stonns (during winter 2006-2007) and at the request of the 
Navy the landfill inspection for 2007 was completed before the 
maintenance required by the 2Q06 was done. 

"a:~)Herbicide was .applie-daloRg the fence line in November II 
2007. This will be added to the "action performed" column for 1\ 

item I in the Corrective Action Table. I 
b.) A discussion of the possibility of false settlement II 
observations for sp-om, due to the impact by the mo\ving Ii 
equipment, will be added to the text on page 3-7 under Section Ii 
3-9. :i 

c.) The 2008 Annual O&M Report will report on all past Ii 
corrective actions that OCCUlTed in 2008 or were scheduled to 
be performed in 2008. 



SAMPLE ISSUES 
RIDEM Comment 17: 

SAP Work Sheet # 11 
Identification of the 
Decision Statement 
Marine Sediment Extent 
of Contamination 
Page 35, 1 sf Paragraph 

EPA Soecific Comment 
15. e.391 Stell. 4: 

GOULD ISLAND DISCUSSION TOPICS W~f-r PDtl ONL--y 
S J Dc,(] 

'II. ./ .... -
RIDEMIEPA Comment Navy Proposed Response Comment 

Base upon the information presented in Figure 11 ~2 the Additional discUssions on this subject are warranted. Please 
majority of the sediment samples on the east side ot the refer to the response to EPA comment No. 15. 
island are approximately 100-150 feet from the shore line. 
Overland flow, groundwater migration and releases from Sediment sample locations along the northeast shoreline 
discharger pipes are the major routes of contaminant where placed to adequately determine the extent of 
migration. Accordingly the Phase 1/ samples need to be contamination defected during the Phase I RI sediment 
collectedeloser to the snore. Please relocate me sampling. They also serve to fill any gaps in the coverage of 
proposed samples so that tHe majority of the samples are the Phase I sediment sample locations. 
within fifty feet of the shore (unless a discharge pipe 
extended out more than fifty feet). Please relocate one All located discharge pipes were sampled during the Phase I 
sample to the following locations: immediately adjacent to sampling effort. / 
Buildings 54, 38, 50. Col/ect two samples immediately , 

east of the Riggers Storage Building and east of the A map from the Background Summary Report can be 
transformer at the end of the north pier. A limited number provided which depicts the Building 54 COnf!1lTl9~ory sample 
of samples5:flould be locatedw;thin 50-150 feet of the locations. 
shoreline. Any discharge pipes which were not sampled 
on the west or the. east side of the. island during the Phase Only surficial samples (0 to 6 inches) are proposed for the 
I Investigation should be sampled in the Phase 1/. • The ··northeastand northwest shorelines. In the Stillwater Basin, 
location of the confirmatory samples .tor the Building 54 . .four sample intefVarsare ·proposed. 
release should be depictedand samf?les~hou~d be 
collected adjacent to the removalarea (one sample may 
be collected at depth within the removal area to ascertain 
if PC{3contamination in thegroundwatei is affecting the -

sediments). Final/y, at all focationsi;surtace and ; 
subsurface samples. should. be collected; -

, 

". 

Investigation of only 'thesudicial subtidal sedimentisnot Subsurface subtidal sedime.nt samples were collected during 
sufficient to characterize the extent oreontamination arid th,e Phase IHI. Ohly three samples contained exceedances 
omission Qf samplingforintettidalsedimenlcreates an of criteria. Based on previous sampling results, the 
apparent data gaPJn .ciefi"ing th,e, .. extet)t of sediment characterization of contamination through the collection of 
contamination· Please' iriclude.subsurface. subtidal surficial, ~ubtidal-sediment samples along northeast and 

_' sediment sampling andihteitidal sediment sampling here northwest shorelines should be sufficient. 
as well. 

Addi~i()naJ di~cu~on maybe warranted regarding sampling 
the intertidal areas. Please refer to the response to RIDEM 

--- -- -

Page 10f 6 



GOULD ISLAND DISCUSSION TOPICS 

RIOEMComment52: 

SAP Work Sheet # 17 
Sampling Design and 
Rational 
Ecological Sampling, 
Page 94, 

EPA Specific Comment 
21. p.51: 

RIOEM Comment 11: 

Section 1 0.4 Risk 
Assessment 
Page 30, 6 th Paragraph 

. Tne report proposes using. the reference station Potters 
Cove. Due to its location, and characteristics the reference' 
Stiiffon at Cranston 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 
Cove or simply use Cranston Cove. 

EPA strongly recommends thatthe areas with highest 
historic. metals contamination be sampled as part of the 
six "locations to be determined" in order to better correlate 
toxicity and contamination. Otherwise. the. challenges 
associated with resolving multiple stressor responses with 
limited data could lead to inconclusive results. 

As noted in previous correspondence, the Office of Waste 
Management has a·numberof concems with respect to 
the ecological risk assessment,espec;ally with respect to 
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 
necessary to take additional samples in these areas as 
PEirt. of the Phase 1/ Remedial Investigation. If this is not 
the case then additiooalsamples. sho/.Jld'"becollected. 

ANALYTICAL ISSUES" 
RIOEM Comment 20: I Ple,ase i(ldicEite why the assessmf3nt endpointqytochrarite 

P450was notevalqated; ....;." 
Sediment stations, 
Exteritof Contamination; 
Page 40 

~. ··-:::·c 

Cemmen117. 

The reasen fer using Petters Ceve is because it has been 
used as a reference lecatien in the past. There is less data 
available fer Jamestewn-Cranston Cove. The propesal te 
use this reference locatien will be censidered. 

Tlwsu9ge~tien abeve iSjan acceptable 'approach. The six 
locatiens tebe deterl1}lined·c~n be coUected frem the. highest 
histeric,m~tals.:¢britarnlnation .. _Aqditien!iId.1$ttis~on maybe 
warranted inacceidance with RlDEM cemments. 

': ".. . 

.-
'the commeritisnetea. Sincetheslibject oftheQAPP is.the 
coilecticmofadditf6naJ samples,allc!i~9n .of _ -
remediatien sheuld be Mid until after these samples are 
cellected. . 

CytochromeP450 is sel'rle!imes used aSE! biemark(3(pf .' 
exp0Sure.te varieus chemicals such as PAHs.Thiswas 
cpndoctedfoisite;,19'(Cierecktor Sh[pyard) b,ut the limitatiens 
tbafwere found were'the-availabilityofeneugh resident fish 
te p(OviQea pr-oper sample sii:e,lnaharborenvironment' 

,·thefishare inore likely te be territerial, and en the islan(j 
. location, the fish tend'te -bemers transitienal. Additienal 
discussipns maybe warranted if RIDEM feels this endpeint 
is p1erited. 
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GOULD ISLAND DISCUSSION TOPICS 

RIDEM Comment 28: 

Biota Tissue 
Concentration Endpoints 
Page 45 

The work plan discusses evaluating PCB concentrations 
in the tissue. Please qcmfirm)hat.alllissuesamples will 
be anal'ized for all of the chemicals 01 concern and 
eviifuations will occur for a/l chemicals of concem. 

RISK ASSESSMENT ISSUES, t 
RIDEM Comment 26: I The work plan proposes employing dose response 

curves to eliminate chemicals of concern. Toxicity is 
just one endpoint in the ecological risk assessment. 
£/imin§lting a.qontaminan sed U on·toxicity, when 
-It is. OUI) to vean impact.ontissueconc..entratiqn 
or other matrixes will result iii 'this contaminant not 

Benthic Invertebrates 
End Points 
Page 44,. 

." 

" being1dentified as a contaminant dfc6hcefn. 
Therefore, p/e?se eliminatethisprov.ision from- the 
workplq.n.· - . 

.:0'.'< ' 

Previous analysis of tissues from macroinvertebrates 
(bivalves) found limited contaminants in those tissues. This 
data was used to select analytes for the phase 2 remedial 
investigation. Additional tissue analyses are not warranted. 
Addlti9nal discu~i.on can be held on this matter if needed. 

The Navy believes that further dis-qUss,tOnis warranted 
regarding tnisdomment, which indicates a . -_ 
fundamental difference in trow tOXIcity test data are 
used:'· Toxicityieshrig isccmducted.because .chemical 
.concentratibnsalready exceed chemical;;based ... 
criteri9-, which are based .on .scientificand-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 toxic to sediment invertebrates at the site. 

The position taken by RIOEM is in direct conflict with 
USEPA policy and Navy policy as Well .. If RIOEMis 
not willing to accept theresults'ofthe t()xicity tests as 
a; primaryindicator,'of toxicitytb benthic invertebrates, 
tnere 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 Hterature~based ecological screening 
criteria. R.IOEM.is reql!~sted to reconsiderthe 
cOmment,and take part ,in a technicaldlscu$SiQf.l 
between the risk a.ssessorson this matter. 
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EPA Specific 
Comment 17. p.41. 
!H.~ 

GOULD ISLAND DISCUSSION TOPICS 

The proposed interpretation of the Leptocheirus test 
. is not acceptable. The laboratory control is only 
intended for determining whether the test organ£sr1J$ 
·and procedures wereacceptable,'noflor'comparison· 
with site samples. All comparisons should be made 
to the reference mean. Theproposed approach 
would allow various combinations of comparisons to 
the reference stations with the. lowest survival, 
growth,or reproduction, 'fVhich is not acceptable. 
EPAdoesntpt.ac98f!lt the arbitrary rules for growth 
aod repl:oductlon;filVo!vingdhe; use'ofpooled 
refer~nceCta1ai':Isome, . .eases:and individual' ' 

, refererice~s;ta;tl~(Js:inoitferci:Jses; The 20:percent 
dffMrenqe iuJesar,e,also arbiteafyanei;shouldbe 
avoide:d.,:EPA.recof1i1/'"(}B,Qd,s :standacd tbxicitytest 
intwpretafi"n.'Plqt~O!s,:wHhOin: applyingarbitra,ry 
standarqs, lo, th,esete;sfs."FifJally;t/;1e.:yisuaJ 
inspeetkihot:toxlcitY\ls, .. chemiqa(cofiTcentration may 
npt be siJtfici(3nt;to Icle;nfifYaJ7tyr:eJatiolilshiptJeMeeiJ 
toxicity arycl,co..m,uJ1ination.·./4§etot'lEf3>M",quotients 
for chi:nnlcalgrQups,mC!¥'l'Je?pseJu/:asanadditional -
ch(?ck.Al1]ulttV{lfia,tB, statisticC!!kapproach may also 
be needed.. -- .",:, .' , 

:-<";:,,; 

I-'.~: 

)'. 

'.';. 

"':>~ 

, ~.,~ 

It is standard practice to compare the results of the 
site samples from toxicity tests to the results of the 
laboratoryc.ontrol·samples. Intact, Se-ctibh~12.2.1()f 
the USEPA Method for Assessing the Chronic. Toxicity 
of Marine and Estuarine Sediment-associated 
Contaminants with the Amohipod Leptocheirus 
plumulosus, First Edition, states that "Statistical 
methods are used to make inferences about 
populations, based on samples from those 
populations. In most sedimenUoxicity tests,. test 
organisms .are.e~posedto contaminated. s~dirnent to" 
estimate therespo.'o~~ of the population of laboratory 
organisms. The orga'nism resporl§e t.pt~,~s.e:. 
S,edimehtsisusuajly c()/Jlpared with theresPQA,$e to a 
control or referenc~,sediment" .rh~refore,.it-is not 
Clea:r whyli~E~~qp~s .'o9t penelle, ii .is,'a~~eptabl~ to 
compare th~ ,site ~~ruRre{to. thee iaporatory cc>ntrot. 
samples. Arso',. itisii6.t. clear Why ;all cOrnPs{isODS 
mustoe madet6 tneteferencemean ... Typi9a1ly, the 
statis!ica]cbmpgrfsgnsare. made on a ,samplePy 
sample basisa:n(f~ach 'site ~ample jscompared to 

; eachreferenc'e'$'ari"lpl,e. ,Beca:use 6fuSEPA .' 
comniE3h~~ oi)~;IJQt'~ersite)ri.Regip9); the Navy 
agre~d;'t9 cc>n,p~(~'themean groi,vthof each,site 

. ,sanipIEn6themeal'l: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. 

• Please 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 . 

. Whijp tile. Navy.agree$; to includeERM~quotients for 
ch~micalgroup$,asanadditional check for evaluating 
th~~oxi21ty t~st.dafa;aconeern with;thisapproach' is 
thatdiffer:entcHernj9al,~in.ea~h sample maybe 
responsible for· the ERM~quotientvalue'in diff-erent 
samoles, thus makinQ it dlfficult-to determine 
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GOULD ISLAND DISCUSSION TOPICS 

appropriate cleanup levels, if they are needed. 

. . .. ' .. .. ..... :Pleaseseeth~ N,av,y's respOflsetoSpecific Comment 
The Leptocheirus test is probably the strongest line , . .No. 17,. Addi~i?nal,-d~9US$iQ~~ may be needed; 
of evidence for benthic risk. However, the proposed· ·Please .. suggest the.type of multivariate statistical 
interpretation criteria include a number of arbitrary approacn or~other.apprQact\es fOr identifying dose-
cut-ofts, as well as inappropriate comparison with . r~spoqse relationships:;lhat EPA Qelieves maybe 
laboratory controls over reference stations. Plotting morsapprqpriate tJ1a:n,the method presented in the 
toxicity and chemistry data and looking for a visual aA'PP.· ...-
cue to eliminate contaminants is not likely to be 
worthwhile~ A multivariate statistical approach may 
be needed, or a variety of CiPproaches 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 
Attachment A. 

In Figure .11-4, the decision tree flow chart for 
ecological sampling (part 2) shows a consistent 
trend pf using the leas erva!ive a roach for 
t ~ BaSEl m~.'. ,9PlogicaIR;skAssessment. Por' 
example,,;! is.sta~e.d underthEl &entbicJnvertebrate 
toxicity testing portIon oUhe~fI€kwch'flll,t"fat.COC5 
will be c0f"T!pared. to. t/;Je L.OEOJnsti3'sGl:ofthe·NeJEC 
ComparisofJ to:tbe.f./QEQw.ouldbe:more" .. "c 

eonseivafive. Additiofllfllly, itJs.staJedunder the 
piscivordus wildlife POdiolJ..:oftheJlo:w,cbarUbat 
average tl~suecP9cen:tlations w;llbe;,usediiiiJ, the' 
food cbain modeJing; ,Use of maximum 
cohcentratio;'sjsJ:norecons.ervative~.· EPA ( 
recomroe.nc/s a' m'O(e90n~ervativ$ approach for the 

• BERAto~nsurethat,t/:le iqentified,assessment 
. endpointsaretea/ize.d .: ,'. 

-. 

AddiJiorialdisCf4~iQtion t~is is vvarranted. Typically, it 
is d01Timoritb adbptJhe most conservative values 
avallabl~wHenscre'ehing:cor.lt~mil:tants for inclusion in 
the risk assessment' Howeyer,'wbepaqtually 
identifYihgtlie:~ri~kJO the receptors, itmay.not be 
appropriate to 'slmplyadopt the '.mRst conservative. 
approach <malJ the variables.This IS b6caqsethese 
risks are uSed to establish the PRGs,;andifthe risk is 
based of1a;sefies;~f w~1I1ntention~ct'butNghly. . 
c<?nservativ~ laclClrs,a .Iarg.er than~p,prQpriate area (in 
some casesprohibitiveJy large) m~y b~. identified -for 
remediation. Q!~P9~~i~ ~hould.be heid t-eiqentify 
where more consetya.tisr'n is. appropr.iate so that~n 
overly conservaliveesti'mation of riskJs notestimated. 

, :: ;':, " (~ ,:', '< < .- • .' '. ' , , 

.', ~.'~ 
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GOULD ISLAND DISCUSSION TOPICS 

I CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL 
The conceptual site modi elimin,~te~ a f1qmQ€rq( _ Itis,unclear whatthis""commentis referencing. Figure 8-3. 
potentialexposureioutes that Were nown to e present shows soil'as a media impacted by contaminants. Comment 

Appendix A Conceptual 13{ me Site and scm may be. As .an illustration, eCBs were could be referencing Table 1 (Surface Soil) which stated no )," 

$iteMo~el present in the surface soil at a number of locations. receptors are affected for PCBs. Additional fjj~ is 
SUifacf? sOlfsamples will be cOllected at various locations 

"to ascertain if PCBs are stillpresent, however in the 
needed. 

'conceptualsitemodel surface soH is not consider an 
i:ixposureroute;. Th'esameholdstrue for TPH and PAHs. 
As'the above illustrates, it is inappropriate to eliminate 
exposure routes.orcontaminants sources at this pOint in 
the conceptual site model. Therefore, please remove 
these [imitations from the conceptual site model. 

RfDEM.'Comment'S9: The clJrrent conceptual silemodel would only consider 
AppendixA Conceptual Residentiat exposure to soil, sediments and groundwater fl;!ture residential exposures, not current exposures. It is not 
SfteModef must be included in the conceptual sitemodel necessary to revise the CSMat this point, since the focus of 

the investigation is the ecological assessments. Such 
changes (if appropriate) could be included when the CSMis 
updated f6i'the FS. However, additional at~ would 
be needeqfb be sure that it is appropriate, given the remote 
Io.cation.and access issues for the island. 

EPA S12.ecific Comment Please .add human and ecological receptors as receptors .' TheconceptucjJsi~e.mo.d~qe,~M)was taken from the Rnal 
26. ADDendix A, Table for PCB contaminants in surface soil .. Phas.e I fli. . Changes to the~~fy1l?houlcl be held until .it is 
1: -revised after additional data is c.ollected. Additional 

It is also unclear why cyanide would not potE3ntially impact diseusSionscan be held at that'time:· . 
receptors in both surface and ~ubsurface (Table 2)soi/s. 
Please explain the rationale for this conclusion 

-----------.. ------- ------ _ .. _---- - ------ -
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