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NA VFAC MIDLANT (Code OPNEEV) 
Environmental Restoration 

StP 1 6 LOQ9 i ..... :) 

Building Z-144, Room 109 
9742 Maryland Avenue 
Norfolk, VA 23511-3095 

Re: Responses to EPA Comments on the On Shore Follow-up Investigation Proposal and Site 
walk at the Former Robert E. Derecktor Shipyard 5 f TE { r 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Navy's responses, dated August 13,2009, to EPA's 
comments regarding the On Shore Follow-up Investigation proposal and site walk at the Fonner 
Robert E. Derecktor Shipyard~ Detailed comments are.prpvided in Attachrnerit'A. " ., 

\ - _ L ~ • - , 

It should be noted that the Site Assessment Screening Evaluation (SASE) Report was prepared in 
1997 and some changes in the Rhode Island Remediation Regulations have occurred since that time. 
Decisions regarding the disposition of the site ~ust ensure that the cunent reguJatory requirements 
are satisfied. 

Given the history of this site, it is very likely that contamination is present throughout the on shore 
area. Work completed to date has attempted to identify and remove the so'jls from those areas of the 
site most likely to have been impacted. EPA recognizes that if the site is used only for 
industrial/commercial use, the benefit of additional remediation is questionable. If development of 
the area for recreational uses is contemplated, however, then the path forward is less clear. At a 
minimum, the vapor intrusion pathway must be further evaluated. A groundwater monitoring 
program could determine if contaminants migrate to groundwater from contarninated areas that 
have not been investigated because of unknowns about the location of the contamination. 

EPA has previously identified limitations in the investigations and remedial actions completed to 
date based on the available information. The following comments further discuss the issues raised: 

Letter comment 1: Contaminant groups detected in the North Waterfront soils during the SASE 
included V OCs, TPH, butyltin, and metals, so these contaminants could have migrated ' to 
groundwater although the soil concentrations detected were generally small and the only 
groundwater exceedances were for VOCs_ However, the RI remediation regulations GA 
leachability criterion for lead was exceeded in the North Waterfront area in two surface soil samples 
and two subsurface soil samples. 

Since the units of the groundwater data presented in Appendix 4B of the SASE should be 
micrograms per liter (not mg/Kg), no exceedances of the MCLs or the RI GA gruundwater 
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objectiY~s' w.er~ d6tected. However, the detection limits for antimony, thallium, and all arochlors 
\vere' ~ie}li~\ thfutthe RI GA criteria as were the detection limits for several VOCs and SVOCs. 
While the site is reportedly in a GB groundwater area, RIDEM does not have an approved 
Comprehensive State Groundwater Protection Program and MCLs must therefore be met. , 

Given that the SASl%:~&~u~d).Va~er samples were collected over thIrteen years ago '!ll9. contWUinant.s 
other than VOCs were preselit illtlie North Waterfront soil at tha~ time, with some limited, , 
exceedances of regulatory criteria, it is reasonable to collect a full suite of all<;tlytes C).t'the wells 
identified for sampling. " 

I look forward to working with you and the Rhode Island Department ofEnviro~en,tal 
Management toward the cleanup of the Derecktor Shipyard. Please do not hesitate to contact me at 
(617) 918-1385 should you have any questions. 

; , , 

Kymb rlee Keckler, Reme~laJ }1roject Manager ." ' 
Federal Faci1hiesSupeIfuQ(tS~Gtipn..' .'" 
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Attachment 

cc: 
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Paul kulp~, lUDEM, Pro~id,e~ce, ru ' 
Corriefia'Mueller, NETe, Ne~ort, RI 
Chau V u, USEP A, Boston, MA 
J~4dfi1,11'ilyson, Gannet F'l~ming, Oronp, ¥E 

, StevepParker, letra. Tech~:NUS, Wilr.ujngtQn, MA 
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, In con9ucting, a human health rf~k a~sessment '\t all S,¥perfunp sit~s, EPA routinely 
, recorimiends evaluation of future residentiaf use when future land use is uncertain. 
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Exposures to surface soil, stibsurf~ce soil, and,groupdwater neeq,to be evaluated 
u:p.der the future residential scen~i:9 at the ~outh W,aterfr9,nt area .. A-~ ~P A has stated 
on numerous'previous occa!?ions, It is'not pqssibleto ~aJie a CERCLA action (i.e., 
institutional co4tr6ls) Wthere is no actionat:)le ris,k,' , " 

: '.' ( \'" " :; > ,,' , 

Southern Waterfront: There 1S no inforlnation in either 'the 'sASE or the RAR that 
coniirms t~~t tne te~t pit san:p.~ing l){w~oq:ned for .1r~SAS,E char~c!~.y,if~s the resi?ual 
materials at the South Waterfront. The SASE pn;>v1.des the, test PIt lpgs that prOVIde 
the depth ofth~ six t~stpits but there is np {l).cIication intlwse1pgs'or ilf the SASE 

, ,_, ", • ,., ; ." , " '0 ;, i '1' < t .t. 

text that the test pits were dug to natural materials. No irifolmation is provided on . 
the origip.~l ~eigh~. 9,[!pe, P~nn.~, bef,9re they wer,elt'lxc~va,ted. ,:tN" 0 ip.formation is 
p~qvifl~, in tll,if, ~~ ci~,the,~~I~Nl, qf n;:tatei'~al. xe.mq~ep fromie~(\:h of t~e six sections 
of the berms so there is no way to document the relyv'¥.lce,oK,t4~,~est.pi.t samples 
collected at the bottom dfthe excavations. It is not clear how a fisk assessment 
wOl\ld ;h~,v}e heet:l ,performed fqr. the; ,Southern Waterfrpnt without reliable. relevant 
da~.. Jf the Navy has ,additional info.nn~1ion that: was n9t presented in the SASE or 
RA,.Jt that ,wjl~~ \<;ip,ctpllep,t the, charapte~of tb.1f rp,aterial J~ft iUJplaqe .~t~he Southern 
Waterfr.o:p.t?,please, supmitj1!to.n.elp res.olXe thi~ issue:'i 

S-42-1 Sump Area: TopographicfiIiy dow~~adient areas would be whe~ever the 
!~. ~ilscha.rge W;q~lq migra~e if it!d~d :p.ot,st,ay dir.~ctly. ben~ath the,sut:\)p area,. Given the 
;, hardpan nature of the, s,oil under B;t:lilqing< ~\.4~ runoff isex:pected. EP A assumes that 

the soils beneath the sumps at Building 42 were limited tQ the excavation sizes 
describ,ed inJhl{ ~R because.of limited, aC.eess to these soils)hrbugh t:lJ.e holes in the 
fl,oW: pryl:tteg,when t4e,gumpS were r.emoved. EPA understand;; that there were 
access.res,Wi,ctjonsJo,thesoil;,beneaththe·building" but thatis not sufficient rationale '\ 
to limit the investigation/remediation .of the soil beneath Building 42 now because 
full access is available, The,littlecdntamil1alii'Ol;H~epottedly found beneath the 
building is not consistent withioperations that,ware conduoted and their'associated 
discharges. " , \ " " ", " 

S .. 42-4 Sump Area:· Please ,refer to EPA comment .on the response to Ooinment #4. 

Bldg.",6. ,rp.j 4 Excavation Area/or FeBs: EP A ,acknQwk~ges that ei'gbt soil 
s'lIDpies Were c@liect~}i from t}ly tinal ex,qavatjon l:trea (FigUre 7 .of the:RAR), but 
th~re ,}{ere ~e;ven ~,9;\1 sflmpies wi14in the final excavation area that had PCB ' 
concentratiQnsequal,t9 .or greater than ,\0 lIlgLKg via ~cre$:p.ing. At three of these 
Iqca1;iqr% ~,~pl~s collected qearby were labpratory analyzed. The, looa,tion where 
tlf~:greates,hR~B9oncent;ratiQnrv,as de~ected after the initiaJ· excavation.{IP 14 W -3; 
2,000 mg/Kg) was excavated, but no confirp,lation sample,was c,otlected ,from 'this 
location thereafter. A sample (EAETP14Fl) was collected near TP 14W-3 after this 



area was excavated to four feet aildtliis sample had a PCB concentration of 950 
mg/Kg. This location was not further excavated according to Figures 6 and 7 and no 
additional samples were collected from that general area. Clearly, significantly 
elevated concentrations of PCBs have been left on-site. 

Also, the PCB sampling prdtocol used for'th~ final exc'~v~ti'op did ,not comply with 
. the then current TS,CA'requitemehts fOf ~ol}firtr).ation s~mplin~i. (refer, to 40 C.F.R. 
§761. r20~ July 11 i997, currentl¥, SubPart,G). qnly eigHt '6wifiri:ilatiqn samples were 
Cdllectedf9f an excavationappro~i'rriately 2,250 square fe~t: 'The regulations 
required/that sample desi~n ber suf;ftcient to detyct ,an are~'6f contarltituHion with a 
radius of two feet or more withiri the sampling area, up to a maximUm of 40 samples. 
,T~~ sampling perf9rp1ed could not ,h,aye achieye4 thGlt stan~f\r~., " 

ffnally, no floor scimple was coliebted from the excavation at the nqrthem comer of 
the,lbading dock even though a previous floor sampkhad fpc~ 'c9Pcentration of 43 
mglKg. The fmal samplmg af thi~ excavation i~C1u?ed only a sing~,e sidewall sample. 

; , ~ . ' c, t, ' , 

; Based on the limited confirmation samplin'g'cotUplete4 for'this area,' and known 
elevated'PCB' cOilcenfrations in s'oil,EP1\idoes'tlOf agtee'thAt thisar~a'has been 
adequafelYirivestigated. .' . , , . , 

f,-' 

7 Huts i and j'and TP .. 16'Atea:'EPAacl(nowledges thecorreCtedtUnits for the TCLP 
data. Howevell , the signifitant'TPH concenlratiorr together witWt~e prior use is 
justification for further investig~iion of this ar~a, at amini~um \ri~ grou~dwater 
monitoring. Speculating that this contamination 'shoUld be~ disIrussed based solely on 
an obsolete analytical method is not appropriate. 

i ' ,:, ," 

8 Areas ofSurftlce Soil with Elevated Eeachable Lead Concentrtitions: Ef A 
aekUdwledges the corrected ili1its'for the TCLP data. c""" ' 
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9 ) North Waterfront: EPA supports the plan to collect additi6ha1 'groUI1dwater samples. 
Given the past disposal practices;dt is likely thai! thete is rbs'idua,l contamination in 
the soiL Groundwater monitoring can detect contaminant migration. 

10 l Dis;,pllsal Pits NOf!thea».tofBl;tildingc6 (sie,'rshouliJ b,e~2): It is unlikely that the 
" waste pit that was sought by;tnis investigation was located only five feet from the 

building foundation. It is also odd that the confirmation samples fromthe final 
hotspot excavation (DPSOILOI) were only gnalyzed for TPH when PAH exceeded 
the regulatory tnresh@ld inptiot samples. Nevertheless, the task of finding a disposal 
pit without better knowledge of where it was located is not easy. While the Navy did 
make an attelnpt, itis:u:nlikely that the pit waS folitia given the relatively low level of 
contamination detected during the investigatibn,evelHii 'the 'Hhot spot" location. 
Based on past waste haildlingpractices,: antlconsitterihg that this atea bas been 
created from all kinds offiit:findlng"ahd remediatirigthis disposal pit would not 
significantly improve the condition 'of this site. Rathet th1!n,xontinU1I1g to search for 
the pit, it would be more effi6ientto monitor groundwater from this (:lre'a to evaluate 
whether 'a continuing solitce IS present. ' ' l t " \ 




