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Project Number 112G00949

Ms. Kymberlee Keckier, Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA Region |

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100

Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2023

Reference: CLEAN Contract No. N62467-04-D-0055
Contract Task Order No. 458

Subject: Response to Comments, EPA Letter dated April 13, 2009
Site 17, Goulg Istand,
Naval Station Newpor, Newport RI

Dear Ms. Keckler:

On behalf of Ms. Winoma Johnson, U.S. Navy NAVFAC, | am providing 1o you a response to the comment
letter from U.S. EPA dated April 13, 2008, which was in referance to the Draft QAPP for Phase 2 Ri and
Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment at Site 17, Gould Island.

These responses are based on our discussions held at the RPM confersnce call May 20, 2009. [t is our
understanding that this resolves your comments on the Draft QAPP. As you know, we are still attempting
to schedule meetings with RIDEM to discuss their comments regarding the ecological issues for the same
document.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 978-474-8434.

Very truly yours 4

L

Stephen S. Parker, LSP
Project Manager

Enclosures

c:  D. Barclift, NAVFAC (w/encl.)
A. Bernhardt, TtINUS (w/encl.)
W. Johnson, NAVFAC (2, w/encl.)
P. Kuipa, RIDEM (w/encl.)
C. Mueller, NAVSTA (2, w/encl.)
File 112G00943-3.2 (w/encl.)
AR, c/o Glenn Wagner, TINUS Pittsburgh (w/encl.)

Tecra Tech NUS, Inc.
55 Jonspin Road, Wilmington, MA 018871020
Tel 97B474.8400 Fax 978474.8499 wwwtinus.com
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Responses to Comments From USEPA
Comments Dated 4/13/09

. ‘Site 17; Gould Island : -
NAVSTA Newport, Newport Rl

1. Coal Pile Area: EPA'’s original (March-2008) specific comment 7.recommended that soil boring
samples in the southwest corner of the:site, which includes the-coal bed area, be-analyzed for TAL
metals.and PAH in addition to TPH. . The.Navy argued that the additional analyses were not ‘
warranted just because of the presence of coal but also stated that “contaminants from the coal pile
should actually be investigated as a part of the FUD Site.” EPA accepted this:response because of -
the deferral to the FUD Site investigation.- In the previous response, the Navy commented that it

cannot speculate on sample locations for the FUD'sites.” EPA stated that without assurance that the
so:l will be. more thoroughly. evaluated-in the future, there is a data gap in this area that must.be
addressed. EPA therefore repeated its recommendation for the.metals ahd PAH analyses.: In this
most recent response, the Navy still does not confirm whether the FUDs program will addréss this -
area sufficiently.- The Navy notes; however, that it has proposed limited sampling in this area to
determine if it is a-source of oil:.contamination thatwas-found at Site 17.during the Rl in 2005. This
suggests that the soil will not.be.analyzed for TAL metals and’ PAHS, as originally recommended. If
the Navy includes analyses for TAL metals and RAHs and EPA accepts the sampllng plan, then '
concerns regarding.this potential data gap will be addréssed. . .

Response: C e

This was discussed at the RPM meeting on May 20, 2009: It was noted that these borings are only
planned for the purpose of identifying the source of petroleum found.in the French-drain system
outside the §W. corner of the former Building 32. PAHs and metals-would be expected from the
former coal, and.it does not need to be substantiated with numerous soil borings: and'samples.
EPA gited.cancern with having, an uncharacterized upgradient source, and the possibility of the
recontamination of the site. Because petroleum is not.a CERCLA: hazardous substance the need
to pursue this is uncertain anyway.. Regardiess, the Navy cannot prowde mformatlon on when and
if this will be |nvest|gated on the FUDs S|te TR \

2. Toxicity and Reference: Specific comment 17 on the use of reference data requires clarification.
EPA is concerned that the Jamestown reference area produced results in 2008 (for McAllister Point)
that may have been impacted. As a result, it is possible to falsely dismiss site-related toxicity-based -
on a confounded reference data. EPA is aware that most marine areas around the site are degraded.
By accepting results from other reference-areas, the Navy may inadvertently include stations that are
impacted:  Thus the reference. data could. include.stations that are t6xic, and:thereby weaken the -
ability to discern-toxic from non-toxic samples at Gould Island. EPA.agreed that the Jamestown
reference. area is, appropriate, and should represent ambient conditions. The utility of using historical
reference data from previous tests is questionable since test conditions, organisms, and othér factors
should be matched within a test. EPA recommends simply using the average results from the three
stations in Jamestown done concurrently with the Gould Island samples and any results that have
statistically lower survival or growth will be considered toxic.
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Response:

This was also discussed at the RPM meeting 5/20/09. It was agreed that the three Jamestown
stations are acceptable as proposed. . . :

3. Rigging Platform Borings: EPA’s original specific comment 20 (March 2008) sought rationale for
collecting soil samples at the rigging platform area from a.depth .of 20 feet, noting that shallower
samples could help characterize the depth of contamination from a-spill in this area. In responise to -
the most recent EPA comment (March 2009) indicating that it was still unclear if continuous samples
would.be:collected for all soil borings, the*Navy response refers to page 67 of 149.of thé QAPP, which
states that continuous. split-barrel samples will be collected while soil borings are advanced. EPA"
understands:that.the Navy's intention.is to collect.continuous samples; however, the original cornment
is not resolved because the. QAPP. also states that split-barrel samples will be collected, visually
inspected, and scanned for. VVOCs using a PID or FID. -Unfortunately the screening results will not be
related to the. presence of PCBs. Using-a PID or FID will. not-help in screening for PCBs because they
are not volatile. It is noted. that the four borings at the rigging area will also be analyzed for PAHs and
metals - a:PID or FID.will not screen for:metals either and only the lighter-PAHs would be.detected
with the PID. or FID. ‘It does not appear.that.thie instrument.secreening will provide much valuein'
identifying a contaminated .interval for the COCs. The:rationale. for the selected soil intervals is not:
adequate; there should:be a greater focus on sampling in the shallower intervals-unless the deeper
soil is exposed and there is a reason for sampling it. Has the deeper soil been-exposed?

EPA expressed that PCB contamination may not be sufficiently investigated if no intermediate
samples are collected. Because the PCBs would have come from overland runoff from a spill, it
makes sense to look for PCBs in shallower soil, so the sampling should focus on that. The only
reason to look atvery deep soil for contaminants from a suiface spill-would-be if the-collapsing soil at
the rigging area exposed the deeper soil and allowed PCBs-in shallower soil to migrateto the deeper
intervals. A better approach to capture potential PCB contamination would-be‘to collect samplés from
each boring in the rigging area from the same depth.intervals:as was‘proposed for-the coal pilé area
boring (4 samples from within-the upper four feet) with additional samples: collected from the deeper
soil intervals if warranted based on-exposure of.the deeper intervals. If the soil has collapsed
extensively in the rigging area then more samples will likely bé required. The screening protocol for
collecting a deep interval sample for PCBs (or metals and PAHSs) is not appropriate, as PID and FID
detect VOCs rather than these target chemicals.

1

Response: .

The deterioration. of the sheet piling near the rigging platform is currently unknown. During-the
sediment evaluations.done in-2005; it was evident that the soil behind the platform is eroding, and
it could be either bringing contaminated soil from 'underneath or from above. It was agreed‘at' the
call on 5/20/09.te;table the discussion until.the on shore investigation could be conducted ‘and: *
leave the task in the QAPP to sample F’CBs in'soils in this area |t the soils are st|II present

[ LY
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