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Mr. Paul Kulpa, Project Manager

Office of Waste Management
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Dear Ms. Keckler & Mr. Kulpa

Subiject: Final Removal Action Work Plan, Soil Removal Actions,
and Response to. Comments, Draft Final Removal Action
Work Plan, 0ld Fire Fighting Training Area, Naval
Station, Newport Rhode Island

The Navy is forwarding 4 copies (2 paper and 2 CDs) of the
Final Removal Action Work Plan for Soil Removal Actions at the
0ld Fire Fighting Training Area {OFFTA) at Naval Station
Newport, in Newport, Rhode Island. The Final Work Plan
incorporates comments and Navy responses, as appropriate, to the
Draft Final version of the Work Plan submitted on May 1, 2007.

Also enclosed, you will find responses to your comments

regarding the Draft Final Work Plan dated 6/25/07 and 6/29/07,
respectively.

Section 12 of the FFA for Naval Station, Newport provides
that once the need for a removal action has been determined,
various documentation including a work plan, for the proposed
action, will be submitted to EPA and the State for review.
Section 12.5(f) further states that after the Navy responds to
regulatory comments on the work plan, the EPA and State must
then declare whether they dlsagree or concur with the proposed
removdl action. Stavements provided by both thHe EPA and RLDEM
in their letters of 6/25/07 and 6/29/07, respectively, both
indicate concurrence with the need for this removal action.
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As far as the Navy can tell, most of the concerns expressed
by RIDEM are over the completeness of the removal action as it
pertains to the final remedy for the site. Please note that at
this time, the Navy is not considering this as the final remedy
for the OFFTA site. That determination will be made as part of
the discussions regarding the upcoming Feasibility Study.

As such, the Navy will not respond to any further comments
that may be issued regarding this work plan and will begin
efforts to mobilize into the field for the purpose of
implementing the work plan. A project schedule will be provided
to you shortly.

If you need to discuss this issue further, you can contact

me by phone at (757) 444-4217 or by email at
james.colter@navy.mil.

Sincerely,

JAMES L. COLTER, P.E.
‘Remedial Project Manager
By direction of the
Commanding Officer
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NOAA, Ken Finkelstein (1 paper, 1 CD)

Gannett Fleming, Paula Loht (1 paper, 1 CD)
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NAVSTA Newport FEAD, Bob Krivinskas (1 paper, 1 CD)
NAVSTA Newport RAB, c¢/o Cornelia Mueller (4 CD)
NAVFAC Atlantic, Dave Barclift
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Tetra Tech NUS (TtNUS) has prepared this removal action (RA) work plan to describe the Non-Time-
Critical Removal Action (NTCRA) and related activities that will be performed to (a) remove and dispose
of subsurface structures and contaminated soil and (b) construct an engineered replacement stone
revetment to replace the existing shoreline protection system at the Old Fire-Fighting Training Area
(OFFTA) at the Naval Station (NAVSTA) Newport located in Newport, Rhode Island.

The removal action described in this work plan only targets certain removal areas and provides
exploratory measures to determine other sources of contamination on-site. The Navy is not seeking or

expecting a determination of No Further Action based on the outcomes of this work.

The work described in this plan includes mobilization, site and staging area preparation, soil and structure
excavation and removal, revetment construction, protection of shoreline resources, prevention of
contaminant migration, confirmation sampling, waste characterization, equipment decontamination, on-

site soil reuse, off-site transportation and disposal, site restoration, and demaobilization.

A design document for the replacement stone revetment will be developed and provided as a separate

deliverable for review as a 30%, (similar to a Draft document) and 90% (similar to a draft final).

This removal action is being conducted in accordance with the Action Memorandum (Draft) prepared
under the Installation Restoration Program and Federal Facilities Agreement. The Action Memorandum

is attached as Appendix A.

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

NAVSTA Newport is located approximately 60 miles southwest of Boston, Massachusetts, and 25 miles
south of Providence, Rhode Island. It occupies approximately 1,063 acres, with portions of the facility
located in the City of Newport and Towns of Middletown and Portsmouth, Rhode Island. The facility layout
is long and narrow, following the western shoreline of Aquidneck Island for approximately 6 miles facing
the east passage of Narragansett Bay. The OFFTA site is located at the northern end of Coasters Harbor
Island in Newport (see Site Map, Figure 1-1) and occupies approximately 5.5 acres. It is bordered by
Taylor Drive to the south and surrounded by Coasters Harbor (part of Narragansett Bay) to the east,
north, and west. The site is generally flat, with base grade surface elevations ranging from 8 to 12 feet
above mean low water (MLW). The site is primarily overgrown with grass and few trees. A one-story
concrete block building (Building 144), used for recruiting offices, is located along the central southern

edge of the site. Access is restricted by a chain link fence along the southern side. Additional remnant
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fencing from a former ballfield and former recreational equipment storage area is located in the central

portion of the site.

The OFFTA site was home to a Navy fire-fighting training facility from World War 1l until 1972. During the
training operations, fuel oils were ignited and extinguished in various structures at the site including burn
pits, so-called Christmas tree above-ground spray nozzle arrays, and small "Carrier Compartment"
buildings that simulated shipboard compartments. A water/oil mixture used to ignite each structure was
reportedly transported between the buildings via underground piping. It is presumed that water and
residual fuels were drained from the structures, passed through an oil-water separator, and discharged to
Coasters Harbor. Historic photos and maps provided in the FS report (TtNUS September 2002) show
subsurface drainage pipes discharging from these structures directly north into Coasters Harbor (refer
also to historic drawings provided in Appendix B). Upon closure of the OFFTA site in 1972, the training
structures were demolished and some concrete slabs and rubble were buried into three large mounds
(heights ranging from 4 to 20 feet) on the site. In September 2004 through March 2005, the Navy
conducted a NTCRA to remove the mounds. Additionally, the site was used for recreational purposes
until its closure in October 1998, and most recently the central portion of the site formerly functioned as a

gravel parking area.

Extensive investigations have been conducted at the site including Remedial Investigations, Feasibility
Studies, and Pre-Design Investigations. Investigation results indicate that past site activities caused the
release of both organic and inorganic contaminants. The primary contaminants considered site-related
are total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), lead, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), which are
presumed to be a result of the petroleum products. Other contaminants found that are not considered
site-related include the metals antimony, arsenic, beryllium and manganese, and the pesticide dieldrin.
The highest on-site concentrations of TPH in soil were found to exceed 30,000 mg/kg, which is the upper
concentration limit (UCL) as specified by the Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management
(RIDEM) Rules and Regulations for the Investigation and Remediation of Hazardous Material Releases
(Remediation Regulations) (RIDEM, August 2004).

1.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The primary objectives of the removal action at the OFFTA site are to excavate and remove all remaining
potential sources of petroleum contamination to comply with applicable regulatory criteria and construct a

stone revetment along the shoreline to prevent the erosion of soil and fill into Coasters Harbor. There are

multiple known potential sources of contamination:
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e one manhole and chamber potentially associated with a former oil-water separator,
e two drainage pipes (one of which has yet to be located),
e one concrete apron structure that formerly held burn-pits and tanks, and

¢ one soil “hot-spot” of petroleum contamination, and remaining foundation structures.

The cumulative volume of material to be excavated during these activities is estimated as approximately
2,600 cubic yards although this may be changed due to conditions encountered. Figure 1-2 depicts the

areas of the site where work will be conducted.

To achieve the first Removal Action Objective, the contaminated soil and subsurface structures will be
excavated, demolished into smaller pieces as necessary, sorted and sampled in accordance with this
work plan, hauled to an on-site staging area, and ultimately reused on-site (soil < 2,500 mg/kg TPH) or
transported off-site to an appropriate disposal facility (soil > 2,500 mg/kg TPH). Confirmatory soil
samples will be collected from the base and sidewalls of each excavation area to demonstrate that all
media exceeding the criteria of 30,000 mg/kg TPH has been removed. Each excavation subsequently
will be backfilled with clean soil (imported soil not exceeding 500 mg/kg TPH in upper 2 feet; on-site soil
and make-up soil as needed not exceeding 2,500 mg/kg TPH below 2 feet) and seeded to promote
regrowth of the surface vegetation. Additionally, test-pits will be excavated at ten on-site locations (to be
determined by the RIDEM and United States Environmental Protection Agency [EPA] after known
removals are complete) to confirm that no other potential sources of contamination exist in the subsurface
soil. If other potential sources of contamination are found, then they also will be excavated and disposed
off-site in accordance with the substantive elements of this work plan. The decision tree provided as
Figure 5-1 will determine if conditions encountered indicate presence of an additional source or source

area.

To achieve the second Removal Action Objective, a replacement stone revetment will be constructed.
The shoreline at the site has previously stabilized from erosion by a mixture of natural and man-made
materials, including stone, asphalt, concrete, brick, etc. This material will be removed and replaced with
an engineered stone revetment that will key into existing slopes and prevent any soil erosion from the
site. Soil and debris excavated from the shoreline will all be removed from the site and disposed of in
accordance with applicable regulations. Figure 1-2 depicts the general location of the new revetment. A
design for a replacement stone shoreline revetment will be prepared and submitted for review by the
stakeholders. A Construction Quality Control Plan will also be prepared to describe critical elements of
the revetment construction, including the removal of soil and shoreline sediment, protection of critical

habitats, and confirmation sampling as required.
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It is anticipated that two phases of the project will be conducted, the first to remove known contaminated
soil and foundations, and the second to remove and replace the stone revetment. This document
describes only the first phase of this removal action, consisting of removal of contaminated soil and

structures.
These Removal Action Objectives have been determined to be complimentary to any selected final

remedy for the OFFTA site (TtNUS Action Memorandum, 2006; Appendix A). The specific tasks

associated with accomplishing the on-shore objectives are described in detail within this work plan.
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2.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT

The TtNUS Construction Management Team will be responsible for all technical and administrative
aspects of the remediation project. The technical responsibilities of the team will include: assuring that all
remediation activities are completed in accordance with this work plan; management of construction
activities including work performed by remediation subcontractors; and complying with all applicable local,
state, and federal regulations. Included among the teams administrative responsibilities are establishing
and maintaining project communications, controlling cost and schedule of the project, document control,

and conducting routine project status meetings.

21 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT TEAM ORGANIZATION

The following general positions are considered as key Construction Management team members for the
performance of this project. Other support staff (QA, safety, and management staff) is anticipated to be
involved on a supervisory level and therefore not explicitly defined for this work plan. A project

organization chart is attached as Appendix C.

Project Manager: The responsibility of the Project Manager will be to provide general oversight of all
facets of the project. He will be responsible for the oversight, resource allocation, scheduling, and quality
control of the project. He will report to the Navy Contracting Officer (NAVFAC) and is the first point of
contact for the Contracting Officer’'s Technical Representative presumed to be the Navy Resident Officer
in Charge of Construction (ROICC).

Construction Manager: The Construction Manager will be responsible for all on-site construction activities
including supervision of remediation subcontractors. The Construction Manager will report directly to the
Project Manager and ROICC and will interface with the Project Engineer and Site Quality Control

Representative on a daily basis to ensure that quality control standards are met.
Project Engineer: The responsibility of the Project Engineer will be to provide guidance to field
construction staff relating to compliance with the RIDEM Remediation Regulations and RA work plan, and

prepare technical plans and submittals. The Project Engineer will report to the Project Manager.

Subcontract Manager: The Subcontract Manager will be responsible for procurement of subcontractors

and will report to the Project Manager.

W5207412F 2-1 CTO 65



Health and Safety Manager: The Health and Safety Manager (HSM) will be responsible for general
oversight of the health and safety procedures used on this project. He will consult with and give direction
to the Site Health and Safety Officer.

Site Health and Safety Officer: The Site Health and Safety Officer (SHSO) will be responsible for the
overall health and safety of all employees on-site. The SHSO will be responsible for daily health and
safety monitoring, implementation of all health and safety procedures and requirements, and
maintenance of health and safety records. The SHSO will have the authority to shut down any operation
that is deemed by him to be unsafe. He will report to the HSM and interface closely with the Construction

Manager.

Oversight Engineer: An independent oversight engineer [Navy Resident Officer in Charge of Construction
(ROICC) or NAVFAC representative] will be provided by the Navy to monitor project activities, financial
expenditures, and waste quantities generated.

2.2 REMEDIATION SUBCONTRACTOR PROCUREMENT

TtNUS will procure an environmental remediation firm as its subcontractor to implement the construction
phase of the OFFTA Site removal action. Only firms that are experienced in the main elements of this
project (soil excavation and site restoration), are qualified to work on hazardous waste sites, and have the
necessary personnel to adequately perform the work in accordance with the requirements of an approved
HASP will be eligible for this subcontract. To be considered firms must have proven competence in five
factors (project experience, personnel, equipment, health and safety, and financial). In addition, firms

with an unacceptable health and safety record will not be considered qualified.

2.3 PROJECT COMMUNICATION

Communication between the Construction Management Team and NAVSTA Security, Public Works,
NAVSTA Environmental, and other departments will be through the Construction NTR in the office of the
ROICC or another NAVFAC representative. The Navy will notify the EPA and RIDEM regarding all field
activities. Specifically, advance of notice of one week will be provided prior to the start of field activities,
and 24-hour notification will be given for the cancellation of activities whenever possible. Further, to
account for the dynamic nature of the work schedule, the Navy each week will notify the EPA and RIDEM

via email of the weekly schedule of upcoming activities.
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2.4 PROJECT SCHEDULE

In accordance with the Action Memorandum, the construction schedule for implementation of the
Removal Action is as follows:

Proposed Completion

Milestone Proposed Start Date Date
On-shore Removal Action Work Plan * 10/1/06 9/15/07
Soil Excavation and Removal 11/28/07 4/24/08
Removal Completion Report 4/24/08 12/11/08
Replacement Stone Revetment Design * 5/1/07 3/15/08
Replacement Stone Revetment Construction 6/1/08 11/1/08
Replacement Stone Revetment Completion 11/1/08 1/1/09

Report (As-Built)

*Tasked under CLEAN Contract N62472-03-D-0057, CTO 65. All dates are subject to funding
constraints.

2.5 DOCUMENT CONTROL

Quality control records, field and laboratory test reports, submittals and approvals, as-built drawings,
changes to the contract, updated construction schedules, invoices, daily reports, and all other project
record documents, as required, will be maintained in the project files. The files will be located in the site
office and available for review by the Navy.

Technical changes to the work identified by the Construction Management Team, technical questions
concerning regulations and specifications, and reporting of non-conforming items will be documented in
writing by the Project Manager after approval by the Navy. Such documentation will be prepared by
members of the construction management team and distributed to the Navy for disposition. Copies of
these documents will be maintained in the project files. Samples of the reports, the formats to be used for
the reports, and the daily reports will be included in a Construction Quality Control (CQC) Plan prepared

by the construction management team after that contractor is selected.

2.6 PROJECT MEETINGS

Pre-Construction Meeting: Before commencement of work on-site, the construction management team,
remediation subcontractor project staff, the Navy, and their representatives will meet to discuss
coordination of the project. Items discussed in this meeting will include access to the site, working hours,
specific health and safety issues, and general scheduling of the work. Summary notes of this meeting will
be recorded by the RA Contractor and provided to attendees within five business days of the meeting.

Appendix D contains a suggested agenda for this meeting.
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Project Start Meeting: A meeting will be held on-site with the EPA and RIDEM to explain the project plan
and process for conducting the work. Summary notes of this meeting will be recorded by the Project

Manager and provided to attendees within 5 business days of the meeting.

Weekly Quality Control (QC)/Progress Meetings: QC/Progress Meetings with the Navy will be conducted
once each week on Monday. The meetings will be held at the Construction Manager field office unless
otherwise requested by the Navy. Meeting notes will be distributed by email or fax within 2 business days

of the meeting. Appendix D contains the proposed agenda for these meetings.
Monthly QC/Progress Meetings: QC/Progress Meetings with the Navy, EPA, and RIDEM will be

conducted once each month on-site. Meeting notes will be distributed by email or fax within 5 business
days of the meeting.
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3.0 FIELD ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

3.1 DAILY SAFETY MEETING

The remediation subcontractor supervisory personnel will hold daily safety meetings to advise workers of
proper methods for performing the work planned for the day. The topics of discussion will be listed on a

sign-in sheet, which will be kept as a record of the meeting.

3.2 STATUS REPORTS

Every day that work is performed, the construction manager will prepare and submit a Daily Report to the
Navy ROICC. The report will summarize the daily construction activities, soil quantities excavated and
transported, pay items, manpower and equipment used, materials and equipment received, quality control
testing and inspection performed, and quantity of material removed and/or brought to the site. The report
will be submitted to the Navy on the following business day. Weekly, the project manager will summarize

the contents of the Daily Reports for submittal to the Navy, EPA, and RIDEM.

Additionally, the project manager will prepare monthly status reports on the current condition of the
project. The status reports will include a Technical Progress Report, Non-Compliance Report, Cost
Performance Report, Project Schedule, updated Submittal Register, Government Materials Tracking

Report, Variance Analysis Report, and Waste Materials Report.

3.3 SUBMITTAL REGISTER

The construction manager will prepare and continually update a Submittal Register to document quality
control for materials, inspection, and testing. The Submittal Register will be maintained on-site and
available for review.

3.4 PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG

The construction manager will document progress and final inspection using photographic

documentation.
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35 REGULATORY AGENCY PERSONNEL SITE VISITS
Regulatory agency personnel who visit the site and have questions or comments concerning the work will

direct those questions or comments, in writing, to the Project Superintendent, who will then forward them

to the Navy Technical Representative.
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4.0 REGULATORY OBJECTIVES

In accordance with the Action Memorandum, the primary remedial objective governing the project is the
RIDEM Upper Concentration Limit (UCL) for soil of 30,000 mg/kg for TPH (RIDEM Remediation
Regulations, Section 8.07; DEM-DSR-01-93). The work as described in this RA Work Plan will meet the

applicable requirements of the regulations and policy documents as listed below:

e Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et. seq.) — Actions will meet applicable
coastal zone management requirements and protect resource areas.

o Floodplain Management (Executive Order 11988; 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A) — Actions will
preserve beneficial value of the floodplain.

e Clean Air Act (CAA), National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS)
(USC 7411, 7412; 40 CFR Part 61) — Requirements for monitoring of air emissions will be met;
activities will be carried out in a manner which will minimize potential air releases.

e Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Subtitle C — Standards for Hazardous Waste
Facilities (42 USC 6291 et seq.) — Soils and debris will be tested, and if hazardous, handled and
disposed according to standards.

e Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Subtitte D — Standards for Solid Waste
Facilities (40 CFR 262.1) — Soils and debris will be tested, and if non-hazardous, handled and
disposed according to standards.

e Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 402, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
(33 USC 1342; 40 CFR Parts 122-125, 131) — Regulated discharges into surface waters will meet
ambient water quality criteria.

o RIDEM Remediation Regulations (DEM-DSR-01-93, as amended August 1996 and August 2004)
— Removal will be directed by presence of soil exceeding upper concentration limits for petroleum
(>30,000 mg/kg)

e RIDEM Solid Waste Regulations (DEM OWM-SWO04-01) — Actions will be conducted in
accordance with applicable solid waste requirements.

e Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management (RIGL 46-23-1 et seq.) — Actions will be
conducted in accordance with applicable coastal resource management requirements.

e Rhode Island Clean Air Act — Fugitive Dust Control (RIGL 23-23 et seq.; CRIR 12-31-05) —
Actions will take reasonable precaution to prevent particulate matter from becoming airborne.

e Rhode Island Clean Air Act — Emissions Detrimental to Persons or Property (RIGL 23-23 et seq.;
CRIR 12-31-07) — Actions will prevent airborne emissions of contaminants that may be injurious
to humans, plant or animal life or cause damage to property.

e Rhode Island Clean Air Act — Air Pollution Control (RIGL 23-23 et seq.; CRIR 12-31-09) —

Removal action air emissions will be monitored and emissions controlled if necessary.
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¢ Rhode Island Clean Air Act — Air Toxics (RIGL 23-23 et seq.; CRIR 12-31-22) — Removal action
air emissions will be monitored to assess compliance and operation and maintenance activities
carried out in to minimize potential air releases.

e Rhode Island Hazardous Waste Management Standards for Treatment, Storage, and Disposal
Facilities (RIGL 23-19.1 et seq.; CRIR 12-030-003) — Soils and debris will be tested, and if
hazardous, handled and disposed according to standards.

e Rhode Island Oil Pollution Control Regulations - Petroleum in groundwater will be removed;
releases to surface water will be prevented through use of appropriate containment structures
and maintaining sufficient distance between the stockpiles and shoreline.

e Rhode Island Water Pollution Control Regulation — Releases to surface water will be prevented.

¢ Rhode Island UST and LUST regulations — Underground tanks and support systems found will be

removed in accordance with applicable requirements as described in this work plan.
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5.0 REMOVAL OVERVIEW

This phase of the Removal Action for the site includes excavating target structures and petroleum-
contaminated soil, and conducting exploratory excavations (test pits) to locate additional contaminant
sources. The active work areas, identified on Figure 1-2, will be excavated to remove target structures
and find and remove all soil exceeding the Action Level of 30,000 mg/kg TPH. These areas will then be
backfilled using imported soil (not exceeding 500 mg/kg TPH) in the surface 2 feet and existing on-site
soil not exceeding 2,500 mg/kg TPH below 2 feet. In addition, available mobile non-aqueous phase liquid

will be removed from the excavations if encountered.

51 EXCAVATION AREAS

The excavation areas are described as follows:

e One manhole structure (Area C), located in the eastern-central portion of the site, will be
excavated and removed first. It will be opened, inspected and sampled, emptied, and then it and
any associated structures (such as a potential oil-water separator) will be excavated, demolished,
and removed. This manhole excavation is anticipated to incorporate an area of approximately
730 square feet, extend to 8 feet below ground surface, and involve removal of approximately 92
cubic yards of soil and 11 cubic yards of reinforced concrete. Additionally, any piping found
leading to or from this location will be inspected and sampled for evidence of petroleum
contamination. If contamination is detected above the Action Level of 30,000 mg/kg TPH,
additional excavation will be conducted to remove the contaminated piping and any associated
structures. The Remediation Subcontractor will use the Excavation Decision Tree presented as

Figure 5-1 to determine the appropriate course of action as the excavation progresses.

e Secondly, two 8-inch-diameter cast iron drainage pipes will be removed if found (Areas B1 and
B2). The one known drainage pipe (Drainage Pipe 1) will be removed along with an estimated
260 cubic yards of soil. If the second drainage pipe (Drainage Pipe 2) is successfully located,
then it also will be removed along with an additional 260 cubic yards of contaminated soil. Based
on historic drawings (Appendix B), it appears that Drainage Pipe 1 is a remnant sanitary drain
from Building 144. Additionally, these drawings suggest that Drainage Pipe 2 is a drain from
Manhole Structure 1. Therefore, following removal of Manhole Structure 1, the removal of
Drainage Pipe 2 will precede the removal of Drainage Pipe 1. Each drainage pipe excavation
and removal is anticipated to impact an area of 1,500 square feet and extend to a depth of 8 feet
below ground surface. To ensure completeness of these removal actions, any piping found

leading to or from the drainage pipes will be inspected and sampled for evidence of petroleum
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contamination. If contamination is detected above the Action Level of 30,000 mg/kg TPH,
additional excavation will occur to remove the contaminated piping and any associated structures.
The remediation subcontractor will use the Excavation Decision Tree presented as Figure 5-1 to

determine the appropriate course of action.

e Thirdly, the concrete apron (Area D), located in the eastern-central portion of the site, will be
excavated and removed as necessary to facilitate investigation and sampling of the underlying
soil. This concrete excavation is anticipated to incorporate an area of approximately 3,900
square feet, extend to 1.5 feet below ground surface, and involve removal of approximately 86
cubic yards of soil and 200 cubic yards of reinforced concrete. Additionally, any piping found
leading to or from this location will be inspected and sampled for evidence of petroleum
contamination. If contamination is detected above the Action Level of 30,000 mg/kg TPH,
additional excavation will occur to remove the contaminated piping and any associated structures.
The remediation subcontractor will use the Excavation Decision Tree presented as Figure 5-1 to

determine the appropriate course of action.

e Following removal of the concrete apron, one soil hot-spot (Area A), located in the northern-
central portion of the site and previously found to contain TPH at concentrations above 30,000
mg/kg, will be excavated. Additional sampling of Area A to further define its limits has not been
conducted since 2005; therefore, initially the Navy will excavate 4,400 square feet in the vicinity of
Area A, and expand the excavation as necessary based on the results of confirmation sampling.
It is estimated that the depth of the excavation will extend to 8 feet below ground surface, and
involve the removal of approximately 1,000 cubic yards of soil. Excavation will continue until
confirmatory sampling results all indicate that all soil with TPH concentrations above 30,000

mg/kg has been removed.

e Ten test pits, with varying surface dimensions, will be advanced at the site; these locations will be
determined by the EPA and RIDEM throughout the duration of the project. A total of 62 cubic
yards of material is anticipated to be excavated during advancement of each of these test pits;
however, the excavated material will be immediately replaced if soils meet the backfill objectives
described in this work plan. If additional potential sources of contamination are discovered during
these excavations, then additional investigation, removal, and off-site disposal will be conducted

accordingly. All additional work activities will adhere to the requirements of this work plan.
Three foundation structures (Foundations 1, 2, and 3), located in the central and eastern-central portions

of the site, will be excavated and exposed to determine if they are likely to harbor contaminants at

significant concentrations. As time and funding permits, these foundations may be removed.
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These three foundation excavations would each presumably incorporate an area of 1,300 square feet,
extend 6 feet below ground surface, and involve removal of 181 cubic yards of soil and 27 cubic yards of
reinforced concrete. Additionally, any piping found leading to or from these structures would be inspected
and sampled for evidence of petroleum contamination. Based on the sampling results, additional
excavation would potentially occur to remove the contaminated piping and any associated structures.
The remediation subcontractor would use the Excavation Decision Tree presented as Figure 5-1 to
determine the appropriate course of action.

5.2 SORTING AND STOCKPILING EXCAVATED MATERIAL

Upon removal, all excavated media will sorted by type, broken into smaller pieces as necessary, and
initially segregated visually into 10 cubic yards cast piles. The piles will be analyzed using flame
ionization detector (FID) and Petroflag® screening tests, which can provide screening-quality results.
Ten percent of the samples collected will also be submitted for analytical laboratory testing.

The FID readings will be obtained using the jar-headspace method, which consists of collecting soil into
jars, covering the jars with aluminum foil, allowing the jars to acclimate to room temperature, and then
carefully puncturing the aluminum foil with the FID probe to read the organic vapor concentrations. These

readings will be considered qualitative only and Petro flag results will take precedence over FID results.

The Petroflag test, which is conducted based on EPA SW-846 Method 9074 using a proprietary handheld
analyzer and the EPA procedure SW-846 8015B, is a turbidimetric screening analysis that works

effectively with a wide range of fuels at a wide range of concentrations.

Based on the results of these analyses, the 10 cubic yards piles will be transported and placed at a

temporary staging area located adjacent to Taylor Drive. The piles will be sorted at the staging area as

follows:
Type TPH Concentration (mg/kg) * Use Testing
Backfill excavations on-site at | screening tests
Reusable Soil TPH < 2,500 depths > 2 feet below ground 10% confirmation sampling by
surface analytical laboratory
] . o _ | screening tests
Petroleum . TPH > 2,500 < 10,000 Dlsposg off-site as petroleum 10% confirmation sampling by
Impacted Soil contaminated waste f
analytical laboratory
Type TPH Concentration (mg/kg) * Use Testing
Potential Dispose off-site potentially as | screening tests
Hazardous TPH > 10,000 hazardous waste, based on 10% confirmation sampling by
Material analytical laboratory results analytical laboratory
Subsurface . . Type of material (concrete,
Structures Dispose or recycle off-site metal, wood, etc.)

* by screening test
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The 10,000 mg/kg threshold will be used for stockpile designations because the screening analyses are
not assured to be accurate, and this threshold will assure that heavily contaminated soils are not mixed
with less contaminated soils. In addition, these initial screening analyses will serve only as a
characterization for stockpiling purposes. Waste characterization samples will be collected from the
stockpiled Petroleum-Impacted Soil and Potential Hazardous Material for laboratory analysis to accurately
determine the nature of contamination and, accordingly, the appropriate on-site reuse or off-site disposal
location. Based on the results of the waste characterization sampling, Petroleum-Impacted Soil may be
reconsidered as reusable soil if the TPH results are below 2,500 mg/kg as confirmed by laboratory
analysis. The volume of the staging area stockpiles will not exceed 100 cubic yards. Waste

characterization sampling is further described in Section 9 of this work plan.

5.3 CONFIRMATION SAMPLING

Confirmation samples will be collected from the vertical and horizontal limits of each excavation area to
demonstrate that the removal action objective has been achieved. If the confirmation sampling results
indicate that non-compliant soil extends beyond the originally anticipated excavation limits, then
excavation will continue under direction of the Project Superintendent and agreement by the regulatory
parties. If the sampling results indicate that all remedial objectives have been achieved, then the
excavation areas will be backfilled as described in Section 7.7 of this work plan. Confirmation sampling is
further described below in Section 9 of this work plan; the specific construction activities to be conducted

for completion of the work are delineated in Section 7.

54 NON-AQUEOUS PHASE LIQUID

During excavation, it is anticipated that measurable oily non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL) will be
generated by disturbance of soil in excavations that extend into the water table. The presence of
measurable NAPL on the water table is considered an exceedance of an upper concentration limit in
accordance with RIDEM remediation regulations Sections 8.07(A) and 3.43 and therefore will be removed
from the site if encountered. The presence of sheen on standing water is not to be construed as a
measurable NAPL. Measurable NAPL will be determined by the thicknesses of non-aqueous liquid ¥4 or
greater, measured by an oil-water interface probe. If sheen appears on the standing water within an
excavation, oil sorbent pads will be applied to the water surface for a period of six hours and retrieved

prior to back-filling the excavation.
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6.0 REMOVAL ACTIVITIES

6.1 ANTICIPATED TASKS

The following major activities (not necessarily in the order listed) will be performed:

e DigSafe clearance

e Surveying

¢ Installation of sedimentation and erosion control measures

e Construction of temporary wheel-wash and decontamination facilities

¢ Abandonment of monitoring wells, as needed (identified on drawing)

e Establishment of exclusion zones and contamination reduction zones

e Construction of temporary staging area

e Excavation of contaminated soil and subsurface structures

e Excavation of ten test pits and, if necessary, removal of additional potential contamination
sources

e Collection of soil samples for field screening, waste characterization, and confirmation of
regulatory compliance

e Transportation and off-site disposal of contaminated media

e Transportation and disposal of general debris

e Backfilling of the excavated areas with imported and reused soll

e Reestablishment of vegetative cover where appropriate

¢ Replacement of monitoring wells, as needed

e Demobilization

6.2 CONSTRUCTION QUALITY CONTROL

A Construction Quality Control (CQC) Plan will be prepared by the Remediation Contractor for this
project. Construction quality control will be performed on-site by the construction management team, who
will be responsible for ensuring that construction conforms to the requirements of the RA work plan and
RIDEM Remediation Regulations. This will include oversight of material testing, results documentation,

reporting deficiencies, and certifying that all submittals are in compliance with contract requirements.
Quality control inspection and testing will be performed in accordance with the RA work plan, RIDEM

Remediation Regulations, and CQC Plan. Testing will be conducted both on- and off-site. Subcontracted

testing laboratories will be utilized for geotechnical and analytical testing.
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6.2.1 Surveying

All sample stations presented on Figure 1-1 have been surveyed using various methods; 400 series
locations and test pit locations were surveyed to within 0.1 foot horizontally and vertically. The 500 series

locations were surveyed via Global Positioning System (GPS) technology to within 1 foot horizontally.

The CQC Plan will describe precisely how the prior sample locations and grid nodes will be accurately
located and marked in the field. In addition, the Plan will discuss any maintenance of the mark-out points,

which will occur as needed during construction.

6.3 HEALTH AND SAFETY REQUIREMENTS

A site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP) will be prepared by the remediation subcontractor to
provide requirements to be utilized in the field for protection of worker health and safety. The SHSO will
provide oversight of activities to ensure conformance with the HASP. The SHSO will be responsible for
conducting site health and safety trainings and briefings, air and dust monitoring during operations,
personnel monitoring, enforcing/modifying levels of personal protective equipment (PPE), ensuring
compliance with decontamination procedures, maintaining monitoring equipment, and documenting and

reporting all health and safety-related accidents or injuries.

The SHSO will conduct regular site safety inspections. Weekly and monthly reports will be prepared and
submitted to the Health and Safety Manager. Daily health and safety reports will also be prepared and
submitted with the daily report.

The following components of the HASP will affect the daily activities of workers:

e A hazard assessment that identifies chemical, physical, and biological hazards associated with
the project. Activity hazard analyses will be prepared to define the specific risks and means of
mitigation associated with daily construction activities.

e Control measures to reduce the risk of exposure to chemical, physical, and/or biological hazards.

e Specific training requirements required for workers to operate at the site.

e Guidance regarding control of site operations, use of PPE, site safety equipment, and on-site
communications

e Establishing and maintaining the exclusion zone

e Real-time air monitoring and medical surveillance procedures.

e Decontamination procedures, including contamination prevention, personnel decontamination,

equipment decontamination, and disposal procedures.
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6.4 PROCEDURES FOR DECONTAMINATION

This section describes the procedures that will be employed to ensure that both personnel and equipment
are free from contamination when leaving the work site, either at the end of each day, during scheduled
breaks, and/or upon completion of the project, when leaving a contaminated or potentially contaminated
area and entering a clean one, and when completing a task involving handling contaminated material
prior to beginning a clean task. These decontamination procedures will be included within the site-
specific HASP.

6.4.1 Personnel Decontamination

The following site activities will present the potential for personnel contamination:

e Excavation and stockpiling of soil and other waste material

e Decontamination of equipment

The remediation subcontractor will apply engineering and/or work practice controls as a means of
protecting personnel during performance of site-specific tasks. Engineering controls will be implemented
to reduce and maintain employee exposure at or below safe levels for those tasks involving possible
exposure to contaminants. When engineering controls are impractical or insufficient to protect employees

during site operations, the remediation subcontractor will designate use of PPE to perform certain tasks.

Any personnel exposed to possible contamination during daily activities will follow decontamination
procedures outlined in the HASP. Decontamination procedures will ensure that any material that workers
may have contacted in the Exclusion Zone (EZ) does not cause personal exposure and is not spread to
clean areas of the site. The EZ will be limited to work areas considered or suspected to be contaminated,;
this designation will be revised and updated daily as waste material is exposed and subsequently
backfilled.

6.4.2 Equipment Decontamination

All contaminated equipment will be decontaminated when switching from a contaminated task to a clean
one and prior to being demobilized from the site. Decontamination procedures may include sweeping,
wiping, scraping, or steam-cleaning equipment, including reusable waste containers. Personnel
performing decontamination tasks will wear the proper PPE as specified by the HASP. Off-site vehicles
that travel through contaminated portions of the site will have their tires washed prior to exiting the site.

The exteriors of the vehicles will also be inspected to assure that they are free of any contaminated soil.
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6.4.3 Disposal

Decontamination solids and used PPE will be collected and disposed of at an approved off-site disposal
facility. These materials will be sampled and characterized as required by the disposal facility prior to
removal from the site. Decontamination liquids will be allowed to flow on to the surface of a contaminated
area until such time that the area has been remediated. When all contaminated areas of the site have
been remediated, decontamination liquids will be collected, placed in United States Department of
Transportation (DOT)-approved 55-gallon drums or other acceptable field container, sampled, and

disposed of at an approved off-site disposal facility.

6.5 SITE SECURITY/SITE ACCESS

The remediation subcontractor will maintain security at the site by installing security gates across all
entrances to the work area. These gates will be locked by remediation subcontractor personnel at the
end of each work day. Additionally, warning signs will be posted at the site entrance to deter people from
entering. Access to the site will be monitored by use of a sign-in sheet located in the office trailer. Signs

will be posted at the site entrance informing visitors to sign in upon arrival.

W5207412F 6-4 CTO 65



7.0 REMEDIAL CONSTRUCTION

This section provides a description of the major tasks that will be performed to accomplish the project.
Tasks will be performed in accordance with the Action Memorandum, RA work plan, CQC Plan, and site-
specific HASP.

7.1 MOBILIZATION

Temporary construction offices and facilities, lay down, staging, and material storage areas will be
installed as part of the mobilization task. Temporary facilities may include an office trailer, washroom
trailer, one or more storage containers, and portable toilets. Utility connections will be made for power,
water, and telephone and internet communications. Utility work will be coordinated first with the public
DigSafe and secondly with the Navy Public Works Department. Arrangements will be made for mail
delivery and solid waste and sewage disposal services. Administrative staff, craft labor, and equipment

will be mobilized to the site as part of this task.

7.2 SITE PREPARATION

7.2.1 Erosion and Sedimentation Controls

Prior to site disturbance, the remediation subcontractor will prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan, which will include a description of how the soil erosion and sediment control devices will be
constructed. Silt fence will be installed along the perimeter of active excavation areas and the shoreline
within 100 feet of excavation areas, and along the downgradient and lateral gradient sides of the
temporary staging area. Along the shoreline, silt curtains and other barriers will be installed on the
seaward perimeter to control migration of contaminated soil and sediments prior to initiation of work.
Additionally, stormwater diversion swales will be constructed as necessary upgradient of the on-shore
work areas and staging area to prevent surface water from flowing into these areas. Inspection of the
erosion and sediment controls for potential damage will occur daily and after each significant precipitation
event (greater than 0.25 inches in less than 12 hours) or after any event that has potential to damage the

controls.

7.2.2 Site Survey

An initial site survey will be conducted to establish the controls required for performing routine

construction surveys. The horizontal and vertical locations of several existing landmarks will be verified
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with the site topography map prior to beginning the initial site survey. The initial site survey will be

performed by a licensed surveying company.

7.2.3 Monitoring Well Abandonment/Replacement

Monitoring wells within the excavation areas, haul road, and staging area footprints will be abandoned as
necessary. Monitoring wells will be abandoned in accordance with Appendix 1, Section 13 of the State of
Rhode Island Final Regulations. PVC standpipe materials will be disposed off-site as solid waste. Any
abandoned wells will be replaced at the completion of the project in accordance with the monitoring well

specifications contained in Appendix E.

7.2.4 Clearing

Clearing will be performed as necessary within the limits of disturbance. Trees and brush will generally
be cleared to 6 inches above the ground surface. Any wood debris generated from the clearing activities
will be processed through a chipper to create wood chips of 4-inch diameter maximum patrticle size. The
wood chips will be stockpiled on-site and spread over the site upon completion of the remedial activities.
Tree stumps and root balls that remain in any excavation area after clearing is complete will be excavated

with the contaminated soil and disposed of off-site.

7.2.5 Site Haul Roads

A single haul road will be established in designated sections of the site. A potential location for the haul
road is depicted on Figure 1-2. The existing material on-site will be used as the base for the roads and
crushed stone will be used as needed to provide a travel surface over clean areas. Trucks that come in
contact with a contaminated portion of the site will have their tires and wheel wells pressure-washed prior
to leaving the site. Pressure-washing will be performed on a stone wheel-wash pad, which will be
constructed of 2- to 4-inch riprap and located near the exit to Taylor Drive. The portions of the haul road
that overly clean sections of the site will have approximately 3 inches of soil removed from the surface of
the road once use of the road has ceased. The soil will be appropriately placed in the soil staging area to
undergo waste characterization sampling and possible disposal off-site or reuse on-site. Samples of the
soil underlying the haul road will be collected prior to commencement and upon completion of the
remedial work to demonstrate that surface soils are compliant with the RIDEM I/CDEC. If the sample
results indicate that contaminant concentrations exceed applicable regulatory criteria upon completion of
the project, then additional soil will be provided as cover material. Otherwise haul road stone will be
allowed to remain upon completion of the project. Sampling will be performed in accordance with the

baseline sampling procedures described in Section 9 of this work plan.
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7.2.6 Decontamination Facilities

Personnel and equipment decontamination facilities will be established adjacent to Taylor Drive. The
personnel decontamination facility will consist of an area where personnel can don proper PPE prior to
entering the EZ and remove the PPE prior to exiting. The area will be clearly marked with high visibility
tape and/or fencing. The equipment decontamination facility will consist of a 2- to 4-inch stone layer
approximately 15 feet wide by 20 feet long. Equipment will be walked on to the layer of stone and

pressure-washed prior to exiting the EZ.

7.3 STAGING AREA PREPARATION

All soil excavated from the site will be transported and stockpiled at a temporary staging area. A potential
location for this staging area is indicated on Figure 1-2. Approximately 12 inches of existing soil within
the staging area footprint will be removed and temporarily stockpiled in a separate “clean” area. Physical
barriers will be set at the staging area surface to segregate the staging area into four separate areas. A
40-millimeter-thick polyethylene liner or similar barrier will then be installed over the staging area
subgrade for containment of the excavated soil. Water that collects within the stockpile area will be

pumped, if necessary, containerized and sampled for treatment or disposal.

Access to the temporary staging area by vehicles hauling contaminated soil will be gained using restricted
sections of the site. Off-site disposal trucks will access the staging area using Taylor Drive and the haul
road. Upon completion of the excavation and hauling activities, approximately 3 inches of soil will be
removed from those portions of the site used as roadways. The soil will be placed in the appropriate
stockpile within the temporary staging area for reuse on-site. Soil samples will then be collected from the
roadway areas to demonstrate that no residual contamination remains. The specific sampling activities

are discussed in Section 9 of this work plan.

7.4 EXCAVATION

With the exception of the test pit excavation locations, soil excavation will generally be conducted within
the footprints of the subsurface structures and soil hot-spot depicted on Figure 1-2. The limit of the soil
hot-spot area was mapped out by TINUS based on sample locations that exceeded the RIDEM UCL for
TPH as determined by previous site investigations. Field screening, laboratory confirmation sampling,
and visual inspection will be conducted during the soil excavation activities to accurately delineate vertical
and horizontal limits of contamination.
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Excavation will begin once a given area has been staked out by the surveyors and the necessary erosion
and sedimentation controls are in place. Soil and the subsurface structures will be excavated; sorted by
type; cast into 10 cubic yards piles based on visual observation; screened using FID, Petroflag, and
laboratory analyses (10 percent frequency); stockpiled based on the results of the screening analyses;
tested for waste characterization parameters; and ultimately reused or disposed off-site. The initial depth
of excavation at the soil hot-spot will be based on the depth of contamination reported in the Soil Pre-
Design Investigation Report. Excavation of the potential contamination sources, including any potentially
contaminated structures identified during the planned work activities, will proceed as specified in

Section 5.0. Excavation of the test pits will be conducted as requested by the RIDEM and EPA.

It is estimated that 1000 cubic yards of material will be excavated from the soil hot-spot (approximately
half is anticipated to be returned as backfill if it contains TPH <2500 mg/kg); approximately 286 cubic
yards of material will be excavated in conjunction with removal of the concrete apron; approximately 92
cubic yards of material will be removed along with the manhole/chamber structure; and an estimated 260
cubic yards will be excavated along with each drainage pipe (approximately half is anticipated to be
returned as backfill if it contains TPH <2500 mg/kg). The final volume of material excavated at the test pit
locations will depend on what is identified during the work. Excavation of targeted subsurface structures
and soil hotspots will continue until field screening and laboratory confirmation sampling demonstrates
that the Removal Action objectives (UCLs) have been achieved. Figure 5-1 is the Excavation Decision

Tree to be used by the remediation subcontractor to determine the appropriate courses of action.

High visibility fence and/or caution tape will be placed around open excavations, where necessary, to
clearly mark the areas. In addition, a minimum separation of 20 feet will be maintained between open
excavation areas (including any cast piles) and areas being backfilled to minimize the possibility of cross-

contamination.

Appendix F presents the calculations used to estimate the excavation volumes for the known potential
contamination source areas. The excavation volume for installation of the stone revetment will be
included in the separate revetment design document.

Excavations may be extended based on the finding of additional structures and piping associated with
former source area features. The historic drawings provided in Appendix B depict these possible source

area features, and these drawings will be used to confirm and identify features found during excavation.

Figure 1-3 depicts the historic subsurface structures in relation to current site features.
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7.4.1 Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid

During excavation, it is anticipated that measurable oily non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL) will be
generated by disturbance of soil in excavations that extend into the water table. The presence of
measurable NAPL on the water table is considered an exceedance of an upper concentration limit in
accordance with RIDEM remediation regulations Sections 8.07(A) and 3.43 and therefore will be removed
from the site if encountered. The presence of sheen on standing water is not to be construed as a
measurable NAPL. Measurable NAPL will be determined by the thicknesses of non-aqueous liquid ¥4 or

greater, measured by an oil-water interface probe (refer to Appendix G).

If NAPL is encountered in standing water during excavation, the Construction Manager will notify the
Navy or its representative, and the remediation subcontractor will be directed to remove that material by
pumping from the excavation into temporary storage tanks located at the site, along with the groundwater
anticipated to be contaminated. The remediation subcontractor will continue pumping groundwater

contaminated with non-aqueous phase liquid until directed to stop by the Navy or their representative.

After the limits of the excavation have been reached, the excavation will be allowed to remain open and
recharge for a period of 12 hours (overnight) to see if additional NAPL accumulates into the excavation. If
measurable NAPL appears, that material and the associated groundwater will again be removed at the
discretion of the Navy or their representative and the excavation will again be allowed to return to a
steady state condition. This process will be conducted for a maximum of three cycles at the Navy's
discretion prior to backfill. Additionally, if it is believed that NAPL will continue to seep out of adjoining soil
into an excavated area after backfill, a low-cost passive NAPL collection system will be installed in the
excavation. The collection system would be sized appropriately to fit the excavation, and the design
would not be overly elaborate, potentially consisting of two-inch crushed stone surrounding 4-inch PVC
recovery well(s). Any collection system design would be developed in consultation with regulators prior to
installation, and will accommodate surrounding conditions so as not to provide a contaminant flow

pathway.

If sheen appears on the standing water within an excavation, oil sorbent pads will be applied to the water
surface for a period of six hours and retrieved prior to back-filling the excavation.

7.5 DEWATERING
Some excavations conducted at the site will extend into the standing water table. Depths of excavation

may extend to 8 feet below ground surface and the water table has been found to be at approximately 6

feet below ground surface. If excavations need to be conducted below the water table, excavations may

W5207412F 7-5 CTO 65



require occasional dewatering operations to control water during work periods. Water will be controlled
by pumping accumulated water as needed into temporary storage tanks located at the site. Dewatering
will be conducted at the General Contractor’'s discretion, and after approval of the Navy or their
representative, only for the purpose of meeting the removal action objectives described elsewhere in this

work plan.

If dewatering of the excavated soil is required, it will be performed within the limit of the excavation area
from which the soil was excavated or in the temporary staging area. Dewatering within the excavation
areas will be accomplished by placing the excavated material into a pile and allowing gravity to drain the
free water onto the surface of the excavation area. Dewatering at the stockpile area will be accomplished
by placing the excavated material into a pile, allowing gravity to drain the free water onto the surface of a
40-mil polyethylene liner, and then pumping the water into DOT-approved 55-gallon drums for treatment
and/or disposal off-site. Dewatering within active excavation areas will only be performed in sections not

yet remediated.

7.6 STAGING OF EXCAVATED MEDIA

Excavated media will be staged in four separate stockpiles at the temporary staging area based on the
media type and field screening results, as described in Section 5.0. The temporary staging area will be
maintained by the remediation subcontractor daily. The four stockpiles will be covered with polyethylene
sheeting while not in use. Caution tape will be placed across the staging area entrance at the end of
each day. Excavated soils will remain in the staging area until waste characterization sampling and
analysis has been completed. Excavated materials designated for off-site disposal will be removed off-
site as needed, based on space limitations of the temporary staging area. In addition, the volume of any
stockpile at the staging area will not exceed 100 cubic yards. Refer to Section 9.0 for sampling

procedures.

7.7 BACKFILL

The excavated areas will be backfilled with imported common borrow material (surface two feet) and
existing soil reused from the on-site excavations (below two feet). Soil backfilled into the upper 2 feet of
the site will be imported from off-site sources and not exceed 500 mg/kg TPH; soil backfilled below 2 feet
will not exceed 2,500 mg/kg TPH. Imported common borrow will be a clean, unclassified material with
soil characteristics that allow it to be compacted to 95 percent of ASTM D698. The material will have a
six-inch maximum patrticle size and be free of debris, roots, wood, scrap metal, vegetation, refuse, soft
unsound particles, and frozen, deleterious, or objectionable materials. Backfill material will be installed

such that the clean soil will not come in contact with material that remains to be excavated. Installation of
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the backfill material will be in 1-foot lifts followed by compaction with a vibratory roller. In-place density
testing of the compacted backfill will be performed at each excavation area to demonstrate that the
material has been placed to achieve 85 percent of ASTM D698. If sections within an excavation area
require backfill to be installed below the water table, then stone and/or geotextile will be installed to the
top of the water table. In addition, if it is believed that NAPL will seep out of adjoining soil into an
excavated area after backfilling is complete, a low-cost passive NAPL collection system will be installed in
the excavation. The collection system would be sized appropriately to fit the excavation, and the design
would not be overly elaborate, potentially with access points consisting of only vertical piping. Any

collection system design would be developed in consultation with regulators.

The trucks importing backfill materials will access the site on the clean haul road and unload at the
temporary staging area. As needed, the trucks’ tires will be pressure-washed on the stone wheel-wash
pad in order to ensure that any potential contamination is removed. Water generated from the pressure-
washing activities will remain on-site. To minimize the amount of pressure-washing required, the haul

road will be constructed near the target excavation areas.

7.8 OFF-SITE DISPOSAL

Excavated soils exceeding 2,500 mg/kg TPH will be disposed off-site following receipt of waste
characterization analytical results and approval of a disposal facility. The disposal trucks will access the

site using the haul road.

Soil that is designated for off-site disposal will be loaded from the temporary stockpile area onto disposal
trucks. The disposal trucks will be loaded by a front-end loader that will remain in the stockpile area. All
transportation and off-site disposal activities will be in accordance with local, state, and federal

regulations.

7.9 COASTAL ACTIVITIES

The project work will be conducted in close proximity to the coastline; therefore, prior to commencement
of excavation activities, the construction management team and remediation subcontractor will coordinate
with the Rhode Island Coastal Resource Management Council (CRMC) to discuss any required permits.
Typically, under CERCLA, if the RA meets the substantive requirements of the permits and regulations,
the permit is not required. The construction management team will meet with CRMC to discuss
requirements pertinent to the project and solicit comments on this and the associated design documents

to meet the substantive requirements of the pertinent regulations.
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7.10 SITE RESTORATION

Site restoration activities will be conducted to restore the site to its previous condition. The site will be
restored by installing a layer of topsoil over the backfill material and seeding the area with grass. The
backfill and topsoil will be used to restore the site to its existing grade as shown on Figures 1-1 and 1-2.
Silt curtains will be removed from Coasters Harbor and washed if necessary. Silt fence and any
remaining accumulated soil/sediment will be removed from all areas, characterized as necessary by the

disposal facility, and sent off-site for disposal.

The temporary staging area will be restored by removing the 40-mil polyethylene liner and silt fence, both
of which will be characterized as necessary by the disposal facility and disposed off-site. The liner will be
inspected for signs of damage; if present, the underlying soil will be characterized before potentially being
reused on-site. Soil that was stockpiled to create the staging area will be spread to match the
surrounding grade and seeded with grass. Any fencing, gates, and site access roads will be removed or

restored as required by the Navy.

7.11 DEMOBILIZATION

Following completion of the construction activities, all temporary facilities and utilities, personnel,
equipment, and materials will be removed from the site and the support zone area will be restored.
Construction equipment will be decontaminated before leaving the site.

7.12 DUST CONTROL

Dust control measures will be implemented, as necessary, during all construction activities. Water will be

applied by a water truck to work areas, haul roads, and access roads as often as required to prevent

visible dust threshold emissions. Additionally, routine dust monitoring will be performed.
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8.0 MATERIAL HANDLING

The following material handling protocols will be implemented during this Removal Action to prevent

contaminated soils from coming in contact with clean areas:

e Vehicles will travel on the dedicated roadway while hauling excavated material to the temporary
staging area to minimize the potential for spreading surficial contamination to other sections of
the site.

e Excavated material that requires dewatering will be dewatered within the excavation area
whenever possible to minimize the volume of excess free water transported to the temporary
staging area. If sufficient space is not available within an excavation area to allow for dewatering,
then dewatering will be performed in accordance with Section 7.5 of this work plan.

e Prior to leaving an excavation area, the exterior of each truck will be inspected to ensure that no
loose soil is present.

e The remediation subcontractor will establish a system for tracking soil stockpiles and associated
sample results.

e All off-site trucks will remain on the clean haul road at all times. Any vehicles that travel through a
contaminated section of the site, will have its tires and wheel wells pressure-washed prior to
leaving the site.

e Any vehicle or piece of construction equipment that contacts a contaminated section of the site
will be decontaminated prior to entering clean sections of the site.
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9.0 SAMPLING ACTIVITIES

This section describes the sampling activities that will be conducted during the NTCRA to verify cleanup
levels have been met and to characterize the excavated contaminated soils and other materials removed
from the site for proper disposal. The remediation subcontractor will have primary responsibility for
conducting these sampling activities. The TtNUS Construction Manager will collect split samples of the
excavated soil from the remediation subcontractor to verify his analytical results. The remediation
subcontractor will be required to prepare a QAPP describes the sampling system in terms of what
media/matrices will be sampled, where the samples will be taken, the number of samples to be taken and
the sampling frequency. The QAPP will identify the sampling locations and sampling and analysis

methods. The split-sampling program will be detailed in an appendix to the CQC Plan.

The sampling program for removal actions will be limited to measurement of petroleum concentrations in
soil using Petroflag screening and confirmation laboratory analysis. Samples will be screened using
petroflag and 10% will be split for laboratory analysis using EPA method 8015 modified for extractable
hydrocarbons C9 through C36 by GC (Diesel-Range Organics, or DRO). A running tally of results will be
maintained by project staff and a Relative Percent Difference (RPD) of 50% will be considered acceptable

for screening data as compared with laboratory data.

9.1 BASELINE SAMPLING

Surface soil samples previously collected throughout the site will serve as baseline samples; therefore, no

additional baseline sampling will be required prior to commencement of the removal action.

Upon completion of the construction activities, a second set of samples will be collected from the same
locations as the baseline samples to document the final conditions of the surface soil. The samples will
be analyzed for TPH to confirm the conditions of the surface (0-1 feet) soil and assure that moving

contaminated soil around the site has not caused these surface soils to become contaminated.

9.2 CONFIRMATION SAMPLING

Confirmation sampling will be performed at the excavation areas to demonstrate that the Removal Action
objective has been achieved. Confirmation sampling will begin once the target object or soil area has

been excavated. Confirmation sampling locations and results will be used to confirm that the project
objectives have been achieved.
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A minimum of one confirmation sample will be collected from each sidewall of each excavation area. The
maximum horizontal spacing between sidewall samples will be 20 linear feet. The elevation along the
sidewall will be selected by collecting and screening soil at the perimeter sampling locations at 1-foot
vertical increments using FID and Petroflag analyses to determine the depth at which to collect the
laboratory confirmation sample. The depth with the highest screening results will be designated as the
sample location. Bottom samples will be collected on a 10-foot grid, with a minimum of four samples

collected from the bottom of each excavation.

FID and Petroflag readings will be obtained using the methods described in Section 5.0. Selected
confirmation samples will be submitted to a Navy-approved and RIDEM-certified laboratory for analysis.
The Se samples will be analyzed for TPH. TPH will be measured as gasoline-range organics (GRO) (C5
to C12), and diesel-range organics (DRO) (C9 to C36) using EPA Method 8015 modified for extractable
hydrocarbons.

All samples will be used as Points of Compliance in accordance with the RIDEM Remediation
Regulations. Points of Compliance (30,000 mg/kg TPH in soil) shall be met to demonstrate compliance
with the project objectives. In addition, the standing water in excavations will be evaluated to ensure that
no NAPL remains.

Compliance with the soil Removal Action objective will be considered accomplished when all confirmation
sample results demonstrate that contamination in excess of the applicable regulatory criteria (30,000
mg/kg TPH) has been successfully excavated. In the event that a confirmation sample indicates
otherwise, excavation in that area will be extended 5 feet further and sample(s) will be collected again.
Specifically, if contamination in a sidewall sample exceeds the criterion, excavation will be extended five
feet further into that sidewall. If a bottom sample exceeds the criterion, excavation will be extended five
feet deeper. The cross-sectional area of any additional sidewall or bottom excavation would be based on
the area represented by the non-compliant sample; for example, a non-compliant sidewall sample
representing 20 feet in width and 5 feet in depth would require additional excavation with dimensions
20x5x5 feet (18 cubic yards). Extended excavations will be resampled and the process will be repeated

until compliance is achieved for all excavation areas in accordance with this work plan.

9.3 CAST PILES SAMPLING

Upon excavation, the soil and structures will be temporarily placed near the excavation area into 10 cubic
yards cast piles based on material type, visual observances and previously collected data. These piles

will then be sampled for FID and Petroflag screening analyses. The FID screening will be conducted

using the jar headspace method, which is described in Section 5.2 of this work plan. The Petroflag
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screening will be conducted by calibrating the Petroflag meter, collecting the sample into the Petroflag vial
in accordance with the manufacturer's recommendations, and recording the screening results within 10-
20 minutes after sample collection. In addition, recalibration of the Petroflag meter will be conducted

once per 10 samples analyzed and also if the ambient temperature changes significantly.

To sort the soil excavated, the remediation subcontractor will collect eight-point composite waste
characterization samples from each cast pile by dividing the pile into quadrants and collecting two sub-
samples from each quadrant. The sub-samples will be collected from a minimum of six inches beneath
the soil surface.

9.4 CONCRETE SAMPLING

Sampling of concrete for confirmation or for disposal will be conducted in accordance with the EPA
Region | Draft Standard Operating Procedure for Sampling Concrete in the Field. The full text of this

document is included as Appendix H.

9.5 WASTE CHARACTERIZATION SAMPLING

All material excavated from the site will be stockpiled in the temporary staging area in four separate
stockpiles based on the field screening analyses described in Section 5.0. After the cast piles are
characterized, they will be placed in a appropriate stockpile in the staging area. The soil stockpiles will be
divided into soil containing less than 2,500 mg/kg TPH; greater than 2,500 but less than 10,000 mg/kg
TPH; and greater than 10,000 mg/kg TPH. To fully characterize the soil stockpiles, the remediation
subcontractor will collect eight-point composite waste characterization samples from each stockpile by
dividing the stockpiles into quadrants and collecting two sub-samples from each quadrant. The sub-
samples will be collected from a minimum of six inches beneath the stockpile surface. Although the
sampling frequency may be determined by disposal facility requirements, the volume of each stockpile
will not exceed 100 cubic yards of waste material. The samples will be analyzed for semi-volatile organic
compounds (SVOCs), poly-chlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) 8 metals, TPH, flashpoint, pH, reactivity, and any other parameters required by the disposal
facility. Also, volatile organic compound (VOC) characterization samples will be collected as grab
samples. Analytical methods used will be standard EPA methods, and specified in the CQC Plan. Based
on the results of the waste characterization sampling, soil will be designated for either off-site disposal if it
exceeds 2,500 mg/kg TPH or on-site reuse as backfill (>2 feet below ground surface) if it does not exceed
this criterion.
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To minimize the quantity of soil stockpiled in the temporary staging area, the remediation subcontractor
may collect waste characterization samples once a stockpile reaches a maximum volume of 100 cubic
yards. Excavated soil that is placed in a stockpile after waste characterization samples have been
collected will be staged separately and sampled during the next round of waste characterization. The off-
site disposal facility for excavated soil exceeding 2,500 mg/kg TPH will be selected based on the
complete waste characterization analytical results. All waste materials generated during the Removal
Action will be labeled, stored, manifested, and transported as applicable in accordance with applicable

state and federal regulations.
Liquid waste, including surface and subsurface water that collects in excavation areas of the site and

requires pumping, will be containerized and characterized in accordance with the selected off-site

disposal facility’s requirements.
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10.0 REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

10.1 WETLAND ACTIVITIES

Tidal wetlands are present in the revetment area as intertidal and subtidal areas protected by state and
federal law. Installation of the revetment, which will be fully described in a separate document, will
require disturbance of these wetlands. All work within the wetlands will comply with the requirements of
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 for work within navigable waters of the United States
and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for excavation and fill in jurisdictional wetlands. Compliance
requires mitigation of disturbed wetlands and obtaining the appropriate Section 10 and 404 permits from
the Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), as well as state authorizations administered by the Rhode Island

Coastal Resources Management Council (CRMC) and RIDEM for 401 water quality certification.

It is anticipated that impacts to wetlands will be less than one acre; therefore, the related site work would
be eligible for approval under an USACE Rhode Island programmatic general permit. In addition to
coordinating with the USACE, the construction management team will coordinate all wetlands activities

with the RIDEM wetland section and CRMC as necessary.

Tidal waters associated with the site are designated as Type 4 Waters under the Rhode Island Coastal
Resources Management Program. Activities in Rhode Island’s tidal waters, on shorelines abutting tidal
waters, or within the 200-foot area landward and contiguous to all coastal features (top of the revetment,
in this case) will require CRMC assent prior to conducting project activities. In addition, in accordance
with CRMC regulations, its jurisdiction will likely extend to cover all project activities being conducted on-
site.

Typically, under CERCLA, if the RA meets the substantive requirements of the permits and regulations,
the actual permit is not required. The TtNUS construction management team and remediation
subcontractor staff will meet with CRMC to discuss requirements pertinent to the project and solicit
comments on this and the associated design documents to meet the substantive requirements of the
pertinent regulations.

10.2 MONITORING WELL ABANDONMENT
Well abandonment procedures will conform to RIDEM well abandonment requirements as published in
Section 13.2 of Appendix | of the Rules and Regulations for Groundwater Quality Monitoring Well

Construction Standards and Abandonment Procedures. A well abandonment permit is not required. If

monitoring wells are abandoned, TtNUS will submit an Abandonment Report to the RIDEM.
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10.3 STORMWATER DISCHARGE FROM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

A National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Permit for Construction Activities
is not required to complete this CERCLA action. The project is not governed by specific effluent limitation
or monitoring requirements, however no discharge of hazardous substances to surface water will be
permitted. The site exceeds one acre in area; therefore, in accordance with the NPDES Phase I
stormwater management regulations, the substantive requirements of a Rhode Island Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (RIPDES) Permit for General Construction will be met. Formally obtaining a RIPDES

permit is not required for the completion of this work.

10.4 EARTH MOVING OPERATIONS

All excavation, grading, and earth-moving operation will be conducted in accordance with the Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan prepared by the remediation subcontractor. Wetlands and wetland buffer zones
are delineated as depicted on Figure 1-1. Construction activities in the wetlands and buffer zones will be

conducted in accordance with RIDEM regulations and USACE Section 10 and 404 requirements.

10.5 COASTAL ZONE CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION

A coastal zone consistency determination from the Rhode Island CRMC, which will be included as an
appendix in the final work plan, is required for the shoreline excavation and wetland replacement
activities. All activities will be required to be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the
requirements of the Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Program. Also, the USACE will
authorize the shoreline dredging contingent upon receipt of the consistency determination from the
CRMC. The Navy is responsible for submitting a coastal zone consistency determination to the CRMC

for review at least 60 days prior to the desired start date of site work.

10.6 AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

10.6.1 Fugitive Dust and Odor Emissions

Fugitive dust and/or odor emissions may occur during the excavation operations. Consequently,
engineering controls will be used to control these emissions. The controls will include keeping surfaces
adequately wet during intrusive activities and covering stockpiles and materials being transported. It is
anticipated that petroleum odors may be generated during excavation of oily soils. Air monitoring will be

performed in accordance with the site-specific HASP to monitor dust and VOC levels.
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10.7 WASTE MANAGEMENT

All excavated materials designated for off-site disposal will be disposed in accordance with the RIDEM
Solid and Hazardous Waste Regulations. As wastes are excavated, they will be field-screened as
described in Section 5.0 and segregated based on the screening results. Similar wastes will be
stockpiled together, sampled, and analyzed to determine the appropriate waste classification. Waste
materials potentially not suitable for stockpiling include liquid wastes and drums containing liquid.

Groundwater encountered during the excavation activities will not be considered liquid waste.

The following waste materials will be generated during remedial activities:

e Construction debris and industrial wastes containing oily and petroleum wastes

e Potentially contaminated vegetative waste generated during site clearing activities

e Uncontaminated above-grade vegetative waste generated during site clearing activities
e Subsurface structures

e PPE consisting of Tyvek, booties, gloves, etc. from intrusive activities in the EZ

e Decontamination solids and liquids

All disposal facilities and transporters involved with off-site disposal will be approved by the Navy in
advance. The remediation subcontractor will prepare all necessary waste documentation (profiles, bills of
lading, hazardous waste manifests) for Navy review and signature. TtNUS and subcontractor personnel

will not sign any waste documentation without written authorization of the Navy and approval.

10.7.1 Excavated Wastes

Excavated wastes will be cast into 10 cubic yards piles based on visual observation, field-screened as
described in Section 5.0, and stockpiled with similar wastes pending waste classification sampling and
analysis. Wastes found to be characteristically hazardous as defined by RCRA will be disposed of at an
out-of-state RCRA-permitted hazardous waste facility. Non-hazardous wastes will be either reused on-

site or landfilled at a non-hazardous solid waste landfill located nearby.

10.7.2 Construction and Demolition Debris

Construction and demolition debris consisting of wood, concrete, metal and other materials will be
generated during excavation activities. This debris will be broken, as necessary, into manageable pieces
and stockpiled for waste classification sampling and disposal. Off-site recycling of debris may be

considered a more cost-effective option if the cost to separate, decontaminate as needed, and handle the
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debris does not outweigh the cost difference for landfill disposal as commingled waste. Sampling and

analysis of any waste material will be conducted as necessary in accordance with this work plan.

10.7.3 Uncontaminated Vegetative Waste

Uncontaminated vegetative waste generated from surficial clearing activities will be chipped on-site and
stockpiled during the project activities. The material will be spread over the backfilled site upon

completion of the work.

10.7.4 Potentially Contaminated Vegetative Waste

Potentially contaminated vegetative waste generated from below-grade grubbing operations in potentially
contaminated areas will be chipped on-site and stockpiled with other site wastes pending waste

classification sampling and off-site disposal.

10.7.5 Personal Protective Equipment

PPE (Tyvek, gloves, booties, etc.) generated in the EZ during intrusive work will be placed in roll-off
containers and sampled for waste characterization analyses. Non-hazardous PPE will be disposed off-
site at a RCRA-permitted Subtitle D solid waste landfill. Hazardous PPE will be disposed at a RCRA-
permitted Subtitle C hazardous waste facility. PPE sampling will be conducted in accordance with this
work plan. PPE generated during clean work activities will be considered clean and disposed off-site as

non-hazardous solid waste at a RCRA-permitted Subtitle D solid waste landfill.

10.7.6 Decontamination Solids

Decontamination solids generated from decontamination of equipment previously in contact with site
wastes will be field-screened for organic vapors, stockpiled with similar wastes pending waste
characterization sampling and analysis, and ultimately disposed off-site in either a RCRA-permitted

Subtitle D solid waste facility or Subtitle C hazardous waste facility.

10.7.7 Liquid Wastes

Potential sources of liquid waste on-site include decontamination water, surface water, and subsurface
water removed from excavations during dewatering. Decontamination water generated from in-place
decontamination of equipment will be allowed to flow onto yet-to-be-remediated sections of the site.

Surface and subsurface water that collects in areas of the site and requires pumping will be containerized
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and characterized in accordance with the selected off-site disposal facility’s requirements. Collected

water that does not require pumping will be allowed to the settle into the site sail.

10.7.8 RCRA Waste Classification

Materials will be classified as RCRA waste (40 CFR 261.11) if they are (1) a listed waste under 40 CFR
261.31, .32, and .33, or (2) characteristic for ignitability (D001), corrosivity (D002), reactivity (D003), or
toxicity (D004-D043) as defined in 40 CFR 261.21, .22, .23, and .24. Materials will be field-screened for
organic vapors and stockpiled pending full waste characterization sampling. Waste analysis will occur at
the frequency specified in this work plan. Some soils have previously been characterized by TtNUS;

therefore, disposal facilities may be pre-selected by the remediation subcontractor.

10.7.9 Solid Waste Classification

Solid wastes are those materials defined by 40 CFR 262.1 as drilling wastes, garbage, refuse, sludge,
and other discarded materials including solid, liquid, semi-solid, or contained gaseous material generated
by industrial, commercial, or agricultural operations or from community activities. Site-generated solid
wastes that exhibit no RCRA characteristics will be regulated as non-hazardous and disposed of in a
RCRA-permitted Subtitle D solid waste facility. All Subtitle D solid waste facilities used for off-site
disposal will be first reviewed by the Navy and subject to Navy approval.

10.7.10 Permitting and Approval Reguirements

The remediation subcontractor will be responsible for obtaining approval for disposal from the off-site
facilities. The Navy is responsible for obtaining RCRA Notification of Hazardous Waste Activity forms and

a Generator’s Hazardous Waste Number.

10.7.11 Waste Minimization

Waste minimization principles will be incorporated into the project as follows:

e All planning activities will incorporate waste minimization practices.
e Waste streams will be segregated.

e Materials will be reused/recycled where possible.

e Use of hazardous materials will be minimized.

e Materials will not be contaminated unnecessarily.

e Equipment will be decontaminated and reused when practical.
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e Hazardous materials will be subject to strict inventory controls.
e Using dedicated equipment, minimal amounts of environmental media will be generated to

minimize decontamination requirements and waste volumes.
Each of the above steps will reduce the amount of contaminated waste generated during the project. Site
inspections will be conducted by the TtNUS construction management team to monitor site compliance

and waste minimization activities.

10.7.12 Segregation/Screening

Waste will be segregated based on existing information including the waste location, potential chemical
composition, appearance, odor, and field monitoring results. Similar wastes will be consolidated together
for waste characterization sampling. Non-hazardous waste will be segregated from hazardous waste
whenever possible. Waste segregation practices are intended to facilitate waste classification, maximize

reuse, minimize treatment and disposal costs, and match the acceptance criteria of off-disposal facilities.

10.7.13 Containerization

Characterized wastes designated for off-site disposal will be placed in DOT-compliant containers. Bulk
and non-bulk containers will be used based on waste volumes. Lined dump trailers and roll-off containers
will be used for large volumes of waste including soil, debris, and PPE wastes. Contaminated water
generated during dewatering activities will be containerized in a 20,000-gallon frac tanks. Smaller
volumes of waste such as decontamination water will be stored in non-bulk containers pending off-site
disposal. DOT-specified 1A1 (closed top) and 1A2 (open top) steel drums will be suitable for non-bulk

waste streams such as non-decontamination water.

10.7.14 Storage

All stockpiles, containers, and portable tanks will be located at the temporary staging area. This location
will be approved by the Navy and RIDEM and used to store all hazardous and non-hazardous wastes
generated by project activities. Upon receiving test results, the construction management team will seek
Navy approval for off-site transportation and disposal if necessary. Hazardous waste will be stored on-
site for less than 90 days from the date of generation unless a generator storage limit extension is
obtained. The remediation subcontractor will complete any necessary forms to request extensions and

submit the forms to the Navy for review and signature.

W5207412F 10-6 CTO 65



The Project Superintendent is responsible for identifying the emergency coordinator for the waste
accumulation/storage area. The emergency coordinator is responsible for coordinating any emergency
response activities related to waste storage area spills or releases. The following information will be

posted at the waste accumulation area at all times:

e Name and telephone number of emergency coordinator
e Location of fire extinguisher and spill control materials
e Telephone number of fire department

e Signage stating “Authorized Personnel Only”

10.7.15 Container Inspections

Waste container accumulation areas will be inspected weekly by project personnel while the work is in
progress to ensure proper labeling and secure closure and assess the condition of each container, the
number of containers, and the condition of the storage area. Any signs of deterioration, leaking, or dents
will be noted and the containers will be immediately overpacked, if necessary. Inspection results will be
documented in writing and the date and time of inspection and the inspector’s signature will be provided

on each inspection log.

10.7.16 Container Marking and Labeling

At the time of generation, all waste containers will be marked in indelible ink, paint, or grease pencil with

the following information:

e Source and location

e Contents of the container (type of material and expected hazards)

e Accumulation start date (the date material was first put in the container)
e Date container was sampled

e Special handling instructions

e “Hazardous Waste” label (for known or suspected hazardous waste)

Upon receipt of analytical results, containers will be immediately labeled with commercially available
labels. Within 5 days of receiving analytical results, project personnel will contact the Navy if the waste is
determined to not be hazardous. After concurrence from the Navy, the hazardous waste label will be
removed and the container will then be relabeled with a “Non-Hazardous Waste” label. Based on final
classification, the remediation subcontractor will select a proper DOT shipping name for any material
meeting a DOT hazard class. The remediation subcontractor will direct application of any required DOT
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markings and labels specific to the proper shipping name. The remediation subcontractor will also
specify required placarding based on the proper shipping name selected. Completion of the EPA
Hazardous Waste Label will meet the DOT requirements for cosignor/cosignee, name, address, and

contents.

10.7.17 Sampling and Waste Classification

A full sampling and analysis program will be provided in the CQC Plan. The classification of each waste
stream will be based on legally defensible analytical results from the waste characterization sampling.
The remediation subcontractor will submit the documentation supporting each waste stream classification

to the Navy. The Navy will be responsible for approving all waste classifications.

10.7.18 Spill Prevention Procedures

The remediation subcontractor will take all necessary precautions to prevent the possible release of
contaminants to the environment during all phases of the Removal Action. In the event of a spill, the

remediation subcontractor will perform the following at a minimum:

e Immediately notify the Navy.

e Address and adhere to federal and state requirements for reportable spills.

e Take immediate measures, utilizing properly protected personnel, to control and contain the spill.
e Isolate the hazardous area and keep all unnecessary personnel out of the area.

e Stay upwind and out of low areas.

o Keep combustibles away from the spill materials.

e Use water spray or other approved methods to reduce vapors, gases, and/or dust emissions.

10.7.19 Manifest Packages

Both hazardous and non-hazardous waste will potentially be generated during this project. The EPA-
approved Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest will be used, and any additional requirements imposed by
the waste-receiving state(s) will be observed. Non-hazardous waste will be shipped with a bill of lading or
non-hazardous waste manifest. The principal components of the completed manifest packages

submitted to the Navy may include:
e Hazardous waste manifests

e Hazardous material shipping papers

e Waste profile sheets
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Supporting information will include:

e Waste disposal history

e Analytical results

o Material Safety Data Sheets

e Information reviewed in identifying the proper waste code

e DOT-specified waste packaging, labeling, marking, manifesting, and placard requirements

10.7.20 Manifest Package Preparation and Submittal

The remediation subcontractor will prepare the complete manifest package including waste

characterization, waste profiles/approvals, and manifests/bills of lading.

The TtNUS construction manager will submit to the Navy for review and signature a reproducible copy of
the complete manifest package for each individual waste stream as soon as possible after waste
classification and disposal facility approvals have been obtained. The Navy will be responsible for signing
all hazardous waste manifests and bills of lading for off-site waste shipments. The construction manager
will hold the original complete manifest package and make corrections based on Navy comments, prior to

off-site shipment.

Within 24 hours of obtaining a transporter sighature and shipping waste materials off-site, the
construction manager will provide the Navy with two copies of the manifest (signed by the generator and

original transporter) and the remainder of the approved complete manifest package.

No waste will be transported prior to obtaining Navy approval of the complete manifest package and Navy
signatures for the manifests and shipping documents. The remediation subcontractor will not sign waste
profiles or manifest packages without written authorization from the Navy and approval of internal legal

counsel.

10.7.21 Manifest Reporting Reguirements

The TtNUS construction manager will provide the Navy with all generator copies of signed manifests.
Under RIDEM regulations, two copies of every manifest must be sent to the RIDEM; one from the Navy
and one from the Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facility (TSDF) after the TSDF has signed the
manifest. The Navy is also responsible for sending a generator’'s copy of the manifest to the receiving

state, if not Rhode Island, if the receiving state requires a generator’s copy.
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10.7.22 Record-Keeping Reguirements

Records will be kept for all activities. Records to be retained include all hazardous waste manifests,
Generator Biennial Reports, manifest exception reports, bills of lading, records of any test results or
waste analyses, waste profile sheets, and meeting notes and minutes, etc.; records will be retained for at
least three years after project completion. The TtNUS construction manager will retain photocopies of all
waste documentation in the project file and will forward original copies of all manifests and bills of lading

to the Navy.

10.7.23 Exception Reports

If, by the 35" day after the transporter signs the manifest, the Navy has not received a signed copy of the
signed manifest from the TSDF, the remediation subcontractor will contact the TSDF by telephone to
obtain a signed copy. If the Navy has not received a signed copy of the manifest by the 38" day, an
exception report will be prepared. This exception report will be submitted to the Navy for review and
approval no later than day 40. The remediation subcontractor will document all calls to locate shipments
and submit the documentation with the exception report. The Navy will submit the signed exception
report to the EPA Regional Administrator prior to the 45" day. All exception reports will also be presented

in the Closure Report.
10.8 DOT HAZARDOUS MATERIAL TRANSPORTATION

All waste materials destined for off-site disposal are expected to be non-hazardous and will not meet the
definition of a DOT hazardous material, however, in the event that hazardous materials are encountered,
the remediation subcontractor will adhere to the applicable requirements for waste and sample shipment.
Hazardous materials will be properly classed, described, packaged, marked, labeled and conditioned for
shipment as required by 49 CFR 171.

Waste that does not exhibit any of the nine DOT hazard class characteristics (i.e., explosive, flammable,
poisonous, combustible, etc.) is not regulated under DOT specifications for transportation of hazardous
material. If waste is suspected to be hazardous, then it will be shipped under the suspected hazard class.
If a particular hazard class is unable to be determined, then the material may be shipped under either of

the following:
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o Hazard ID Packing
Shipping Name Class Number Group Label
Environmentally hazardous substances, liquid, n.o.s. 9 UN3082 [ CLASS 9
Environmentally hazardous substances, solid, n.o.s. 9 UN3077 i CLASS 10

When using either one of these “n.o.s.” (not otherwise specified) shipping names, at least two technical

names must follow (i.e., “Environmentally hazardous substances, liquid, n.o.s. [Benzene and Acetone]”).

The shipping name, identification number, packing group, instructions, cautions, weights, EPA waste
code numbers, and cosignee/cosignor designations will be marked on the packages for shipment. The
label will provide information regarding the DOT hazard class.

The label to be placed on the material will depend on the results of the sampling. Once the waste is
characterized, reference should be made to the Hazardous Materials Table in 49 CFR 172.101 to
determine the appropriate label. The package (or drum) will be marked and labeled as specified in 49
CFR 172.301.

The person presenting hazardous material for shipment will offer placards (49 CFR 172.506). Any
guantity of material listed in Table 1 of the regulations will be placarded. However, if there is less than
1,000 pounds of a Table 2-listed material, no placard is required. Class 9 placards are not required for
domestic shipments. If a placard is required, the label referenced above will be affixed on each side and
end of the vehicle.

Hazardous material shipment papers will include the following information about the material, in the
following order:

Proper shipping name;

e Hazard class or division;

e |dentification number;

e Packaging group;

e Total quantity (listed either before or after the above information); and

e Technical and chemical group names, which may be entered in parentheses between the proper
shipping name and hazard class or following the basic description (e.g., “Flammable liquids,

n.o.s. [contains xylene and benzene], 3 UN1993, PG II').
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Other required information includes:

e EPA identification (applicable to manifests);

e Emergency Response Guidebook numbers;

e 24-hour emergency response number, supplied by the generator;
e Signatures; and

e Shipper’s certification.
All remediation subcontractor and other personnel involved in DOT Hazardous Material Shipment
activities will have been trained in accordance with personnel training requirements outlined in 49 CFR

172 Subpart H.

10.8.1 Waste Transporter Selection

To ensure safe transport of the waste, only transporters who have demonstrated competence and hold
the required license and permits for transporting will be used. Remediation subcontractor policies and
procedures for subcontracting will be followed. Transporter EPA/state identification numbers will be kept
in project and compliance files. Trucks will be tightly covered to prevent fugitive releases of material
during transport.
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11.0 REPORT

Upon completion of the work, TtNUS will prepare and submit a Closure Report to document that the
Removal Action was conducted based on the requirements of the Action Memorandum. A Closure

Report to document installation of the revetment will be submitted separately.

The report will contain a description of the Removal Action including the total volume of waste disposed
off-site and disposal volume of each classification of waste material, the total volume of soil reused as
backfill on-site, a summary of field screening activities, confirmation sampling and waste characterization
analytical results, field QC inspection reports, weekly progress reports, manifest records for all material
shipped and disposed off-site, photographic documentation of the project work, the date of the final site
walkover, the final cost, and statement from the Navy indicating that the work is acceptable. Maps will be
included showing dimensions of removal areas, depths excavated as well as a description of materials
and structures left in place. The report will also contain a signed statement from the Professional
Engineer in charge of the project to certify that the work has been completed in accordance with the
applicable regulations and policies. The Closure Report will be submitted as Draft for Navy review within

60 days of completing the site work.

The Closure Report will be provided as a draft for EPA and RIDEM review and comment, and then will be

revised (as needed) as final.
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Removal Action Work Plan for Old Fire Fighting Training Area
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ACTION MEMORANDUM
DATE: January 15, 2007
FROM: Captain Todd W. Malloy, Commanding Officer Naval Staticn Newport

SUBJECT: Non-Time Critical Removal Action
Old Fire Fighting Training Area (Site 09)
Naval Station Newport, Newport, Rhode Isiand

1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this Action Memorandum is to document the decision by the U.S. Navy {Navy) to conduct
a non time critical removal action (NTCRA) to remove contaminated subsurface soil and subsurface
structures, and to replace the shoreline protection system at the Old Fire Fighting Training Area (OFFTA)
Site, at Naval Station (NAVSTA) Newport, in Newport Rhode Island.

This action is to be taken to reduce potential risks to the public health, welfare and the environment posed
by contaminants in the soils resulting from former use as a fire training area. Contaminated subsurface
soil, building foundations, drain lines, and a suspected oil-water separator at OFFTA will be removed in
this action. The existing shoreline protection material will be replaced with an engineered stone
revetment to preverit further erosion of soil into Coasters Harbor,

This NTCRA is being conducted by the Navy under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the Rhode Island Rules and Regulations for the
Investigation and Remediation of Hazardous Material Releases (Remediation Regulations).

2. NAVSTA NEWPORT BACKGROUND

The NAVSTA Newport facility has been in use by the Navy since the era of the Civil War. During World
Wars | and I, military activities at the facility increased significantly and the base provided housing and
support for many servicemen. In subsequent peacetime years, use of on-site facilities was slowly phased
out until Newport became the headquarters of the Commander Cruiser-Destroyer Force Atlaniic in 1962.
In April 1973, the Shore Establishment Realignment Program (SER) resulted in the reorganization of
naval forces, and activity again declined. From 1974 to the present, research and development and
fraining have been the primary activities at Newport. The base was renamed from the Naval Education
and Training Center (NETC) to Naval Station Newport in 1998. The major commands currently located at
NAVSTA Newport include the Naval Education and Training Center, Surface Warfare Officers School
Command, Naval Undersea Warfare Center, and the Naval War College. Occupying approximately 1,063
acres, NAVSTA Newport is located along the western shoreline of Aquidneck Island for approximately 6
miles facing the east passage of Narragansett Bay. Portions of the facility are located in the City of
Newport and the Towns of Middletown, Portsmouth, and Jamestown, Rhaode Island.

3. SITE DESCRIPTION

This section presents an assessment of the environmental conditions at the OFFTA site. The site
conditions have been evaluated through performance of a Source Removal investigation (1997) a
Remedial Investigation (RI} (2001), a Feasibility Study (FS) (2002) and Pre-Design Investigation Studies
(2002 and 2004).

a. Background. The OFFTA Site is located at the northem end of Coasters Harbor Isiand (see Figure 1),
which is part of NAVSTA Newport. Coaster Harbor Isfand has a land area of 92 acres. Navy training
facilities, including the Naval War College, occupy the portion of the island south of the OFFTA Site.
The Site occupies approximately 5.5 acres and is bordered by Taylor Drive to the south and is
surrounded by Coasters Harbor (part of Narragansett Bay) to the east, north, and west. Located along
Taylor Drive, opposite the Site, are instructional facilities and asphalt parking lots. A small portion of
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the parking area for the Surface Warfare Officers School was determined to be part of the Site due to
the presence of il contamination that appears to be contiguous to that present at OFFTA.

The OFFTA Site is generally flat, with base grade surface elevations ranging from 8 to 12 feet above
mean low water (MLW). Until recently, the most prominent topographic features of the site were three
mounds constructed into the landscape, with heights ranging from 4 to 20 feet above the surrounding
area, These mounds, which contained contaminated soil and debris, were removed in a NTCRA
conducted by the Navy from September 2004 through March 2005. The Site surface is predominantly
soil and mown grass. A temporary gravel parking lot is located in the center portion of the site formerly
occupied by a baseball field. A one-story concrete block building (Building 144), currently used for
recruiting offices, is located along the southern side of the Site. With the exception of the parking
areas, use of the OFFTA Site is not allowed; access to the Site is restricted by a chain link fence along
its eastern, southern, and western sides.

The site is underiain by layers of fill, consisting of construction debris and sand and gravel; silty sand
and gravel; peat; silt; and glacial till consisting of silt, sand and gravel. Overburden deposit thickness
ranges from about 6 to more than 25 fest,

Groundwater is present between four and eight feet below ground surface. Groundwater elevation is
influenced by tidal fluctuation, particularly near the shoreline. The groundwater beneath the site is
classified by RIDEM as GB (not a potential current or future drinking water source).

A Navy fire fighting training facility occupied the Site from World War Il until 1972. During the fire
training operations, sailors ignited fuel oils in small structures at the site that simulated shipboard
compartments, and then extinguished the fires. Figure 2 depicts the site and site features during the
fire fighting training. These operations resulted in releases of fuel mixtures to the ground at the site.
Upon closure of the fire fighting training facility, the training structures were reportedly demolished and
the debris was buried in the mounds on the site, and then the entire area was covered with 1 to 2 feet
of topsoil. The site was converted to a recreational area (Katy Field) in 1976 and used as such until its
closure in 1998.

Currently the site is unused, with the exception of Building 144, occupied by recruiting offices. A
replacement bridge is anticipated to be constructed to connect Taylor Drive to Coddington Point, and
the associated project will impact approximately one acre on the easternmost portion of the site.

b. Removal Site Evaluation.

Extensive investigations have been conducted at the site including Remedial Investigation, Feasibility
Study and Pre-design Investigations. This section summarizes the findings of these investigations.

Results indicate that past site activities have resulted in the release of both organic and inorganic
contaminants. Contaminants that are believed to be site related include petroleum hydrocarbons,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) compounds, and lead. Other contaminants found that are not
believed to be site related include the metals antimony, arsenic, beryllium and manganese, and the
pesticide dieldrin. In addition to the contaminated soil at the site, various types of debris, including
concrete debris and intact foundations, bricks, asphalt, and remnant piping are present in the
subsurface and along the shorsline.

Residual petroleum was observed in various locations, as oily soils bound within vadose zone soils
and as a petroleum sheen on groundwater generated during excavation of test pits. The highest
concentrations of petroleum exceed 30,000 mg/kg in soil which constitutes an exceedance of an upper
concentration limit, in accordance with RIDEM Remediation Regulations (August 2004). Other soils
near Coasters Harbor contain concentrations of TPH between 500 mg/kg and 10,000 mg/kg (refer to
Figure 3).
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PAHs were detected at their highest concentrations in subsurface socil and groundwater sample
locations adjacent to Coasters Harbor. PAHs were also detected in shoreline sediment (intertidal),
marine sediment (subtidal), and storm water samples. The highest concentrations of PAHs in marine
sediment were detected at sampling stations nearest the shore in the vicinity of storm drain outfalls
discharging at the shoreline of the site. Asphalt is present on the shoreline as debris and the shoreline
shows signs of erosion in the western portion of the site. Concentrations of PAHs range from non-
detect to over 90 mg/kg of total PAH in soil.

Metals were detected in soils and debris throughout the site. The presence of lead contamination in
the site soil and fill possibly resulted from residual lead paint or leaded fuels used at the site. An
average concentration of lead in fill at the site is calculated to be 888 mg/kg with a maximum
concentration of 8250 mg/kg in fill (TtNUS 2004). Other metals of concern (including antimony,
arsenic, beryllium and manganese were found at comparable or higher concentrations in till at the site
and tended to be present at higher concentrations in deeper soils, indicating that they are naturally
occurring (TENUS 2004).

In 2004, a manhole was uncovered under the central mound at the site. Upon research into the
former structures at the site, it was determined that this manhole is likely part of the former drainage
system and may be connected to a former oil water separator.

¢. Release or Threatened Release into the Environment of a Hazardous Substance, or Pollutant or
Contaminant.- The on-shore portion of the site contains an estimated 450 cubic yards of soil
contaminated with petroleum in excess of 30,000 mg/kg, which exceeds RIDEM upper concentration
limits for petroleum. In addition, wave erosion of the rubble shoreline protection material and the soil
behind it may contribute to sediment contamination in Coasters Harbor. Finally, structures including a
suspected oil-water separator, a former discharge pipe and three former building foundations were
previously found at the site that may provide inputs as continuing sources of contamination.

d. National Priorities List (NPL) Status. On November 21, 1989, NETC Newport was added to the
National Priorities List (NPL) (54 FR 48184). On March 23, 1992 Site 09 (Fire Fighting Training Area)
was recognized as an “"Area of Contamination” (AOC) by the signing parties to the Federal Facilities
Agreement (FFA) for NETC Newport. Therefore the Navy is required to take response actions
pursuant to CERCLA and the terms of the agreement. Although NETC Newport has undergone
change of name to NAYSTA Newport, NPL status is not affected.

4, OTHER ACTIONS TO DATE

a. Previous Actions. In 1998 the Navy conducted a removal evaluation at the OFFTA site to determine if
there were still vessels or piping in place in the subsurface that could be contributing to the
contamination at the site. Although remnant piping was found in the soils, these pipes were not
connected and it was concluded that the fuel storage facilities had been removed during the
redevelopment effort in the 1970s and no significant source of contamination remained in the
subsurface soils that would warrant a source remaoval at that time. Areas under the debtis mounds
were not evaluated at that time due to the obstructions that the mounds posed.

In Novemnber and December 2003, the Navy conducted a Soil Pre-Design Investigation, which
involved collection of additional subsurface information to better delineate the extent of contaminants
in the mounds and subsurface soils on the OFFTA site. From this investigation, two reports were
prepared: (1) the Mound Summary Report {March 2004) was prepared to help define the volume of
soil and debris in the mounds requiring removal during the first removal action and (2) the Soil Pre-
Design Investigation Report (April 2005) was prepared to help define the volume of soil and fill
requiring removal under a second possible removal action for the on-shore portion of the OFFTA site.

The mound removal action was completed by the Navy at the OFFTA site in March 2005. Removal of
the mounds was required to 1) confirm that no concentrated contaminant sources such as buried
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drums remained at the site and, 2) allow access to contaminated soils beneath the mounds. No
concentrated sources of contamination or vessels were encountered within the mounds. The mound
removal consisted of excavation and off-site disposal of approximately 11,100 cubic yards of soil and
debris contained in the three mounds at the site. Upon completion of this removal, a manhole was
found which may be a part of the former drainage system used at the site during fireé training
operations.

b. Feasibility Study, Proposed Plan, and Tiger Team Optimization Review

A proposed plan for removal of soil at the site was prepared following the completion of the Feasibility
study for the site (FS). The proposed plan included removal of all soil exceeding risk-based cleanup
goals to achieve an unrestricted future use of the site.

An optimization review was conducted by a “Tiger Team” formed of Navy and EPA personnel in 2005
to determine if the proposed plan should be carried out. The review noted that the proposed plan
would require removal of nearly all vadose zone soils at the site to achieve the unrestricted land use
goal. It was also noted that foliowing the completion of the FS report, the anticipated land use changed
from unrestricted to a commercial/industrial with restricted passive recreational access {traverse
paths). The Tiger Team recommended that the FS be revised to address the new land use and
consider land use controls as part of the remedial action, and not restrict the remedial alternatives to
an unrestricted land use goal.

However, it was further recognized that the soils exceeding the upper concentration limits required
removal regardless of planned land use, and some structures known to exist (remnant outfall piping,
the suspected oil — water separator, and three former building foundations) may be acting as
continuing sources of contaminant releases. It was agreed by that Tiger Team that these targets
should be addressed through a NTCRA.

Finally, it was noted that the shoreline protection at the site consists partially of fill including concrete
and asphalt, and this material was not fully protective of erosion of the shoreline. The Tiger Team
recommended that an engineered stone revetment be installed to prevent any erosion of soil
containing debris, PAHs, and metals into the marine environment and to remove shoreline material
that may provide contributing contamination. :

Therefore, the Navy proposes implementation of the Tiger Team recommendations to conduct the
following as a removal action:

* Remove soil with contaminant concentrations exceeding upper concentration limits for
petroleum.

* Remove a manhole and suspected oil-water separator found underneath the central mound
during removal of the mound.

* Remove three foundations found in the subsurface of the site during remedial investigations
and predesign investigations between 1998 and 2004,

* Remove one 8-inch cast iron drainage pipe presumed to have discharged cily water and
waste from the site during operations. Seek a second such drainage pipe shown on historic
drawings and remove if found.

* Remove building debris from the shoreline, design and install an engineered stone revetment
that will prevent erosion of soil containing low concentrations of PAH and lead contaminants in
the soil to the sediments of Coasters Harbor.

¢. Current Actions. The Navy has initiated contracting actions to implement the Tiger Team

recommendations as described above. The removal action as described in this Action Memorandum is
anticipated to be conducted in 2007 and 2008.

W5206405F -4- CTos



5. STATE AND LOCAL AUTHORITIES ROLE

a. State and Local Actions to Date. The site is located on property held by the Navy, and as such the
Navy holds responsibility for removal actions, risk reduction and remediation of the site as needed.
State and Local authorities have not undertaken any removal actions at the site, other than providing
oversight of studies and actions conducted by the Navy. The State provides oversight of actions and
review of documents for the site. The iocal community provides input on the Navy's action through
participation in the Restoration Advisory Board, a group of community members who meet with Navy
representatives periodically to discuss progress and provide input on Installation Restoration Program
(IRP}) sites.

b. Potential for Continued State and Local Response. The ownership of the land at Coasters Harbor
Island is not anticipated to change in the foreseeable future, and the Navy will retain responsibility for
the site. Therefore, there is no anticipated need for state or local lead on removal or remedial actions
for this site. The State of Rhode Island will continue to oversee the investigations and removal actions
and the local community will continue to provide input on actions conducted at the site through the
Restoration Advisory Board.,

6. THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE OR THE ENVIRONMENT,
AND STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES

Potential threats to-public health, welfare or the environment posed by site contaminants, and statutory
and regulatory authorities that apply to the site are discussed in this section.

a. Threats to Pubiic Health or Welfare. Petroleum exceeds the RIDEM upper concentration limit of 30,000
mg/kg. There is a presumption that concentrations of petroleum in excess of 30,000 mg/kg pose a
threat of health effects to humans, through the presence of assaciated PAHs. Risk assessments
conducted to date show acceptable risks from contaminants present to recreational users exposed to
surface soil and to excavation workers exposed to surface and subsurface soil. Risk to individuals
under an industrial/commercial use has not been calculated, but will be quantified in a revised
Feasibility Study, currently under preparation.

b. Threats to the Environment. Concentrations of contaminants present in the soil including PAHSs,
petroleum, and lead may contribute to sediment contamination in Coasters Harbor through erosion of
those soils and may thus pose a risk of adverse effects to ecological receptors. In addition, structures
and foundations found during the predesign investigation are present that may be providing a
continuing source of contaminants to the site and surrounding marine sediments.

c¢.__Regulatory Authorities. Petroleum exceeds the RIDEM upper concentration limit of 30,000 mg/kg.
The presence of this level of petroleum in soil at the site constitutes a violation of those regulations.
The Navy is required to take response actions pursuant to CERCLA under the terms of the FFA.

7. ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not addressed by implementing
the response action selected in this Action memorandum, may present an elevated risk of endangerment
to public health, or welfare, or the environment. The Navy has determined that this threat can be abated,
minimized, or eliminated by undertaking a removal action.

8. PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS
This section describes the proposed removal action to mitigate the conditions cited in Section 6, above.

a.Proposed Action. The proposed soil removal action consists of the excavation, transportation and off-
site disposal of contaminated soil, foundations and other structures at the OFFTA Site. Following
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excavation, the removal areas will be backfilled, graded to the base grade elevation present across the
Site, and a stone revetment will be constructed along the shoreline to protect it from erosion.

The removai of contaminated soil and structures was proposed to the public in July 2003. Comments
on the proposed removal action have been received from the EPA, RIDEM, and the public and are
provided in a responsiveness summary (Aftachment C). The responsiveness summary provides the
Navy’'s response to the public comments to the proposed plan for the removal action. The comments
have been taken into consideration and support the removals proposed. However, because the
quantities anticipated for removal have been revised since 2003, the revisions will be brought to the
public through the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) on January 17, 2007. In addition, a Fact Sheet
Update will be provided in late January 2007 to describe progress to date and changes recommended
by the Tiger (review) Team. The final remedy wil! be presented to the general public for comment after
it is determined,

The major components of the proposed removal action and the basis for the proposal are provided
below. Details of the actions and methods to perform the scil removal action will be described in two
documents yet to be prepared: 1) the Removal Action Work Plan and 2) the Design for Replacement
Stone Revetment. Both documents will be made available to the public through the RAB and to the
Regulatory review parties for review and comment. The following paragraphs describe the major
components of this proposed action.

RA Work Plan — A Removal Action (RA) work plan will be prepared and submitted to the regulatory
parties for review as a draft and a draft final in order to solicit and address their concerns on the
execution of the removal action. A final RA work plan will aiso be prepared and distributed to provide
a plan for execution of the project. The RA work plan will describe the details of the removals,
schedule, the action limits, sampling to be conducted, and limits of the removals.

Staging Area Setup ~ Prior to the start of excavation, staging areas, decontamination areas and site
access controls will be set up. Fences will be opened as necessary for bringing equipment to the site
then re-secured. Staging areas will be sized to accommodate the excavated soil.

Erosion_Control — Erosion control measures will be set up to prevent runoff or erosion of soil and
debris from the site and staging areas. In areas along the shoreline, erosion controls will be
constructed to prevent storm, wave and wind erosion.

Soil, Fill. and Debris Removal — The removal action will consist of four components, as described
below. Figure 3 shows the target excavation areas.

» Soil containing petroleum at concentrations above 30,000 mg/kg will be removed from the area
where found. Based on extensive sampling conducted, this area is anticipated to cover 2116
square feet, extend to 8 feet below ground surface and involve the removal of an estimated 450
cubic yards of soil (Note that the depth of 8 feet may in fact be greater, based on confirmation
sampling to be conducted.)

+ Three foundations that were found during the removal action evaluation in 1998 will be
excavated, demolished and removed from the subsurface. Any piping found leading to or from
these foundations will be opened, inspected, and evaluated to determine if they constitute a
possible continuing source of contamination. If there is a reason to believe the are or are
connected to a continuing source, or if they have previously been a source of contamination,
they will be removed through excavation. The three foundation excavations are each
presumed to involve an area of 2200 square feet, extend 6 feet below ground surface and
involve removal of 380 cubic yards of soil and concrete.

« The manhole uncovered during the mound rermoval action will be opened, inspected, emptied,
and then the associated structure will be excavated, demolished and removed. Any piping
found leading to or from these foundations will be inspected to determine if remnant piping
constitutes a continuing source of petroleum or PAH contamination to the site. The manhole

W5206405F ’ -6- cTO 8



excavation is anticipated to involve an area approximately 1300 square feet, extend 8 feet
below ground surface and involve the removal of approximately 250 cubic yards of soil and
concrete.

« The 8 inch cast iron drainage pipe found at the shoreling during the removal action evaluation
in 1998 will be excavated, demolished and removed from the subsurface. Any connecting
piping found will be inspected to determine if this remnant piping constitutes a continuing
source of petroleum or PAH contamination to the site. The drain pipe excavation area is
anticipated to impact an area 1400 square feet, extend to a depth of 8 feet below ground
surface and invoive the removal of approximately 250 cubic yards of soil and debris.

Stone Revetment — The existing shoreline protection material will be removed and replaced with an
engineered stone reveiment constructed along the shoreline to stabilize the shoreline and protect it
from erosion,

¢ The design of the stone revetment will be presented as a 30% and a 90% for review by the
regulatory parties, and a 100% design for distribution as a Navy contract bid package.

» The stone revetment will be designed and constructed to withstand a 100 year storm.

+ The stone revetment will be constructed to cover the intertidal sediment which contains some
amount of asphalt and fill, preventing further erosion of this fill into the subtidal area.

+ The installation of the stone revetment will require excavation of some intertidal scil and
sediment for the purposes of anchoring the revetment into the ground and protecting it from
movement during storm events. The volume of material to be removed will be determined
from a design-wave analysis, which is a calculation of how deep a seawall revetment needs to
be anchored into the subsurface material to prevent washout. It is anticipated that the
revetment may be anchored two to four feet below the existing ground surface, along a part of
the shoreline.

e During construction, erosion control measures including “port-a-dam” and/or silt curtains will
be set up to prevent runoff or erosion of scil and debris from the excavation and construction
areas.

+« The stone reveiment will be designed and constructed to protect the eelgrass beds and
shellfish beds that are present in close proximity to this construction area. This will be
accomplished through proper slope design, no encroachment into the subtidal areas and if
necessary, reduction in the land portion of the site to achieve adequate space between the
action areas and protected areas.

NAPL Controis During Excavation — Care will be taken during excavation to minimize the spread of
NAPL to less contaminated areas. Any NAPL that accumulates on the water table during excavation
will be captured and pumped from the excavations, and/or controlled by use of adsorbent pads or
booms to prevent its migration. If it is believed that NAPL will continue to seep out of adjoining soil
into an excavation area after backfill, a low-cost passive NAPL collection system can be installed in an
excavation fo address this possibility.

Confirmation Sampling — Confirmation samples (also previously termed post-excavation samples) will
be collected from the bottom and sides of excavations and analyzed for the removal action goai for
TPH (30,000 mg/kg) to determine if the excavation is complete. The RA work plan will specify
frequency of sampling.

Staging of Material — Excavated soil and debris materials will be segregated and staged in covered
stockpiles of like material (according to type and/or disposal facility) in the staging area. Materials may
include soils, tree stumps, root balls, concrete, rebar, brick, wood, metal, asphalt and building rubble.
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Soil will be tested to determine the appropriate disposal facility. Any free liquids released from
excavated material will be managed to prevent migration of cantamination.

Waste Disposal — Stockpiled materials will be sampled and analyzed for characterization purposes
and to facilitate disposal. After profiling and manifesting, material will be shipped to the approved
disposal facility.

Site Restoration — Excavated areas will be backfilled with clean fill and 4 inches of top soil. The
excavated areas and other areas damaged during the removal action will be restored the original base
grade elevation and seeded to prevent surface erosion.

b. Contribution to Remedial Performance. The final remedy decision for the site has not been
determined. The Tiger Team Optimization Review advised that the Feasibility Study completed in
2002 should be revised because 1) It was not accepted by the reguiatory parties, and 2) because it
limited the remedial alternatives evaluated to unrestricted land use, a limitation which is no longer
applicable. However, the remedy decision as foreseen by the Tiger Team is anticipated to consist of
a series of removal actions and land use controls appropriate for the planned land use at this site.

By removing soil exceeding upper concentration limits, the on-shore soil removal action will
significantly reduce the potential human health risk posed by on-shore soils. Removing the suspected
oil — water separator, the former drainage line, and the former building foundations, any associated
sources of continuing contamination will be removed from the site. Removal of the asphalt and fill
placed as shoreline protection and replacing that debris with an engineered stone revetment will
reduce the potential for contaminant migration -into the marine sediments via erosion of the scil and
fill, thereby reducing the potential risk to off-shore ecological receptors.

The completion of this removal action will not hinder the performance of any anticipated action to be
conducted as a part of the final remedy.

c. Alternative Actions Considered. A range of alternative technologies were evaluated in the Feasibility
Study completed in 2002. These were considered for the performance of the removal action, because
it was noted that this action needs to be complimentary to the final remedy decision.

no action - eliminated because it does not meet removal action goals;
removal, ex-situ treatment and backfill — eliminated after detailed analysis due to extended time
required to meet removal action goals and high cost for treatment;

« removal and off site disposal .

Cap and land use control alternatives were not evaluated in the FS report because there was an
undetermined land use at the time.

Removal and disposal of target structures and contaminated soils exceeding upper concentration limits
was selected as it is the only alternative that would be complimentary to any selected final remedy.

d. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). The removal action complies with the

following federal and state ARARSs:

» Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et. seq.} — Actions must meet applicabie
coastal zone management requirements and protect resource areas.

* Floodplain Management (Executive Order 11988; 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A) — Actions must
preserve beneficial value of the floodplain.

s Clean Air Act (CAA), National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS)
(USC 7411, 7412; 40 CFR Part 61) — Requirements for monitoring of air emissions must be met;
activities will be carried out in a manner which will minimize potential air releases.
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Subtitie C - Standards for Hazardous Waste
Facilities (42 USC 6291 et seq.) - Scils and debris must be tested, and if hazardous, handled and
disposed according to standards.

Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 402, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
(33 USC 1342; 40 CFR Parts 122-125, 131) - Regulated discharges into surface waters must
meet ambient water quality criteria.

Rhode Island Remediation Regulations (CRIR 12-180-001, Section 8; DEM-DSR-01-93, as
amended August 1996 and August 2004) — Removal will be directed by presence of soil
exceeding upper concentration limits for petroleum (>30,000 mg/kg)

Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management (RIGL 46-23-1 et seq.) — Actions must address
applicable coastal resource management requirements.

Rhode Isiand Clean Air Act - Fugitive Dust Control (RIGL 23-23 et seq.; CRIR 12-31-05) —
Actions must take reasonable precaution to prevent particulate matter from becoming airborne.
Rhode Island Clean Air Act - Emissions Detrimental to Persons or Property (RIGL 23-23 et seq.;
CRIR 12-31-07) — Actions must prevent airborne emissions of contaminants that may be injurious
to humans, plant or animal life or cause damage to property.

Rhode Island Clean Air Act - Air Pollution Control (RIGL 23-23 et seq.; CRIR 12-31-09) -
Removal action air emissions must be monitored and emissions conirolled if necessary.

Rhode Island Clean Air Act - Air Toxics (RIGL 23-23 et seq.; CRIR 12-31-22) - Removal action air
emissions must be monitored to assess compliance and operation and maintenance acfivities
carried out in to minimize potential air releases.

Rhode Island Hazardous Waste Management Standards for Treatment, Storage, and Disposal
Facilities (RIGL 23-19.1 et seq.; CRIR 12-030-003) — Soils and debris must be tested, and if
hazardous, handled and disposed according to standards.

In addition to the ARARs provided above, the following regulations are cited as regulations “to be
considered” during conduct of the proposed removal action:

Rhode Island Remediation Regulations DEM-DSR-01-93 as amended, remaining sections
Rhode island Underground Storage Tank Regulations DEM-OWM-UST06-05

Rhode Island Leaking Underground Storage Tank Regulations

Rhode Island Above Ground Storage Tank Regulations

Rhaode Island Oil Pollution Control Regulations

Rhode Island Water Pollution Control Regulations

e. Project Schedule. The following project schedule has been developed in accordance with the FFA,
required times for completion of tasks and other constraints.

Milestone Proposed Start Date Proposed Completion

Date
On-shore Removal Action Work Plan 10/1/06 8/19/07
Sail Excavation and Remaoval 8/20/07 1/17/08
Removal Completion Report 1/17/08 © 9/4/08
Stone Revetment Design 8/20/07 1/17/08
Stone Revetment Construction 6/1/08 11/1/08
Stone Revetment Completion Report (As-Built) 11/1/08 1/1/09

All dates are subject to funding constraints

f. Estimated Costs. The estimated cost for the proposed removal action is currently estimated at

approximately $3.3M, to be conducted in two phases: The planning documents, design, and soil
removal is estimated at $1.3M, and the stone revetment construction is estimated at approximately
$2M. The estimate for the stone revetment will be revised after the design is completed. There are no
long-term operation, maintenance, or monitoring costs associated with this removal action, although
monitoring of the revetment will be required, and noted in the Final ROD as appropriate.
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9. EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE SITUATION SHOULD ACTION BE DELLAYED OR
NOT TAKEN .

If the removal action is not conducted, the contaminant concentrations in the soil may degrade, with
bacterial action reducing the hydrocarbons in the soil. However, concentrations will likely decrease slowly
aver time. Shoreline and debris erosion will continue, possibly resulting in further sediment contamination
in Coasters Harbor.

10. OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES
None identified at this time.
11. ENFORCEMENT

The action is being undertaken voluntarily by the Navy in accordance with the Federal Facilities
Agreement for the NAVSTA Newport IRP. Regulatory agencies are anticipated to remain in an oversight
role tor the duration of the removal action, approving design documents, removal documentation and
completion reports in order to continue to move toward a perrmanent remedy for the site.

12 RECOMMENDATION

The removal of the highly contaminated on-shore soil, and removal of the structures will reduce the risk of
exposure of contaminants at the site. The removal of debris from the shoreline and installation of an
engineered stone revetment will reduce further erosion of contaminated soils from the bluff face to the
sediments along the shoreline and will reduce migration of contarninants from the site soils into
groundwater. Therefore, the Navy recommends the implementation of the proposed Soil Removal
NTCRA.

Approvals: @)
NAVSTA Newpaort ] ] Date: / £ 07’

CAPT Todd W. alloy
Commanding Officer
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PRUDENCE ISLAND, RHODE ISLAND, 1955, PHOTOREVISED 1970 AND 1975

GRAPHIC SCALE
0.5 MILE 1 MILE

QUADRANGLE LOCATION

SITE LOCUS FIGURE 1

OLD FIRE FIGHTING TRAINING AREA

NAVSTA NEWPORT — NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND| | Tf| TETRA TECH NUS, INC.

DRAWN 8Y: D.W. MACDOUGALL REV.: D

CHECKED BY: 3. PARKER DATE: AUGUST 11, 2006 55 Jonapin Road Wiimingtan, MA 01887
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COMPARTMENT BUILDING

123
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———— " STEAM LINE RETURN
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—eem—  SANITARY SEWER LINE HISTORIC FEATURES FIGURE 2
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E @ om s NAVSTA NEWPORT — NEWPORT, RHODE 1SLAND | | TH| TETRA TECH NUS, INC.
[(] GAS TANKS DRAWN BY: D.W. MACDOUGALL REV.: 0
CHECKED BY: 5. PARKER DATE: AUGUST 11, 2006 55 Jonspin Road Wimington, MA 01887
SCALE: NOT TO SCALE FILE NO.: \1611\1410\FIG_2.0WG (978)658-7899




STORM BDRAIN QUTFALL #93
EXPOSED B” Ll PIPE
BE REMOVED

STORM DRAIN QUTFALL 07 TO BE REMOVED

BUILDING
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I (swos) §

NOTES:

1. BASE MAP FROM A PLAN BY LOWS FEDERICI & ASSOCIATES, PROVIDENCE,
R, PLS STANP DATED: 06,/10/05, ENTITLED: “SURFACE WARFARE OFFICERS
SCHOOL {SWOS) SITE, 2005 ~ TDPOGRAPHIC SURVEY, SOL BORINGS,
MONITORING WELLS AND FEATURE LOCATION AT THE OLD FiRE FIGHTING
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G G L : P NAVSTA NEWPORT — NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND @ TETRA TECH NUS, INC.
3. AL LOCATIONS ARE TO BE CONSIDERED APPROXIMATE. DRAWN BY: W, MACDOUGALL REV.: a

4 PLAN NQT TO 8 USED FOR OESIGH, CHECKED BY: 5. PARKER DATE: AUGUST 1, 2006 55 Jonepin Road Wilmington, MA 01887
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Tptal Petroleum FWmm data wera collected b van 195& and 2005. minimum
[ was 11.75 mg/kg and the imum result was 40,000 . Data used In ing were
200 200 Feat batwaeen 2003 and 2005. Kriged slice from 4.0 feet | Navy Maan Low W (MLW).
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Oo eumn Fiydro n data were collected batwear] 1 and 2005.
5 11.75 mg/kg and the faximum result was 40,000 mg/ky. Data used In 10 moiky
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200 o The maximum res4it of 40,000 mg/kg was collacted from gample location S|
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DRAWN BY DATE -—! OWNER NUMBER
A JAHOCHA amzms Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. CTO 0833 N5339
CHECKED BY DATE APPROVED BY DATE
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COST/SCHEDULE-AREA SITES 09 & 20 APPROVED BY DATE

i i I NAVAL STATION NEWPORT _ .
SCALE NEWPORT, Ri DRAWING NC. REY
AS NOTED FIGURE 5 0
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CHECKED BY DATE APPROVED BY DATE
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DRAWN BY DATE =5 GONTRACT NUMBER o OWNELRNUVEER
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CHECKED BY DATE T —
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REPDORT

OFFTA REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT, DRAFT FINAL

DISK 09-2 /111094 TRC.

2CD1 725 N5278 DISK 086 OFFTA B/1/1994 REPORT __ |[OFFTA HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT, DRAET FINAL TEXT TRC
AND TABLES -

aCD1 126, | No278 DISK 081 OFFTA 5/1/1994 REPORT __ |OFFTA REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT, DRAET FINAL, TEXT TRC
AND TABLES

FweT 27 | N5278 DISK 098 OFFTA 10171994 REPORT __|OFFTA ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT, DRAFT FINAL, TEXT TRC
AND TABLES

ZCD1 128 NGZ78 DISK 0811 OFFTA 11171994 REPORT __ |OFFTA FEASIBILITY STUDY, DRAFT, TABLES AND TABLES TRC

4CD1 ] N7578 | W5297176F OFFTA TAN538 REFORT __ |SOURCE AREA REMOVAL EVALUATION BROWN AND

acol | 33 | N52ie 24415 OFFTA T1/20/1998 LETTER RIDEM CONCURRANGE ON 0-1 FOOT SAMPLE INTERVAL FOR NAVY
SURFACE SOILS AT KATY FIELD

ZCD1 24 NA ELDN 10119 OFFTA T1/23/1998 MINUTES  |PROCEEDINGS AT THE FIRST PUBLIC HEARING, KATY FIELD IRONS AND
AND OFFTA ASSOC

#CoA 736 NA ELGN 10103 OFFTA 1125/1999 MINUTES _ |PROCEEDINGS AT THE SECOND PUBLIC HEARING, KATY FIELD IRONS AND
AND OFFTA ASSOC

ZCD1 138 N&278 35852 OFFTA 377611599 LETTER EFA ASSESSMENT OF DATA NEEDED TO COMPLETE THE OFFTA USEFA
RI

a-co1 739 N5278 47589 OFFTA 5/10/1999 REPORT __ |HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT, SOIL AND TTNUS
SEDIMENT OFFTA SITE

ZCD1 740 N5278 4777 OFFTA 611471958 LETTER EPA COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT USEPA
FOR KATY FIELD

301 T NEZ78 27176 OFFTA 611871999 TETTER RIDEM COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT RIDEM
FOR KATY FIELD :

ZCD1 16z | N5278 47232 OFFTA 87311069 TETTER REPONSE TO RIDEM COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT HUMAN TTNUS
HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT, KATY FIELD

4-CDA 153 || N5278 47233 OFFTA /311999 LETTER RESPONSE TO EFA GOMMENTS ON THE DRAFT HUMAN HEALTH TTNUS
RISK ASSESSMENT, KATY FIELD

41 144 NEZ78 47798 OFFTA /301999 LETTER EPA REBUTTAL TO NAVYS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE USEFA
DRAFT RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR KATY FIELD

2CD1 748 | 5278 53172 OFFTA 62212000 LETTER HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT EXFOSURE PARAMETER TTNUS
TABLES

ZCD1 48 N5278 54331 OFFTA 7272000 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS TO THE HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT RIDEM
EXPOSURE PARAMETERS

ACo1 152 REz78 54332 OFFTA 8/16/2000 LETTER RESPONSE TO RIDEM COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED HHRA TTNUS
EXPOSURE PARAMETERS FOR OFFTA

aCD1 58 N5Z78 56132 OFFTA /2012000 LETTER EPA COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT FINAL RI REPORT FOR OFFTA USEFA

2CD1 155 N5278 56153 OFFTA 1252000 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS 10 THE DRAFT FINAL PHASE 3 RT REPORT RIDEM
FOR OFFTA

4Co7 156 N5278 55601 OFFTA 12/20/2000 LETTER RESPONSES 7O COMMENTS TO REVISED DRAFT FINAL I, TINUS

OFFTA
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11812001

LETTER.

EPA REBUTTAL 70 NAVY RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS ON

' |THE DRAFT FINAL RI REPCRT, OFFTA

USEPRA

4-CD1 160 N5278 56181 OFFTA 2/20/2001 LETTER RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL EPA COMMENTS TO THE REVISED TTNUS
i DRAFT FINAL RI, OFFTA

4-CD1 163 N5278 56263 OFFTA 3/156/2001 LETTER EPA REBUTTAL ON NAVY RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL EPA USEPA
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL Ri REPORT, OFFTA

4-CP1 165 N5278 56286 OFFTA 4112001 LETTER NAVY RESPONSE TO EPA REBUTTAL ON RESPONSE TO TTNLUES
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL RI, OFFTA

4-COH 167 N5278 W5200234F QFFTA 7172001 REPORT FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OFFTA TTNUS

4-CD1 120 N1703 28778 OFFTA 10/16/1995 LETTER MEMO CF UNDERSTANDING, ECORISK WORK PLAN TTNUS

4-CD1 131 N1703 38155 OFFTA 4/29/1998 PLAN ECORISK WORK PLAN ADDENDUM C, DRAFT FINAL, OFFTA URIGSO

4-CD1 132 N7397 NA OFFTA 12/18/1998 REPORT TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENT (DATA) FOR THE TTNLUS

) ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT, OFFTA

4-C01 135 N7397 44480 OFFTA 1/20/1999 LETTER OFFTA ECORISK DATA REVISIONS TTNUS

4-CD1 37 N7397 44488 OFFTA 2/16/1999 LETTER OFFTA ECORISK DATA AMEND. 02 TTNUS

4-CD1 145 N7387 48429 OFFTA 9/30/1999 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE DRAFT FINAL ECOLOGICAL TTNUS
RISK ASSESSMENT, OFFTA

4-CD1 145 N7397 52607 OFFTA 41282000 REPORT FINAL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT/TECHNICAL SAIC/URIGSO
REPORT AND REVISED APPENDIX D

4-CD1 62 N7397 56183 OFFTA 32001 LETTER ERRATA SHEETS FOR FINAL ERA OFFTA SAIC

4-CD1 147 N5273 52740 OFFTA 5/22/2000 LETTER EPA COMMENTS TO THE BACKGROUND SOIL INVESTIGATION USEPA
REPORT

4-GD1 150 NG278 536086 OFFTA 711372000 LETTER RESPONSE TO RIDEM COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TTNUS
BACKGROUND SOIL INVESTIGAITON REPORT FOR OFFTA

4-CD1 153 N5278 53687 OFFTA TH3/2000 LETTER RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BACKGROUND TTNUS
SOIL INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OFFTA,

4-C0 183 N5Z78 54340 OFFTA 8/23/2000 REPORT FINAL BACKGROUND SOIL INVESTIGATION REPORT, OFFTA TTNUS

4-CD1 159 N5278 56266 OFFTA 2/8/2001 LETTER NAVY COMMENTS TO RIDEM PROPOSED STATISTICAL NAVY
EVALUATION OF BACKGROUND SAMPLING, OFFTA

4-CD1 4153 N5278 56152 OFFTA 2/772001 LETTER EPA COMMENTS TO THE PROPOSED SEDIMENT PRG USEPA
DEVELOPMENT FOR OFFTA

4-CD1 161 N5278 56179 OFFTA 2/22/2001 LETTER NAVY RESPONSE TO EPA PROPOSED PRG DEVELOPMENT TTNUS
ALTERNATIVES, OFFTA MARINE SEDIMENT

4-CD1 164 N7397 56112 OFFTA 3/28/2001 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, PROPOSED PRG DEVELOPMENT, TTNUS

OFFTA




NAVAL STATION NEWPORT
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| EPA_EMAIL 02 | 412312001 LETTER  |COMMENTS TO TTNUS CORRESPONDENCE ON EPA
2301 DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENT, OFFTA
acD1 | 432 | N73e7 67487 OFFTA 17972001 REPORT __|DRAFT FINAL PRGs - MARINE SEDIMENT TTNUS
ZCDT | 431 | N7397 59250 OFFTA 12732001 [ETIER _ |EPA COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT FINAL PRGS, MARINE EPA
) SEDIMENT
4CD1 | 430 | N7397 | CNAWYO1 OFFTA 12/5/2001 LETTER [Tt RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT FINAL SEDIMENT PRGS TTNUS
1522W
4CD1 | 428 | 7397 | GNAVY-1201 OFFTA 1212172067 LETTER  |[ADDITIONAL Tt RESPONSE TO COMMENTS TTNUS
1542w
aCOT | 428 | N7aer 50942 OFFTA 3512002 LETTER __ [RIDEM COMMENTS, DRAFT FINAL PRGS, MARINE SEDIVENT RIDEM
aCD1 | 427 | N7387 | CNAVY-03.02 OFFTA 32712002 LETTER  |RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT FINAL SEDIMENT PRGS TINUS
1560W
acot | 40z | N73s7 67479 OFFTA REPORT ___ [FINAL PRGs - MARINE SEDIMENT PRGS TTNUS
4CDT | 468 | NAT5z | PUBGEZION OFFTA 62172001 LETTER  [AQUIDNECK ISLAND GITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD LTR ON DRAET AICAB
FS
4CD1 | 408 | N7538 | Ws201240DF OFFTA 3112002 REPORT __[DRAFT FINAL FS - FOR SOIL AND MARINE SEDIMENT TTNUS
aCD1 | 401 | N7538 50961 OFFTA 47472002 LETTER __|NOAA COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT FINAL FS NOAA
4-C1 4086 N7538 C-NAVY-04-02 OFFTA 4/5/2002 REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR FS (APPENDIX D) TTNUS
1563w
aCD1 | 492 | Naisz 50951 OFFTA 41972002 E-MAIL RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM RIDEM, CONF CALL 474102 TTNUS
aCDT | 387 | N7538 62038 OFFTA 472572002 LETTER __|EPA COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT FINAL FS EPA
aCDT | 386 | N7538 62044 OFFTA 472612002 LETTER __ |RIDEM COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT FINAL FS RIDEM
4CD1 | 426 | Nats3 | C-NAVY-06-02 OFFTA B/572002 LETTER _ |[SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION - HABITATS V5. DREDGING ACTIONS TTNUS,
1567W
3CD1 | 385 | N75a8 | G-NAVY06-02 OFFTA 613/2002 LETIER  |RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT FINAL F3 TTNUS
1570
1CDT | 425 | Naisz 51976 OFFTA 6772002 LETIER _ |EPA COMMENTS ON NOTES FROM DREDGING OPTIONS (OFFTA) EFA
2CD1 | 383 | Nv538 61990 OFFTA TAI2002 LETTER __|ADDITIONAL EPA COMMENT S, DRAFT FINAL FS EPA
4CDT | 400 | N7538 61984 OFFTA 812872002 LETTER __[NAVY RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT FINAL FS NAVY
4CD1 | 407 | Naisz | Wsz201zZ4oF OFFTA 97172002 REPORT __ |FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY TTNUS
4-CD1 405 N4152 62580 OFFTA 9/24/2002 LETTER NOAA COMMENTS TO THE FINAL FS NOAA
acDz | 394 | Naib2 62576 OFFTA 107872002 LETTER __ |EPA COMMENTS (DOESN'T ACCEPT FINAL F5) EFA
4.CD2 518 N4152 W5201254D OFFTA 10/24/2001 PLAN DRAFT WORK PLAN - SEDIMENT PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION TTNUS
AND ADDENDA FOR GROUNDWATER SAMPLING AND PHASE 2
SEDIMENT INVESTIGATIONS
4-CD2 404 N4152 59211 OFFTA 11/5/2001 LETTER EPA COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR SEDIMENT EPA
PDI
acDz | 403 | Nais2 59255 OFFTA T1/8/2001 LETIER  |EPA RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE WORK FLAN FOR EFA
SEDIMENT FDI
4.CD2 | 485 | Nai5z | W5202265D OFFTA 2172002 REPORT _ [DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM - SEDIMENT PRE-DESIGN TTNUS
INVESTIGATION




NAVAL STATION NEWPORT
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“CoZ | 398 N4152 62033 OFFTA al&iz002 LETTER NOAA COMMENTS ON THE SEDIMENT PREDESIGN NOAA
INVESTIGATION
4CDz | aw7 N4152 60960 OFFTA 47812002 LETTER EPA COMMENTS ON THE DRAF T SEDIMENT PREDESIGN EPA
INVESTIGATION
4CDz | 3% N4152 | C-NAVY-05-02 OFFTA 5/15/2002 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT SEDIMENT PDI REPORT TTNUS
1566
4Dz | 3% N4152 62123 OFFTA 6/10/2002 LETTER ADDITIONAL EPA COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SERIMENT PDI EPA
REPORT
4CD2 | 409 Na152 | W5202275D OFFTA 9/27/3002 REPORT  |DRAFT PHASE It SEDIMENT PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION TTNUS
4CDz | 393 N#152 62575 OFFTA 07872002 LETTER EPA COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE [l PDi REPORT EPA
4CD2 | 392 N4152 64629 OFFTA T1/16/2002 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE Il PDI REPORT RIDEM
4CDz | 498 N4152 66612 OFFTA 1/30/2004 REPORT |EPA REPORT ON SEDIMENT SAMPLING CONDUGTED BY EFA, EPA
SITES 09 AND 17
4-cDz | 412 N7538 | W5201257D OFF TA 127172001 REPORT __|DRAFT GROUNDWATER RISK EVALUATION TINUS
4CD2 | 445 N7538 62106 OFFTA 1772002 LETTER EPA COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT GW RISK EVALUATION EFA
4-CDz | 421 N7538 | C-NAVY-03-02 OFFTA 3/172002 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT GW RISK EVALUATION TINUS
1554
4CDZ | 309 N7538 | WB2012570F OFFTA 3/1/2002 REFORT __|DRAFT FINAL GROUNDWATER RISK EVALUATION TTNUS
4CDZ | 490 N4152 | C-NAVY-09-02 OFFTA 9/5/2002 PLAN DRAFT PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN NAVY
1578W
4.CD2 | 489 N4152 67476 OFFTA 10/7/2002 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PRAP RIDEM
4CD2 | 391 N4152 62577 OFFTA 10/8/2002 LETTER EPA COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PRAP EPA
4CD2 | 438 NA152 | G-NAVY-11-02 OFFTA 11/872002 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PRAP TINUS
1598W .
2Dz | 437 Na152 84610 OFFTA TUN8/2002 LETTER RAB COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PRAP RAB
4CDZ | 436 N4152 64603 OFFTA 12/12/2002 LETTER NAVY RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PRAF NAVY
4CD2 | 435 Na152 64597 OFFTA 12/12/2002 LETTER EPA RESPONSE TO COMMENTS EPA
a-CDz | 3890 N4152 67477 OFFTA 6/1/2003 PUBLIC DRAFT FACT SHEET, SOIL REMOVAL NAVY
NOTICE
aCDz | 420 Na152 67410 OFFTA 5/072003 PUBLIC EPA - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT STATEMENT EPA
NOTICE
4CDz | 389 N4152 67478 OFFTA 6/10/2003 LETTER EPA COMMENTS DRAFT FACT SHEET, SOIL REMOVAL EFA
aCDZ | 368 N4152 67407 OFFTA 6/1912003 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS, DRAFT FACT SHEET SOIL REMOVAL RIDEM
4cDZ | 418 N4152 | C-NAVY-07-03- OFFTA 7/8/2003 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT FACT SHEET, SOIL TINUS
1635W REMOVAL
4CDZ | 401 NA1EZ | C-NAVY-0713- OFFTA 7/8/2003 FUBLIC FINAL FACT SHEET, SOIL REMOVAL TTNUS
1634W NOTICE
i<oz | 418 Na152 67411 OFFTA 7/912603 FUBLIC PUBLIC STATEMENT RAB
NOTICE
acDz | a7 NA152Z | G-NAVY-11-03- OFF1A 111212003 PUBLIC RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY TINUS
1673W NOTICE
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C-NAVY-01-04 [ 172912004 LETTER SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION - NEXT STEP AT OFFTA TTNUS
1685W ‘
a-CDz | 444 N7538 W52032900 OFFTA 117172003 PLAN DRAFT WORK PLAN - SOIL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION TTNUS
acD2 | 443 N7538 67417 OFFTA 12/8/2003 LETTER EPA COMMENTS, SOIL FDI WORK PLAN EPA
'4.CD2 442 N7538 67434 OFFTA 1/9/2004 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS, SOIL PD| WORK PLAN RIDEM
a<cDz | 410 N4152 | W52043303D OFFTA TAIZ004 REPORT __ |DRAFT MOUND SUMMARY REFORT TTNUS
4.CD2 411 N4152 W520433030DF OFFTA 212004 REPORT DRAFT FINAL MOUND SUMMARY REPORT TTNUS
4-Ch2 441 N7538 87435 OFFTA 3/9/2004 LETTER NAVY RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, SOIL PDI WORK PLAN NAVY
acDz | 448 N415Z | W52043080 OFFIA 7152004 REFORT __ |DRAFT SOIL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION TTNUS
aCDz | 447 N4152 57427 OFFTA B/16/2004 LETTER EPA COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SOIL PDIREFORT EPA
ZCDZ | 448 N4152 67422 OFFTA 91272004 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SOIL PDI REPORT RIDEM
4cD2 | 413 Na152 67470 OFFTA 07172004 LETTER NAVY RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT WORK PLAN, SED AND NAVY
GW MON
4-CD2 424 Nd152 W5204314D OFFTA 6/30/2004 REPORT DRAFT ACTION MEMORANDUM - MOUND REMOVAL TTNUS
4-CD2 423 N4152 67448 OFFTA 81512004 LETTER EPA COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT ACTION MEMO EPA
aCcDz | 422 Na152 | C-NAVY.0B-04 OFFTA BI12/2004 LETTER RESPONSE 10 COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT ACTION MEMO NAVY
1739W
4-Ch2 488 N4152 W5204314F OFFTA BM13/2004 REFPORT FINAL ACTION MEMORANDUM, MOUND REMOVAL NAVY
acDz | 440 Na152 5740 OFFIA 773012004 LETTER EPA COMMENTS TO MOUND REMOVAL WORK PLAN EFA
ZCDz | 439 N4152 67426 OFFTA B12/2008 LETTER NAVY RESPONSE TO EPA CORRESP 7/30/04 NAVY
ICD2 | 434 N&15z | W5203293D OFFTA B/30/2004 FLAN DRAFT WORK PLAN - SEDIMENT AND GROUNDWATER TTNUS
MONITORING
D2 | 416 Na152 | C-NAVY-07-04 OFFTA 772004 BLAN REVISION PAGES FOR DRAFT WORK PLAN TTRUS
1728W
acDz | 415 N&152 67447 OFFTA /52004 LETTER EFA COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR SEDIMENT EPA
AND GW MON
aCD2 | 413 N&152 87424 OFFTA 5/2/2008 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK FLAN, SED AND GW RIDEM
MON
4 00536 | 4152 W5204308F OFFTA 4/29/2005 REFORT  |FINAL SOIL PREDESIGN INVESTIGATION REPORT TINUS
R CONSTRUCTABILITY REVIEW AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT
4 B0547 4152 OFFTA 12/23/2004 LETTER gttt g NAVY
4 % 16811 OFFTA 11112005 LETTER RESIDUAL RISK CALCULATIONS FOR SOIL REMOVAL ACTIONS NAVY
4 wEd | 18N OFFTA 1/25/2005 LETTER EPA COMMENTS ON NAVY CORRESP 12/23/04 USEPA
4 1611 OFFTA 2/8/2005 EMAIL EPA COMMENTS ON NAVY CORRESP 1/11/05 . USEPA
4 20547 1611 OFFTA 2/8/2005 MINUTES  |FINAL MINUTES FROM CONFERENCE GALE 1/13/05 NAVY
4 1611 OFFTA 210/2005 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS ON NAVY CORRESP 1/11/05 RIDEM
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MINUTES FROM MEETING 272105, RA SCHEDULE AND AGENDA FOR NEXT

1611 OFFTA 2/17/2005 EMAIL GO LA NAVY
RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS ON RISK (SSUES (RIDEM 2/10/05) AND FROM
1611 OFFTA 2/11/2005 EMAIL L EETING 273105 NAvY
1611 OFFTA 2/22/2005 LETTER EPA COMMENTS TC NAVY CORRESP. 12/23/04 USEPA
0548 1611 OFFTA 2/25/2005 MINUTES DRAFT MINUTES FROM MEETING 2/22/06 NAVY
1611 OFFTA 21282005 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS ON NAVY CORRESP 2/11/05 AND 1/14/05 RIDEM
1611 OFFTA AT12005 LETTER EPA COMMETNS TO MINUTES OF MEETING 2/22/05 USEPA
1611 OFFTA 3192005 EMAIL RIDEM AGREEMENT TO EXCAVATE SOiL RIDEM
52550 1611 C'N’:ge's\f‘m' OFFTA 3/16/2005 LETTER SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN TINUS
R 1611 OFFTA 3/23/2005 LETTER EPA COMMENTS ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN USEPA
— 1611 — e —— LETTER rsgim COMMENTS ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL INVESTIGATION WORK, RIDEM
— 611 OFFTA 328/2005 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL INVESTIGATION NAVY
WORK PLAN
_— EMAIL STRING RESOLVING BORING LOCATIONS FOR SUPFLEMENTAL SOIL
Drigd 1611 OFFTA 3/30/2005 EMAIL e iy ey _ USEPA
13555 1611 OFFTA 3/30/2005 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS ON LOCATIONS FOR SOIL BORINGS RIDEM
1611 OFFTA 4/512005 LETTER EPA COMMENTS ON THE 30% DESIGN FOR SOIL REMOVAL AT OFFTA USEPA
CLOSURE ON CORRESPONDENCES 1/25, 2/22, 2/28, 317, AND MEETING
sosst 1611 OFFTA 412212005 LETTER MINUTES 1713, 215, AND 2122105 NAVY
SUEES 1611 OFFTA 5/16/2005 LETTER COMMENTS TO MINUTES IN CORRESPONDENCE DATED 4/22/05 USEPA
COMMENTS TQ CORRESP. DATED 4/22/05 REGARDING THE
1611 OFFTA 51162005 LETTER e e T T USEPA
—— 611 OFFTA 3112005 LETTER EPA COMMENTS TO THE FINAL SOIL PREDESIGN INVESTIGATION REPORT USEPA
(APRIL 2005)
00581 1611 W52053570 OFFTA 8/25/2005 REPORT DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL INVESTIGATION TINUS
00562 1611 OFFTA 9/19/2005 LETTER COMMENTS TO SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL INVESTIGATION REPORT - USEPA
00563 1611 OFFTA 11/14/2005 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS TO SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL INVESTIGATION NAVY
00564 1611 W5205357F OFFTA 11/30/2005 REPORT FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL INVESTIGATION TINUS




NAVAL STATION NEWPORT
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE - SITE 09

121872005 EMAIL EPA CONCURRANCE WITH SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL INVESTIGATION
o T T T T T T T
4 00866 1611 OFFTA 11/26/2004 EMAIL EPA CONCURRENCE WITH SEDIMENT AND GROUNDWATER MONITORING USEPA
[WORK PLAN
' 4 Q00567 1611 W52053500 OFFTA 772712005 REPORT DRAFT SEDIMENT AND GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT TNUS
4 00568 1813 OFFTA 814/2005 LETTER ggyg:TNTS TO DRAFT SEDIMENT AND GROUNDWATER MONITCRING NOAA
4 00569 1811 OFFTA 972005 LETTER ggz‘lgl:TNTS TO DRAFT SEDIMENT AND GROUNDWATER MONITORING USEPA
4 00570 1611 OFFTA 41312005 LETTER gg;ﬂgl;NTS TO DRAFT SEDIMENT AND GROUNDWATER MONITORING RIDEM
. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT SEDIMENT AND GROUNDWATER
4 0571 1611 QFFTA 124772005 LETTER [MONITORING REPORT NAVY
COMMENTS ON APPENDIX E OF THE DRAFT SEDIMENT AND GROUNDWATER
4 00572 1611 OFFTA 11130/2005 LETTER MONITORING REPORT RIDEM
4 00573 1611 OFFTA 1272212005 LETTER COMMENTS ON NAVY CORRESP. 12/7/05 USEPA
RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS, DRAFT SEDIMENT AND
4 00574 1611 OFFTA 31372006 LETTER GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT NAVY
4 00575 1611 W5205350F OFFTA 3/20/2008 REPORT FINAL SEDIMENT AND GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT TINUS
A 00576 OFFTA 120812005 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT MOUND REMOVAL CLOSEOUT NAVY
REPORT
4 GOSTY OFFTA 12/15/2005 EMAIL EPA CONCURRANCE WITH MOUND REMOVAL CLOSEQUT REPORT USEPA
4 00578 5339 C-N;;\E;‘;’Z-t‘f’}?-f}ﬁ- OFFTA 3M7/2006 REPORT CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL FOR OFFTA TtNUS
CLEANUP REVIEW TIGER TEAM RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE OFFTA SITE,
4 00579 5339 OFFTA 4/13/2006 SLIDES PRESENTATION SLIDES NAVY
4 00580 5339 OFFTA 9/7/12005 LETTER OFFTA CLARIFICATION ON FUTURE LAND USE NAVY
4 0758 5339 OFFTA 5/25/2006 MINUTES DRAFT MEETING MINUTES FROM THE TIGER TEAM REVIEW MEETING 4/13/06 NAVY




NAVAL STATION NEWPORT
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE - SITE 09

4-CD2 352 NA N0G1603 SWCS 6/16/2003 LETTER NAVY LETTER RE: NAVY PROPOSAL FOR NEW STUDY AREA NAVY
4-CD2 351 N5152 67403 SWOS 6/24/2003 LETTER EPA LETTER RE: NAVY PROPOSAL FOR NEW STUDY AREA EPA
4.CD2 489 NA RID62703 SwW0s 6/27/2003 LETTER RIDEM LETTER RE: NAVY PROPOSAL FOR NEW STUDY AREA RIDEM
4-CD2 334 N5152 W5204306D SWOS 9/1/2004 PLAN DRAFT WORK PLAN - FOCUSED SITE INSPECTION TTNUS
4-Co2 333 N5152 67471 SWOS 9/30/2004 LETTER EPA COMMENTS, DRAFT 51 WORK PLAN EPA
4-COZ 33z N5152 67492 SWOs 10/15/2004 LETTER RIDEM COMMENTS DRAFT S| WORK PLAN RIDEM

< 00582 SWOS 3/18/2003 PLAN WORK PLAN FOR TEST PIT EXCAVATION AT SWOS PARKING LOT V:SI?;E;R

< 005& SWOS 3/18/2003 PLAN HASP FOR TEST PIT EXCAVATION AT SWOS PARKING LOT VESS;—EER

< 00554 SWOS 7/21/2003 PLAN SAMPLING PLAN TO SUPPORT RISK ASSESSMENT FOR WORKER EXPOSURE \'SEES;-EER

% 00885 SWOS 3122004 REPORT OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION AT SWOS FOSTER

SITE WHEELER

4 00586 5152 SWO0Ss 1172472004 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DRAFT FOCUSED S| WORK PLAN, SWOS NAVY

4 00587 5162 SWOS 127152004 EMAIL ACCEPTANCE OF RESPONSE TO COMMENTS USEPA

4 00538 5152 SWOS 1M 8/ 2008 LETTER COMMENTS ON NAVY CORRESP 11/24/04 RIDEM

2 00659 5152 SWOS 2/9/20:05 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT FOCUSED S| WORK PLAN, SWOS NAVY

i 00550 5152 W5204306F SWO0S 211012005 WORK PLAN REVISED WORK PLAN, FOCUSED SITE INVESTIGATION, SWOS THNUS

4 00591 5339 W52053480 SWO0S 10/25/2005 REPORT DRAFT FOCUSED SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT, SWOS TINUS

4 00592 5339 SWOS 11/17/2005 LETTER COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT S| REPQRT USEPA

4 00593 5339 SWOS 121912005 LETTER COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT S| REPORT RIDEM

4 00594 5339 SWOS 3/3/2006 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, DRAFT FOCUSED 5| REPORT, SWO0S NAVY

4 00595 5339 W5205348DF SWOS 3/23/2006 REPORT DRAFT FINAL FOCUSED SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT, SWOS TINUS

“ 00595 5339 SWOS 32472006 LETTER COMMENTS ON NAVY CORRESP. 3/3/06 RIDEM

a4 00597 5339 SWOS 4/12/2006 EMAIL EPA CONCURRENCE ON DRAFT FINAL REPORT USEPA
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
FACT SHEET FOR SOIL REMOVAL ACTION
OLD FIREFIGHTING TRAINING AREA
NAVSTA NEWPORT, NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND

The purpose of the responsiveness summary is to document the Navy's responses to the comments and
guestions raised during the public comment period on the proposed removal action plan. The Navy
considered all of the comments summarized in this section before selecting the remedy described in this
Action Memorandum.

BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

In 1996 the Navy established a citizen’s advisory committee called a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) to
assist the Navy in addressing Installation Restoration (IR) program sites, such as the Old Fire Fighting
Training Area (OFFTA). The RAB meets monthly at NAVSTA Newport to discuss planned and ongoing
activities at the IR sites on the base. The cleanup alternatives for site soil were discussed at RAB
meetings at various times during the development of the Feasibility Study (FS). Input provided by the
RAB was considered during development of the FS, the Fact Sheet describing the proposed soil cleanup,
and the Action Memorandum.

The FS for the OFFTA site was made available to the public in September and the Fact Sheet describing
the proposed soil cleanup was made available in July 2003. They can be found in the information
repositories maintained for the site at the Middletown, Newport, and Portsmouth, Rhade lsland Public
Libraries.

The notice of availability for the Fact Sheet describing the proposed soil cleanup was published in the
Newport Daily News and the Providence Journal — East Bay Edition on July 8, 11, and 15, 2003. A public

comment period on the proposed cleanup plan lasted from July 16, 2003 to August 15, 2003. An
informational open house and meeting was held on July 16, 2003 to present the proposed soil cleanup
plan to the public and to solicit comments on the plan. Representatives from the Navy, EPA, and the
RIDEM were available at the meeting to discuss the public's questions and concerns about the site. A
representative from the Navy was present at the hearing to record the public's formal comments and

comment cards were available for people to provide formal written cormments.

COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND THE NAVY’S RESPONSE
TO THOSE COMMENTS

Formal comments on the proposed cleanup plan were received from eleven individuals or groups during
the public comment period. The rest of this section presents the comments received and provides the
Navy's responses to those comments.
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Name:
Ms. Claudette Weissinger

Comment:
Highly support the offshore and on shore clean up be done at the same time. (for obvious reasons).

Navy's Response:

The Navy believes that the sediment data collected to date are inconclusive in demonstrating that an
active remediation of the offshore sediment is warranted. The Navy believes that conducting an agressive
offshore sediment clean up would be more harmful to the marine habitat and marine life than taking no
action. (There is no identified human health risk from the offshore sediments.) RIDEM and EPA disagree
with the Navy’'s conclusions about the need for active remediation of the sediment, but have agreed to
postpone the final offshore decision. The Navy will collect additional offshore data and further evaluate
the extent of any additional actions needed for sediment. Rather than delay the soil cleanup until
additional data are collected, evaluated and agreement is reached on the appropriate action for sediment,
the Navy believes it is in the best interest of the public, and the environment, to move forward with the
onshore soil removal action now.

Name:

Mr. Christopher Burnett
President,

Spinblade Energy LLC
Portsmouth, RI

Comment:

Has the Navy considered the merits of installing 2 to 3 wind turbines at the recovered site for the purpose
of generating clean, carbon free renewable electric power for the use of Navy Station Newport. Such an
initiative could help to take a negative toxic removal into a positive renewable energy projects. The U.S.
Navy would not have to pay for such an initiative but could lease 3 locations (approximately 28 feet in
diameter) to mount modern 1.5 mw furbines. Based on local onemometer data these turbines could
generate 9.0 mwh of power annually. It could generate additional income to the Navy and reduce the
base dependence on easily interrupted commercial power.

{(The commentor attached) copies of relevant DOD directives on renewable energy. The proposed
turbines would not preclude in any way the use of the iand for recreational or other purposes. The State
of Rl can provide subsidy from Ri Renewable Funds. Potential income - $50,000 to $75,000 per year for
4.5 mw. Excellent welfare and rec funds. Provide free power for streetlights for the Navy,

Navy’s Response:

The installation of wind turbines falls outside the scope and jurisdiction of the Navy’s Instalilation
Restoration Program, under which waste site investigation and remediation are performed. The Public
Works Officer for NAVSTA Newport is responsible for managing real estate property, and energy
initiatives and conservation. The NAVSTA Environmental staff will bring to the attention of the Public
Works Officer this concept for his awareness and future considerations on any area of NAVSTA property.
Name:

Ms. Mary Philcox

Aquidneck Island Citizens Advisory Board

Comments:

Soil Cleanup:
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1. Storm Drain System — The existing storm drain system has been implicated as a potential source
of PAH contaminants either through direct runoff or as a migration pathway. As the existing
system is being removed during excavation, this is an opportunity to eliminate one of the
variables associated with the sediment contamination. How does the Navy propose to address
storm water conveyances and discharges at this site after the soil cleanup is completed?

Navy's Response:

The existing storm drainage system is currently being upgraded to include a contaminant capture system,
and other upgrades will be considered as a part of the proposed construction clean-up for the site.

2. Truck Traffic — Request that the Navy minimize the impact of truck traffic on the local community
as well as people along the routes to the disposal sites. For example, truck arrival and departure
times could be limited to reduce noise and traffic during early morning and late evening hours,
loads should be covered and weight restrictions should be cbserved.

Navy’s Response:

The Navy will make efforts to minimize the impacts of truck traffic on the community through the means
described above as well as others such as routing trucks to limit travel on small secondary roads to the
extent possible. The design document for the soil cleanup will address these issues in detail.

3. The Navy, USEPA, and RIDEM have not yet reached an agreement on the proposed remedy for
the sediments. As it is possible that a sediment cleanup could be conducted concurrently with
the soil cleanup, this issue should be resolved as soon as possible. What is the process for
reaching agreement? What type of time frame is anticipated?

Navy’s Response:

The Navy Is in the process of completing the Draft Work Plan for a supplemental monitoring to collect and
evaluate additional data to determine the extent of any remedial actions needed for offshore sediment.
USEPA and RIDEM must review and approve the draft work plan before the investigation is conducted.
After the work plan is approved, the Navy will conduct the investigation and incorporate its findings into a
revised Feasibility Study. USEPA and RIDEM will review the revised FS and provide comments or
concurrence. The time frame for reaching agreement is dependent on the length of time it takes to
prepare the draft documents, the length of time for all parties to review, comment and agree or reach
consensus on each document discussed above. Our goal is to reach agreement on the monitoring work
plan during the winter season so that sediment sampfing may begin in the spring.

4. The Navy has indicated that it does not believe that there is a significant cost savings if soil
removal and sediment removal actions occur concurrently. What is the estimated difference in
cost between conducting the soil and sediment removal concurrently versus separately?

Navy's Response:

The costs for performing the soil and the sediment removal actions have been estimated separately,
because different equipment is required, and logistics may require one be performed either before or after
the other. However, it is believed that some of the administrative costs (contracting actions, project
management, etc.) would be shared between the two actions if they were conducted together. Using the
estimates recently published, sharing these tasks could result in a cost savings of approximately $58,000.
It is also possible that some savings could be realized for waste disposal per ton, if both sediment and
soils are removed together; however, this is unknown at this time. Basically if both the soil and sediments
removal actions are combined the administrative cost saving is minimal when compared to the overall
project cost estimated in the FS.
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5. Phase Il pre-design sampling at sediment station SD-410 yielded results that were an order of
magnitude lower than the results obtained during the Feasibility Study (FS) sampling. The FS
sample result was above the preliminary remediation goal (PRG) but the Pre-design sample
result was less than the PRG. What method will the Navy use to determine whether the
contaminant levels in the sediment are safe if the results cannot be directly compared to the PRG
due to variability? Does the Navy have an explanation for the variability in the test results? Does
the Navy plan to conduct further studies of the behavior of the contaminants in the sediment?
Will additional modeling of sediment stability and other physical, biological and chemical
processes be performed? What is the timeframe for any planned studies and will the work be
completed prior to the proposed soil removal?

Navy’'s Response:

The Navy is still evaluating the conditions at the site to determine the extent of any remedial actions
needed for offshore sediment. These evaluations include reevaluation of existing data, as well as
collection of new data before and after soil removal actions. The variability described above is one factor
that contributed to Navy's conclusion that active remediation of the sediments is not warranted.
Variability can be related to the nature of ocean sediments (moving with tides and storm events) and with
what is known as heterogeneity. The continued monitoring effort will go on through 2004 and 2005
{contingent on work plan approval), while the soil removal is plan in two stages. The first stage is to
remove the knoewn soil mounds on site in 2004. For stage one, the exact amount of soil needing removal
is evident since it is well known that the soil mounds were created when the original fire fighting training
operation were terminated. The larger of the two removal actions the second stage will remove the
subsurface soil contamination in 2005. .

6. The Navy has proposed that the sediment be monitored after the soil removal action is completed
fo see if cleanup goals will eventually be reached as an altsrnative to concurrent soil and
sediment removal. How does the Navy propose to determine whether cleanup goals have been
met? What would be the scope of the sampling (frequency, locations, paramsters)? What
levels/trends would be considered to meet remediation goals?

Navy’s Response:

Sediment results from current and past sampling efforts continue to be compared with remediation goals
provided in the Feasibility Study Report (September 2002). Additionally, these results are shared with
USEPA and RIDEM for continuing discussions on whether these sediments will require removal. The
Sediment and Groundwater Monitoring Draft Work Plan scon to be released for this site will address the
scope of the sampling efforts. The findings will be used to make a determination of what follow-on
actions are necessary.

Name:
Mr. David W. Brown

Comments:

| appreciate the facts sheets, displays, briefings and study reports that the Navy has provided on OFFTA
over the past two years. It is good that NSN intends to go ahead with this part of the OFFTA cleanup as
soon as possible, But | have the following concerns:

1. In using just the three criteria and choosing Alt. 3 (removal and disposal) over Alt. 2 (removal,
treatment, backfill}, the Navy has ignored the negative long-term community and area effects
(“external social costs”).

The Navy has chosen the cheapest way to meet cleanup standards from the standpoint of its own
“out-of-pocket” costs, but it has not included indirect costs to the public, both tangible and
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intangible. From the community externalities standpoint, Alt. 3 is likely to be worse than Alt. 2 in
at least the following ways:

a) More exposure of people along the truck routes to dust, engine emissions, and noise
from hauling more tons of contaminated stuff away.

b) More wear-and-tear on the roads and bridges that the trucks use.

) Quicker fill-up of the tandfills where the stuff is dumped, and needs for our region to find
other, more costly ways to dispose of waste sooner.

d) Possible need eventually to clean up more OFFTA material at the dumping sites, if
people-intensive land uses there are eventually sought.

e) Possible added human health and ecological risks near the dumping sites from having

more OFFTA material there.

The only “social” pluses | can think of for Alt. 3 are that f) more work for local truckers and drivers will
be generated and g) by having a few months’ quicker access to OFFTA, NSN may generate a few
more jobs sooner.

An argument that you have used “standard procedures” won't hold. As good environmental
economics and benefit-cost references will tell you, sound comparisons will “internalize” such
externalities inio the analysis. Or at least, a tradeoff framework should be used to weight the Navy’s
costs and benefits against these other important society-wide considerations.

To put it another way, | don't think that citizens here want to be party to messing up the life qualities,
safety and environment of people elsewhere, just to clean up our own backyard the cheapest way.
So | am calling for the above kinds of “external” issues and concems to be given full consideration by
the Navy, regulatory agencies and others involved before choosing Alt. 3.

Navy’s Response:

The Navy considers these types of indirect “social” costs to the extent possible in evaluating remedial
options. The Navy agrees that the external social cost concerns mentioned above are valid for any
removal action project that removes contaminated soil from a site and transports it to a permitted landfill
disposal facility, and as such are taken into consideration when doing comparisons. However, fiscal
reality dictates that it must also give great weight to the bottom line “out-of-pocket” costs in order to
maximize the environmental cleanup benefits across all of the Navy sites. The Navy has a finite budget to
divide among the many needed investigation and remediation projects under its jurisdiction. Therefore
every extra dollar spent on one project is a dollar diverted from another project. The social costs of
alternative 3 identified above must be weighed not simply against the direct and indirect costs of
alternative 2, but also against the human and environmental costs of not using the $5,000,000 cost
difference to fund the cleanup of another site.

2. Why have the estimated cost and time advantages of Alt. 3 become greater than before?
Eariier drafts of remedial alternatives talked in terms of $8 million for Alt. 3 vs. $12 million for Alt. 2.
Now it's $9 million vs. $14 million. And even more striking, while it was formerly 4-6 months vs. 6-8
months, now it's 6 months vs. 2 years. What justified these big comparative changes from earlier
estimates?
Navy’s Response:
The alternatives and associated estimates provided in the Draft Feasibility Study were revised based on
review of the draft document. This is not uncommon, and indeed the purpose of the peer review of the

documents, to assure that all the efforts associated with the projects have been properly thought out.

Several factors contributed to the increased cost estimates. Costs for both alternatives increased
because the conversion factor for the number of tons per cubic yard of soil to be removed was revised
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from approximately 1.2 to 1.5, increasing the estimated tonage to be removed and increasing all costs
estimated on unit-tons (transport costs, disposal costs, backfill costs, efc.). Additionally, estimated
sampling costs increased for both alternatives because the number of confirmation samples to be
collected after excavation was increased, and the frequency of testing soil to be disposed of was
increased. For alternative 2, additional costs were included for more post-treatment confirmation
analysis, and pilot testing of the treatment process.

The schedules for both Alternatives 2 and 3 were revised to be more complete. Both schedules were
revised to include time for mobilization and demobilization, instead of only including the earthmoving
operations. The schedule for alternative 2 was revised to include pilot testing efforts, and to increase the
time for treatment on site because the treatment time in the draft schedule was judged to be too short to
achieve the cleanup goals.

3. If you go ahead with Alt. 3,

a) Can you demonstrate that the Navy is taking precautions to minimize negative social
(community and area) impacts? E.g. why not barge the stuff away instead of trucking it?
b) i there some social damages (like medical problems from truck pollution or ruined

roads), is the Navy prepared to compensate for the damages without hassle or delay?
Navy’'s Response:

During the design of the soil cleanup, the Navy will evaluate various means of minimizing potential
impacts to the surrounding community and environment. Alternate transportation methods, transportation
routes, hauling schedules, covered and sealed hauling containers, dust control methods; and air
monitoring will be evaluated to develop an implementable, cost effective plan that minimizes negative
impacts to the community and environment.

The Navy has conducted remedial actions of this scale at Naval Station Newport and other bases taking
appropriate precautions to not damage people’s health or the local infrastructure. The Navy anticipates
that the proposed cleanup can be carried out in a safe manner and with minimal disruptive activities to the
surrounding community. [f the Navy causes any damage as a result of the cleanup, the Navy will work
with the community to remedy the damage.

4. Re the off-shore sediment, I'm disappointed that the Navy isn't going ahead with the off-shore
cleanup now. But it's heartening to learn that the Navy wants to reach agreement with EPA and
RIDEM in coming months. What are the remaining issues, who will take the next negotiating
step, and when?

Navy’s Response:

The Navy does not believe that remedial action is warranted for the offshore sediment because the
current data does not consistently show a connection between the contaminants in the sediment and the
contaminants on the site. The sediment contaminants appear to be more closely related to urban runoff
and storm water pollutants than the oils that are present in the soil at the site. RIDEM and EPA disagree
with the Navy's conclusions about the need for active remediation of the sediment, but have agreed to
postpone the final offshore decision. The Navy will collect additional offshore data and further evaluate
the extent of any additional actions needed for sediment. The Navy is scheduling meetings with the
regulators to continue te discuss the technical differences. The next steps are completing and reaching
agreement on future monitoring efforts.

5. Re the groundwater, can't the Navy do better than just monitor before/after outflows? Why not
make improvements in surface and subsurface drainage for that whole part of the Island as an
integral part of the soil cleanup (e.g., drainage from the new “temporary” parking lot on part of
OFFTA)?
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Navy’s Response:

The Navy has installed upgrades including pollutant capture system to the storm drain system that
discharges to the north portion of the site. Additional improvements are being considered for the second
storm drain system at the site, and would be included in the second stage soil removal action.

Name:
Ms. Nathaya Johnson

Comment:

This is an issue that shouldn't even be talked about anymore! This project should have started and been
in the works a long time ago. Now they're talking about more delays? More delays to begin to right the
wrong to the environment? Delays such as that tend to contradict the very standards which certain
organizations were set up for originally. These organizations were set up to take action, not bog down
and delay. That having been said, let me just say that we'd better start the cleanup of this project in order
to better the environment.

Navy’s Response:

The Navy supports starting the cleanups this fiscal year. With that in mind the Navy scheduled the soil
removal action in two stages. The first stage is the soil mound removals in 2004 and the second stage is
the removal of the contaminated subsurface soil in 2005.

Name:
Mr. Michael Anderson

Comment:

I say why spend more money on further testing. Enough testing has already been done! They know
there are "hot spots”. We all know about "hot spots”. They won't go away no matter how long we delay
this thing, obviously. So waiting any longer is definitely not the answer. Let's let the Navy do what they
propose. Their proposal is right and just. Their intent mean this important work will start soon.

Navy’'s Response:
Your comment has been added to the responsiveness summary, thank you.

Name:
Mr. Erasmo Garcia

Comment:

| think the Navy's ideas about cleaning up this site is definitely a good proposal and the right thing to do
rather than waste further time on doing nothing. The longer this is allowed to go on for, the more time is
ultimately wasted resulting in the environment being unimproved longer. Let’s stop all the red tape and
start cleaning up this landl!

Navy's Response:
Your comment has been added to the responsiveness summary, thank you.

Name:
Mr. John Anderson

Comment:

The Navy should be allowed to begin a cleanup project without much further ado. These considerations
have been going on way too long and too much government money is being wasted as it is! The Navy's
proposal would mean an environmental improvement ultimately, therefore, there should be no entity
getting in the way of that mission. There is no good sound reason not to begin hands-on work to rectify
this problem that has apparently been allowed to go on long enought
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Navy’s Response:
Your comment has been added to the responsiveness summary, thank you.

Name:
Mr. William Weikert

Comment:

Plain and simple. Let’s begin the work and solve any problems that may come up as we go along. We
know what we're in for here. Every project has potential problems unforeseen that may arise. That's no
excuse to not clean up the environment. We as taxpayers deserve to see our hard-earned tax money
spent on solving problems, cleaning up the planet, and good causes as such, So let’s get to it and do it.
Wasting our money on red-taped delays is not the way to solve issues. We need to take action, begin the
work, get it done and move on to the many other important issues that concern us all in our dalily lives.

Navy’'s Response;

The Navy supports starting the cleanups this fiscal year. With that in mind the Navy scheduled the soil
removal action in two stages. The first stage is the soil mound removals in 2004 and the second stage is
the removal of the contaminated subsurface soil in 2005.

Name:
Mr. Manual Marguis

Comment:
| am well aware of this proposal through my attendance at the rab meetings. | am very much in favor of
the Navy’s proposai for remediation to commence as soon as possibls.

Navy’'s Response:
Your comment has been added to the responsiveness summary, thank you.

Name:
Mr. Victor Peabody

Comment:

The way | see it is, why wait any longer, why spend more money than we have to, why procrastinate the
cleanup of this problem? Let's stop dilly-daliying and start taking action. No action is not better than
taking physical steps to rectify the situation here. We could begin the work and then, if we ran into a
problem, solve the problems as we go along instead of anticipating a problem that may not exist therefore
delaying the important work in the meantime.

Navy’'s Response:
Your comment has been added to the responsiveness summary, thank you.
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APPENDIX B

HISTORIC DRAWINGS, COASTERS HARBOR ISLAND
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June 30, 1948

INDEX OF STRUCTURES

Number Activity Use
126 F.T.C. Gas Instruction Building
129 F.T.C. Diesel Building
130 E.T.C. FF School (Admin. Building)
131 E.T.C. Hose House
132 E.T.C. Carrier Compartment
133 F.T.C. Carrier Compartment
134 F.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
135 E.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
136 E.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
137 F.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
139 F.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
144 F.T.C. Wash & Dressing Rooms
Source: Index of Structures, U.S. Navy Archives, NETC, Newport, Rhode Island.



=

£\

oo W A

ol
\\ \

M;f'.’f{

EESEAVAT)

“/

! waisapL TOWER
. e
'“‘.“‘“jl-m'/ .,\{ 1 ' \/‘_-/
getet 2] . F4LTWATE GntuL AT g wiwlinge y . -
—4 B N L] TRC 5 Waterside Crossing
T4 o == Windsor, CT 06095
N s — TRC Environmentol Corporation (203) 289-8631
£ NAVAL EDUCATION AND NEWPORT
— F B TRAINING CENTER RHODE ISLAND
0 400
NAVY CONDITIONS MAP
APPROXIMATE SCALE FEET

*CE: U.S. NAVY ARCHIVES

JUNE 30, 1948

Date: 8/94

'1043- 0060




August 31, 1959

INDEX OF STRUCTURES

Number Activity Use
126 F.T.C. Classroom
127 Nav. Sta. B.Z. Trainer Building
129 Nav, Sta. Garage
130 E.T.C. Office
131 F.T.C. Hose Storage
132 F.T.C. Carrier Compartment
133 F.T.C. Carrier Compartment
134 E.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
135 F.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
136 E.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
137 E.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
139 E.T.C. Classroom
144 E.T.C. Dressing & Wash Rooms
152 Nav. Sta. Classroom for B.Z. Trainer
154 E.T.C. Classroom
156-A F.T.C. Round Open Fire Tank
156-B - E.T.C. Round Open Fire Tank
157-A E.T.C. Rectangular Open Fire Tank
157-B F.T.C. Rectangular Open Fire Tank
157-C F.T.C. Rectangular Open Fire Tank
157-D E.T.C. Rectangular Open Fire Tank
158 P.W.C. Sewage Pumping Station
Source: Index of Structures, U.S. Navy Archives, NETC, Newport, Rhode Island.
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October 27, 1967

INDEX OF STRUCTURES

Number Activity Use
126 Nav. Sta. Storage
127 N.S.C. B.Z. Triner Building
130 F.T.C. Office
131 F.T.C. Hose Storage
132 E.T.C. Carrier Compartment
133 EF.T.C. Carrier Compartment
134 F.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
135 E.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
136 F.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
137 E.T.C. Simulated Ship Structure
139 E.T.C. Classroom
144 ET.C. Dressing & Wash Rooms
152 0.C.S. B.Z. Trainer Repair Shop
154 F.T.C. Classroom
156-A F.T.C. Round Open Fire Tank
156-B F.T.C. Round Open Fire Tank
157-A E.T.C. Rectangular Open Fire Tank
157-B E.T.C. Rectangular Open Fire Tank
157-C E.T.C. Rectangular Open Fire Tank
157-D F.T.C. Rectangular Open Fire Tank
158 P.W.C. Sewage Pumping Station

Source:

Index of Structures, U.S. Navy Archives, NETC, Newport, Rhode Island.



g -
e g wu__-l_nl_ Liag

T

. otwrr Lo o
el
’ Ay

" :EHT;';N_-T-'R' * e
n'? s -‘l
.” L 1

WAR COL.ESK
REMERVATION

7

/o
Y

400

0

APPROXIMATE SCALE -
SOURCE: U.S. NAVY ARCHIVES

TRC

FEET
TRC Environmental Corporation

§ Waterside Crossing
Windsor, CT 06085
{203) 289-8621

NAVAL EDUCATION AND

N

NEWPORT
RHODE ISLAND

TRAINING CENTER
NAVY CONDITIONS MAP
OCTOBER 27, 1967

14 Flb‘“ ,Ylf

||

| Drawing No. 01043-0060




July 31, 1969

INDEX OF STRUCTURES

Number Activity Use
126 F.T.C. Storehouse
130 E.T.C. 2,000 GPM Fire Protection Pumping Station
131 F.T.C. Equipment Storehous
132 E.T.C. Training Mock Up
133 E.T.C. Training Mock Up (Inactive)
134 EF.T.C. Training Mock Up (Inactive)
135 E.T.C. Training Mock Up
136 E.T.C. Training Mock Up (Inactive)
137 F.T.C. Training Mock Up (Inactive)
144 E.T.C. EM Locker Room
154 F.T.C. Equipment Storchouse
156-A E.T.C. Training Mock Up (Inactive)
156-B E.T.C. Training Mock Up (Inactive)
157-A E.T.C. Training Mock Up
157-B ‘ F.T.C. Training Mock Up
1157-C E.T.C. Training Mock Up
157-D F.T.C. Training Mock Up

Source: Index of Structures, U.S.Navy Archives, NETC, Newport, Rhode Island.
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APPENDIX C

PROJECT ORGANIZATION CHART



PROJECT ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
REMOVAL ACTION WORK PLAN
OLD FIRE FIGHTING TRAINING AREA
NAVSTA NEWPORT, NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND

S NAVFAC NAVSTA
L CO and RPM Environmental Dept.
USEPA RPM _____: i CLE EEE eV ELEL PN Jnan
Navy Resident Officer in

Charge of Construction
(ROICC)
or Oversight Engineer

RIDEM RPM

REMOVAL ACTION Health and Safety
CONTRACTOR Manager
PROJECT MANAGER

Site Safety

Officer

Subcontract
Manager

Construction
Manager

Project Engineer

________________

Laboratory
(split-samples)

s %% Remediation
|  Subcontractor

——————————— Line of communication
Line of authority



APPENDIX D

PROPOSED MEETING AGENDAS



AGENDA
PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING
OFFTA REMOVAL ACTION
1. Designation of responsible personnel.

2. List of proposed subcontractors with name, address, phone number and work to be
performed.

3. Names, addresses and qualifications of proposed testing contractors.
4. Scheduling and critical work sequencing.

5. Coordination with other contracts and/or work.

6. Schedule of Values

7. Progress schedule.

8. Meetings

9. Procedures and processing of field decisions, submittals, substitutions, applications for
paymenits, proposal requests, change orders, and Subcontract closeout procedures.

10.Use of premises by RA Contractor and SUBCONTRACTOR.
11.Construction facilities and controls provided by SUBCONTRACTOR.
12.Construction facilities and controls provided by RA Contractor.

13. Temporary utilities provided by SUBCONTRACTOR.

14.Field engineering.

15.Major equipment deliveries and priorities.

16.List of products proposed for installation {in accordance with Section 01300)
17.Submittal of list of products proposed for substitution.

18.Project inspection.

19.Labor Requirements.

20.Requirements of railroads, highway departments, other agencies and utility companies.
21.Rights-of-way and easements.

22 .Winter maintenance.

23.Security and housekeeping procedures.

24.Payments to SUBCONTRACTOR.

25.Procedures for testing.



26.Procedures for maintaining documents.
27.Inspection and acceptance of equipment put in service during construction period.
28.Substantial completion of Work.

29.Final completion of Work.



AGENDA

PROGRESS MEETING
OFFTA REMOVAL ACTION
Time:
Location:
1. Introductions
2. Review of Previous Meeting Summary Notes
3. Review of Action ltems (from previous meeting)
4. Summary of Work (since previous meeting)
5. Work Scheduled for this week and following week
6. Construction Schedule Status
7. Health and Safety Issues
8. Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC)
9.  Submittals Status Deliveries Schedule
10. Work Hours
11. Sampling Activities and Analytical Data
12. Other Business
13. Action ltems
14. Next Meeting Date/Time

Appendix C - Progress Meeting Agenda

TINUS



APPENDIX E

MONITORING WELL CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATION



PVC FLUG

OVERBURDEN
WELL / PIEZOMETER

LCCKING STEEL

BEDROCK
WELL / PIEZOMETER

Y

| o PROTECTIVE CASING
'] PVC CAP

)
.r

DRAN HOLE (TVP.)

SHS

FOR PROTECTIVE CASING CONSTRUCTION ———rf
DETAILS SEE DETH W

CEMENT GROUT FOR PROTECTIVE CASING

AL L 4. CAPSY

j——— 4 INCH {MIN.) DIAMETER BOREKOCLE

r— SAND DRAIN LAYER

BENTONITE GROUT

SCHEDULE 40 PVC 2 INCH ID SOLID RISER PIPE

BENTONITE SEAL (2.0 FT. MIN.) —

SAND PACK (U.S. SIEVE SIZE
NO. 20-30 SAND OR EQUIVALENT

SCHEDULE 40 PYC — 2 INCH |D
Q.010 INCH FACTORY SLOTTED SCREEN

SCHEDULE 40 PVC —~ 2 INCH iD
0.020 INCH FACTORY SLOTTED SCREEN

GROUND
SURFACE

SRS

AL /LSS S ISLLIES

BEDROCK
SURFACE

PVC / TEFLON RING

3 INCH (MIN.} DIAMETER (NX) BOREHOLE ~——

Ll

PVC PLUG

OVERBURDEN & BEDROCK WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

=-1

REPLACEMEIT WELLS SITE 9
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT — NEWFORT, RI

'ﬂ_—_| TETRA TECH NUS, INC.
REV.: 0

DRAWN 3Y: D.W. MACDOUGALL
CHECKED BY: 5. PARKER DHATE: DECEMBER 14, 2008 55 Jonspin Read
SCALE: NONE A

HAME: DWG\112C00085\01 20NAG_D—1.0WG

Wimington, MA 01887
{978)658--7899




GROUND
SURFACE

PROTECTIVE CASING

It

| «—— LOCKING STEEL

PROTECTIVE CASING

PVC CAP

DRAIN HOLE

A7 !

NOTE:

4.0 FT.

5.0-7.0 FT.

BOREHOLE

The diometer of the Protective

Casing shall allow for the uniform

W

-

(SEE NOTE 1

N7

— MINIMUM SPACE FOR GROUT = 1 INCH

BELOW)

—— CEMENT GROUT FOR PROTECTIVE CASING

{BENTONITE GROUT IF HIGH WATER
TABLE ENCOUNTERED)

RS

placement of g minimum of 1.0 Inch of

cement grout or volclay grout cround the caosing.

The inside diometer shall be of sufficient size

to dllow easy removal of the PVC cap. This may reguire
that the upper five feet of some borings have o
diometer larger than the specified minimum.

LAYER

MINIMUM 8" PROTECTIVE CASING

SAND DRAIN

BENTONITE GROUT

PROTECTIVE CASING CONSTRUCTION DETAIL

E-2

REPLACEMENT WELLS AT SITE 09

NAVAL STATION NEWPORT — NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND

|'|!|;[ TETRA TECH NUS, INC.

DRAWN BY: D.W. MACDOUGALL REV.: 0
CHECKED BY: S. PARKER E:;r;:. DECEMBER 14, 2006 55 Jonspin Road
SCALE: NONE NAWE: DWG\OCAXZ\OZIDNFIG_D~2.0WG

Wilmington, MA 01887
(978)658—7899




APPENDIX F

EXCAVATION VOLUME CALCULATIONS



TETRA TECH NUS, INC.

CALCULATION WORKSHEET

CLIENT: NAVFAC CTO 65

JOB NO.

SUBJECT: Foundation and Soil Excavation Areas and Volumes

Removal Action Phase 2

OFFTA, NAVSTA Newpoit

DATE: 5/21/2007

BY: G% ‘£ JFE CKDBY:
/

FE

—

' Area |Manhole Drainage Drainage Concrete Area A  TestExc.  Teotal Foun- W.-’r;l)tla.l:'l-
Structure 1 Pipe 1 Pipe 2 Apron dations dations
Total Excavation (CY) 126 260 260 286 1,016 616 2,563 824 3,187
Excavation (CY}
Soil 92 260 260 86 1016 616 2,330 80 2,410
Concrete 11 200 211 544 755
Water 11 11
Void 11 11
126 260 260 286 1016 616 2,563 624 3165
Disposal Volumes. CY (no expansion)
Soil 46 130 130 43 508 123 980 272 1,252
Rubble 11 200 211 80 291
Water 11 11
68 130 130 243 508 123 1,202 352 1,543
Disposal Volumes, CY {with expansion)
Soil (10% expansion) 51 143 143 47 559 136 1,078 299 1,377
Rubble {(40% expansion) 16 280 296 112 408
Water 11 11 11
78 143 143 327 558 136 1,385 411 1,796
Disposal Quantities {tons)
Soil 69 195 195 65 762 185 1,470 408 1,878
Rubble 23 405 428 162 590
Water 120 120 120
212 195 195 470 762 185 2,018 570 2,588
Fill Quantities (TY)
1.5-inch crushed stone 4 11 11 0 93 6 125 ¢ 125
Excavated soil returned 46 130 130 43 254 493 1,096 272 1,368
Additional fill soil imported
Topsoit (6 inches) 14 27 27 72 125 74 338 72 410
Common fill 62 92 92 172 544 43 1,004 280 1,284
126 260 280 286 1016 616 2,563 624 3,187
Filter fabric (SY) 13 33 33 0 278 18 376 0 376



TETRA TECH NUS, INC. CALCULATION WORKSHEET

CLIENT: NAVFAC CTO 65 JOB NO.
SUBJECT:  Foundation and Soil Excavation Areas and Volumes
Removal Action Phase 2
OFFTA, NAVSTA Newport
Manhole Structure 1
BY: JF % CKD BY: Kgfg DATE: 5/21/2007
OBJECTIVE: Estimafe the soil and material volumes to be generated by removal of Manhole Structure 1. Only
structure concrete top is visible and manhole has not been opened to inspect interior. Assume 1)
excavation depth is to top of groundwater table; 2) structure is constructed of poured reinforced
concrete and half full of water. Dimensions are assumed; original construction plans not available. 3)
50% of the soil will be designated for off-site disposal (TPH exceeds 2,500 mg/kg).
GIVEN: Structure interior length (assumed) 10.0 ft
Structure interior width (assumed) 10.0 ft
Structure interior depth (assumed) 6.0 ft
Sidewall thickness 05 ft
Bottom thickness 1.0 ft
Top thickness 05 ft
Ground surface elevation 10.0 ft
Groundwater table elevation 30 f
Proposed excavation depth (D) 8 ft
Excavation side slope TH:1V
Concrete density 150 Ib/cf
ANALYSIS: Calculate excavation volume (Ve)

Determine excavation area at bottom (Ag)

Bottom excavation length (Lg) 11.0 ft
Bottom excavation width (Wg) 11.0 ft
Ag 121 sqft (11" x 11)

Determine excavation area at surface (Ag)
Calculate excavation length at surface

bottom length 11.0 f

sidewall horizontal length 8.0 it

sidewall horizontal length 80 ft

Surface excavation length (Lg) 27.0 #t

Surface excavation width (Wg) 270
Ag 729 sqft (27'x 271

Ve = ((Ag + Ag)/2) x D

Ag 121 gf

Ag 729 sf

D 8 ft

Ve 3,400 ¢ ([121+729)/2} x 8)
126 CY (3,400 ¢f / 27 ¢H/CY)
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Calculate water volume

Length (inside) 10 ft
Width (inside) : 10 ft
Depth {inside) 6 ft
Structure volume 600 cf (10'x 10" x 8
222 CY {600 cf/27 ci/CY)
Water volume (1/2 volume) 300 cf {300 cf x 0.5)
11.1 CY (300 cf/27 cf/CY)

2,246 gallons {300 cf x 7.485 gal/cf)
Calculate structure volume

Length 11 ft
Width 11 ft
Depth 7.5 ft
Structure volume 908 cf (11'x11'x 7.5"
34 CY (908 cff27 cl/CY)
Calculate reinforced concrete volume (V)
Walls 10 ft
6 ft
0.5 ft
30 cf
4 each
120 cf {(10'x6'x0.5'x 4)
Top 11.0 f
11.0 it
0.5 ft
61 cf (11'x 11'x 0.5%
Bottom 11.0 ft
11.0 #
1.0 ft
121 cf (11'x 11'x 1.0%
Ve 302 cf
11.2 CY (302 cf/27 cf/CY)
45,225 |b (302 cf x 150 Ib/cf)
22.6 ions (45,225 Ib/2,000 Ib/ton)
Calcuiate soil volume
Sail volume (Vo)
Vso=Ve-Vs
Ve 126 oy
Vg (34) oy
Disposal soil quantity 46 CY (92 cf x 0.05)
69 tons (46 CY x 1.5 ton/CY)
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SUMMARY: Total Excavation Volume 125.8 CY

Concrete 11 CY 8.9%
Water 11 CY - 8.8%
Void 11 CY 8.8%
Soil 92 CY 73.3%
126 CY 99.8%
Disposal Quantities Weight Volume
Rubble (40% expansion 22.6 tons 16 CY (11.2CY x1.4)
Soil {(10% expansion) 69 tons 51 CY (46 CY x1.1)
Water 2,246 gallons
Manhole lid and frame 1 each

Fill Material Required

Total volume required 126.0 CY
Area bottom 121.0 sf
Assume 50 % of excavated soil RCRA D T&D

Assume 1 foot layer stone stabilization layer

Assume filter fabric over stone

Source
1.5-inch crushed stone 4 CY ([121 sf x 1]/ 27 cf/CY)
Excavated soil returned 46 CY (92.3 CY x 0.5)
Additional fill scil imported 75 CY (126 CY - (46 + 4) CY)
Topsoil (6 inches) 14 CY ({121 sf x 0.5/27 ¢f/CY)
Common fill 62 CY (75 CY - 14 CY)
Filter fabric 13 SY {121 si/9 sf/SY)
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TETRA TECH NUS, INC,

CALCULATION WORKSHEET

CLIENT: NAVFAC CTO 65

SUBJECT: Foundation and Soil Excavation Areas and Volumes
Removal Action Phase 2
OFFTA, NAVSTA Newport

rainage Pipe 1 //P
BY: CKD BY: (f (7

JOB NO.

DATE: 5/21/2007

OBJECTIVE: Estimate the volume of soil and material toﬂe excavated by removal of Drainage Pipe 1 if excavation depth is
to top of groundwater table. Assume 1) 50-foot segment of pipe removed by excavation; 2} excavation is
terminated 20 feet from top of beach embankment slope. Remaining downgradient pipe (approximately 50
feet) will be removed by pulling from embankment; 3) 50% of the soil will be designated for off-site disposal

(TPH exceeds 2,500 mg/kg).

GIVEN: Pipe diameter
Type
Length of pipe segment
Ground surface elevation
Groundwater table elevation
Proposed excavation depth (D)
Trench width at bottom
Side slope

ANALYSIS: Calculate excavation volume (V)

Use average end area method to calculate volume.
Determine excavation area at bottom (Ag)

Bottom excavation length
Bottom excavation width
Ag

Determine excavation area at surface (Ag)

Calculate excavation length at surface
bottom length
sidewall horizontal length
sidewall horizontal length
Surface excavation width (Lg})

Calculate excavation width at surface
bottom width
sidewall horizontal length
sidewall horizontal lengih
Surface excavation widih (l.g)
Ag
Excavation volume (V)
V = ({Ap + Ag)2) x D
Ag
Ag

< < O

Disposal soil quantity

50f 16

8 inch

cast iron

50 feet

10.0
3.0

8

10
TH:1V

50.0

300

50.0
8.0
8.0

66.0

6.0
8.0
8.0
22.0

1,452

300
1,452

7,008
260
389

130
196

f!
it
ft
ft

sq ft {50' x 6Y)

ft
ft
ft
ft

sq ft (66' x 224

sf
sf

of ({[300+1452)/2} x 8")
cY (7,008 cf/27 cf/CY)
tons (260 CY x 1.5 ton/CY)

cY (280 cf x 0.5)
tons {130 CY x 1.5 ton/CY)

Drainage Pipe 1 F - Excavation Vol Calcs-5-21-07.xIs



SUMMARY: Total Excavation Volume

Disposal Quarntities
Soil (10% expansion)
8-inch Cl pipe

Fill Material Required
Total volume reguired
Area bottom

Weight
195

fons

Assume 50 % of excavated soil RCRA D T&D
Assume 1 foot layer stone stabilization fayer

Assume filter fabric over stone
Source
1.5-inch crushed stone
Excavated soil returned
Additional fill soil imported
Topsoil (6 inches)
Commeon fill

Filter fabric
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260

Voiume
143 CY

27 CY
92 QY

50

260

300

11
130
119

33

CcY

feet

CY
sf

cy
CcY
cY

SY

Drairage Pipe 1

(300 si x 1)/27 ¢i/CY)
(260 CY x 0.5)

(260 CY - (130 + 11) CY)
({1,452 sf x 0.5)/27 cf/CY)
(119 CY - 27 CY)

(300 sf/9 sf/SY)
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TETRA TECH NUS, INC. CALCULATION WORKSHEET
CLIENT: NAVFAC CTO 65 JOB NO.
SUBJECT: Foundation and Soil Excavation Areas and Volumes

Removal Action Phase 2
OFFTA, NAVSTA Newport

. Pine 2
. Q{jg framage ipe KD BY: %{L}

DATE: 5/21/2007

OBJECTHVE! Estimate the volume of soil and material to be excavated by removal of Drainage Pipe 2 if excavation
depth is to top of groundwater table. Assume 1) 50-foot segment of pipe removed by excavation; 2)
excavation is terminated 20 feet from top of beach embankment slope. Remaining downgradient pipe
(approximately 50 feet) will be removed by pulling from embankment; 3) 50% of the soil will be designated
for off-site disposal {TPH exceeds 2,500 mg/kg).

GIVEN: Pipe diameter 8 inch
Type cast iron
Length of pipe segment 50 feet
Ground surface elevation 10.0 ft
Groundwater table elevation 3.0 ft
Proposed excavation depth (D) 8 ft
Trench width at bottom 10 ft
Side slope 1H:1V

ANALYSIS; Calculate excavation volume (V)

Use average end area method to calculate volume.
Determine excavation area at bottom {Ag)
Bottom excavation length 50.0 ft
Bottom excavation width 6 ft
Ag 300 sqfi {50' x 69
Determine excavation area at surface (Ag)
Calculate excavation length at surface
bottom length 50.0 ft
sidewall horizontal length 8.0 ft
sidewall horizontal length 8.0 ft
Surface excavation width {Lg) 66.0 ft
Calculate excavation width at surface
bottom width 6.0 fi
sidewall horizontal length 8.0 ft
sidewall horizontal length 8.0 ft
Surface excavation width (Lg) 220 ft
As 1,452 sqft (68" x 22"
Excavation volume (V)
V= {(Ag + Ag)}2) x D
Ag 300 sf
Ag 1,452 gf
D 8 it
vV 7,008 cf ({[300+1452]/2} x 8"
vV 260 CY (7,008 cf/27 ci/CY)
389 tons (260 CY x 1.5 ton/CY)
Disposal soil quantity 130 CY (260 cf x 0.5}
195 ions (130 CY x 1.5 ton/CY}
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SUMMARY: Total Excavation Volume

Disposal Quantities Weight

Soil (10% expansion)
8-inch Cl pipe

Fill Material Required
Total volume required
Area bottom

195 tons

Assume 50 % of excavated soil RCRA D T&b
Assume 1 foot layer stone stabilization layer

Assume filter fabric over stone
Source
1.5-inch crushed stone
Excavated sail returped
Additional fill soif imported
Topsoil (6 inches)
Common fill

Filter fabric

8of 16

260 CY
Volume
143 CY
50 feet
260 CY
300 sf
11 CY (300 sf x 1)/27 ci/CY)
130 CY (260 CY x 0.5)
118 CY (260 CY - (130 + 11} CY)
27 CY ({1,452 sf x 0.5'/27 ¢f/CY)
92 CY (113 CY - 27 CY}
33 8Y (300 si/2 sf/SY)
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TETRA TECH NUS, INC. CALCULATION WORKSHEET

CLIENT: NAVFAC CTO 65 JOB NO.

SUBJECT: Foundation and Soil Excavation Areas and Volumes
Removal Action Phase 2
OFFTA, NAVSTA Newport

Concrete Apron
BY: %i ckoBY: 44 G DATE: 5/21/2007

OBJECTIVE: Estimate the soil and concrete volumes to’be generated by removal of Concrete Apron. Cnly the apron
surface is visible. Assume apron is 1.5 foot thick and excavation depth is 2 feet. Assume 1) structure is
constructed of reinforced concrete. Dimensions are assumed; original construction plans not available; 2)
50% of the soil will be designated for off-site disposal (TPH exceeds 2,500 mg/kg).

GIVEN: Structure Length 80 ft from CAD
Structure Width 40 ft from CAD
Structure depth 1.5 ft
Ground surface elevation 10.0 ft
Groundwater table elevation 3.0 ft
Proposed excavation depth (D) 2 ft
Concrete density 150 Ib/ct
ANALYSIS: Calculate excavation volume {Vg)
Assume excavation extends 1 foot beyond apron limits
Excavation Length 92 ft
Excavation Width 42 ft
Excavation Area 3,864 st (92' x 429
Excavation depth 20 ft
Ve 7,728 ©f (3,864' x 2
286 CY {7,728 cf/27 ci/CY)
Calculate reinforced concrete volume (Vi)
Apron area 3,600 sf (90" x 40
Apron volume Ve 5,400 cf (90' x 40' x 1.5
200 CY (5,400 cf/27 cf/CY)
810,000 Ib (5,400 cf x 150 Ib/cf)
405 tons (810,000 Ib/2,000 Ib/ton)
Calculate soil volume {Vao)
Vso Ve - Ve
Ve 7,728 cf
Ve 5,400 cf
2,328 cf
86 CY {2,328 cf/27 cf/CY)
Disposal soil quantity 43 CY (86 of x 0.5)
65 tons {43 CY x 1.5 ton/CY)
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SUMMARY: Total Excavation Volume 286 CY

Concrete 200 CY 69.9%
Soil 86 CY 30.1%
286 CY 100.0%
Disposal Quantities Weight Volume
Rubble (40% expansion} 405 tons 280 CY (200 CY x 1.4)
Soil {(10% expansion) 85 tons 47 CY (86 CY x0.5x1.1)
Fill Material BRequirad
Total volume required 286 CY
Assume 50 % of excavated soil RCRA D T&D
Source
Excavated soil returned 43 CY (86 CY x 0.5)
Additional fill soit imported 243 CY (286 CY - 43 CY)
Topsoil (6 inches) 72 CY ({3,864 sf x 0.5'}/27 cf/CY)
Common fill 172 CY (243 CY - 75 CY)
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TETRA TECH NUS, INC.

CALCULATION WORKSHEET

CLIENT: NAVFAC
SUBJECT:

CTO 85

Removal Action Phase 2
OFFTA, NAVSTA Naewport

rea A

BY: CKD BY: /P—,‘f é

Foundation and Soil Excavation Areas and Volumes

JOB NO..

DATE: 5/21/2007

OBJECTIVE: Estimate the volume of soil to be excavatedfrom Area A if excavation depth is to 1op of groundwater
table. Assuma that 50% of the soil will be designated for off-site dispesal (TPH exceeds 2,500 mg/kg).

GIVEN: Affected Area length

Affected Area Width

Ground surface elevation
Groundwater lable elevation
Proposed excavation depth (D)

Side slope

ANALYSIS:
Use average end area meihod to calculate volume.
Determine excavation area at bottom (Ag)

Botlom excavation length

Bottom excavation width
Ag

Determine excavation area at surface {Ag)
Calculate excavation length at surace

bottom iength

sidewalt horizontal length

sidewall horizontal length
Surface excavation length {Lg)
Surlace excavation width (Wg)

Ag

Calculate volume (V)
Vo= ((Ag + Ag)/2) x D

Ag
Ag
D
Vv
v

Disposal soil quantity

SUMMARY: Total Excavation Volume
Soil 508 CY
508 CY
Disposal Quantities Weight
Soil (10% expansion} 762 tons

Fill Material Required
Total volume required

Area botlom
Assume 50 % of excavated soil RCRA D T&D
Assume 1 foot fayer stone stabilization layer
Assume filter fabric over stone
Source

1.5-Inch crushed stone

Excavated soil returned

Additional fi!l soil imported

Topsoil (6 inches) 125
Common fill 544
Filter fabric

46.0
46.0
10.0
3.0

8
tHAV

50.0
50.0
2,500

50.0

8.0
66.0

66.0
4,356

2,500
4,356

8
27,424
1,016

508
762

1,015.7
50.0%

50.0%

Volume
559

1.016
2,500

it
it
ft
ft
ft

ft
ft
ft
ft

sqft

sf
sf

It
cf
CcY

cY
tons

cY

cY

CY
sf

93 CY
254 CY
669 CY
cY
cy
278 SY

110l 16

{1,016 cf x 0.5)
{508 CY x 1.5 ton/CY)

(508 GY x 1.1}

([2,500 sf x 13/ 27 ¢f/CY)
(1,016 CY x 0.5)

(1,016 CY - (508 + 93) GY)
(12,500 sf % 0.5')/27 el/CY)
(B69 CY - 125 CY)

(2,500 st/ si/SY)

Area A F - Excavation Vol Cales-5-21-07.xis



TETRA TECH NUS, INC. CALCULATION WORKSHEET

CLIENT: NAVFAC CTO 865 JOB NO.

SUBJECT: Foundation and Soil Excavation Areas and Volumes
Removal Action Phase 2
OFFTA, NAVSTA Newport

10 Test Excavations
By. (Yo ckoey: B¢ é] DATE: 5/21/2007

OBJEC/IVE: “Estimate the volume of soil to be excavated by test excavation operations if excavation depth is to top of
groundwater table. Assume 20% of the soil will be designated for off-site disposal {TPH exceeds 2,500

mga/kg).

GIVEN: Groundwater table elevation 3.0 ft
Proposed excavation depth (D) 8 ft
Side slope TH:1V

ANALYSIS: Calculate one test excavation volume (V)

Use average end area method to calculate volume,
Determine excavation area at hottom {Ag)

Bottom excavation length 4.0 ft
Bottom excavation width 4.0 ft
Ag 16 sq ft

Determine excavation area at surface (Ag)
Calculate excavation length at surface

bottom {ength 4.0 ft

sidewalt horizontal length 8.0 ft

sidewall horizontal length 8.0 ft

Surface excavation length (Lg) 20.0 ft

Surface excavation width (Wg) 20.0 it
Ag 400 sqft

Volume (V) for one test excavation:
V= ((Ag + Ag)2) x D

Ag 16 gf
Ag 400 sf
D 8 ft
v 1,664 cf {{[16+400)/2} x 8
v 62 CY (1,664 cf/27 cf/CY)
Volume (V) for ten test excavations:
Vx10
v 61.8 CY
10 test excavations
616 CY
924 tons (616 CY x 1.5 ton/CY)
Disposal soil quantity 123 CY (616 cf x 0.2)

185 tons (123 CY x 1.5 ton/CY)



SUMMARY: Total Excavation Volume

Disposal Quantities Weight
Soil (10% expansion) 185 tons

Fill Material Bequired
Total volume required
Area bottom
Assume 20 % of excavated soil RCRA D T&D
Assume 1 foot layer stone stabilization layer
Assume filter fabric over stone
Source
1.5-inch crushed stone
Excavated soil returned
Additional fill soil imported
Topsoil (6 inches)
Common fill

Filter fabric

616 CY

Volume
136 CY

616 CY
16 sf

493 CY
117 CY
74 CY
43 CY

18 SY

([16 sf x 1/27 x 10 cf/CY)
(616 CY x 0.8)

(616 CY - (493 + 6) CY)
({400 f x 0.5V/27 cf/CY x 1
(222 GY - 46 CY)

(16 /9 sf/SY x 10)



TETRA TECH NUS, INC. CALCULATION WORKSHEET

CLIENT: NAVFAC CTO 85 JOB NO.

SUBJECT: Foundation and Soit Excavation Areas and Veolumes
Removal Action Phase 2
OFFTA, NAVSTA Newport

Foundations 1,2 and 3 C7
BY: = JF CKDBY: Bf DATE: 5/21/2007
OBJECTIVE: Estimate the soil and concrete volumes to be generated by removal of three concrete foundations.

Assume 1} each foundation consist of 8-inch walls, 8-inch footer and 6-inch slab constructed of
reinforced concrete. Dimensions are assumed; original construction plans not available; 2) 50% of the
soil will be designated for off-site disposal (TPH exceeds 2,500 mg/kg).

GIVEN: Foundation footprint length 24.0 ft
Foundation footprint width 24.0 ft
Ground surface elevation 10.0 ft
Groundwater table elevation 3.0 ft
Proposed excavation depth (D} 6 ft
Side slope 1H:AV

ANALYSIS: Calculate excavation volume (Ve)

Determine excavation area at bottom (Ag)

Bottom excavation length {Lg) 240 ft
Botiom excavation width (Wg) 24.0 ft
Ag 576 sqft (24' x 249

Determine excavation area at surface {(Ag)
Calculate excavation length at surface

bottom length 24.0 ft

sidewall horizontal length 6.0 ft

sidewall horizontal length 6.0 ft

Surface excavation length (Lg) 36.0 ft

Surface excavation width (Wg) 36.0 ft
Ag 1,296 sqft {36' x 36"

Calculate volume (Vg)
VE = ((AB + As)/Z) xD

Ag 576 Sf
As 1,296 of
D 6 ft
v 5616 cf ({[576+1296)2} x 6"
v 208 CY (5,616 cf / 27 ct/CY)
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Calculate reinforced concrete volume (V)

Walls 24 it
4 ft
0.75 ft
72 cf
4 each
288 cf (24'x 4' x 0.75' x 4}
Footer 24.0 ft
20 f
0.8 it
4
144 cf (24'x2'x0.75' x 4)
Slab 24.0 ft
24.0 fi
0.5 ft
288 cf (24' x 24' x 0.5
Ve 720 cf
26.7 CY (720 ¢ff27 cf/CY)
108,000 b (720 cf x 150 Ib/cf)
) 54.0 tons {108,000 Ib/2,000 Ib/ton)
Calculate soil volume (Vaa)
Vso Ve - Vg
Ve 5616 of
Ve 720 cf
4,896 cf
181 CY (5,595 cff27 ci/iCY)
Disposal soil quantity 90.7 CY {187 cf x 0.5)
136.0 tons {93.3 CY x 1.5 1on/CY)
SUMMARY: Each Foundation Excavation Volume 208 CY -
Concrete 26.7 CY 12.8%
Soil 181 CY 87.2%
208 CY 100.0%
Disposal Quantities Weight Volume
Rubble (40% expansion) 54 tons 37.3 CY (21.3CYx1.4)
Soil (10% expansion} 136 tons 99.7 CY {187 CY x0.5x 1.1)
Fill Material Reguired
Total volume required 208 CcY
Assume 50 % of excavated soil RCRA D T&D
Source
Excavated soil returned 91 CY (187 CY x 0.5)
Additional fill soil imported 117 CY (208 CY - 43 CY)
Topsoil {6 inches) 24 CY ({1,296 sf x 0.5°/27 ct/C
Common fill 93 CY (115 - 24 CY)
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Three Foundations Excavation Volum 624 CY
Concrete 80 CY
Soil b44 CY
624 CY
Disposal Quantities Weight
Rubble {40% expansion) 162 tons
Soil (10% expansion) 408 tons
Fill Material Required
Total volume required 624
Assume 50 % of excavated soil RCRA D T&D
Source
Excavated soil returned
Additional fill soil imported
Topsoil {6 inches) 72 CY
Common fill 280 CY
16 of 16

12.8%

. 87.2%

100.0%
Volume

112 CY
299 CY

272 CY
352 CY

Foundations 1-3

(208 x 3)
(26.7 x 3)
(181 x 3)

(29.9 x 3}
(102.7CY x 0.5 x 1.1)

93 CY x 3)

624 CY - 280 CY)
24 CY x 3)

344 CY - 72 CY)

PP
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APPENDIX G

DETERMINATION OF NAPL AT NAVY IR SITES IN RHODE ISLAND



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND, MID-ATLANTIC
9742 MARYLAND AVENUE
NORFOLK, VA 23514-3095

IN REPLY REFER TO.

5090
OPNEEV4/15/6016

Nev :

Mr. Matt DeStefano

Supervisor, Office of Waste Management

State of Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management
235 Promenade Street

Providence RI (2908-5757

Dear Mr. DeStefano:

Subject: Determination of NAPL at Navy IR Sites in Rhode Island
Naval Station Newport, Newport, Rhode Island

The Navy is writing to vou in reference to the ongoing
issue regarding the interpretation of the State of Rhode Island
Department of Environmental Management's (RIDEM} definition of
the presence of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (NAPL) at various
Installation Restoration (IR) sites located at Naval Station
(NAVSTA), Newport, Rhode Island. As you are aware, this
continued debate between the Navy and RIDEM has delayed the
Navy's ability to move forward with the CERCLA process at the
various sites.

A document prepared on behalf of NAVFAC Mid-Atlantic, Naval
Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC MIDLANT) by our
environmental consultant, Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. is enclosed with
this letter. It discusses the technical definition as well as
the Navy’'s interpretation regarding the regulatory aspects of
what a petroleum-based NAPL is and how it should be identified
at NAVSTA Newport sites located in the State of Rhode Island.
The document, entitled “Evaluation of Non-Agqueous Phase Liquid
Presence and Remediation Requirements at Naval Station Newport,
Newport Rhode Island” was prepared based on documentation of
investigations and removals conducted under the Navy'’'s
Installation Restoration (IR) Program at NAVSTA Newport and the
Navy's current understanding of the technical aspects of
petroleum migration in the environment.

This extensive evaluation of the subject was performed due
L0, &) the technical difficulties posed to investigators by the
behavior of oils in different saturated and unsaturated soils,
and b) the Navy's understanding of RIDEM's interpretation of
Section 8.07A of the Division of Site Remediation Regulations
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{August 2004). RIDEM has both orally and in writing stated that
the presence of a sheen in water observed in the ground or
removed from the ground, and the presence of oily residue in
soils, even at concentrations of TPH below 500 mg/kg, are both
conditions that constitute the presence of a NAPL requiring a
remedial action. The Navy disagrees with this interpretation
for several reasons which are discussed below and are based upon
the analyses contained in the enclosure.

The authors of the enclosure evaluated the behavior of NAPL
with regard to petroleum (oil) spills both above and below the
water table. The authors note that o0il released to the ‘
subsurface first migrates through the soil and is later trapped
within the soil matrix when the migration reaches a certain
distance based on volume, viscogity, and a number of other
physical factors. They recognize that it is during the mobile
stages that NAPL constitutes a danger to down gradient receptors
and resources (i.e. into buildirngs via vapor intrusion, into
groundwater resource areas, and into otherwise clean soils). As
the material begins to degrade, some components of the oil
volatilize and, over time, the volatilization rate slows. 1In
addition, dissclution of soluble compounds into groundwater also
slows over time as the oil degrades and after some time after
the release, the oil becomes trapped in isolated, discontinuous
masses within the soil matrix. In this state, termed residual
saturation, the residual oil is immobile and remains trapped
within the soil matrix until that matrix is disturbed.

It is this residual oil trapped within the soil matrix that
hag been the subject of disagreement between the Navy and RIDEM
as to whether or not this situation constitutes the presence of
NAPL. When soils are disturbed in the presence of water,
globules of oil can be liberated from the soil matrix and an
oily sheen can appear even if no measurable oil is present in
monitoring wells under egquilibrium conditions. This same
situation can alsoc occur even when there is residual oil in
soils present but at concentrations below RIDEM petroleum
criteria. It is the Navy’'s belief that if the converse to the
above gituation is taken, it would result in the reopening of a
site for which no additional actions would have already been
determined based on laboratory analysis of soil and groundwater
samples and that the reopening would be based sclely on the
visual observation of a sheen which may have appeared during
activities conducted for other purposes not related to the IR
Program.
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Furthermore, when the presence of a sheen is observed on
groundwater in an excavation or when oily soils exist at or below
the water table at NAVSTA Newport sites, RIDEM has maintained
that this constitutes the presence of NAPL and therefore exceeds
the upper concentration limit (UCL) under Section 8.07A of the
RIDEM remediation regulations. The Navy feels that basing
enforcement decisions on the above is more likely to lead to
inconsistent application of the State regulations since
identification of a sheen is considered subjective, relying on
the eyesight and attention of the person making the chservation,
whereas most other compliance determinations under RIDEM
regulations are based on quantitative measurements such as
laboratory analysis, calculated values and/nor accepted
mathematical models. ’

To further support the Navy’s claim, a limited file review
was conducted at RIDEM Division of Site Remediation to determine
the consistenéy of enforcement on the above point{s) at other
sites within Rhode Island. The Navy's determination was that
most of RIDEM’'s files did not contain specific documentation that
discusses the presence or absence of sheeng in water during
investigative steps or in the determination of no further action.

Enclosure (1) recommends that c¢lear and measurable endpoints
be established to determine if the UCL under Section 8.07A of the
RIDEM regulations is exceeded. At most other States, that
endpoint is defined using the folleowing pelicy statement:

Presence of NAPL will be determined through use of an oil-
water interface probe detecting the presence of NAPL at a
thickness of ¥ inch or greater in groundwater monitoring
wells under equilibrium conditions.

The identification of NAPL in the manner expressed above
should be used at all Navy sites within the State of Rhode Island
to ensure that the State’s cleanup criteria for each
environmental action are applied consistently across the State.

The Navy feels that the above iz not the case based upon the
apparent accepted practice for NAPL determination that is being
used at the former Naval Construction Battallion Center (NCBC) in
Davisville, Rhode Island. At NCBC Davisville, the State-approved
Long Term Monitoring (LTM) Workplan for EBS Site 21 includes a
Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) in which Section 9.5 of the
QAPP states, “that the presence of LNAPL will be determined
through use of an oil-water interface probe detecting the
presence of NAPL at a thickness of % inch or greater”.



Since the EBS 21 Long Term Monitoring Workplan is a final
document, dated August 2001, and no comments were received from
RIDEM on that document, the Navy must presume that this
measurement endpcoint cutlined in the QAPP was accepted by RIDEM.

The Navy would like to propose that the above approach that
is apparently being applied at NCBC Davisville be used at NAVSTA
Newport so that a consistent determination as to the presence of
NAPL can be applied for all Navy IR Sites located throughout the
State of Rhode Island.

We look forward to continuing to work with RIDEM toward the
eventual restoration of CERCLA sites located at NAVSTA Newport.
If you have any questions regarding this letter or enclosure
(1}, please do not hesitate to contact the Navy’s Remedial
Project Manager (RPM) for NAVSTA Newport, Mr. James Colter, at
(757) 444-4217 or by email at james.colter@avy.mil.

Sincerely,

Rofot Sl

Robert G. Schirmer, P.E.
Environmental Product
Line Team Leader

by direction of the
Commanding Officer

Enclosure: (1) Evaluation of Non-Agqueous Phase Liguid Presence
and Remediation Requirements at Naval Station
Newport, Newport, Rhode Island

Copy to: (w/enclosure)

RIDEM, Paul Kulpa

USEPA Region I, Xymberlee Keckler
Gannett Fleming, Jemnifer Stump
NAVSTA Newport, Cornelia Mueller
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Region I, EPA New England
Standard Operating Procedure for Sampling Concrete in the Field

Scope and Application

The following Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) describes a concrele sampling technique
which uses an impact hammer drill to generate a uniform, finely ground, powder which is easily
homogenized, extracted and analyzed. This procedure is primarily geared at providing enough
sample for one or two different analyses at a time. That is, the time required to generate
sufficient sample for a full sweet of analyses may be impractical. The concrete powder is
suitable for all types of environmental analyses, with the exception of volatile compounds, and
may be analyzed in the field or at a fixed laboratory. This procedure is applicable for the
collection of samples from concrete floors, walls, and ceilings.

The impact hammer drill is far less labor intensive than previous techniques using coring
devices, or hammers and chisels. It allows for easy selection of sample location and sample
depth. Not only can the project planner control the depth to sample into the concrete, from
surface samples (0 - 2 inch) down to a core of the entire slab, but the technique can also be
modified to collect samples at discrete depths within the concrete slab.

Another issue with concrete sampling is the fact that the amount of time spent drilling translates
into the weight of sample produced. Thus, to maximize sampling time, it is important to know
the minimum amount of sample required for each analysis. To do this, the project planner should
take the following steps: 1) Use the Data Quality Objective (DQO) process and familiarity with
the site to develop the objectives of the sampling project and the depth(s) of sample to be
collected. 2) Review the site history and any previous data collected to determined possible
contaminants of concern. 3) Establish the action levels for those possible contaminants and
determine the appropriate analytical methods (both field and/or fixed laboratory) to meet the
DQOs of the project. 4) Based on the detection limits of these methods, determine the amount of
sample required for each analysis and the total sample weight require for each sample location
(including guality control samples).

As with any environmental data collection project, all aspects of a concrete sampling episode
should be well thought out, prior to going out in the field, and thoroughly described mn a Quality
Assurance Project Plan (QAPP). The QAPP should clearly state the DQQOs of the project and
document a complete Quality Assurance/Quality Control program to reconcile the data generated
with the established DQOs. For more information on these subjects, refer to EPA documents
QAJ/R-5, EPA Requirements for Quality Assurance Project Plans for Environmental Data
Operations, and QA/G-4, Guidance for the Data Quality Objective Process.

Method Summary

A one-inch diameter carbide drill bit is used in a rotary impact hammer drill to generate a fine
concrete powder suitable for analysis. The powder is placed in a sample container and
homogenized for field or fixed laboratory analysis. The procedure can be used to sample a single
depth into the concrete, or may be moditied to sample the concrete at distinctly different depth
zones. The modified depth sampling procedure is designed to minimize any cross contamination
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between the sampling zones. If different sampling depths are required, two different diameter
drill bits and a vacuum sampling apparatus are employed. '

3.0 Health and Safety

Eye and hearing protection are required at all times during sample drilling. A small amount of
dust is generated during the drilling process. Proper respiratory protection and/or a dust control
system must be in place at all times during sampling.

4.0 Interferences and Potential Problems

Since this sampling technique produces a finely ground uniform powder, physical matrix effects
from variations in the sample consistency (i.., particle size, uniformity, homogeneity, and
surface condition) are minimized. Matrix spike analysis of a sample is highly recommended to
monitor for any matrix related interferences.

As stated in Section 1.0 above, this sampling proceclure is not recommended for volatile organic
compound (VOC) analysis. The combination of heat generated during drilling and the exposure
of a large amount of surface area will greatly reduce VOC recovery. If low boiling point semi-
volatile compounds (i.e., naphthalene) are being analyzed, then the drill speed should be reduced
to minmimize heat build-up.

5.0 Equipment and Supplies
5.1 Single Depth Concrete Sampling

Rotary impact hammer dril!

I-inch diameter carbide drill bits

Stainless steel scoopulas

Stainless steel spoonulas (for collecting sample in deeper holes, >2-inches)
Rectangular aluminum pans (to catch concrete during wall and ceiling sampling)
Gasoline powered generator (if alternative power source is required)

5.2 Maultiple Depth Sampling (in addition to all the above)

2 inch diameter carbide drill bits

Vacuum/sample trap assembly (see Section 7.2 and Figure 1)

Vacuum pump

2-hole rubber stopper

Glass tubing (to fit stopper)

Large glass test tubes, or Erlenmeyer flasks, for sample trap (several are suggested)
Polyethylene tubing for trap inlet (Tygon tubing may be used for the trap outlet)
Pasture pipets

Pipe cleaners

In-line dust filter (glass fiber filter, or equivalent)

6.0 Sample Containers, Preservation, and Storage
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Concrete samples must be collected in glass containers for organic analyses, and may be
collected in either glass or plastic containers for inorganic analyses. In general, a 2-ounce
sample container with Teflon-lined cap (wide-mouth jars are preferred) will hold sufficient
volume for most analyses. A 2-ounce jar can hold roughly 90 grams sample. Note, samples
which require duplicate and/or matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate analyses may require a larger
sample container, or addjtional 2-ounce sample containers.

Organic samples are to be shipped on ice and maintained at 4EC (¥ 2EC) until the time of
extraction and analysis. Inorganic samples may be shipped and stored at room temperature.
Refer to 40 CER Part 136 for guidelines on analysis holding times.

To maintain sample integrity, chain-of-custody procedures must be implemented at the time of
sampling to 1) document all sample locations and associated field sample identification
numbers, 2) document all quality control samples taken, including field duplicates, split samples
for confirmatory analyses, and PE samples, and 3) document the transfer of field samples from
field sampler to field chemist or fixed laboratory.

Procedure
Single Depth Concrete Sampling

Lock a 1-inch diameter carbide drill bit into the impact hammer drill and plug the drill into an
appropriate power source. (A gasoline generator will be needed if electricity is not available.)
For easy identification, sample locations may be pre-marked using a crayon or a non-
contaminating spray paint. (Note, the actual drilling point must not be marked.) Depending on
the appearance of the sample location, or the objectives of the sampling project, it may be
desired to wipe the concrete surface with a clean dry cloth prior to drilling. All sampling
decisions of this nature should be noted in the sampling logbook. Begin drilling in the
designated location. Apply steady even pressure and let the drill do the work. Applying too
much pressure will generate excessive heat and dull the drill bit prematurely. The drill will
provide a finely ground concrete powder that can be easily collected, homogenized and analyzed.
Having several decontaminated impact drill bits on hand will help expedite sampling when
numerous sample locations are to be drilled.

Sample Collection

A 2-inch deep hole (using a 1-inch diameter drill bit) generates about 10 grams of concrete
powder. Based on this and the action levels for the project, determine the sampling depth, and/or
the number of sample holes to be composited, to generate sufficient sample volume for all of the
required analyses. (Note, with the absorbency of concrete, a 2-inch deep hole can be considered
a surface sample.)

A decontaminated stainless steel scoopula can be used to collect the sample. The powder can
either be collected directly from the surface of the concrete and/or the concrete powder can be
scraped back into the hole and the less rounded back edge of the scoopula can be used to collect
the sample. For holes greater than 2-inches in depth, a stainless steel spoonula will make it
easier to collect the sample from the bottom of the hole.
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To ensure collection of a representative sample when multiple analyses are required, a concrete
sample should always be collected and homogenized in a single container and then divided up
into the individual containers for the various analyses or split samples. This is particularly
important when sample holes are deep, or when several holes are drilled adjacent to each other to
form a sample composite.

Wall and Ceiling Sampling

A team of two samplers will be required for wall and ceiling sampling. The second person will
be needed to hold a clean catch surface (i.e., an aluminum pan) below the drill to collect the
falling powder. For wall samples, a scoopula, or spoonula, can be used to collect remaining
concrete powder from within the hole. For ceiling holes, it may be necessary to drill the hole at
an angle so the concrete powder can fall freely in the collection plan (and avoid falling on the
drill). Another alternative might be to use the chuck-end of the drill bit and punch a hole through
the center of the collection pan. The drill bit is then mounted through the pan and into the drill.
Thus, the driller can be drilling straight up while the assistant steadies the pan to catch the falling
dust. As a precaution, it may be advantageous to tape a piece of plastic around the drill, just
below the chuck, to avoid dust contaminating the body of the drill and entering the mechanical
vents. (Note, the plastic should deflect dust from the drill, but be loose enough underneath to
allow for proper ventillation.)

Multiple Depth Concrete Sampling

The above method for concrete sampling can also be used to collect samples from different
depths within the concrete. To do this, two different sized drill bits (i.e., 2 inch and 1 inch) and a
simple vacuum pump with a vacuum trap assembly is required (see Figure 1). First, the 1 inch
drill bit is used to drill to the first level and the concrete sample is collected as described in
Section 7.1. The vacuum pump is then turned on and the hole is cleaned out using the vacuum
trap assembly. The drill bit is then changed to the 2 inch bit and the next depth is drilled out (the
2 inch bit is used to avoid contact with the sides of the first hole). A clean tube or flask is placed
on the vacuum trap, and the sample from the second drilling is collected. To go further, the |
inch drill is used to open up the hole to the second level, the hole is cleared, and then the 2 inch
drill is used again to go to a third level, etc. Note, the holes and concrete surface should be
vacuumed thoroughly to minimize any cross-contamination between sample depths.

Vacuum Trap Design and Clean-out

The trap presented in Figure 1 is a convenient and thorough way for collecting and removing
concrete powder from drilled holes. The trap system is designed to allow for control of the
suction from the vacuum pump and easy trap clean-out between samples. Note, by placing a hole
in the inlet tube (see Figure 1), a finger on the hand holding the trap can be used to control the
suction at the sampling tip. Thus, when this hole is left completely open, there will be no
suction, and the sampler can have complete control over where and what to sample. To change-
out between samples the following steps should be taken: 1) The pasture pipet and piece of
polyethylene tubing at the sample inlet should be replaced with new materials, 2) the portion of
the rubber stopper and glass tubing that was in the trap should be wiped down with a clean damp
paper towel (wetted with deionized water) and then dried with a fresh paper towel, 3) a clean
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pipe cleaner should be drawn through the glass inlet tube to remove any concrete dust present,
and 4) the glass tube or flask used to collect the sample should swapped out with a clean
decontaminated sample trap. Having several clean tubes or flasks on hand will facilitate change-
out between samples.

Decontamination Procedure

Necessary supplies for decontamination include: two small buckets, a scrub brush, potable water,
deionized water, a squirt bottle for the deionized water, and paper towels. The first bucket
contains a soap and potable water solution, and the second bucket contains just potable water.
Place all used drill bits and utensils in the soap and water bucket. Scrub each piece thoroughly
using the scrub brush. Note, the concrete powder does cling to the metal surfaces, so care should
be taken during this step, especially with the twists and curves of the drill bits. Next, rinse each
piece in the potable water bucket, and follow with a deionized water rinse from the squirt bottle.
Place the deionized water rinsed pieces on clean paper towels and individually dry and inspect
each piece. Note, all pieces should be dry prior to rense.

Field Docamentation

All Site related documentation and reports generated from concrete sampling should be
maintained in the central Site file. If personal logbooks are used, legible copies of all pertinent
pages must be placed in the Site file.

Field Logbocks
All field documentation should be maintained in bound logbooks with numbered pages. If loose-

leaf logsheets are used to document site activities, extra care should be taken in keep track of all
logsheets. The-original copy of ail logsheets should be maintained in the central Site file. Note,
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all sample locations must be documented by tying in their location to a detailed site map, or by
using two or more permanent landmarks. The following information should be documented in
the field logbooks:

Site name and location,

EPA Site Manager,

Name and affiliation of field samplers (EPA, Contractor company name, etc.),
Sampling date,

Sample locations and IDs,

Sampling times and depths, and

Other pertinent information or comments

g S s el

Sample Labeling and Chain-of-Custody

Sample Labels

Sample labels will be affixed to all sample containers. Labels must contain the following
information:

Project name,

Sample number, and/or location
Date and time of sampling,
Analysis,

Preservation, and

Sampler=s name.

PR R K )X

Chain-of-Custody

All samples must be traced from collection, to shipment, to laboratory receipt and faboratory
custody. The Chain-of-Custody (COC) Record is a multi-part form that is initiated as
samples are acquired and accompanies a sample (or group of samples) as they are transferred
from person to person. The COC form is signed by all individuals responsible for sampling,
sample transport, and laboratory receipt. (Note, overnight deliver services, often used with
sample transport, are exempt from having to sign the COC form. However, copies of all
shipping invoices must be kept with the COC documentation.) One copy of the COC is
retained by the field sampling crew, while the original (top, signed copy) and remaining
carbonless copies are placed in a zip-lock bag and taped to the inside lid of the shipping
cooler. If multiple coolers are required for a sample shipment to a single laboratory, the
COC need only be sent with one of the coolers. The COC should state how many coolers are
included with the shipment. All sample shipments to different laboratories require individual
COC forms. The original COC form accompanies the samples until the project is complete,
and is then kept in the permanent project file. A copy of the COC is also kept with the
project manager, the laboratory manager, and attached to the data package.

Custody Seal
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The Custody seal is an adhesive-backed label which is also part of the chain-of-custody
process. The custody seal is used to prevent tampering with the samples after they have been
collected in the field and sealed in coolers for transit to the laboratory. The Custody seals
are signed and dated by a sampler and affixed across the opening edges of each cooler
containing samples. Clear packing tape should be wrapped around the cooler, and over the
Custody seal, to secure the cooler and avoid accidental tampering with the Custody seal.

Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC)

A solid QA/QC program is essential to establishing the quality of the data generated so that
proper project decisions can be made. The following are key quality control elements which
should be incorporated into a concrete sampling and analytical program.

Equipment Blanks

An equipment blank should be performed on decontaminated drill bits and collection utensils at a
frequency of 1 per 20 samples or 1 per day, whichever is greater. To prepare the equipment
blank, place the decontaminated dril bit and utensils in a large clean stainless steel bowl. Pour
sufficient deionized water into the bowl to fill all of the required sample containers. Next, stir
the drill bit and utensils in the bow! with a clean utensil to thoroughly mix the blank. Finally,
decant off the equipment blank into the sample containers. Note, a clean funnel may help to pour
off the equipment blank into the containers.

Field Duplicates

Field duplicates are samples collected adjacent to each other (collocated) at the same sample
location (not two aliquots of the same sample). Field duplicates not only help provide an
indicator of overall precision, but measure the cumulative effects of both the field and analytical
precision, and also measure the representativeness of the sample. Field duplicates must be
prepared and analyzed at a frequency of 1 per 20 samples or 1 per non-related concrete matrix,
whichever is greater. An example of a non-related concrete matrix might be the investigation of
two different types of chemical spills.

Calculate the Relative Percent Difference (RPD) between the sample and its duplicate using
Equation 1.

S-D|
RPD = .l_...,_ 100
S+D)"
2

Equation 1
Where:

S = Original sample result

D = Duplicate sample result

The following general guidelines have been established for field duplicate criteria:
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X Tf both the original and field duplicate values are 3 practical quantitation limit (PQL), then
the control limit for RPD is #50%,
X If one or both values are < PQL, then do not assess the RPD.

If more rigorous field duplicate criteria are needed to achieve project DQOs, then that criteria
should be documented in the project QAPP.

If the field duplicate criteria specified above are not met, then flag that target element with an
2*@ on the final report for both the original and field duplicate samples. Report both the original
and field duplicate analyses; do not report the average. Field duplicate samples should should be
indicated on the sample ID. For example, the sample ID can contain the the suffix AFD@.

Laboratory Duplicates

Laboratory duplicates are two aliquots of the same sample that are prepared, homogenized and
analyzed in the same manner. (Note, proper sample homogenization is critical in producing
meaningful results.) The precision of the sample preparation and analytical methods i1s
determined by performing a laboratory duplicate analysis. Laboratory duplicates can be prepared
in the field and submitted as blind samples, or the laboratory can be requested to perform the
laboratory duplicate analysis. In the case of laboratory prepared duplicates, the field sampling
tearn must be sure to provide sufficient sample volume. Laboratory duplicates must be prepared
and analyzed at a frequency of 1 per 20 samples or 1 per non-related concrete matrix, whichever
18 greater.

Calculate the RPD between the sample and its duplicate using Equation 1. The following general
guidelines bave been established for laboratory duplicate criteria:

X If both the original and laboratory duplicate values are 3 PQL., then the control limit for RPD
is #25%,
X If one or both values are < PQL, then do not assess the RPD.

If duplicate criteria are not met, then flag that target element with an A*@ on the final report for
both the original and duplicate samples. Report both the original and duplicate analyses; do not
report the average.

Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate Samples

Matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate samples (MS/MSDs) are two additional aliquots of a sample
which are spiked with the appropriate compound(s) or analyte(s) of concern and then prepared
and analyzed along with the original sample. (Note, proper sample homogenization, prior to
spiking, is critical in producing meaningful resuits.) MS/MSDs help evaluate the effects of
sample matrix on the analytical methods being used. The field sampling team must provide
sufficient sample volume such that the field or fixed laboratory can prepare and analyze
MS/MSDs at a frequency of 1 per 20 samples or 1 per non-related concrete matrix, whichever is
greater.

Calculate the recovery of each matrix spike compound or analyte using Equation 2.
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R -
MSR = u x 100
SA
Equation 2
Where,
MSR =  Matrix Spike Recovery, SA =  Spike Added
SSR = Spiked Sample Result, SR = Sample Result

Calculate the relative percent difference (RPD) between the recoveries of each compound or
analyte in the matrix spike and matrix spike duplicate using Equation 3.

|MSR - MSRD] -
(MSR + MSRD) ~
2

RPD=

Equation 3
Where,
MSR Matrix Spike Recovery
MSRD =  Matrix Spike Duplicate Recovery

Performance Evaluation Samples

In accordance with the EPA Region I Performance Evaluation Program Guidance, performance
evaluation (PE) samples should be submitted for each type of analysis to be performed in the
field or by the fixed laboratory performing full protocol EPA methods. PE samples provide
information on the quality of the individual data packages. PE samples are certified standard
reference materials (SRMs) from a source other than that used to calibrate the instrument. If
both field and fixed laboratories are being used to analyze samples, at least one solid PE sample
should undergo both field analysis and confirmatory full protocol EPA method analysis to
facilitate data comparability. A copy of the certified values for the SRM must be submitted with
the final data packages to facilitate data evaluation.

Data Verification and Validation

All field data and supporting information (including chain-of-custody) that is collected during a
concrete sampling episode should be verified daily, by a person other than that performing the
work, to check for possible errors.



9.7

9.7.1

9.7.2

SOP: Concrete Sampling

Rev. #: 0.0
Date: 12/01/97
Page: 12 0of 13

During the project planning process, a plan for data validation should be established for all data,
both for field and fixed laboratories. All data must be validated to assure that it is of a quality
suitable to make project decisions. For help in developing a data validation program refer to
Region I, EPA New England, Data Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating
Environmental Analyses.

Assessments
Internal Assessments

As part of the Quality Assurance/Quality Control Program for any sampling project, a series
of internal assessment checks should be instituted to monitor and maintain the integrity of
the sample collection process. Timely internal reviews will insure that proper sampling,
decontamination, chain-of-custody and quality control procedures are being followed. Also,
the internal assessment review is there to monitor any corrective actions taken, and/or
institute corrective actions that should have been taken and were not. All corrective actions
taken must be documented in an appropriate logbook, and if any corrective actions impact
the final data reported, then they must also be documented in the final report narrative. The
results of all internal assessments must be documented in a report, and copies of the report
issued to the Project Manager and the Quality Assurance Manager. The original copy of any
assessment report must remain with the main project file and be available for review.

External Assessments

The Agency reserves the right to perform periodic field audits to ensure compliance with this
SOP.
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ATTACHMENT A
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE USEPA TO THE
DRAFT FINAL REMOVAL ACTION WORK PLAN
OLD FIREFIGHTING TRAINING AREA
NAVSTA NEWPORT, NEWPORT RI
COMMENTS DATED JUNE 25, 2007

General Comment:

EPA reviewed the draft final Work Plan for Non-Time Critical Removal Action at the Old Fire Fighting
Training Area, Newport, RI, dated May 2007 in light of its completeness, technical accuracy, and
consistency. In an effort to support the Navy's goal to begin the removal action in summer 2007, provide
responses to these comments as an addendum to the work plan. A revised work plan is not necessary.

Response:

The Comment is noted. Due to the volume of comments from both USEPA and RIDEM,
a final document will be prepared.

Specific Comments:

Page

1.p.5-2,8§5.1

Comment

The last bullet discusses the ten test pits to be selected by EPA and RIDEM. The text
states that the volume of each test pit is expected to be 62 cubic yards whereas the
anticipated volume for each of the ten excavations as noted in the draft work plan was of
85 cubic yards, which EPA generally accepted but without dimensional restrictions. EPA
anticipates cooperation during the test pitting.

The partial paragraph at the bottom of the page states that Foundations 1, 2, and 3 will
only be excavated if time and funding permits; however, the Action Memorandum states
that excavation of the three foundations is a part of the proposed removal action.
Foundation 1 appears to be associated with training stations 134 and 135; Foundation 2
appears to be one of two oil-water separators; and Foundation 3 appears to be a fuel
(gas) storage tank. Consequently, all three foundations are areas where petroleum
would have been used or stored and therefore these structures (especially Foundations 2
and 3) are important components of this removal action. EPA believes that excavation of
these three foundations should be a higher priority than excavation of the concrete apron.

Response: The comment is noted, and the Navy also anticipates cooperation with the the regulatory
parties during the field efforts conducted. Removal of the foundations is noted to be based
on time and funding because the final size and thickness of the foundations is still unknown.
It is agreed that they will each be opened and evaluated, however, if the wall thickness and
the construction shows that they are not likely to harbor contaminants at significant
concentrations, it may be unnecessary to remove them.

2. p.5-3, 85.2 This section discusses FID and Petroflag screening of excavated soil. A table is provided

in this section to classify soil based on TPH concentrations. It is presumed that the TPH
concentration is based on the Petroflag screening. Please edit the text to clarify what
threshold concentration levels will be used for the FID screening. For example, how will
soil be classified if the Petroflag screening results were less than 2,500 ppm TPH but the
FID screening result was off the scale? Will a calibration task be implemented before
conducting the excavations that will correlate the FID and Petroflag results? To make the
FID screening useful, threshold values should be established to facilitate decision-
making.
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Response: The FID will be used as a qualitative instrument, the petroflag results will take precedence
with regards to field instrument readings. During excavation, an attempt will be made to
correlate FID readings to petroflag results, but it is recognized that different soil conditions,
humidity and temperature will have an effect on FID readings, so the petroflag results will
take precedence.

3. p. 5-4, 85.2 Sampling and laboratory analysis of the stockpiles classified by screening as reusable for
backfill must confirm that the soil destined for reuse on site does not exceed 2,500
mg/Kg.

Response: Comment is noted, this is the approach intended, and will be clarified.

4. p. 6-1, 86.2 The Construction Quality Control (CQC) Plan was not provided. If the CQC Plan will not
be incorporated into the work plan then please submit it for review. As proposed in this
work plan, the CQC Plan contains information critical to the conduct of the proposed work
(including a description of the full sampling and analysis program and protocol for
locating and marking before sample locations).

Response: The CQC Plan will be prepared and submitted as a separate document.

5. p. 7-1, §7.2.1 All catch basins must be protected with filter fabric and hay bales or silt fence. Catch
basin locations should be clearly identified in the field.

Response: The comment is noted, this will be included in the CQC plan.

6. p. 7-4, 87.4 The work plan does not describe how the results of the laboratory samples collected to
confirm the screening results (10% of the screened samples) will be used to modify the
screening procedures. What action will the Navy take, if any, if the laboratory analyses
do not confirm the Petroflag screening results? What are the confirmation criteria?

Please confirm that no soil will be reused for backfill until samples of each stockpile
proposed for reuse on the site have been analyzed and found to satisfy the reuse goals.

Response: A correlative record will be kept for the 10% split samples. A target correlation is will be
within a RPD of 50%. If this is not met, another approach will need to be devised. This will
be clarified in Section 9 of the final RAWP. This will be clarified in the final document.

7.p.7-4,87.4 The excavation volumes presented in the second paragraph on this page are not
consistent with the volumes presented in Section 5.1. For example, Section 5.1 states
that approximately 1,000 cubic yards will be excavated at the soil hot spot area and 286
cubic yards will be excavated in conjunction with the removal of the concrete apron. The
other soil volumes discussed in this section are similarly inconsistent with Section 5.1 and
the volumes in both sections have inconsistencies as compared to the volumes
presented in the Action Memorandum. Please review and correct for consistency.

Response: The Text will be checked against the volume estimates in the appendix and revised as
needed.

8. p. 7-6, 87.6 This section states that four separate stockpiles will be staged in the temporary staging
area while Section 7.3 states that the temporary staging area will be segregated into five
separate areas. Because Section 7.7 states that clean backfill will be unloaded at the
temporary staging area, it is not clear if these two statements are consistent. The table
provided in Section 5.2 suggests there will be four distinct types of excavated soil or
debris requiring stockpiling. It is presumed that the 200 cubic yards of soil excavated to
create the temporary stockpile area would be stockpiled at a separate, unspecified
location at the site. Please clarify.
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Response: Four areas will be set aside for contaminated stockpiled material. A clean area separated
from the stockpile area will be set up for clean and backfill material as needed.

9. p. 7-7, 87.7 If clean backfill will be staged in the temporary staging area where excavated materials
will also be staged, the clean backfill should be separated from waste by jersey barriers
and staged at the end of the temporary staging area so that it is adjacent only to the
concrete rubble/structural debris.

Response: The comment is noted, and this approach will be followed as needed.

10. p. 8-1, 88.0 Regarding the fifth bullet, because trucks hauling excavated material will also travel on
the haul road (see bullet number 1), the haul road cannot be considered clean. All trucks
leaving the site should be decontaminated at the wheel wash area.

Response: The comment is noted, and this approach will be followed as needed.

11. p. 9-1, 89.0 The QAPP was not provided in this work plan. Will the QAPP be submitted for review and
concurrence before initiating work at the site?

Response: A QAPP for sample collection and analysis will be included in the CQC plan.

12. p. 9-2, 89.2 Regarding the example in the last paragraph of this section, please note that with
sidewall samples collected on 20-foot centers, each sample represents a 20-foot length
so for a sample that exceeds the TPH goal, a 20-foot section (not al0-foot section) would
have to be excavated. Please edit the work plan accordingly.

Please clarify the proposed sampling. Excavating an additional area of 10x5x5 (actually
20x5x5, see above) to remove contaminated soil would create an additional excavation
with three sidewalls and a bottom. Please confirm that the intent is to apply the same
sampling protocol for this new excavation; that is, each of the three sidewalls would be
sampled and the bottom would be sampled on a 10-foot grid with a minimum of four
bottom samples.

Response: The minimum sampling would be one per 20 feet of side wall. Some excavations are
anticipated to be less than 20 feet in length. If visual information suggests a tighter sampling
protocol, this will be applied.

13. p. 9-2, 89.3 The first sentence is not correct. The excavated soil and structures will be temporarily
placed in 10 cubic yard cast piles based on visual observation and BEFORE any
screening. The screening would only occur after the cast piles are created (see Sections
5.2 and 7.4). Please clarify the intent.

Response: Concur, this will be revised.
Please clarify the screening protocol for the 10 cubic yard cast piles. (A 10 cubic yard
cast pile would be a 10-foot diameter by 10-foot high cone.) A description similar to that
provided in the third and forth sentences of Section 9.5 for the waste characterization
sampling is expected.

Response: The comment is noted.

14. p. 9-3, 89.5 Please revise the second sentence of the second paragraph to clarify the intent.

Excavated soil that is placed in the stockpile area must either be placed in a stockpile
that has not yet been characterized or into a new stockpile.
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Response: Concur. The sentence will be revised.

15. p. 10-3, 810.7 The discussion in this section mentions the 200-foot buffer zone but does not mention
the 100-foot buffer zone that the Navy said was also applicable to this site. Please
explain.

Response: The 100 foot zone is applicable to the project. A note of the 200 foot zone is not found in this
section.

16. p. 11-1,811.0 The description of the Removal Action shall also include drawings showing where
removals occurred (based on survey data), dimensions for each excavation location,
descriptions of materials removed at each excavation, and discussion of materials (e.g.,
pipes, structures, concrete) left in place and where these materials are located.

Response: Concur, this information will be provided as recorded.

17. Figure 1-1 This figure previously depicted the 200-foot buffer zone associated with tidal waters but
did not depict the 100-foot buffer zone that the Navy said was also applicable to this site
and work plan. Now however, neither buffer zone is depicted on this or any other figure
in the work plan. Please explain or revise the figure to include the boundary of each
applicable buffer zone.

The extent of contamination depicted in this figure is not accurate because it does not
include sampling results obtained before 2003 and the shading incorrectly identifies the
contamination level of some samples at the selected kriging slice elevation, presumably
owing to limitations in the kriging process. Furthermore, by only including one kriging
elevation, greater contamination concentrations that exist at some locations are not
identified. However, there are no locations omitted that are known to exceed the 30,000
ppm TPH threshold. This figure should more accurately depict historical results if it is
included in future reports.

Response: The Kriging slice presented was selected as it provides the largest extent of contamination of
petroleum in the soil based on the best data available in 2005. Additionally, it is provided
only for informational purposes as the excavation is not targeted for this petroleum. Thus
there is no reason to change the depiction in this work plan.

18. Figure 1-3 Please note that Foundation 1, shown as a red box on this figure, very likely corresponds
with the simulated ship structures identified as buildings 134 (based on TP1C and TP-10)
and 135 (based on TP1A and TP1B) and when these structures are excavated the
proposed haul road would be destroyed. The temporary storage area as well as the
support trailer should be located somewhere where no historical subsurface structures
were located because EPA is interested in investigating these locations during this
removal action.

Response: The comment is noted. Using the best information possible, the haul road will be established
in an area that is not likely to be impacted by excavation.

Based on the proposed locations shown in this figure, the temporary staging area is
located directly above historical structures and the haul road immediately abuts the two
historical fuel storage tanks, located near TP-12 and TP-11, all of which EPA expects to
investigate. It would be best to locate the support facilities and haul road on the western
portion of the site.

Response: The comment is noted. Using the best information possible, the haul road will be established
in an area that is not likely to be impacted by excavation.
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19. Appendix F EPA will work with RIDEM and the Navy regarding the location and size

pp. 11 & 12

of the approximately ten additional excavations required to further assess areas of
concern at the OFFTA site. EPA is interested in the former oil-water separators and fuel
storage tanks and associated piping that are not addressed by the scope of work
proposed by the Navy. While EPA agrees that some limitation on the size of these
additional excavations is warranted, the purpose of these excavations will be to
determine the presence or absence of these structures and the potential for residual TPH
contamination in excess of the 30,000 ppm threshold. Because the exact location of
these structures is not known, the excavations will have to be constructed to provide the
best opportunity to find the structures or confirm that they are no longer present. As
such, any limitations on these excavations will be understood to be guidelines only. If
funding restrictions prevent an adequate investigation of these areas of concern then
further investigations can be postponed until additional funding is acquired.

Response: The comment is noted.

21. pp. 14-16

Review of the historical drawings in conjunction with the previously conducted subsurface
exploration locations (see Figure 1-3) indicates that: 1) Foundation #1 is apparently the
remnants of both building 134 and 135; 2) Foundation #2 is the remnant of one of the two
oil-water separators used to treat water discharged from the training structures; and 3)
Foundation #3 is one of five fuel storage tanks used to provide fuel to the various training
stations. As such, the estimated size of the structures appears correct (based on
historical drawings) for Foundations #2 and #3, but is too small for Foundation #1.

Response: The Comment is noted. Any additional information gathered on the features prior to
demolition of the training area will be utilized to direct excavations accordingly.
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ATTACHMENT B
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE RIDEM TO THE
DRAFT FINAL REMOVAL ACTION WORK PLAN
OLD FIREFIGHTING TRAINING AREA
NAVSTA NEWPORT, NEWPORT RI
COMMENTS DATED JUNE 29, 2007

General Comments:

As the Navy is aware, while the Office of Waste Management fully supports the removal of contaminated
soil, and surface and subsurface structures at the site, it is this Office’s position that the proposed limited
scope of the remedial effort in terms of contaminants of concern and remedial endpoints does not meet
the State’s regulatory requirements, as outlined in Section 8 of the Site Remediation Regulations, as well
as, the applicable requirements of the Oil Pollution Regulations and the Leaking Underground Storage
Tank Regulations. Accordingly, in order to achieve compliance with State regulations the Navy needs to
expand the remedial effort.

The Office of Waste Management also questions the Navy’s proposed approach, as it will necessitate the
need to conduct additional Risk Assessments and Feasibility Studies, which will further delay addressing
this site under the Federal Facilities Agreement. Finally, be advised as the proposed limited action fails to
meet State regulatory requirements, the Office of Waste Management may take regulatory action against
the Navy to ensure compliance with State regulations independent of the current CERCLA process.

Response: As stated in prior correspondence, the Navy is pursuing the approach that was presented
at the Tiger Team meeting held April 13, 2006 at which RIDEM was represented. The
limitations of the effort were explained at that time, particularly in regards to removal of
metals that are naturally occurring and in regards to the pursuit of petroleum, which is not
actionable under CERCLA. The removal action is being conducted to address petroleum at
concentrations above UCLs, and to remove structures that may be continuing sources of
contamination. The Navy fully understands that the pursuit of this removal will not
preclude any future remedial efforts that are found to be required during the revision of
the FS. As such, the Navy would suggest that RIDEM not take any further regulatory
action against the Navy with respect to the OFFTA site until the Navy has had a chance
to complete the CERCLA process in order to determine which, if any, regulatory issues
still remain.

RIDEM must understand that this is a removal action and is not intended, at this time, to be
the final remedy for the site. That determination will be discussed as part of the upcoming
FS that is currently being developed. Please note that the Navy recognizes RIDEM'’s
opinion regarding this matter.

Specific Comments:

1. Section 2-4, Regulatory Agency Personnel Site Visits
Page 24

As has been done in other work plans please include a statement concerning regulatory
notification of field activities. Typically one-week notification is given prior to the start of activities,
when possible 24-hour notification is given for the cancellation of activities. Further, since work
schedules are dynamic a weekly schedule of upcoming activities is emailed to the regulators.
Finally, the entity responsible for notifying the regulators must be specified in the work plan.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report
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Response:

Response:

Response:

Comment has been addressed.

Section 4.0, Regulatory Objectives
Page 4.0

Please modify the report to include all of the Site Remediation Regulations, not just Section 8
Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

Navy has stated that they will not expand the list of contaminants. Please be advised that by this
stance the Navy will not meet the requirements of the Site Remediation Regulations.

Please refer to the response to the general comments above. RIDEM must understand that
this is a removal action and is not intended, at this time, to be the final remedy for the site.
That determination will be discussed as part of the upcoming FS that is currently being
developed. Please note that the Navy recognizes RIDEM'’s opinion regarding this matter.

Section 4.0, Regulatory Objectives
Page 4.2

“Rhode Island UST and LUST requirements- Underground tanks and support systems will be
removed.”

Please modify the above as follows:

Rhode Island UST and LUST requirements- Underground tanks and support systems will be
removed in accordance with these requirements.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

Navy has stated that they will remove UST in accordance with procedures describe in the work
plan. Please be advised that by this stance the Navy will not meet the requirements of the
Underground Storage Tank Regulations, and the Oil Pollution Control Regulations.

The RIDEM is referred to the Navy's correspondence dated November 6, 2006 in regards to
the interpretation of NAPL. Please also refer to the response to the general comment
above.

Section 5.0, Removal Overview
Page 5.0

The proposed clean up criteria for petroleum is conditions, which exceed the UCL. Accordingly,
the report should note that free product in the soil and groundwater will also be removed.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

The response and draft final document states that only mobile NAPLs will be addressed. Please
be advised that by this stance the Navy will be in violation of the Oil Pollution Control
Regulations, the Site Remediation Regulations and the Leaking Underground Storage Tank
Regulations.

The RIDEM is referred to the Navy's correspondence dated November 6, 2006 in regards to

the interpretation of NAPL. Please also refer to the response to the general comment
above.
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Section 5.0, Removal Overview
Page 5.0

The proposed clean up criteria for the site will not address concerns associated with petroleum
contamination below the UCL or the presence of other contaminants such as lead. Accordingly,
at this time the Office of Waste Management does not concur with the proposed clean up
standards and additional remediation will be required.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

The Navy has acknowledge that the remedial action will not meet RIDEM requirements.

Response: The comment is noted. Please refer to the response to the general comment above.

6.

Response:

Section 5.0, Removal Overview
Page 5.0

This section of the report deals with the removal of subsurface structures. The report states that
if evidence of petroleum contamination is encountered the structure and any associated
structure will be removed. It was the Office of Waste Management understanding that all
underground structures are to be removed. Please modify the report to reflect this requirement.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

It is agreed that concrete or pipes, which is not contaminated or does not have contaminated soil
adjacent to it can remain in place. To this end please modify Figure 5-1 to state that all pipes will
be tracked and sampled to determine if contamination is present. Further, the report states that
continuing sources of contamination will be removed. This may cause confusion in the field. As
an illustration an intact tank or vault full of oil, which has not leaked, is not a continuing source of
contamination. To avoid this problem in the field simply state that all structures, pipes, soil, etc
which exceed criteria will be removed.

All pipes, which could include water pipes, sanitary pipes, electrical conduit, as well as fuel
lines should not need to be tracked, sampled and removed. The goal of this removal action
is not to perform “housekeeping” activities that are more appropriately handled by the
Installation.

The Navy concurs that any vault, tank, or void full of oil that has not leaked is a potential
source of contamination and will be removed.

Section 5.0, Removal Overview
Page 5.0

The report states that if evidence of petroleum contamination is encountered the structure and
any associated structure will be removed. If it is the Navy's intent to remove underground
objects based upon field observations it will be necessary to inspect the entire underground
object. As an illustration if a pipe is encountered, using the above criteria it will be necessary to
inspect the length of the pipe for oil contamination. Further, in certain situations, visual
observations alone will not be sufficient to ascertain if petroleum contamination is present. As an
illustration, soil in a pipe may contain concentrations of TPH above the criteria for the removal
action. Therefore, the work plan must stipulate that the entire underground object will be
inspected and samples will be collected and analyzed as necessary to confirm the presence of
contamination.
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Response:

Response:

9.

10.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

It is agreed that all underground structures and pipes will be inspected and sampled and
removed as necessary. The statements that the removal action will be limited to items and
structures, which are anticipated to be source of contamination, may cause confusion in the field.
As an illustration, an old sewer line may have served as a preferential pathway for contaminants
and the soil around it may exceed criteria and soil therefore must be removed, even though the
line never was anticipated to be a source of contamination.

The comment is noted. Use of the decision tree provided as Figure 5-1 will address findings
that are unpredictable at this time.

Section 5.0, Removal Overview
Page 5.0

Based upon the information provided in this report the underground structures to be removed in
addition to the ones cited, include the four underground storage tanks associated with the above
ground oil tanks and Christmas trees, the oil tank north of Building 144 which is connected to the
two structures (oil water separators?) on the southern end of the site, the pipes from Building
133 and 132 which connect to the aforementioned oil water separator. Areas which the work
plan mentioned but was not clearly identified in the figure include the two oil water separators,
and the manifold piping system from the ASTs and Christmas trees, which discharged into the oil
water separators.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report
The intent of the comment was simply to note potential source areas in the report.
The comment is noted.

Section 5.0, Removal Overview
Page 5.0

A review of historical plans and aerial photographs of the site will assist in the demarcation of
potential areas of concern. Please provide historical plans for all of the former structures at the
site and aerial photographs available from the engineering office at Naval Station Newport. In
addition please indicate what was the function of Buildings 126, 130, 131. and 137.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report
The Navy has addressed the comment.

Section 5.0, Removal Overview
Page 5.0

The report notes that ten test pits will be dug to ascertain the locations of suspect underground
structures. The work plan also calls for the removal of the manhole structure and any associated
piping. This structure appears to be part or a remnant of the former concrete pad, which housed
the AST and Christmas trees. If a sufficient portion of this remnant is still in place, removal of the
associated piping may lead to other underground structures such as the oil water separators or
USTs. Therefore the report must specify that prior to removing this remnant, the extent of the
remnant will be uncovered. Then soil will be excavated along the perimeter of the remnant to a
depth sufficient to locate buried pipes which leads to other structures such as the oil water
separators, USTs, etc. These pipes or other structures will be tracked prior to the removal of the
remnant. If piping is not present the outline of the remnant can still be used to locate other
structures, such as the underground storage tanks, oil water separators, etc. This will

Page 9 of 13 CTO 65



Response:

11.

12.

necessitate taking measurements from the perimeter of the remnant (both GPS and scaled field
measurements from existing structures) prior to its removal. This information will be used along
with the historic scaled plans to outline the extent of the concrete pad and possible locations for
the underground structures.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

Please revise the work plan to state that prior to removing this remnant, the extent of the
remnant will be uncovered. Then soil will be excavated along the perimeter of the remnant to a
depth sufficient to locate buried pipes which leads to other structures such as the oil water
separators, USTs, etc. These pipes or other structures will be tracked prior to the removal of the
remnant. If piping is not present the outline of the remnant can still be used to locate other
structures, such as the underground storage tanks, oil water separators, etc. This will
necessitate taking measurements from the perimeter of the remnant (both GPS and scaled field
measurements from existing structures) prior to its removal. This information will be used along
with the historic scaled plans to outline the extent of the concrete pad and possible locations for
the underground structures.

See response to Comment 6 plus planned utilization of the flow chart for decision-making
purposes provided in the work plan.

Section 5.0, Removal Overview
Page 5.0

The report notes RIDEM will be consulted to determine the location of test pits. Itis likely that
removal of the remnant and the associated piping will lead to a number of the USTs, the
drainage to the oil water separators and the drainage associated with Building 133 and 132, as
well as Buildings 132, 133 and 134. If this is the case, these area, will not have to undergo test
pit investigation. At this time areas which require test pitting include: USTs not associated with
remnant of the pad and the large circular concrete structure immediately west of the pad, visible
in aerial photographs demolition of the site. Additional locations will be provided after the
requested material in this comment package is provided.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report
The Navy has addressed the comment.

Section 5.0, Removal Overview
Page 5.0

The location of the various structures is depicted in numerous scaled engineering drawings and
aerial photographs. Unfortunately it is not known whether any of the drawings reflect as built.
Therefore, the Navy must determine the location of these structures in the field based upon
information from both the scaled drawings and the aerial photographs. The locations will be
demarcated using GPS and direct ground field measurements from structures still existing on the
site (as an illustration the distance from the remnant of the pad and the former day care building
will be measured in the field and compared to historical engineering plans). Finally, a metal
detector must be employed to fine-tune the location of objects in the field.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report
The intent of the comment was to employ standard practices when performing the removal
action. If one has scaled engineering drawings one routinely takes measures from known sites

to see if the scaled drawing reflects site conditions. In regards to a metal detector this is a low
cost tool, which is routinely used by responsible parties to locate pipes and tanks.
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Response:

13.

Response:

14.

Response:

15.

Use of a metal detector can lead to numerous false positives which result in wasted labor
and equipment costs. If pipes are tracked, they will be tracked using the historic drawings
and findings on the ground.

Section 7.4.1, Non Aqueous Phase Liquids
Page 7-4, Paragraph 6.

“The presence of sheen on standing water is not considered as a measurement of NAPLs.
Measure NAPLs is anticipated to be the thickness of liquid ¥ or greater measured by the oil
water interface probe Appendix F.”

Sheen is considered NAPLs therefore please remove the above and the procedures outlined in
Appendix F

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

As stated in previous correspondence NAPLSs are not limited to measurable product via an oil
water interphase probe. Therefore the presence of NAPLs in any media is considered an
exceedance of UCLs. The proposal to use pumping, absorbent pads booms etc is acceptable to
control NAPLs observed on water during construction. Removal or other measures are
necessary to address sources of NAPLs. If this action is not taken the proposed remedial action
will not meet the Navy’s stated objective of remediating to UCLs.

Please refer to the response to the general comment above.

Section 7.4.1, Non Aqueous Phase Liquids
Page 7-5, Paragraph 3.

“The process will be repeated at the Navy’s discretion if NAPLs continue to accumulate.”
Please add the following to the above
To address this problem additional excavation will have to be performed.
Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report
The Navy has stated that if sidewall samples exceed 30,000 ppm in an area where free product
is observed the excavation will continue. Please be advised that due to geology, type of oil, etc.
free product may be generated at TPH concentrations below 30,000 ppm. In recognition of this
fact the UCL has provisions for free product independent of TPH concentrations. Therefore, it is
inappropriate to rely solely on the 30,000 ppm criteria and source removal should continue until
the NAPL problem has been addressed. It appears that he Navy will conduct additional removal
actions up to three cycles before installing crush stone. Please confirm.
In regards to determining the presence of NAPL, please refer to the response to the general
comment, above. It is confirmed that three cycles of NAPL removal will take place prior to
backfilling with stone, as stated in the work plan.

Section 7.7, Backfill
Page 7-6, Paragraph 3.

The Navy has agreed to backfill with crushed stone as to allow for infiltration galleries, etc.
Please modify this section accordingly.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report
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Response:

16.

17.

18.

19.

The Navy has proposed backfilling with crushed stone at all locations where free product has not
been addressed by the remedial action. It is strongly recommended that all areas exceeding the
remedial the RIDEM direct exposure criteria for TPH be backfilled with crushed stone, as this
would allow for the low cost remedial alternatives such as insitu oxidation, to be employed at a
later date. Please be advised that if the Navy elects not to take advantage of the opportunity to
backfill these areas with crush stone at this time, the Navy cannot use cost associated with
reexcavating these areas to place crush stone in them as a factor in a future Feasibility Study.
The comment is noted.

Section 9.2, Confirmatory Sampling
Page 9.1, Paragraph 3

“A PID reading less then 100 PPM will indicate that “

Typically a 20 ppm criteria is employed therefore please modify the above as follows:
A PID reading less then 20 PPM will indicate that

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

Navy has addressed the comment.

Section 9.2, Confirmatory Sampling
Page 9.1, Paragraph 3

Field screening with a PID is typically conducted at horizontal intervals of one every five
horizontal feet with each sidewall being field screened. Please include requirement in the report.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report
Navy has addressed the comment.

Section 9.2, Confirmatory Sampling
Page 9.1, Paragraph 3

At the Tank Farms and other sites at NETC where petroleum contamination was present field
screening with Petro Flag kits or immuno assay were employed. These kits greatly facilitated the
removal process. Therefore, please include the use of TPH field kits in the removal work plan.
Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

Navy has addressed the comment.

Section 9.2, Confirmatory Sampling
Page 9.1, Paragraph 4

The work plan proposes collecting confirmatory samples at a rate of one sample per 20 linear
feet. Although not stated it is assumed that it was the intent to test every sidewall. Therefore in
order to avoid confusion in the fields please modify the work plan to state that each sidewall will
undergo confirmatory sampling.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

Navy has addressed the comment.
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20. Section 9.2, Confirmatory Sampling
Page 9.1, Paragraph 4

“Bottom samples will be collected on a 20 foot grid”
Please modify the above as follows:

Bottom samples will be collected on a 10-foot grid
Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report
Navy has addressed the comment.

21. Section 9.2, Confirmatory Sampling
Page 9.1, Paragraph 4

“In addition the standing water in the excavation will be evaluated to ensure that no NAPLs
remains.”

The above implies that measures will be taken to ensure the free product is not present in the
standing water. Please be advised that free product must also be removed from the soils and
sediments. Therefore please revised the report to state that free product in soils, sediments and
groundwater will be removed.

Evaluation of Response and Draft Final Report

Navy has not addressed the comment.

Response: Please refer to the response the general comment, above.
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