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C-NA VY -05-11-4365W 

May 13, 2011 

Project Number 112G02124 

Ms. Ginny Lombardo 
U.S. EPA Region I 
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100 
Mail Code OSRR07-3 
Boston MA, 02109-3912 

Mr. Gary Jablonski 
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management 
235 Promenade Street 
Providence RI 02908-5767 

Reference: CLEAN Contract No. N62470-08-D-1001 
Contract Task Order No. WE19 

Subject: Draft Final Technical Memorandum (Supplemental Remedial Investigation) and Navy 
Responses to EPA and RIDEM Comments 
Site 08, NUSC Disposal Area Naval Station Newport, Newport RI 

Dear Ms. Lombardo, Mr. Jablonski: 

On behalf of Ms. Maritza Montegross, U.S. Navy NAVFAC, Tetra Tech is pleased to provide the draft final 
Supplemental Remedial Investigation (SRI) for Site 08 at Naval Station Newport, Rhode Island. Also 
enclosed are the updated responses to EPA and RIDEM comments on the draft SRI. Both the SRI and 
the response documents have been updated in accordance with the agreements reached at the technical 
meeting held on April 14, 2011 . 

Your response to the SRI is requested by June 13, 2011. Please contact me at (978) 474-8449 or 
jim.ropp@tetratech.com should you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

~--?-.~ 
James ROP~7E. 
Project Manager 

Encl: (1 CD and hardcopies, EPA-3, RIDEM-2) 
Draft Final SRI 
Responses to EPA an RIDEM Comments on the Draft SRI 

c: M. Montegross, NAVFAC (wi encl. -1 hardcopy, 1 CD) 
D. Moore, NAVSTA (wi encl. -1 hardcopy, 1 CD) 
P. Steinberg, Mabbett (wi encl. - 2 hardcopies) 
P. Crump, RIDEM (w/o encl.) 
K. Munney, USF&W (wi encl. - 1 hardcopy) 
S. Parker, Tetra Tech (wi encl. - 1 hardcopy) 
D. Seiken, Tetra Tech (w/o encl.) 
AR c/o G. Wagner, Tetra Tech (w/encl. - 1 hardcopy of Responses, 1 CD) 
G. Glenn, Tetra Tech (w/o enc/.) 
File G02124-3.2 (w/o encl.), G02124-8.0 (w/encl. - original) 

Tetra Tech 
250 Andover Stl-eet. Suite 200. Wilmington. MA 0 1887-1048 
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Navy Responses to EPA Comments (dated January 20, 2011) on the 
Draft Technical Memorandum, Supplemental R~mediallnyestigation (SRI}for 
, ,,,. Site'08~NUSC'Disposal'~re'a,(date~,I)ecemb~r2b1bY::'" • 

, ' ( .. ' ~" "~l -,; , ,-. ,l, , . . " ' .... • ). J ' , , 

'1. There is no figure correspdnqi,ng ,to Figures 3-2 through 3-6 shoWing concentrations f~r' 1,1, 1-TCA. 
Please add a figure showin'g the 1 ;'1',1 "TeA dlstripution. " ," 

> f ' : I ~ , 

Re~po~se: Agre~d:A' corre~po,ndin9'flgul'~ 'Sh6wi~g), 1, l~fri,c"l~rb~ttu~n~ trpA)' ingrp'imdwater 
'hssbean added;; , , ", 1. .., '" . '.' .• ':" '.'. . 

, "<, :(,' 

2;'!: Fof· CI~rity; pleas~(,indlcatebn'a fig'ure'wl1ich>Jielis ~re cortJpleted(rl':'peorock :iind whicb (lre' in the 
overburden (or overburden/bedrock)." .', '.' ., , , '. .., ,...' . 

'.'. .,<, _ "_,_ ~{" i:,_""_,,.,. :~.". -r'J Il"Lj<,·~".", ,',,-~.,·~.·,~c ;-·~~L. ,"',"-,; ':·'f.':', .. ;;,'.. l';1~";-' .,,:., ... , .'~)';'- " 
Response:·'}!Agreed. A note has be~n add~d9nPage.2;1 an,d on Flgl,lr~ 3~1"expJ~IQU19 tl1~tttt~"~" 
hidicator is for bedrdck wails:', arid theothef wells.are\ '.~ith~r,\ihthe.:'o'{~rJl~~rilen,or~t . the 

'oveibtiraen/b'edro'ck irite'ifaee (ej(e:e'pt'fbf MW:01 C/Wl1i¢hi~fiij ~fidfc)C?kj:. o· ",n \': : '" 
',,' i:~::; , . .:-_.::::.)}''.<. ·,,:"'."-\"1··-·· . .:·1' ::'~'" ,.~.:{, _~":'?>~,. ",t ,.;', '~f'- '~.i'·" ,";'"!. ' ~ 

3: 'Pig'ures; vvitt(cr6s'$.s;ebHo~~' $hd~irig':tWe1 ;'1, 1-TGA ·PIU~nl~<;lQWhgradie(lt;frorn.~~ilding170~a~~t~lso 
showihg 'crcfsscsectid'ns' wiih'bdm ;'1' ;'1\ f~TCA and' tCE<;Iallghte'r p.f6du9ts shbLilaPEl adcted;to. tl:le,SRI 

,. . ... ;O(iHclil~e~i~}~e r,e~i,~ea'd,:::~f~~S: ,~" ...•.. , ~ ':,:, ..",',' '".'~» r n" ,.,';" • :.;.:;:;';;, .. }.' 

'Response:;, Agreed. ,0 Agenerally'nortl1~south'treiiding cross section, tb~tals9,cleplp~s 1.,t,hTCA 
concentrations in groundwater, has been developed for the Building'179' area (inCluded as 
Figure 6-2 of th~. S,RI) ..... Plume,con!9yrs.are,.les.~~~i!;t'l1pt for!. other !chlorin~t~ctyq~~ ~ncl ~,~pse cfata 

'arEF'sh6wninsteaCion Figures'~i2;thrbLigW3-7:' ,to," '.' .."",'" '",:,:;., 
"';; c·' "':<.,- ·.~~1t} ~-: ~'H-<':;~~t;"' ~ ,":~".. . .. ,. ~ .... ' .' , . ',. 

'4. " 'If, 'Ine' N"avy~n~~~dsto pU'r~b~~p:~lf~,~~~:'~attr~IAtt~HU~t!9n '{~;~N:~s'~ r.~,~:~~,i~ti~h;;.~X~~t~,g,~:!~~hliS 
,,' . sHe,: ,EPA \"recommends' collectlorr"of . adequate . adcjltI90ai),;qi=!l€l .. .,... .. sp.eglflc?Hy" .. tbe .. pararneters 

,corilmO 11 19' used to'; eva.h.iatei t!1;i!! p,6te,ntleJfor an!'iero6i¢ blbd~gr~pati9n ,of. GnlQri ;'at~d ytJl5,s tR SVRP'prt 
.' ,f"MNA':' ". Refer 'fer Hi?le '2:~ ldl)fEPA'SIlTeG~niCa:f;'P,r9tPQ9[)'q'~.:\5Y~lu,a,fi~.Q,;J\J~tu~al! AH~nu~t,i8f1 9f 

Chlorinated Solvents In Ground Water," Septeh1ber1998' [EPA!6001R-'987128]. 

Respo'hse:' Agreed~Adaiti8naF~~l1iplihg"for'MN~' ~~(~ffieti?t~~~~:$. ~qb~~'~t~d M;r~f l4~t6,,2().1~, 
.ini.agoordance;;, \vith'the'" letterA",6ik'plahprOVidtM' hfi 'M1:lrcW 2, 201(li's . arri~bl:1~d '~y" ~;rnail 
discussions with EPA and RIDEM on March 9-10, 2011. Results will be p'rovldedin atechrlical 
memorandum planned f,or May 2011 and Vllill ~eincorp()rate~" io1:'o the revised draft Feasibility 
,Stud~){F.S).' ":","",";"";',' ;; , ',;:)"'!"". ;;"':, ' .' ....,:.>:'-,' 

t ... . '. ~.".' .:'" •. ,_, : __ ~,:,_,_,:~.,:-;~~j_:.-," .. , ~;" I. ,.,.~,.~~,":,., 

5. Neither the" charact'erizatiorf oFthe~TC~)j in the; North Me~9J?W :,rif>rth,8:~of the;,.:1,tL l~]"G~' in the 
Building 179 plume bounds the contamination at depth. While there may be plausible arguments to 
support the contention ,that' contamination is unlikely t9 have, peQetrateq,togre.aJ depth, in thJs.,system 

:. ' "., _ .... '. j., ".- '< ··'·""!1t~P. "''''i-';:'.''. :'., , ~"'~ :-"'j':-: .".: '-,!,,:,\, .. -.,.) .. >-,~"'~_." ,.- '.~' -' .;'} ,- ,_,1. -' - , 

. (e;g;'/'infor~atib,n, a~oLJt;,verti~~lhY~~~~1i9;>~r~;~i'e:rts, ri1~X.J;u,~PRft t~is),~4Gh ar:g4rn,e,8t§i\aro~not 
advancedm the' memoranClum., Re.medles to be,p!;>nslder!3d .m the FSJT]ayrequ,lreaqdltlonal 
characterization:tobbUndtheplum~§§fgepth; .' '.' i . '. ,. . .'. '., ... , • "., I.\'·~' j' 

;.~.,';:'".:" '~';;-d'r F:t-, :>'~ 4:~1'" ' -, "-'., ~.' ,_~ .. "J. 

Response: Comment noted. The conceptual site model (CSM) for the North' Meado~ and th~ 
Building 179 Plume will be updated.in the FS. See .also tile resppn~e to, ~peci'ic Comment #3., 

- it,." ,:. . .,J , , " . . ", - " .'.~h 

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

:.d. 

'i', 
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Specific;:, 90m.rn~l"!ts: 

1. "pa'g~ 2-4: section 2:4, Construction of . M~nitoring, W~IIS: .. 'Fhe t~xi ;s,~atesth.at North Meadow borings 
for MW -127Ef l:ihd MW -1288 were" 'fe'rm'inated . after' encountering high-yielding fractures when 
advanced to depths of 44 ft bgs and 5.1 ft bg~, respectively. It was determined that these 
transmissive intervals "likely correspond to the fracture set with the dissolved VaG plume." This 
presupposes that all of the contaminant transport of concern is confined to a sing I e}ra,C!JJxe 9f,cJosely 
spaced fracture set. It is noted that there are two locations in the North Meadow (MW -117B and 
MW -11 ~B) ,yyh~r~ .W.~" ,sq!;lpl!?t$,ar~. Civa,ilable"" pDP tl:1;e~~) bo.tb .1ilh,()w; TeE. at corp parable 
concentrations'in both theshaflow and iq~~pJnt~~a,l!? (rv1Wi117,q};:(l9i''-~~ f~qgs;.140 ppb) and 
MW-117D2 (29 - 39 ft bgs; 130 ppb); MW~118D1 (27 - 37 ft bgs; 200 ppb) and MW-118D2 (35 -
45f~, ,.9QS;,,1 (3Qppb)) > !n~9~, ,IQ~~Hon~ sewn J~ R8n.tirm, tti a.1J ,Qtli.JYE. Cfln, i n~ade, tr~cturesat r;rJl,Jltiple 
depths; includih'g at l'east on'e'depth below the first (shallowest) transmissive frCic,tuEe.encopot~r~d. 
The current characterization leaves open the question of whether or not the TeE contamination has 
,'penet~ate9 t~,!iJre,ater d~ptlh.Ple9s~ notetha~ JSc;>'!i~8pte,~tiCl,lr r!3rlile,di~LCl9tiQns·IT,I<;tYi re,ql,lire agqitional 

'characterrzatlon to bound the TeE concentration at depth. ".,,' .',' ',' ' 

ResP9nse: Tbe~ata J~911J Jhe :No,rth \VIeaflqwc;l,9"l"!ot.suggest,pll,Jm,~(s,) travelipg hl,(ji~qrete 
;fraefJr~s;' ;/Piat6er~!"thete" aYe' mill1Y hit~rc~ljn~ct~d 'fr~ctur~s::and fracture :z;ones, withi!) the 
extreme'ly~fr~'Ctu~eB·anCi"~~~:r~,~,~~'?t1~,k\m'i~:(rJx.,.;th~'89.,i~T'(Q~tiR~iif;.:~mN~ii!19·~t~,tl:le m9.t~·h!ghly 
weathered/fractured zone!fthat correspon'diriglytiave the highest hydraulic conductivity. Due to 
the yield ~f the fra(::tlJr,e~zO,ne eryc9,~mt~re;~jnMW-127B .~n.d.MVV~~28fJ, .. itJ~i;CIt:!~~;th,~,tJl:!i~,z9.nehas 

~~i~,~:~~t~~~~:l.~~~~~c~gda~W~'~~r~rJ~~~~g~~Hr~~~~:~~~1~:::t~~~~'i~~~:~~~':(~:i~~~~cc::. 
2010). The major fracture encountered in these two wells is the major north/south-trending 
I?~~~of~ fr~'7t~re :zo.,e; t~.;~t is .tl)c;,prilll~ry migrf!~;p'tl, ,R~j1~W}:'Y, fOJ\it."~" ch.l~r,in~ted ,~olvent~~ that is 

;'describ~d jrnheRI'sCSM: " ". . . " ,... 'i,"1 ",' 'i ,i.' .;, "', 

'.>'\::,.;" .. "'., .... , ... ': .... .. i .. ...... C': ,f:",~", ,::,.,;, ,i'i'i'" ':) : . 

, A~!discu~s~d 'crdririg"the April' 14;' 2011' technic~ll11eetil1g1~rt ,is,;.a~~ppw:~edged;~hat. ~l:Ier~{i$ '$oooe 
uncertainty in the total depth of the plume; however, based on the CSM, the identified bedrock 
fra~t,~r~ ~?I1~, i~,~~~,.t;»,~imary r(l)u',~;.9r, ~~m~':nil1a.!1ttr.al1$p()r:t.aJ'd .~"'~,di$~~~rge i$JO, t;>~~rfieI9 Pond. 
T~~:~~()~~~~ater~9.Ptoyrni~p:.(f!g~r~:,~'j1 ()f th.e,~Fm~h~Yis,ilt;~~~P.. gr~cheot:t()War.d,·th~e p;~md but 
doesnotfylly' refl~ct thenorth~~9utI11~.actur~; zonebecausefevv wen~; ar~$creened,lr,l,tbat Interval. 
There,~i~~9,m~ 't$bn~~ami~a~~:jtrl!ln~~~r1'n,o.~.h~af.~H~,longt~r~i~;f~~9t~re' z.oo.e alth9~gh' 'the, lprimary 

, grouhdwatet flow' (fh·e;~.ion)s,W~st,vvara~tfilhepon~~;, 

0~p:~n'9iry,~ 0,," :~.~!!, l?~1re~~cI. f~~~,~y~fC?r.~1~,';,P~,a,fI.~,itip,~~!.o,h~m~teri~ati,QI1:9f th,~ ~tum.e: atd~Pt~~"if 
: nee(fed !o sl!pP'<?rt th~r~I)l~(fla( C!e~!an,c;:,~n"bec;:qQslclere<d,f'~;, ~part .~!. aj,PJe7de~lgn"lnv.e$tlgatloh 
(POI)foll'ow·'··I·n·g';;'t'h·.'··e'RO:"O. ',"" ;" "" .. ,,' ,. , .. , .... ,. , 

, '. ,,:".~ _ ~,;. ~_:;~. : ". ":J; ·;·~.r," ~ . ",~ ,t} ,:-? "-1<'~ ,~." 'F<~'~ ~ ~ "-;-:~~ <'-i~i\ii; , '-i~.--' 
' .. :'-.-',', __ .. - .. ~" _ .. ' '.",. '.': ':"j":"-"'.' .. -,.-.' '-'r~' " ~ ." ~{'.~~jo-~' -"7"}"-' >- . ~"·;l:··;_~.'.~.\ ,·~·;,_:_.::'~;~,:·{n··, 

2.pgl'ge '3-2;'Sectlon 3.1.1,' Nailh' Me'iidbW' ':"'GV6u'ndwater: it is notable'thatfairly high 'conceot~ationsof 
TeE were detected at MW-118D1 (27 - 37 ft bgs; 200 ppb) and MW-118D2 (35 - 45 ft bgs; 160 ppb), 
w,hiph,}s I?c,atecj .nea~H;l,e u~gX,~9ie~.t;,bQundijlry .of the, site.d ,;1$1i! ~no~rl'whether or oot ·there was 
hlstorrcal waste disposal In this area., '. . ,:",., ,,<,r, , " .' • ;"" ,. ,,>'.' "J.<,: ... ;';r,,,.~',f:,. "<'i~.,,'" ,.c;;',;'.'.:".;';j;:' .... . '.i . . ' "", ' , 

Resp()n~~: .... '"f~~,re ~re ~o,~qF~~e~t~d, r~lea,~~~"-'n: ~Jh~.~pr:W ,M,~Cldo\llf .M.W;, 11801/02 are ,located 
down,~r~dl~nt()fthe Nprth .. ~ead?Y" ;"Y~~rli'!t~e. re,le!:l~~J,~~I.Y ?cc,u~r,ed(~.g.; "tCE wa~. d~tected. at 
1 ,200'ug/L' In MW-128B). Therefore, the detected C?o.f:lp.eqtra,~lqns'; In MW7'U8,are assocIated with 
downgradient plume migration from the North Meadow, which is consistent with the CSM 
presented jn theRI. " : ,I . 

• , , ~. -I - ':,{, 

3. PagEF3"~,S~cti6n'3A:l, NbHti'Mead6W -.:aro~ndwater: '·th~; text notes, "TeE concentrations 
decreased with depth," which is supported by the data for MW-117D11D2, which show 0.14 mg/L 
shallow and 0.13 mglL deep, and data for MW-118D1/D2, wtiich show 0.20 mg/L shallow and 
0.16 mglL deep. It is noted, however, that these decreases with depth are small, possibly within the 
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expect\39repeatabUity oC \he sal}lplingand analysis. It remains' unknown at what depth the 
cOf"ltaxnYnation mig}:llfall belowwater-qua!lty.cJiteria (e.g.,-theMCL). i" 

I,'.' 

"Response: It is agreed that the concentration differences observed with depth are small and may 
be within the expected repeatability of the sampling and analysis. This observation is consistent 
with "the, ~SI\(I",~l1iGh _ic;tentifie~L,.!?e~rock.,in the,> Ncn"tI1,III!~~dow'~s beirlg:,highly 

______ ~e$J~~~~-d.(W~~)J~e~lfffJ~!ur.edi-:-~~~,4hA,~qofltiilFJ1i'n.atiol"l~not~b~i"g:c'$(;)ll"Ifll"l~cI-c-to,~i~~I'~te~~~¢.ture~~
See,.iill,sot,h,~, r~,$pqll~~ ~o ;~peC;:lflC;: Gom",~m liM;: The"YE!rtlcal.extent,of.thecontamlnatlon IS 
believed:to be the elE!va~iol1, of NUWC ',' Ronch' Wh!c;:tl:is ;iilnexpression~of,the ,major: water: b'earing 
fraCtufe~:zone'encountEm3din.MW-127B and MW-128B, The CSMfor,;the North MeadQw' will be 

".""~.~;~, }".it', :! '>'t"< .-," ·'~'-.:i,·,' ., c,,-, "-~ '- .' ;",-.' •.. ,' • .-' _ .. 

updated for the reVised draft FS. See also the responsetoSpecific.Comment,#1.'-" , 

4. ,Page 3-3,; Section"3;4.1,,Buildingt7,9, Area'"'" ,GroundWater:,jNo' map is ,provided 'to· display 
cqQg~~trFHons ~,qf ,1! 1,1, tGA·,lrn t.h,E3,~Q1DsaIJlPJing.;;Giy~_ndts, :im'po~ance;indefihing the:;~t.ii!~in9 i1?9 
plume, pleas~. prQvlde, an:)ap shqwrng:tf'lr~-TQ&\tqJ3t~ctlons mtHe'supplementalsamplll'lg,H'lcludmg 
those for newly installed borings MW-129B and MW-130B. 

ReS~Qn~-e:iAgre~~.i S~~.'r;e~~onsetoG~n~r,ClI, Comlll~nt#1, 

5., , 'paget 3~4, Section3.2:tr Building.,17.9:-':.';\rea,";'". ,Groundwater,; Biodegradation/NatiJral:cAttenuation 
'-, Parameters: 'Overburden and Bedrock "Groundwateni TOis subsection dndicates;"that conditions 

favoring anaerobic reductive dechlorination are widespread throughout this area. EPA notes that the 
. piog~gra(ji'ltion!nat.~rall'itt~nup.tion param~ters wer,e,measured in only,S of the 6 .bedrock.weils'ahCf 3 
, of tbe 5 ,geqrqckloveJbu,rden weils,soC,Q.l:.!ti91Jl,;js ,urgedagainstoverinterpretationof thesadata. 
¥Vber~Jh~:~.e'_pgr~rn\3,t~r~.; lJI{eJe'(Tl~p.sured'90"cjjti9nsapp~arto,be·favorable to. naturalatteiluation,
~:g.,., tbe.r~.jqa ;cHreGf:60HEl.lati(:>nbetwe.~n ORP? a,ndsl..llfate. concentrations. 'For two oltha. three 
bedrosl<~e,n~i;')tl,e'~9Hcfil)g.17~ e.re9,th~ Mf:lJA ,scor.eS'indicate conditions that are adequate for 

'anaerObJq'Jjiod~grp,da,t.iQni,;OQ~g~droGkweils,h9wslimited evidence." ,Howeveirj two of the 
ove~pjJrdel:1%be,dro9kw,~lIs("Yielded 'illadegl)ateevidence' of natural attenuation and the MNA score'for 
the 'third was 'limited ~yjq~PG,e;';. PIE3,P,~~; Qonsidern~v,ising ·thi!L discussion to~acknowledge that 
conditions favoring anaerobic reductive dechlorination are not widespread but do occur in parts of this 

'" Wl?a)ntbebeqrock. " ( 
".j ';,-.~'~ ," . .<-:",;', ," .. it> >"\._ .; ,~.,.,.'~' '. ,,' ....•. ",r .'. ,': .'. " ' 'P'. 

"ij~~PQn~f!: ,TheI-rference~ ~~c'lon IS, ~n aCC:;!JratEt~e~smp,tlon of the data collected In the 2010 SRI. 
Natural attenuation data also were evaluated andprEtsented in theRI reportanc;l;:additionalnatural 
attenuation data were collected during March 14-18, 2011. An updated evaluation of natural 
att~n~.~li9r1~t~lJe~itewillb~,RfP¥id,ed, iJ1:~he~S.' ,e". ::'; ," 

, '-, ' • £ ~ .-'~ ,,,,I .;-;.- -of ~< ' )! ~.';·'.l,-lt ~ ; .-, 

On January 25, 2011,' EPA provided their MNA scoring worksheet as a supplement to their 
c:o.I11FJ1~nt~(;m;~I:1~~r~fr.~8k' ~~, ,n,pted)n G~l)eHlI,Co,mrnert.!.#4, EPA'sscoring i$ based-on the 

.,gu~~af1,c~; ~o¢Yni~rl~ E!,rltjtl~c:f; \'TE!chiii9~1 :P,rot9¢ql fOf .lAv~.llIatiJ1g N atur,al, Att~nuatiotl' . of,Ch I~drlated 
S()"fenfs

J

, i~ Gr9;9nd Water," ~ep,t~lT!!le~:J, 998 [I;R,Al6,o,0/fN~81128]. Please ~ note that the ·Navy's 
preferred approach is to develop a weight-of-evidence analysis which is consistent with EPA 
guidance, but without the numerical scoring system. More recent guidance documents such as 
"Natural Attenuation for Groundwater Remedialiqn" (National Research',Counci!i 20(0)state,th-at 
the simplified scoring system should not be used. Rather, there should be more emphasis on 
v.ariOl.l,~, lin~;~ :ofe\(j~~nc:;;e.sl;lc,h as. t~IJIP9ral:and$patialtrend$ th~t;slJow .decreasingCOC 
CQ~~~ht.~~Hq'n~' !"nd.·phl!ri~ f09tRrint,b~qd~gn:ii;latiorl products,c'ompa!iscln Qf' COCahcLdau'ghter 
;p~(jduc~sfRo~pri~t~'to';g,e;oGtJel11ical fo;0t.prJI)t~" flQd·PQtential m.icfPcosm sttidies to'demOhstrate 
that,~OCs':a~e, i(l~!;lc:t.d~gr~~ing ,ancftlj~tconditi.OJ1$areAayorable·;for continued, degradation. 
,~~~':l:'pi~ ,.Quidarl~e,.:,ppcuniE!~t~; ~h,ch ar~ iJlC?!t? QQ,I;l~J$tent witlrthe ~eight;of, evidence approach 
1.':1c~.LJde: '~p'~~f,Rrmc:tnc,~ , 'YIp.mtor''1~})f.·-MNA R~ro.edIEt~ for·;VOGsmyGrountiWatef.t'~(EPAl600/R-
04/027;'Apnl'2004) and "Use ofN'Nl~ at~up~rtunc:l,JICRA:Cofrective Actiori,and' UST Sites"'(EPA 
OSWER 9200.4-17P, April 21, 1999).' , 
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As discussed at .the April 14; 2011 technical meeting; the . Navy' may conduct additional 
groundwater sampling for MNA parameters prior to the ROD (afterevaluath1g tne'March '2011 MNA 
sampling data), including analyses for the presence of bacteria needed to support reductive 

. dechlorination processes; c. ' . . '. . . . . 
, ,', 

6.cPaqe-3-4. ' Secti~~ .3:2,1. Buildinq179 Area~' GtoUnd'AiElter. BiOd~gradation/N?-!~ral>~}te~uation 
....... Patameters:i'overburden, and BeGlrockGrdurlOwater: ·This· subsectionr'efersto"elevated ferrous iron" 

i.··'as :an"indicator of conditions;supportirfg anaer6bioye'du6tivedechlor!hatioh.provJd~ 'ci'pbinter to 
these. data, as ferrous -iron does not <appe~rto be:i found In: ei~herTable 2-1;(which'centains 

,grQundwaterfield parameters; if Fe2
;t wasrrieasured in the field) or Tahle 3-2'(groundwaterallalytical 

results, if Fe2 .... Wasmeasuredinthe·'lab);.'· '" 'i' i ",; .. 

R~sponse.Agree. In the draft S.BI,fetroUsiron.·data.were'presentedin},thesample Id~fsheets for 
the Wells where it was' measLiredi;ilnthe'·draftfirial SRI,ithe neVf ferro'us'.iron data have 'been' added 
to:Table3-2. Historic.groundwate·rdata have'beeli added'asa'hattach~el1'tto the SRI.' .. " 

.' \ t-:" :. " '" :f ,', . 0>' i. ' 

7. Page 3-4. Section 3.2.1. Building 179 Area - Groundwater. Biodegradation/NaturalAttenuation 
Parameters: Overburden and Bedrocl{'GrblJndwater: This subSection states that ·" ... anaerobic 
biodegradation is likely supported in localized areas." . Only one weH in this subgr9up (MW -7 A) 
sUPPort1Hhis.statement;while the other two. for which natural attenuation parameters 'were m~asured 

'. show cOhditions that are not conducive to anaetdbicbiodegradation.· . 
",' ~. -

Re$p()ose~ ; Comment 'noted; The text was worded" as such ("s.ippbrtedil1localiz~t!~teas") 
becau$,e,' the one in three wells showing ':~favOj'ableconditionswasihcdhtra~t to. be.drock 
grouodwaterelsewhere at'thesite where"';;iconditiot1s likely' 'to 'su'~Jjort anae'robip "retiuctive 
dechlorination l are widespread 'throughout' fhaarea ... ". 'See al~Q '~he :re$po.h~~tQ· 'Specific 
COrnment#5; 011 should be notedtnat the'twb' overburden wellS 'showing'loW~!r 'potet.tial for 
anaerobic biodegradation (MW-11·and MW~12)are essetitiallYside~gradient ·\Vel.ls·Outside the 
chlorinated ethene plume (see Table 3.;2, 'of the: draft SRI)."rhe 'lack of chlorinatedethene 
detections ,in! these wells, contributes; ir:1 i part, teftne lower MNAscorh'lg. ')1 '.!' 

. :'-"l. ,', ' ,( -.f' 

B. Page'3-5, Section 3.2.2, Building 179 Area - Soil: The text indicates that 2 of th83'sdil borihgl~ were 
installed in backfill material and the Navy will remobilize to collect additional soil sarnplE3sta .CQ(1firm 
the successful removal of thecontaminated'soil from the former USTarea. Provide a schedlil~ 'for 
thisresamplingeffort and submission of this data. ' ", . I. .; 

Response: The re-sampling of 8179 .. 582 and 8179-593 VIIas;c'ompleted on NOVember 22; 2010. 
The results have been incorporated into the draft final SRI, including the SRI risk evallJati()n, 

c r ,'_ _ A ,"-' ..... ',' .<~., ".' . I' .' '" • • '. .' -, i.:· . ' , ~ 

9 ... Page •. 37B,S~~tion 3.4. Additional ',Grbundwater Samblin9between' 8Jil~ihg1 85 and North M~a'do.w, 
Biodedradation Parameters: 'The text fn thiss'ubse<::tio'n' states'that ferf'bus iron was' not' de(epted at 
MW -1018, elevated at MW -1 03B;,and (negligible"at MW~1 058: Provide a pointer to these lerJ:P!Js 
iron data. . " .,., l '.' .. ' 

" " 

Response:Se.e therespolise;tQSpe'(~ific·C6mmeiit#6. 
, ., 

10". page3-8,.Sectlon' 3.~;' Additio~a.IGrbuA'dwatetSamplingbetween HuildinO·j 85 and NO~h M;~ad'o~! 
Biodegradation,Parameters: y Three· of the wells 'rri tHis' area werd (sampl~d'forpara.ri:leifer{used·to 
asses~,the,; potehtiaHor anaembic biddegrad8.tionin beCl~oCk. Of th@se, ·0f1jybn'i3(MVI.I~1Q3B) iie.lded 
a natural attenuation score indicating'ah'~dequate 'capacitY' fonedt./cliVE;! 'di3chI9rination. Th~ .pther 
two (MW·10lB andJY1W"105B)$hd~l'liffiited e,vidence'. Again, these results shOUld hot be 

.oyerinterprceted.due' to' the 'sparS'e;aatal bUt~(;or'lditionsfOr;anaerobicbiooegra.datipn db: notappeqr.,to 
be wiele'spread in this area.· This ShoL:JId'b'e'stated clearly irithetext.," . '. '. < " 

Response: This section as written is an accurate and thorough description of the data collected 
in the SRI. No change is necessary. See also the response to Specific Comment #5. 
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1,1.. R~ge. 4~2, Secti~~'4.1i Screeni~~Levelsfor Groundwater: Add anotherbulleffor Region.l's Vapor 
Intrusion RSLs as used in Table 4-10 (see footnote 7). .' ,,0) . 

. /=te$pqnJ.e:, Tl;)e' .EPAVap;or Intrusipn,:RegionaIScreening L.evels .(RSLs) have' beenclatified'as 
requested. ' ., 

12. Section .4.2;, Selectionof·COPCs:,Jt,isHegion1 IS practice to divide th€lnon~'carJCer RSLs·by.10 to'Use 
for screening non-cancer COPCs to account for cumulative adverse effects from multiple 

'G<;lr;ltarn[rlants,,T;hen~fQrehthe n.Qn'tcancersc.reeninglev~ls ,atH 1;::0.1 bfthe non-cancer RSt.s'should 
always be used for.sc;reeningCQRCs.. . :n" "),,,,: 

R~sponse:Tl1eywereca!cuh:ltecl·usingO.1in the draft SRI. Thec6nfysip" may:befrom Tables 4-1 
; anct 4;?' w"hJc?1l Jtad. li.!?te~ ;the, unadjusted RSLs. The, adjusted .RSLs areptesented . in· these two 
tab,lesilJ tl1e,draftfil1alsRti" ' . 

'-1' 

13. Page 4-3 and 4-4, Section 4.2. Selection of COPCs, Overburden-Bedrock Interface Groundwater: 
Note t,hat '\l,t;-CA:'n,e.eqsAoPE;:l. chal]g~d,to."t;l~DG}A'" in the 2rd paragraph of this'subsectiori> In the 
text, 1 ,1-DQAjs·{ep<;lr:tE;!d;.a~}qconstitue!lt nQt [E;!tai!1ed; as·,aCOPC; ifh them Report (Januafy201 0). 
Isop~qpyll:>ftn~ene/Js;.:c:d~Q{rePQrt~.q,here.iq.s, not retained as a' COPCirithe)ffil. Report HoWever, 

", 1!,l;-D9A and I§QPropylb~rtzene wer8·b0tn retained as OOPCsin, 'Tablesr.,6;.;;14i1and6-19ofthe RI 
" Reporti F'-!rther,(1;J 1.pCA,w.as'{etained. as'aCOC,and 'listed in TableC"6~38: of the RI(altliou~h 

Isopropyl benzene was not opm?idered a, COC and was note listeddnT'able6"S8;,Pleas'e,revise the lext 
to address these errors. 

Response: Th~typographical ,error 011 page 4-S ha~,bee~~~prreo,t~~;; <;, 
, , ,', \ .. ' - ."" . 

. . t~~ ,r~fer~~ce~t te~fregardi~9 1,~ ~q~A :i]I'1diS'BP,rQP~lb~llz~~e refe;s to, grolJ.odwater COPCs in the 
overburden-bedrock interface ,whereas. Tables 6-14,and 6-t9 of the.A1 indicate;they were retained 

" ;~s ,99P;(::~.#?r b~~~i9k' gr~u'ridw~~~r,qnl~J$~e~l$q T~tlles;6~ii~~~.:,Q~13 oftheRlwhich, show that 
J;t-DfA ~nclt$'qpr9Pylbenz,ene were nQt~~tained· asgrq,l,Indw.atep COPCs. in the overburden
'~e~r<?;c~.i,Qte~f~.ge)',Rage4-4 c)H~e$,Ri (~edio~~Grqund\IVater) C9f!ectly identifiest;1-DCA as a 
groundwater COPC In bedrock groundwater. Table 6-38 of the RI lists 1;1-DCA asa cac under 
tile residential scenario in whichbeclrock groundwater wOI,Jld be ,""sed. , 

, ' , ',:' '. , .' ' " ' . . 

14; pkde4-4; S'i3ctioh4.2. 'S~/~cifon ofCOPCs, Bed/ockGroundWater: fnth~' 1stp~ragraph of this 
. "subsection, co(teci '~ .. bas.ed on tap waterRSLs~ndMC~S'ispresenieddn Table+9.'; .,' 
" ,', ; <', ~") ',.r" ! r-' ' : .> -, " ,-' . - .. ' - , 

'. : ~: :.' . . _ '. _ " _ _ , ... ,!, .' i ~ '-.<~' , i 
Response: The typographical error will be correctea. 

·15.Paae- 4-6. S~6tiohl:l.3:CorhpariSon of Coocentratidris to EPC~,u~edin}HHRA.;SubsurfaceSoil~' The ncr .< ' /.,-.(: ,,",', 1", -' <:_ ',".' """'-' ,'- ff'''-;-,,'''. ">-- ',: ,,:,~' - <- ,- - - " -> ,,-"~ ~ , • , 

2 paragraph drtHissWbsection staMs tIlat"ri$l{~stim9tesC9IQulat~dforqll recepto~swould,be within 
;; ,~: ,'_' > )_ 'O~ __ ', __ , _" '~ __ ,' ~"_,,~~.,,,- o<,~~ ,;, -'_'," ' ,~, _'" ;' "-,' \" - • " '{," " ,<,- ,,.',) , 

the EPA'sta:r@etrisk'h3.hgeif EPCs'for'data collected during tile s'upplemental investigation were 
evaluated." Please clarify. Reference the,da,taancl c:a.ISl,.(lqtions th.at SIJPPO~ this statement. )sJhe 
Navy referring, to ~he combined q,ata set·9r'tH~.:SId~RIEmieriial qataa,lone? Does theda\q;set reff3rred 
tohere.'include 'the ,sampleStakElt:l of the' GleaW"baC,kfiU matel-ial(see ,page, 3-5.).? No.te that the 
sUpj!DlementaJdataselaloil'e:is not 'adequ,at's ·td'r~~r~~e'ht a $ubsutface soil decisi9IJUnif area. 

',- .~,:_\ ,>'J '::',~r. ~;--:,_ ~;'('!:';,'-_Lt:.,-'-,:~, \ ~'~'", .. ~ , ;:~":~' :-- ,', - "', '- '.- '. ",: ,-', ,-, , 

:~~ponse: l'Jifneferenc;ed' ~~~~e'.rge.h~~ ,be,~n, ~~i~t~~t: ,I,~~:~~nt~hq&';~~ferr~~; 9Qly t~ the, SRI data 

16: Rage 4~-/\Sectiofi ,4,3.Ccfmbarisbndf Ooncerllrations to' EPCsUsed 'irfHHRA~"c3'roundVv~t~r: The 2nd 

. ,.para,graphoftnis sCJbs.ectionstates "noribancer'riskS for construction W6rkE3rs'and hypothetical child 
and adult residents exposed to the identified COPCs inthe sl,Ipplemehtalinv~~tigationgr()Lmdwater 
samples would be within EPA acceptable levels." '<Plea~e:'crarify:' ':RefMence' ttletdata, and 
calculations that support this" sta'tement 'Siricsfh19tals3wereths major contributor~t<y norlcancer ~risks 
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in the RI data set and metals were not analyzed in the supplemental data set, how were metals 
accounted for? Note that the supplemental datasetaJone is hot 'adequate to represent a 
groundwater decision unit area. 1 . 

Resppnse: 1ihe referenced,sentence has been deleted; The sentence referred only to the SRI data 
seL I 

17. Page 4-9. Section4.S, Summllrv: Table 4-12 should beidiscussed and referenced Here. 
',. . ,." .. ', ,"~, "'.', .. 

,Response: Thetable·isJirs.t cited on page 4-2 and discussed thereafter. In Section 4.5 (Summary), 
the reference to Table 4-10 in the first paragraph has been changed;toTable4-12. ' 

18. Page .5-1!, Section 5·.1, Sediment This is one of several plac~s in itheFSRlrepor{where cliemlcal 
dete.ctions areattniputed to laboratory contamination. It woUld be helpfulto support this claim with 
field or laboratory blank data indicating the presence of these chemicals, 'Or a reference'tb avalidatibn 
report in which this finding was made. 

Responsei·There are two, plac:es in th& SRI where cheinioaldetectionsare considered laboratory 
artifacts (carbon disulfide { is mentioned on pageS\,;1 'and 2~butanone is mehtibl1ed on page' 5-2). 
Both"of theseconlpounds (and others) were deteCted'in laboralotyblanksduri':1sthe SRI,. Carbon 

. disulfide· was detected inJaboratorY blanks associated with SDG .. WE19~2 ahd SOG WE19-19 and 
2-butanonewas detected ,in laboratoryblallksassaciated with SDG':WE19-3.' THe data validation 
reports have beeriadded as 'ali ;appendix to the draft final SRI report.' 

19. Page 6-3, Section 604, Risk Assessment. Tables: . . .' ;. ' '. . 
• For 1,1,1-TCA, the repoltlists the RI Data Range as Oo4~ 1600 ug/L and indicates thatthis can be 

dropped as COPC since the SRI data is within RI data range. The RI Report, Table~.6-12 and 
6:'14; show,tha1, 1,1 ~TCA rahge as;004-4uQ/L_ (notup' to' 1600). Therefore, tH~argument 
presented is invalid. '8imilarly,tdr 1 ,1-DCE, the report iiststhe AI' Data Range as Ci.,5-79 ug/L q.nd 
this contaminant can be' drop'ped since. the SRi' data is 'within AI data'rah'ge.' TO,e R,IRepbrt, 
Table 6-14, lists the 1,l-DGE range as 05~7ug/L(not79): Again, the argument is invalfcl;)qth 
of these GonstituentshaveconcentratiOris'welloverthe MCLs and EPA reql)ests thatbotn'pe 
retained as' COCs. ' , . , . , 

• EPA agrees that 1, 1 ,2~Trichor6ethaneaoes not need to be carried forward as a coe for'the FS. 
• For cis-1 ,2-DCE, the data presented for RI Data Range is again inconsistent with the HI Repo,rt, 

Table6~14, which shows the rangea~ 0.3-26 ug/L (not up to 68}, In additioh,;the S81, qatarange 
is a bit off from Tabls'4-10'bfSRI which shdwsO.37-26 uWL. Orice correCted, the data remain 
similar in both the RI and SRI. EPA agrees tha,t this constituent doeSflQt need to be carried 
forward as a COC for the FS. '.' . c,;' ' ". 

• As noted above, Isopropyl benzene wasaCOPC ill RI but then cjrppped~s,a COCo EPAagrees 
thatlsopropylbenzene'does not need to be carrieQfp,rward as a.cQCfbr, th~;F;S. . . 

• What is the basis'for the DibenzOfuran in ,Sbii'ihformatiolJ that is included in the,tqble? 
: . ' ,". " - ,'-, ~ i : . .. -. . " : . ~ . '. _' : . " - ',' - ,-, ; , " .' I 

Respon~~: Respqhses to thE,! above bl.!U~t$ ar~,.~$(9I1bv:,:', ;.' " 
• Tabie 6 .. 6 of the SRI win be corr.eicte:~ to, Ii$t. 1,1 ,1-TCAan~" 1, 1-DGE:.,a$'COCs ,to be 

addre,ssedin the 'FS."The irHext. tal;>le onp~g~,~~~V\fj,l,1 t~e, cor.r~~~ed,tQ,show,theda~a range 
used in the HHRA to be 0.4 to 4 ug/L for 1,1,1-TCA and 0.5 to 7 ug/L for 1, 1-DCE. The data 
ranges reported in the draft SRlha~ included datacollectedr from the, Building 179 'area 
(see Table '4';130ftheRI)Whl6h'\~erE!n~t part of ih~i .. niRA dat8' set:' .' 

• Agreed regarding 1,1,2-TCA. 
• Agreedregarding ci$-1,2-0CE. The dat~range on t,he in~teJdtable willberevis~d to:0.3'to 

26 ug/L. Jhe dete9iion of dS-1 ,2-0CE;a~68 ug/L was. from a vapordiffusioribag,sample 
(see Ta,ble4':169ftheRI). ' , " " 

• ' Agreed reg~rdingisopr()pylbenzene. " 
• bib'~nzofuran wjll l:l~remoyeclJror,l;1 tl1e:;di$cu$sion on page,S"3. 
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20. Table 6-,1 [Compared with Table 6-38 of theA! Report]: 
• Benzo(k)fluoranthene should be revised to,Benzo(b)fluoranthene. 
• Under;'Hyppthetical Lifelong Flesidehts, 1, l-DCAshould be listed as'S; cope anti chromium 

should not be listed; , ... , .. ' , 

• EPA does 'liot concur with 'the elimination of Arse~'ic add Manganese as COes in groundwater. 
The aquifer conditions caused by Navy releases are responsible for the elevated concentrations 
of Arsenic and Manganese in grounpwater and the concentrations are w~!LaQove the. arsenic 
MCl and manganese health advisdryleveland risk!lev~ls.ln additi~n! 'EPA does not concur 
with theeliMiliati6n of Chromium' as; a COC in ground:vater. ' Unless .• the Navy can provide 
sID9ciation data·to support that the Total Chromium .c6ndentrationS qre nbtrefl~6tive of Cr+6

, 

EPA's;must'tnake theoonservative assumptionttfat t~isis th~'ca$e.' CI"romiuMI~vels are well 
above'MCls and risk-based revels. Therefore, arsenic,!r'i1angahese and chromium must be 
retainedasCOCs for groundwater. . ,.',.,., , ., , 

Response: Responses to the abavebulletsare'as follow, "'. ' 
f' • Regardingbenzo(k)fluoranthene, the database was reviewed, andthe,error 'appears to be 

"one 'Table 6:38 ofthe,IiUirepbrt; ',Section 4 tables 'ftom'the',RI 'reporticlentify the 
concentratians measured' aSi benzot~)fIOoranthei1e, hot'benzo(b)fluoranihene, Therefore, 

dable,6-1 6fthe,SRI $tmnsts'benzo(k}fluoranthene. v,, ,'i' ,', ;t.' 

, •• Regarding;thelifetimeres'it:tentcohstituents" 1,1-DCAwa~ ad,ded ,a.l1dchroi!lium was 
, remi:>ved,ftorri Tiable.6-1. ;; '",. ".: !, 1i<.,. ;., 

• "Regarding thEq':)J'esence '6farsenic alid mangahes¢abovel\/l~L$, 'i1:i~;~~Rn()\lIiledged that 
, the release: at'Site08 mayhaveproducedacl1eilii~~1 etl"i'rQnmeM tH~t' .. esllh~dir) elevated 

qoncentratiOJisof'arsenicand inahganese~iirthe gtouhdwat'er as a;'secohd~tY ~ffect (i.e., 
mobilization of arsenic and manganesefrolll soil to ground\iVater) .. TherefQ~e, as agr~ed~t 
the April 14, 2011 technical meeting;'arsenic arid iTianganese wil". tsC!'ciohsidered 'OOCsthat 
resulted from a secondaryrell~ase',at Site 08. ;TheRemedial 'Actiori10 'bf!coti'ducted for the 
primary· release maymitigate·:the cherriical'environmentthaf cau$es 'th~ mobi,lization of 
;ar$enicand :manganese.and an a'ctlveremedy'for arsenicatidmangan'esemay not be 
necessary,' Given the site activity and!, use (e.g.,cindustrial 'are~' with'ncPdrinking water 
w.~Hs);.arsenic and, man'ganese ,may be' addressedthroiJgh groundwatermohltpring and 
inte,rim land Use cohtrolssupporting the overall' Remedil:1I i Acti~n 'rat~'er than through 
direct treatment. " , ,', , 

• As dis~ussedaNhe April 14,2011 technicarmeeting, chromiuni Will' b~ r~tained as a COC 
in;gro.undwater,' (conservatively 'as'sumed toibe' present ':'85' Cr+~)fbr.less/until future 
samplingdempnstratesthaHt is sufficiently present' in the less t6xic, frlv~lerit form Cr+3 to 
reduce the catculated tisksr;'lf!'oonfirifted'to be present' itithe 'triyal~,ritfotin, then it is 
anticipated thafchromium Would be remeved from 'the COC list. ',' .,l,.· " 

21. Table 6-2 [Compared with Table 6-38 of the RI Report]:-
-UnderCOhsHuction W0rkers, AliJniiiiUmshOuld not' be listed~ . . 
- Under Iridus.triaIWbrkers,TdtaIAr~Gh'IOrs andCh~o,mium sQoyl<;f not be H~'ted qnd ,Nqptl(alene 

should be listed. ' . . ',' . ' ,.' l' • ,. . " 

• Under Adolescent'tresspassor, Child Recreatio~aluser,' i Adult Recreational l,.Js~r, Lifelong 
Recreational User, Hypothetical Adult Resident, Hypothetical Child Resident and Hypothetical 

, LifelqngR~sident,.C9rClmiurn~/;Ioulq n9tbe listed. .' ". l.. . ., •..• ,. ,', 

• ." Ayseni9,is: prc>p~s~~; to:.b$.~,lirninat~9,.as acpnstituent of,cooc,ern throUQhouLthis table" as the 
, • < repo~fst~te~J~,at. "site'c;onC8,ntrcitjons'are similar to backgrpund.'~ This cpnclusion is based cin;a 
. straight cbmpariscfnof sitemaxin;iurD, 95% UClap<;faVs.ragElc.oncentratiQridata to,background 

maximum and average concentration' data' from the Background Soil Investigation Report 
(September 2006). However, the site maximum and average both exceed the background 
maximum and average. Therefore, EPA does not agree that this comparison supports that site 
levels are similar to background. In addition, site levels are above risk levels. The Background 
Soil Investigation Report states that "(a)nalytical data from on-site or site-related soil samples will 

\ 
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be statistically compared to background data representing the same soil type (metals) and 
moisture content category (metals and organics) 'to determine conGenttations elevated above 
background following appropriate ,statistical procedures;" In orderto.furthe'r,evaluate whether 
a rl:!e nic can pe ~liminated a~ a COC for soil atNUSC based on backgrQund;R·higher level 
statistical comparison of the site data set to the background data set should be completed. Refer 
to Chapt~r 5 qfEPA's "Guic;iance for Comparing.Backgrol!nd and Chemica,l Concentrations in Soil 
for CERg~A.Sites," Septemb9:r2QQ2.[EPA 54Q.R-01-QQ3j; 

Respo~se: Re$p~ii$e~to the ~b()~e "ullets are as foiiow: 
• Agreed,A!!Jinirul1l has j:)een (emoved frol11 tlJ~ listfoq;ons,tructionvvor.k~rs. 
• Tot~U~ro~lor~ al1dchromi,ym have been removed from the list Jor industrial workers. 

HoWev.er, naphthalene $ho,uldnotibe listed. as there was. an error on Table 6-28 of the RI 
for th'is cOI11PQunc,:' Appendix tI,' TaJJle 7.,2 of the RI',iodicate$ that n,aphthalene is not a 
contributor. 'Thesatne 'table indicates that total Aroclor poses a 1~'-6fiskandchromium 
does not pose excess risk. 

• Agreed. Chromium was removed fro!1l the cited r.eceptpr$. " , 
. • The,r~ql!~s.\ed i~t~tistica! evah.JaJio.'l ha,$been performed with. respect. toar$enic in "Se" 

.and",Jln;'l~" soil~;~Atta(:hmel1t1M. Mo,s! Q.f.~ite 08j$of the !\Se"$oiHypewith the exception 
of the No r:tb/) M e.adow area wtdch is t.ype~\~PmEW (seeJfigure':3~1 ofth'e 2006 Background 
Soil Investigation Report and Fjgur~:4 .. 1 ofthedraftrfinaISRI). The,surfacearidsubsurface 
s~j!r:~ata .. (toti;t'$oiO .were, cqmpan!d ,tq,:Jhe,surfa~e,and ,'sub,surface"soil! background 
datasets (from the 2006 and 2008 background reports) for both tbe '$e'?:' and·"PmB" areas. 
Tl;le, statistical evaluation determined that the, .. ,detected arsenic concentrations are 
repn~$~~*aii,,~, O,ft?ackgrqun~ con,di!i9nS';withjnthe' :tSe~~,:soilar~a,: but are greater than 
ba~kgrounclJE!Vels rrd},~ ,'.'P-:nB;'soilare,f1,),1)~~le.6-2, ha$been updated aocordingly. . ;. - - ..., , ~ ,. . , . , 

",,:; "'_.' __ .,.".;. ; ~_-; :_.~\ ; .. : '- .!, ,,' .. ,',:"" , ~':" ";'}t=,~ t",_,_". i 

;22. Table6"3[Comparedwith Table6c38of tl;Je RIReport]: i ;' 

.' qa;'cfnog~9ic RAH~:shoY,lQ.·~eiisted, as GORG; riot-jllst benzo(a)pyrene.Therefore, the other 6 
ca~~i!10~E3nic PA~s shQulC\be. aqdeqto the tableiChromiumshol!ld not belisted; 

; • ,SincE3,siJe,maxjlllLlms andsJteayerages. are below the hydricsoih background maximum and 
, , , ,.,ay,er~,gE3for,b,oth "q,~nzo(a)pyrenea.n(;L arseniQ"EPA agreesthaHhese, eoi1stitli,lents do· not need to 

be carried fopA(a,(91;lS GOGsto;theFS;, However, refer to,Appendix 8'ot ERA's "'Guidance for 
CPrnPE1Ji,ng. 8ackgroul)d . an!'1 phemical C::Pncentratj0ns in Soil;· for CERCLA Sites/J September 
200.2. The guidance states: 
~ "EPf,\c,autioned, ,that eli,r;ninatin,g:, ,9QPc::sbaSed on, background., (either because 

, . con¢e:nfrations .a~e below. background levels or. attributable to: backgrol:Jnd sources) could 
rEls~I.t:;Tn. the:Jqs~ of important. risk. informa.JiQrl fQJthose potentially expqsed j ·. even though 

:clear)up'rnCl.Y 6~.rr;laY, not elifllinate a source of.ri§ks cal!sed:, by background levels;" ., 
~ , ilSpecifically, the¢ORCs witb',high ba9kground cCi)nOentratiOl"ls.snould;bediscussedin the risk 

characterization, . anc(if data are' available, the contribution of background to site' 
concentrations should be distinguished,!'. .,... • . ", 

~ "When concentrations of qat\JrallY'occurring elem,ents at a,site'exceed:risk-based screening 
levels, that information should be discussed qualitatively, in the ril;;k characterization." 

eT'herefore,' th~ SRI should be 'amended 'to include a revision to Section 6.4" Risk Chara.cterization, 
of the RI addressing the potential risks caused by background levels of th,ese con~tituents in 
sediment. ' . ,,' 

'Response: The listing of just benzo(a)pyrene isappropr'iate pec~u~e t~i~ i~ t~eCOPC id~ntified in 
tlie RAGS-D'tables,Part 7 in Appendix H of the RI report .. 911rdmiLJm' lia!(b~ef1remo,,-edfrom the 
,list. 'Section 6~5 of the dtaft final SRI has beenmodifiec:J tOil'l'clude aCJu~,litativedi$cus$ion of the 
background risk, associated withbehzo(a)pyrelie and arsenic in sediment. . '. . '. 

" - - ',., ".,', 
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23. Table 6-4 [Compared with Table 6-38 oftheRIReport]: 
•• Chromium should 'ncl be listed ,'in this '(able for any of the 3 users; Therefore, note ,,3 is not 

. needed.';c', ',.~;," ' ". ; " .....• '; ,'... . 

• Regarding' pesticides 'and tdtal Arbclors, EPA agr~es that these: cohtamihants do not need to be 
carried forward as COCs for the FS, but not for the reasons stated in footnotes 2 and 4. By 
screening the maximum detected concentrations against the respective risk-based screening 
levels, EPA found that the concentrations are either similar to or below the screening levels so 

; they would not significantly contribute to the total site risks. """ ' ' . 

Resporise: Concur. Table 6-4wiU betevised accordingly. 

24. Table 6-5: The selection of COCs for sediment at this site will be somewhat difficult for several 
reasons not seen in; :bther' recent sediment siteS. At other sites, the Na\ly'has donemulfiple 
,regressionanalyseSj"a:ndHfOlihd pc:yor dose-iresponsewith many of the' candidate copes'.' In this 

,.case,'wesee multiple chemica:ls with very high correlation between toxicity a!ldchelTli~trYI and many 
of these chemicals are co-located. Also, the subject of whether a chemical is"site-relatedi'is difficult 
to discern here. In the case of DDx, the correlations between observed toxicity and cqncentration are 
good, andtheNavY:has anistory of using DDTformos<;JUitoconfrol in water tJ,"odies/W~tlarjd~'on NfI,YY 

• ,b'ases. L.ead, which 'is site:'related, hMrr'elatively pool-correlation betwe~ri toxiCity'and'coficehtratlon, 
yet it is co-located with many chemicals:thaJ wouldse'em less likely thah lead to be drivirig:toxiCity. 
EPA believes that the best approach forsetting COCs and PRGs will be to be morein91usive at this 
stage, and retain candidate COPCs whenih, doubt (e.g.;DDx;'Chlordane) an'd see 'whether,at the 
PRG stage, a PEC-quotient or similar approach can be used to capture the chemicall'> with the best 
association with ·toxicity.'" Certainlynwe"haveallthree legS otthe sediment triad coVered here: 

. ;. bel')chmark exceedences,toxicity~and 'corhmunity impaii"mer'iti
.' :In addition, the reference Ibcation was 

demonstrably non-toxic and low in chemicals, while the site was ()onsistentIYab'd~le benchmarks arid 
toxic. In addition, although the comparison of site average concentrationswere bE;?!ow background 
averages for ~many of theotganicsin • sediment,: the· site maximum . condehtratioh~" wer~ab'ox,~i'the 
bctckgroundmaximums.' EPA a.grees that Selehillm doestnonl~l.Ve tO'be car~iE?a 'forwardasp.'obC'tb 

, . the ITS for; soil. .'. ' ;" " • .', • : ',,': ;,., .}'n 

Response: If pesticidesare'retairieCtin·theicalculations,'tMh pondseditherit'samplingldeilJibns 
with Probable Effects Concentration quotients (PEC-Os) greater thah'1';O'were fdundlnthe 
southern, central, and northern portions of the pond (sample locations SOl19, S0121, and S0125, 
respectiYely)., Pond ·se.c;limept' sampli'hg, . locations with· "~le"afedCOP(l;~"cbhcentrations'areC6-
located with the PEC-O exceedences. As discussed at the April 14" 2011 technical meeting, tlJe 
N~vywilUurthel:considerthe Use of a,PEC~Q 'apprc!fach'fo'rlsettingPRGs' for"pdn~' s~diment 

. during tfJe FS (during the meeting, EPAindicated'thaf·Wrther iriformiltion would' be forthcoming). 
It is no.ted:thatifthe'PE(::.-O,methodiis'selected,then it may' be possible'to achiEi\7e PRQ'!{by 
targetinga,r,e,dUceddistofthe.C0PCs(e\g~,'redudihg· ODE concentrations may' result' in' PEC~O 
values less than 1.0). "I.:U' ,> ,,'" .... ":,' ", 

25;iTable ,6::6k' Leadnshould be listed 'as a'COPCfMthepona based on high 8dl1centratiol1sadq GO
looatioJJ'.\l\fith:numerous':othe~'Ghemit3'als; This 'co-Iecation makes it difficuln8 fuilyex6ne'ratelea:das a 
~OPC,for,the:;pol')d,a!'1d'it:is.sitEHelated. 'i . "i . 

• '., :. ~ .0 • " ,:!,<-.' " , -,'"" '.," " " 

Respanse: Lead,islisted 'as"an; ecological'COPC ih'pondsedifuenfin Tables S-5and 6-6/ Lead IS 
als'p.iI:u:;ll,.!ded ilJth~i REC-O cal~,..lati'onsjfor sedirneht'(see'respdnse'to' Con'fmeht #24). 

26. Figure 3-2: The cOllgemtr9,tion ofTriGhloroethene at,MWi 038 shOl:lldbe"color'tddedasgreeh. 

Respon~e:Oisagl"ee,A's notedimthe"figure legerid; thecdlor:bodingdepicts resu'lts aSa ratlo~p 
thespreelJing crjteriOIJ, ane! hot sample concentration. ,F6'r:MW;163B,thec'6ncehtration' of 15 ug/L 
is 8.8 times the screening criterion of 1.7 ug/L and should be color coded as blue.' . 
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Navy Resp~mses to RID~M Commehts(ditted'January 24,201'1) oltthe . 
Draft Tee h'fl ical Memorandum, Supplemental Remedial Investigat'iph (SRI) for 

J,§ite Q~,NU$CDispp$aIArea (d~t~~Decemb~r2,OtO) . 

May 13,2011 

'.,' '."'0., ,,;~ ,/. '. :(,,... ' '.'., .... ;'" t ';. :'.' :~h 
Comme'nt 1: Page 2-4, Section 2-4, G,oostrqctipn ot, Moni(oringW~Hs;.15 , p,aragraph,4 .sentence. 

"Based on the observed yields, it was conGlud~J!thatbigh-yifJL(ji[)g frrapture set (likely corresponding to the 
fracture set with the dissolved vac plume) was encountered, and drilling deeper was not necessary". 

,.' ;0" I, 
, '-';, i',' , . 

. the 'CibQ"e,;sentE)n9f3!is unsubstantiated bfl,sed on the current dqta,·d,uetothe,fact thatinbedr@ck high-
yielqing.fracture:,zo,qesdonQt alwayscorre~p(md to:cGntaminaternigrqtion;. Please,)ieliminate the 
followingtextfmm 'th,e. sentence, above, in tr~ report; ~/(IiKelycQrresponclJng to .the fracture ,s,et:with the 
di~solv,ed,liqCplume)".' . ,..: " 

"fl,~~PP.'1~~i:Jh.~s~~t~rnc:mt wa~'l?~~e~,UPQ;nt/J~ conq~p,~L!~1 site ~Qde.1 (QSM). However,since the 
SRI ~oe~ ,nQ~ II1Flude ~n, uPc:lat,e 0.(: the,9~M,the,.~tatemenl In lhe· SRI. has been deleted as 
requ~sted,. T'b~ CSM wiilbe furtherdi~c;:u~~ed"nthe,F;&,~L ;1,'" 

" ,.~;t;L"_·," .,', " ,,' ,<' ,- ~ ·,".'7.:-I'(f" , .• - ",'.; 

Co'lJlm~iJt ~: P;3ge2;..5, Sec:.tion 2-:5, GroundVV;3ter $;3IJlPling. , . 

plea~er6te,)nt~e ~epprt',howg~o'unqW9ter. elevqtion~ '~e~~~~as~red, that, is,rwhetherthe. groundwater 
elev<;ltionl.lsed .i(1Jhel c<;mt<;>l,Ir,s w9-,$ obtain(3dpefore ,or: afterpurging the well, whether an electric probe, or 

. oil/w,ater pr6b~;,\.Y.~~r1~m8Ioye9h e,tC;· '," " .. ' 

·'~e~l?q~~e:"Tfji~~,~~PJi~1;"I ha~ ;be~OA:no'dified' to' in.c;lic~te"tt)atasyno'ptic wat~r :leveHo~~~ was 
.p~,rfpr~~.~Q.I(l" A,1,J9y~L9, 20l0. :.ga~,a. ,fn:m) the:~y'nop,1ic round are .. presented in .Table:3"'1 and 
Appendix C of the SRI. Gro'undwater elevatio'ns in each of the wells were determined,based O,n 
depth to' grO,undwater measurements that were co'lIected within a 4-ho'ur time period, using a 
~qli!1st oil/waterJnterfFJ,?e probeoc Depths were.measyred relative to a,surveyed po'int mar.ked O,n 
the tO,p O,f e,ach well,CC!lsing. , ": " e • 1<)':;' i " 

,':: . C"" .,.j,'-~ "~'(;~:", '~.; ~,-";~.: .. ~~:i;:'~ ! ;"~ ,':, .~~~l' ";:-\~. f:,:~' ;"'-: ;,'-~ 

Cpmwent, j:R;3ge,~~9,,;$epJio'lJ 2di,St;Jdiment and Surface,; WaferSamplirigp2'dpafagraph, 1 

_ .•••. , ••. .-'.' •• ~~; '}~~<;-~'i i ,;:;" ,.~~'" (.-';'~\ ,;~\:<~!~~"5'\::;··,-"'<1'-' C:; : ..• 

. Ths, rePO'1.Jlot,Eils"thatithe'sl;l,rfag,s,<wa!Plr !samplip9 re,quesfed by RIDEM,:'couldnot be collected because 
De,e~J,eldG,r>Ejlek wascl~y,oQ.t2Al!gust; 201 OlPleaseexplain\ whY,JhEhHI DEM requested surface, ·wafer 
sarpples weW"ngt c;plie,cted <;f.uring, tbe first rol,Jod ef.surfa;loe water:sarnpling'perforrned'ori~2S<t1UI9 2010. 
R!OEMs qOlllrPent~ w~;',~,~,~atf3d8.JJ,me ,201,0, ali1:cl ,th,e, sUrface water,: sampling 'was :pert0fmeGl 011 i25rJuly 
2010, approximately 47 days after RIDEM 's dated request. " ; ,,"'. " 

R~sPC?nse: Tt)~S.I;I!~~x~,01') p~g,e 2:-9 ,tias ~~en/cQrrecte"to.i indicate:that"'the initil:ll.ro'Ond of 
sed~ipcmtal1.~ ,~l,Irf~Cri~'water sClrnpling Was, pelifprrn~d on June :25;')201 0:nO,t;July2S/,20tO(see' also' 
Table3-S and the sample 100g sheets in Appendix C of theSRI),.TheJiNavyls 'r.esponses:toRIDEM's 
June 8, 2010 comments were issued on July 2, 2010. In the same respO,nses, it was agreed to 
:~oO~uct ~t)e~eque~~~d,surfa~e)Y'(~t~r, al1al¥se,s;~xc~ptf(jr TPH.,;, HO,wever, thiS' .pasNdated ,theiilitial 
sampling eV~l'I~al'l~,I,IP9n/~etl.lrl1if!gflpt"~sampJe,locatio'ns'0'1i:Ai.lgust 12;'2'010, the'creek'w8sdl'y. . " . ., 

CommeQ.t4: Pag~3.-2, §.~.cti9fl3,~1.1 North M~adow ~, GroUhdiNater;,4t~:paragraph. '.,.. 

1;hemflPpears;)to,~,~e a tYP9 in J8gfgllpwings.enteOCf3;" "[CEconitentratiens decreased overtime/niNell 
MW-(J28.,. from .1 ,!jOO JiglL in; 2~oa it0' JB9 pg/L in 2008,. and then:to 150 'pglL in 2010. " Pll:last~ change 
MW~02B to MW·038. " ' , 

. 
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Response: The typogr~phio~lerror has, been corrected as: noted in the 5th paragraph of 
~~qtion ,~.1.1., . 

·':i. " ., i', .. :,,,, ..: ' " ',i' : th '.' 

'. fpl11rnentp:~agf?,3;2; Section 3.1.1, North Meadow Groundwater; 4 paragraph. .' 

This'sectipn states JtJ~t,the Goncentration;Qf;:certain VOCs decreased over time in MW 026, (note well 
should have been listed ilp, MW OaB) between, the Phase I RI and the Supplemental RI. This and 
subsequent sections of the report then discusses biodegradation and the associated spatial distribution of 
anaerobic conditiqqs flnd;whether degradation ds, occurring in all wells.' Please include in the rep'or! a table 
which contains the analytical re,sultsfor theindiyidual wells over the Narioussampling rounEls with their 
associated sampling depths. 

,-;,) 

Response: The requested table has been added as Attachment E to the SRI report (note: a similar 
ta,ble was providedjnthe M.~roh2, 2Q01 letter WQrkplan for, additional, MNA sampling at Site 8k 

Comment 6: Page 3-3, Section 3.1.2, North Meadow Soils; last sentence. 

"No continuing~hurce in this a;ea is i~dicated by these results." ,; i' 

, ,-, 

Contrary to this statement, based upon the groundwater data collected to date at the site it appears that a 
continuing sowce cO,ulo p9,t~ntiCiIJy,(be in the vicinity of monitoring well (1288)with the'tiighestdetscti0nof 
TC~. TWR aqOition,aJ!)oil:l:?amples. c011ected in this large area is, not,suffioient to make thiscOnCiusibn. 
PI~?segelete,~h'eiabQvesentence.fromthe, report. " . 

. ,' " 

i'Respon~e: i, This 'section, disc!.lss~s the soiJresults in the North Meadow, which were sampled:at 
R!bEI\II'~.request to, check:whe.tl:)er, ttlere:isasourceiof VOCs in soil. The resultsofthe's6i1 
sampling are consistent with the eSM, showing that there is no known continuing 'source of VOCs 
in soil. 

'The:'rCE,detectiOn At IVIW:O~B,:,a,nd th~'conce~trations and spatial distribution ofTCE and its 
",dalight~r products at other JQcations, 8sreportedintheRI a!1dSRI; support the eSMaspresented 
(in Jhe:~I, i.e~, a,loc8U~,ed: plume of TeE' (and daughter products) 'in bedrock ·groundwater'inthe 
. J'Jorth,IVIe.~~ow isrnigratingjn.a northwesterly direction (towards. MW-128B) and is iriflLJencedbya 
\ .maj9r north-south-trencJjng bedrock fracturezoneinlthisarM. 'TheeSM will beupdatecl' ih·the JtS. 

'," ' ." 'C, - ~~.<:,:.;';~ . ')"""'\'; .. ~(:s . ~ ,? , ' 

$ee.aISOithe rEtspol)seto ~,I?Ns.Specific e.omment#i1 .. ; . 
,. " (.' ~- ~ " ,,- • >,- --~. '" - • . , 

l' ' . . . ~ - ; " " , 

.\t;9';'·nJ~rit7: ~t;I,.g(1 3:~,Sec.(ioll;~.~, 1, Building t79 Area, Groundwater, Figure 3-1. ,), ,;" ,;; 

Figure 3-1 depicts the groundwater contours for the site. Based upon the information presented it appears 
that the legs of th,e 5Q, 45"pnd 40Q<mtourswest of the:streamstiol,lldnotbeas ste'ep,'!1:rthe north'easf as 
presented and insteaa include a northwestern component Please review these contours and modify the 
figur~, if necessary" . ';, .;. :: ;" '.' . 

, i .. ". " '\: ,,'i . ,.: ...... r,',';:' '. ' "/' .i.,·;' j/,',',c', .,,) i; 

Re,spo,llse: '. N,q,mQdifica~i,on ;i~neCEtSSary", The p~tentiom~tricsurface cont0urs in this part of the 
sil~, c'6s~l~mi",i~Jhe~rou!1d;surfacecont,oliuS. ,This,is particularlyevidenf in' ,the potentiometric 
surface cOr'itoursfor 30 feet and 35 feet, east of the creek where there are more data. These same 
potentiometric surface contours are expected to generally mimic the ground surface contours as 
they c:;ontil)ueo!1.the. we.st s.ide. of the oreek,Qs,draw'n .. '. """ . 'L;::; . 'v 

'" " i . _ " '... . -';" ; .~ ,- . - '. .' , -". " ) . . .,., . . . .' .,' , 

;.f ~-',:~ " '\"-S":"t1 ,,:, 'f: :,' --~"_, ,:!:,' ~. ~ .-.:" , -" '., " 

CQ'!JriJe.~t~:1f',a9.e:J,:.4,Sec.tion 3.~.1,Builqing 179 Area Groundwater;1ast paragraph 
,-~:.- ::", dr,· ;',;~ ,;,.>/(. ,", . .: '.-"'."" -' . -',' : ", ".- .;; !) " . 

This p~r~g~aph)?t~t.~s ", .. ,anaerobic biocJegracjation Is likely supported in localized area's" ,HoweVer,. only 
oneaf.,tne th,r,e~ ,wells testec;i in this area,~uppor:teElthis statement. Please delete or revise the last 
paragraphfror:r1'the. report, accordingly. '.. " .( 

. i ~ j , i J • ., '. .. ',. ; 
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Re~ponse: The text .vifas·n,vorded as such ("supported in ,lOcalized areas") because the one. in 
three wells showing favorable conditions was in contrast to bedrock groundwater elsewhere at 
the site where" ... conditions likely to support anaerobic reductive d~chlorination, are widespr.~ad 
throughout the area.;." It should be noted that the two overburden wells showin'gcloweripO{ehtial 
for anaerobic biodegradation (MW-11 and MW-12) are es~entially side-gradient wells outside the 
chiorilll.ated ethene plume (s'ee: Table. 3-2 of the'draftSRI):The lack 'of chlorinated ethene 
detections in these wells contributes, in part, to'thelowerMNA'scoring; ,,\ . 

- '>,- i " :-~; 

Additional natural attenuation, data were collected 'during'~ March ·14-18,2011. "An updated 
evaluationofnatllral attenuation·at the site will be provided in theFS .. 

Comment 9: Page 3-6, Section 3.3.1, Build~ng 185 Complex Soils. 

Figure"3-8iS referenced in, this section ,of the tS'xt but was not found with the figures .. Please' provide 
Figure 3-8. 

Response: The figure has been included in the draft final SRI (renumbered as Figure 3-9). 

Comment 10: Page 3-6, Section 3.3.1, Building 185 Complex Soils 

.' SoilSQring' B 185A1.,SB3had,a jar' head 'space reading. of1 ,042 ppmi' This: reading vJas substantially 
higherdhan the othe~ borings collected in this area. Despite the' t:tlgh ja:Ihead 'space reading the 
concentration of contaminants in this boring were similar or less ,than those6bserved'iriother borings 
which had lower jar head space readings. Please add to this section a discussion in regards to these 
disorElpancies·.,rhis' discussion should also hotethat this Sample emitted a petrole'timodor (thisy.t~~the 
Q(llypetroleum odor noted. in the boring logs) and should considej-:Whetherthe 6bseHved PIO readings 
were <il.ue to, either TPH or Otto Fuel. ' 

Response: Although field observations for the soil sample collected from 3 to 5 feet below ground 
surfa.ce (bgs) at a185A1~SB3jnch.idedan elevatedjarheadspacer~ading of 1;042 ppm and a 
~Ji,ght ,petroleum odor ,the ,laboratory analytical results for the. sample, repo'rted 'ohlytraceto low 
level,s9l.s~veraIYOCs·and SVOCs. None of the VOCs, or SVOCs''exceeded'criteria e)(cept for 

,belJ~,o(alpyrel1e; however, benzo(a)pyrene was·:detected at higher concentratiOns in'sev~ral other 
saJ11ples" wher,e.,8ID readings ,were not, elevated. ,That sample' was also analyzed 'for the Otto tFU&1 
compound 1,2-propylene glycol dinitrate (PGDN); however, PGDN was not detected. As can be 
seen in the laboratory analytical results, neitt:ler typical TPH ch'emicals (withiri'VOCs/SVOCs)nor 
Otto fuel were detected in the sample. , Therefore, the elevated PID response is attributed ,to 
moisture or dirt in the sensor or "the presence of ,an ionizallie' Chemical' that' is hot ''i!';:l;ite 
contaminant. A footnote has been added to Section 2.1. 

" "'1 

This s~~ti~n n~t~sthat as part of the elimination process, soil data was compared to background valbes 
from the base wide and NUSC Background Studies. In order to perform a backgrql.md,as$essment, data 
,from cornpqral;>le soU,1ypes musttbe :e!mployed;;Pleass' :pr6\1idea'map ofth"e 'soI'l , type$' for the' NuSc 
qqmplex"qsV\!eli;as:;ths,soil tygesusedin the:backQr0ulid assesstneritaridtne'va:lt;I~S employea in the 
asse.$sm~nt ,; ,::" ,I, ,.-, ';l ' , .. . ' , ' 

~ ~'-, <',..> "f ':,}\~r:, j _~ t' <,,~ '- ) 

As you are aware, under "Guidance for Comparihg'· Background and OhemicalCOricenti"ations in Soii'for 
CERCLA Sites" (EPA 540-R-01-003 OSWER 9285.7-41 SepteTber 2002) EPA gy,idancl? (EPA,5.49~R-
01-003) calls fo(,ret,aining ,ratheJ'than eliminatingchemk:als based" onbackgrbuno::"rnFlAGS, 'EPA 
cautioned that eliminating COPCs based on background (either because concentrations are below 
packW9pnd leve)$ or attributable to', background sourCes) could result in the loss of i!npcirfahttisk 
inforllllil.tionJqr tho~e potentially exposed, even thougt:t cleanup 'may or may hot eliminate a"soUfcepf 
risks caused by background levels. In light of more recent guidance 'for risk-based screellinQ (EPA, 1996; 
EPA, 2000) and risk characterization (EPA, 1995c), this policy recommends a baseline risk assessment 
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approEl<;:n that retains cqnstituents,th~t e><:ceed, risk-bqsed,; $creeningconcentrations." This cappre'ach 
involves addressing site-specific background issues. at the ,end oLthe: ,ris/<assessment,1in the 'risk 
characterization. Specifically, the COPCs with high background concentrations should be discussed in 
the risk characterization, and if data are Elvailabl,e" thecontrjbvtion of background ,to site concentrations 
should bedistjriguished~ gqpcs that have b9t~:t~!e~~~~'r$lated a~d backgi'o'und-r$lated sci'c,rces should 
be included in the risk aSl3essment.When c,onceqtrqtiqbs'qf naJurailyoccl)rr,ingelementsatasite,exc,eed 
risk-based sgreening lev,els" that Jnfo'rmation , $hould be discussed qualitatively in the 'risk 
characteriz<;lti9n,'u' ,,' ' ' i 

Please retain contaminants Which exceed risk based screening numbers in the risk assessment as they 
attribute to the oVerall risk 'at the site. ' 

Response: The SRI presented a qualitative evaluation of the n~w data to site risks identified in the 
H~RA.' In ,this step With the SRI, data,noCOPCs were eliminated based on the background 
comparison. 'In theHH.RA, ~tl1'e. cumul~tjveri~k \lVa'llle~~wed .for the site-related COPCs and the 
background¢,OPCs. " The '$Ftt d,oes notchahge theGQt1Qfusions of the HHRA already published. 
However,ina~~()rdanCe 'VI(i,~'INavy :Policy, COBCs ld~n*il(ed ,in the risk assessment that are within 
backgrc;>un.~ I~"el~ ,are I1qt~arrJ~d forward as COOs for ,PRG deyelopment. 

As requested, the draft n~al:SRI ~as been edited Jo" clarify the background ,assessmental1~ to 
include.a map"of the soil types for the NUSC complexi " ' " " , 

,.' ' 

Comme,nt12:Page 4j,1,~~9t/R,!?-1, Derivation of Screening Criteria & Table 4-1. 
. '. t.· ' .. ,-.. - I •. ,",: I , 

The rePbrte,~p!6y~d"~PAF!~~ ,~CH~ivalent to a lifetime cancer risk of 10.6 for carcinogens and a HQ of 1 
for non tarcincigens;PI~,~s~;,cl,dd to thiS sectio(1 and Table 4"1 RIDEMDEC and leac~ability criteria. 

I ~ - . 

Respon~e;fri;~~CQrd~:~Q~'Y"ith,NaVy Policy, EPA RSLs Were used to select COPCs, and RID!=M 
OECs ~ndJeachability",c/literia will be used as chemical-specific ARARs in the FS for· PRG 
selectioh.' RIDEM's'soilstal1dardswere included as Table 4-1:for informational purposes in this 
SRI. ::', 

Comment 13: Page 4-5", Section 4-3, Comparispn, of Copce"tratipns, tp ~xpoSLlr"e" Point 
. ConcentratiPtls Used in the Hfifriah Health Risk Assessment, rables.4-13';'4"'17~ ,', 

~> _',.', 0, " ',i : -. . .'C, ;' ", - .. ~".;-,: f~' :""';} .'~L_C • , 

This section discusses the exposure point concentrations and the overs:" rjsk for contarninant.&,of concern 
'in the RI and the Supplemental Rl.ln certain casestt:Je risk number value \isprQvid~9.' in,ot~~rcases,the 
report simply states that the risk;fallswithih, aCertaih lrarige~ Tables: 4~13-4~ 17 c:6t:ifaintb~))~PQ~u,repoi~t 

'concentrations from the RI an'd:,fhe SupplemenfaJRL Please ihclude in these tables; (o'r subiPJt sepamte 
tables) the corresponding risk values. These tables should be submitted in response to comm'ents prior to 
the submission of the draft final report. 

" !' ~'. 

Response: The planned use of the d«;lta,was to provic,te aq,ualitatiyepol11par~~c)J1of,pew(,(SF:lI)~ata 
tp,the ·previous (RI> datah Based:'on the concentrations measur'~d,:the. SRfcfQes nCit ,c<bang~' the 
conclusions of the risk assessment already published (i.e., 'new'rf~k~value~Wf3ren~fcaiculated 
using the SRI data). 

,pomment 14: Page 4-5, Sec;tlori: 4-3, "C6Tri'parJson dfConcentratiPrls' to' Expo$ure "oint 
ConCentrations Used,;n the Haman Health RiSK ~s~es'shlent. ' , , , 

The report compares the overall risk in the, Phase I Rlanq th~ Supplement,,!1 RUo Jh~ jiicc.;epjgple, E;PA 
risk #Vilges. Please incillde a oompa'rison to the RIDEM :acC'eptable'¥isk"ran'ges'\(1 0'6 for indJ,{id,Uq.( jp:5 
cumulative). This information should be submitted in response to comments prior to the sUbm'ission()f the 
draft final report. 

Tetra Tech 4 CTOWE19 



;Response: See the response to Comment #13. The requested 'comparison was prdvided in 
Section 6.7 of the RI report, reproduced below. " 

Pai.redSoil 

. Surnice Soil 

Subsurface SOli 

,.,. , 

SurtaoeSoil 

, IL~R'EXf:,!ffi~J~PN~Tar!ft 
Rlsk,RnIIlUEI,.:of 10'" to 10 

HypOtneticltfChildRBsidents 
HypbtIletital lifefong Residents 

SUbsurface SoU HYPathEttitat.:Child Residents, 
HypoIfIel:ical lifelong Residents 

, ILCREltc.wds.RlJ)EM'g, " 
. CUl1lltii.ative Risk' Levafor 10-li ' 

, , 'Ioousmal Workers . 
, ,Child 'Recreational iJs.efs 
lifelong RecrealionaIUsers,' . 
HypottleticaR Child Re:sldel1fs 

" HYPO!:h~ilJBlAdultResidents 
Hypoth~t:M;a1 lifelong R!:lsldents 

Construction WOOiers, 
; 'Ioousttiial Worke-.rs . 

, . ,Apo/eS~erIt Trespa~rs 
;,' Ca~il!1 J~~c,re~' ~., , 

Recr.eaticnaillser$, , . 
. 'JJ . '~~~r~a,HJ~~~ , ; 
HW0etiea§ Chad Re5i~ws' ," 
'HypdthetieaB Adult 'Res1di:lIitS' . 
Hypotl~etical Lifelong Residents 

Source: RI for Site 8 NUSC Disposal Area (Tetra Tech 2010) 

'Commerit;is: Page '4~d~' ,Sept/on 4-:3, C.0rnparispn, of c.on(J~ntrfltionst(j 'Exposure Point 
Concentrations Used in the Human Health Flisk Assessment . 

. T,his':se'cli9h '.61. th~ report,nQl~~bow, r,isk, ,at. the sitE! ~ompar~s, to. various scenarios j residential, 
construCtion, etc .. Please beadvised that the residential and recreationaL scenarios are equivalent under 
RlbEMR~g\:ilati(>ns.'Ther~for~, exceedances of residential, shpuld' al$p be considered exceedances.of 
recr'~~tiohal.· ,. '.. ' .' , " '. 

; . ,.. ~',~; :,->t( , 

Response: Comment noted. The text has been clarified accordingly. 

Ccimment 16:Page4~5;'Sec#on 4-3, Com;'aris~~, 'q,. Conc.entl'ations ·to Exposure Point 
Con:c:entrafions ;l{~~cJ.inAhe ",uman Health RiskAs$es~ment. 

The report notes the actual risk values or the ranges for exposure to the various media. Please indicate 
whether. theqlJpted ~~ng~~,are, cumul.ative 9~ r~mr,es,ent' individual. contaminants. Under HIDEM 
Regulations, thef cumulative rang'e shouldq~~val.uCl.ted. If this wa$,Rot,dorie, please provide this 
information in the response to comments. " 

Response: TheSRf.hasbeeh ;C:larifiedJo;intfic,a~e'that the' ri~k :r~ngesst~~ed in this sec::tionare 
c~in,ulative. 
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Comment 17: Page 4-9, Section 4-5, Summary, 
t J :;: .'.' -, , " ' .. '." ,:, -. '. -~-! . > • .. " ' ,~ 

. this seGtion 'coritainsaHibledelineatingwhicb s2~naribs'exceed I;PAacceptaMe,risk raog~'."Piease 
lnclOdi,r in "this tabl.e 'bra sepa.rate table depictiog ~n(bee~~U")ce$qf HIDE;MacRsPtable risk rp rig e (1O-

s 

"'ctJrr'lulq,live',"'10-6':in'divi~lial, HCtqf 1) 'empioyihg, R.iDEM R~S-DEC', for, ~oil'an'dgro~hdwater stand~rds. In 
"addiiioh:RiDEMtpi-f'c'~it'eria mi:J~t alsobe~mployed. ", ,,' .. 

!i -;,!:~: ~:"(.~ . '·",··::r~~)~~·,"'·,'~·' jr,,": :"'-"'0 ;, ':' - ,.: _ 'I -' 

"'Response: ~ee the re~R9Hs~sto;,CotnM~ntl3~~2, #1~,8r1d#14. 
"", ",,_ :,' :,~p;,:;_ .; ,.}_,.~ ';;' ,'-:"';. .~.,.) ,_, ;,' .:'·,t :', I 

Comment 1d:Page5-1~ ~~ctiorr5-.1Sb,diinent; :fd paragrElph. 
. ;i_/j!;,?~'~ '<-,';,::)11 ::(" :"'.; ... _\:;.:,_: .. r •• ;.~ n~·.~ .. !""~' .. '\-);· < ••• ;. ! ' '···.;·1· \/ . 

The report states that carbon disulfide was eliminated as it is a common laboratory'cclntamiria~t~ As you 
are aware, typiG?lly tre informqticm,fmrnfield blanks. and. oth(ilr S()\Jr9,e, 0fqA'!nfQrrn~tion is norm?-Hy u$ed 
in ,th~r'piod3SS'P.t tlat~rmlhing t Y.vh~ther a'sU~ped!labor~tqry.Cob.t~miD,i;int'·. i{ du~! tol~b . contam inatlon. 
Pleas~:';pe'ftorrh' this'::a~~e¢Js'rne'rit'ani:l {di~GUSS th'sYe$lllts ihfM :rEU?,9,rtW!JYtbis "is,'pr, is not .alab 

,"conta:mtna'nf' .. ,' J" ,";'. ",", ,." ." .... ' . 
,.:.. ~'., ' ::\ ~ ~ , 

.. " ..... ,,' .. ,.' .. " .,:. . , .... , ,.; ",:,., ,'. "', ;' .. >~ ".:. .,' ""., '; . . .' ~ ,.',' . ' .. 
. 'fl~~pi;)p~i1,;,'Jr~r~ ,~r~;tWp~ plaH~s,!." the !~RI,{ Y"h~{~.;9,~.~mic,,!~~t~~tlo.'1sant ppnsl~eredlii\bQralQry 
,': a:~flf~~~t~;Jf,~rlSl?Q.9,;~'Hln~~;. \~ ':~,~.Qt,i~r~c;I, .9,1~ J~~9~ ~T1~9~ ~~ .. ~~tf;t,l;lql;l~,i~,)m~l"!~i~l;1~d.Qn . page A~~2). 
''iJ.~~h. ~f t~,r~~,~ (:0mf?p~'1:~~ ,(~'1~,?~~~rs)~er~,:d,t!tec~7;d:Jnl,a~Qrat9JY;I?I~!J ~~ id,unng,~he S~I .. QarbQn 

disulfide wa~g::;t~c~~~,!'1~a~9ra~Rr¥(bl~fl~s .. a~~~~I~J~q :Vf,lth.;~Q9-W~J.~l,',~.; ,aP/J" ~DG WE:19~~P. ~nd 
2-butanone was detected 10 laboratory blanks associated With SDG-WE19-3. The data vahdatlon 
repo.rt~hi!v~b~~n .. a.~~,ed a$,l;ln,apperlCljx to tlJ~~~pf~ final ,S~IJep~-:t.>, i c 

,,''',-,.'.[;] '. ":'".'",' :.~".:, \.:~·'··O<tl.<".':-~ -.j :.:,.",., ••• '. , ." '~' •• ".:' ,,;.,:.~:~~',,~.,. //." • 

,C~mment.1q;f?agfil.6~3::~ectio':'· 6 .. A, , Ris/C .JtssessmentSj ,1~t. Parflgrap/i, , ' 

The riep~'1, ,~t~t~s,th9tt'he;~Yn9C,G~PtC\bl~ risks w;;~ identified for di;t~rent~~~~sures~~~~ridsin,the 
Phase I RI and the Supplemental RI; howe¥~r:i'thE?COPC. 'Would rernainthe same;~The·FS'ahdf>the ROD 
will develop remedies based upon the exposure scenarios. An acceptable remedy for a construction 
worker maYflot bE? ~ccept,able Jor, re~id~nti<;ll exposure. AS7'swch, jndepehdehtof;wnether',theCOPC 
would remain the same if an unacceptable exposure scenario has been identified in the Supplemental RI, 
pl~ase carryJ()rth all ~i!;lk recept()rs thrqughthe;CERC(:.A,prqO¢lss,inpluding theR0D. 

'I. ; ~ .1 • f ".: ,"'. . ~; ; .i { 

.: Resp(:m~~: C,ollcur,;; TheE~, will)~~ntifY ,r~m~die$;;that,'ar,e;protectivel of· the;; receptors"fot!which 
risk'is,'chmtifi~d,~sdelerrojned.by e,xceedence ofJ!1~,ri$.k~basedrclepnup goals and AR'ARs;"; 
• .' ••••• <. •. '-'. .••• '" ,'. ..' .• , •••. " .• '. • .' ,. .., 

COlnrr,erit 20: Page 6~3,'$~ction 6~4,Risk Assess"ments, i~st pa;agraph. 

Tre repolj,potes to?LQOQs weJ~j9E1l!1tiJi.eqjn \the .Supplemeotal AI werenotidentified,as COCSiAthe 
Phas.el Rf~v,en th9ughthey f9-JLwi~bin. tlJ,es~rne. range ofconcentratJons.Please elaborate in more detail 
i.£l th~ f(3~;twIjY,.meS.eCOQs.fall outoJ th~COPCsscreen.iogiprocess 'since' a·few COCsrevieWed by this 
8!tlqearJ~ ~9bvejh~ ,~cX~E,lning crlter;i;:tam;i MCLs. '.' 

~~~R~~r>~;>'T~~ c'o/"l~titlJ~n~~b~et~c~';~ '~lJriI19th~',SmlatfC~ncentrations;that, wete withir"i' the 
,crOQ;£;~']1J~ti9n~, ey~IIJa,!~~;i/"l .. >;'~,~.RLa,nq risk as,ses,$ment,'and;that,.were not selected'asiOOPOsfih 
m~J~h v'(llt ~f~? ",91 ~e r~'~l!1;~~L~~ gp P9sp~~ed,on th~,SRI dat.a:LSection' 6.Ahas· been: revise~~? 
Iqal~tl!e!h~l }!~d 1~C,J\ ia,.~#i ;l,~~Q,CISWere d~te~tedatco~~entratl(ms\above'theJRI data·range,aIiCi 
wer~J~,a,~,n,ea ~s 'cOeq~ Int,~e S,RI. ~l;~e (),,"~e~ J9Y~;Q0!1$,tltuen:ts:weterf()t. . ...... '. . ., "i.,J 

, . . ""I/~)tTt·~ f1~~' ~.~ ,"~~><. f:" .> >.' . 'i '! <j.' 

Comment 21: Page 6-4, Section 6-5, Refinements of COPCs; 1s /'paragraph, Tables 6-1-6-6. 
: .. ,,' .' .. ; ..... '. ..' '--:... . _:. f ,';.;'(-: ""~l,t;~;C~, t:til ~-<:r-"~' 

The report hates tlialcertcHn 'bontaminants of concern were eliminated based upon a comparison to 
baS~Qrqyrd .9~~a (av~rage ;Clpd. max). ,Please.includea section in the Supplemental RI describing how 
this' Mse:$~rh~ntwas J?cE,lrfo,rmed., ' ,', ., ,'<; >:,' 

:.j'''' .. , ,.-j, ,,I",,, .. 
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Based upon a review of the data it appears that certai~ contaniinants whIch were rejected~ based upon 
background, should ~ave beenretai,ne,d. For~~9ITlple, the observed maxi';T1um conc,entratioru)f~rsenic at 
th,e site wa.s 122 ppm. T,h~.'l]a)(im:um bi;lckgrouhd v~l,ue was 71 ppm (i3-lso beapvised RI!?EMq9~snot 
consi~er t~ebac~sr<;>.und:dat~ 's~t \('ith 71'ppm.C;ls)!.ppropria.te for a backwqun~ ~tudy) i<jlndttJ~ ;a,y,e,f;~ge 
concentration was 16 ppm for the SIte and 11 ppm fprbackground. , ,?esplte1~~ Slt~ c9ncent~atlon being 
higher than the employed background concentration arsenic was 'not retained as a contaminant of 
concern. Also, the maximum and average ~itr ,conc;e,nn~tion ,!9r,9h~0Il)iumw:1'l~: 103 ppm an<;l· 17, ppm 
while the background corresponding values were 28 ppm and 13 ppm. Please include arsenic and 
chromium as contaminants of concern and review thebackground,qn~l~sis oonducted onth,e other 
contaminants and provide the requested ihformation' on how the backgrourid' assessmeni' was performed 
in the respons~ to comments: .. 

R,espon$E!: T~e{discLissiOnJh~'~~liQ.n6.5 'expl~ining'.t~e cope r~fh:1~m~nt,;I1;is;lJ~~ti,elaritI~d. It 
shblild~e' I""!()t~d th.atJ,~is' }'i;!li!;1etij¢~t st,eRiS 9s,u~IIV ;pwfqrm~~c;tl!riI,19, thE!i irR~'~7v~loprnent 
process In theFS, but was lIicluded In this SRI to help expedite the FS. The process;l;s.!II'~'lIt~d)o 
the following steps: COPCs identified in the RI were compared to (1) the target risk value 
calculated from the risk~ssE!ssm~nt, and (2) to ~n~ppropria.te backgr()ul1dc9nCfemra~l~m (J1pte 
that; there is, '~() . availabl~' 9tO~~d*~t~r',b~c~gr()u~.Cf ~,sed).· .T~;~~epr,es~~!ati.~~ '~!~~e9R~~e~~'r,~tJ~n 

,was 'selected as"the95%'UClofthe a,,"allable datf,i (lncludmg ,both the .Rlan~theSFllp@ta)", ,It ,IS 

'agreed ,that ,theosOilaric(sed,iliiept'l5ackgi'hundvaiues;alsOsH~lJl~ 't?e . ~5!~l:t~l-vill~~W to J~s~ure 
consistenc'y with Cbrilpafis'ani,and 'Tables;6l 2 and s':'3hl:ivebeeri' revised adca,rdihgIY.· " "',~ 

-"t<~' .. ,:1 ,'i:;',-;;" <. 1 .,' ,.~;~[,~., " ..• ~.- .. ," . '-' ;-J,".,' ".~- :.; .~,- ,'.i ~. 

An updated statistical evaluationh~$been p~rlOrn1ed; for'arseni~;andchirbmiuni' with tespett to 
soil types (see Attachment A). Arsenic in type "Se" soil, was found to be co.,sistent with 
background levels. Arsenicin,type'!"PmB!';soils:~lnd chromium in both "Sel ' a'nd'i'PmB" stills 
were found to exceed background levels. , Therefore, these constituents have be~n r,etained as 
C,OCs in; the respectiveareas'l i ,As noted; in the' response lb' Comment #11, a map'of th~' s~lI types 

. for the NUSC complex has been added to,theSRI '(Figure 4"1)~ . ", 
!I' 

C~mment;22:Page6"4i:S~ction6-5,Refinernents'of coPCs, ~d and 3"dparagraphs, Tab/e 6-1. 
',1:' ,-

,; : . ~, , 

The arsenic concentration; in thegroundWater\ was reported at a maximum of 503 and a mean of 
34.8119/1. The background maximum arsenic cohcentration was 24.7 and a mean of 9.82119/1, 

,respectively,The, report concludes<thatthe~obser\led, arseriit atthesite;isrl()t the'r€~~ult of a CERCLA 
release. ;The/site was a landfill ,'which;~received:"indusfrial:imd' hazardous lArast~frorh the Navy ba:se, as 
such a release is attributable. Please remove this conclusion and retain arsenic aSa contaminant of 
concern in the groundwater. iC' , , " ' , , ,,' 

Response; Regarding arsenic (and 'manganese) :in '~frOlindwater, it is ackn6"vleCigecithatthe 
releasE! at Sjt~(Q8 may,have produoed'achemioal ehvirol;inienttha,tresolte'dinel~v~ted 
concentrationsot' arsen icand 'mangat'!esein 'the "grOllndw8tt!r, as;' ai 

secondary' effE!ct' (i.,e., 
mobilization of arsenic and manganese from soil to groun'dwater).Therefore, 'as a~reed af'the 
April 14, 2011 technical meeting, arsenic and mangan~se will be considered COCs that res~.ltE!d 
from a sec~ndilry release;at Site 08, ) The Aemedial Action • to bEf conducted 'forthe~r'iniElty'r~lea$e 
,m~y:,mitigilte; the chemicahenvironment. that causes the. inobiiizali6n;;of 'arsEll1icJ ar1;~h1ilniMHe"$,e 
a"dtan.acliye remedy, for arsenic8nd mafiganese'maynot:b:e ~;~ces~;aty.' ".GiVe:nt~~Abe ~~Hvity 
and, 4~e (e~g.,' il'ldustrial·area: with<no drinkh19 'wat~rw~l!sJ, ;~rsel:ti~:,!tfridma~:~arie~~ \,may"t)e 
addressed through groundwater"mbnitoririgar'idinterim land use controls supPdrting' the overall 
Remedial Action rather than through direct treatment. 

,,-;! ,~_.; ~>..'.'-:.("'< -', 1
7

' t .-}"~:~>,, "':"·~r~'·· 

Comment 23: Page 6-4, Section 6-5, Refinements of copes; ~d paragraph, Tables 6-;3 &6;:5. 
," . >:' -. '.-' , ' ;' 

1;<' 

The fQQtnotes for .thesetables state thatsediment'samplesw~rec6mparedto backgr'Ouhd s6i1~alU:es. 
Please be advised that sediment samples should have been compared to' background seditneht sampies 
not soil samples. Please conduct this assessment and modify the report accordingly. 
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Re!;pqnse: The f09tnqt~ v)(~s jn~~ror ~nd iha~ .~een qorrecrted. l"e b~c~ground data provided ~re 
:,,!;.~~ime~t data fr~m-upg:ta~i~nt ~e~i,m,~,?t:$~njpll:tst~t.iol1~.(retraTech,2()0t1), :,; .' . 

ConUl1ent.~4: Pa,ge q~4, S~qi,ibn6-5, Re';~em~~~S91~(leq~; :zi~ ~~rag':~ph,Tab'f16~4...:' 
< ,.',': .' f'" ", - --1 . ' !',' < (";', - ';' - ',' : ," ,i , ~. :-" 1 : - ,'. _ ' " _ "k, '-.- -./" -'.' -." •• , e .' - • 

". ,,'J ".,",. 

Table 6-4 foot note 1 states that there is no reCb'id of a CERCLA release ot'pesticides at the site. The 
Navy does not have mani~es,t,);>iHs,,_,!?f l~pening.,etc',;.~.()C.Rmenting v\ll]aL was dispo$,eq of at this known 
disposal site. This cannot be useClfa stafe that observed contamination was not related to site activities. 
Further, Jhe;st~tE3m~nt tbCft.p~stiGi,QesHare li~ely Jr()rnantbr9Pogenic sources" excluSlivE3 pfs,ite a,ct,iyitiel) is 
speculative an'dcarinot be substantiated. Pleaserenlove this statement'trom the focit note and any other 
$ectio'l in the repQ'1., -.. 

,Resp;9:nse: T~~ :~Cf~~J~~i~1.ains t~af t·~e'p~~iic.ides; tqu.~~' in t~e(is~ ii~s~e.'~t, ttw NU~C .p~~~are 
n~t~~~~e,~ta"s ~.r,e~J.!I~~f(~}~p~salot~eSjtl;~~de,sat tile ~~~e.The pOIlgen,~rat,19!1s. atl~ dlstn~ut!on ()f 
p~~tlcl"es m~~~~recf;l? ,~hie~ol.I", 9rR\l;I:J,lcf~.~~~r, and s~cflment, a.scf()cum~111~cf;',n, thl! ,RI, Indl,c~tes 
no'release of ' pesticides. The presence of pesticides in .fishis'ikely.e!~hl:trfrol1J h~avi.ef Pesticlde 
usage at the site pond compared to the reference ponds, or is a result of differenCes in the fish 
them$elves (olcfer,or, I,arg~r fi$hsap1pl~d J~l ~UWCP9ncf \th~nther~,fere.n.C?,e .P9.0~~:,Jj~hil1gis 
i',est,rict~t:I at NqWC,. butth~ .ref~r~!'w~.pqnds~r~\ op~r, t~~i~~i'19 a.nd, a~ ~uch,!.!h~;f,i$~;~tNUYV.C 
wOi,Hd tend to haveI119retll'Oet,oQccumulat~ mqr'~pest.IRlde$ QV.I!r:,.tlrne).·:B~ca,!Jse;,the !~o!l, 

" groiJridwater, a,ntfsedimetlLdata $h6w insi,~!1it'(?~f1t"p~stifidrr ,~q!1J:el1tr~~~on~;'~l1ct :~I1~bst;?nceof 
'hot~~()tS",itVlfAWdb«;~i~fipu;lt t()lu~ti~~ a rem'e~.VJqrp~stic'\cfe~i.n~i~~ ~i,~~u,e!iH!'Ier~ .is Qqso~rce 

of thesecontamm~nt!; to target. Tflferefore,. a$. d'$cIrIS$~cfa' tile ~Prl! )1:4",2.01 t tech!')lpatmeetmg, 
the footnote has been" revised' to' read: "the data distribution does not suggest disposal or 
rele~sesof pesti,cicfe$atthe ~,ite otherJ/lan norm~lRast use atandupgr~dhm~ ofJhe;site~""i'" . 

, \ . , ,~ c • . i -, - ~ 1 - '. ~. ' • -

C6mm~t1f~5: 'P~ge 6-4~ Se.ction8.S, Reflnement§ qf qop¢s;,la.Ple~ .6-f-6.~6.· 

" D~;e,~;~.tn'e)~d't~at~9~q~hWat)p~Si~ ~~rf~q~ WqJ~r:,~~rhples\~t.6e~ainqrg~DiPS and' m~ials e~c'~eded 
. cnt~~!~mth~ Phase,~li~\pl~asf3!c,:I!ScysSjn Jhls,~ep(1).th!3 flskevah;J!~t!on of~t;JrfaGe water forrtMe, ;~!tei 

". Re$~on,s!!: .. The$RI,~~~ .• b~ei,} ~nielJded,; fQin(l!!~at~)h~(be~aus~ . t~~.{~·:~er~, nQ~iQ(;nlii1i~drisks 
. assoCiil'ted with surface VIH:lter, there were' n9, ¢QPCs .. identifiedinthe. Fill,and. no furtlJer COP.C 
ref.iiement isreqpited.~ .'. . , i ' " \' ,.' . ". , .. . 

The report proposes eliminating eQcs, if the ?ite Wide av.erageconcentra.tioll is below ~.~he soreening 
benchmarks (EPA RSL or R1DEM-DEC/leachabilitY). Please use the' maximum and/or reasonable 
maximurnin lieu?fJ~~~verage .C;:QPgelltratipn in dE)tenniningwhich cogs ,;:ire carried forth in th.e process. 
Plea,s.e modify the re'portaccordlngly. . . ".' ..... " ".' 

, . "'Ie"" , ' . , ,-;, 
f' . 

Response: T~e 95~~' YC,L' is t~eappropr!~te va,(lJ~~q, b:eu~ecf for thi~ ·refiQel11~ntstep .. If there are 
irisuHicient'riumbersofsa'rrlples in a data ~Eif,~h~ria~5rq UCL·is not ~alculated andthe.rnaximum 
"aiu~'Vlfasuse~ ihstead. . , .. ." " ,. ....,. . .... " 

.,~ . .'"".~ 

Comment 27: Page 6-4, Section 6.5,Refinem~At'~fCOpds; Tables 6-1&6-6. 

'l'.her~eo.~,prd~~~;~;~~(imin?~iri,9 5~rbIT!Jy,m .1:J~f.ay~.!,Lthe, o~j8atioll s~me:'rTJ~ynot ~.~. il1:the mor~,toxicform. 
The 'concemratlon of chromium IS weI! abpve. MC,Lsafld~s the OXidation state IS ,not known .It cannot he 
rejected; b(3.sed upo'n:t~e a~sUri)ption tb~t'HrtJ.aY',G.~ in .the\.Jes~ toxic torlT:l, 'Similarly, manganese ,is 
~pr?~?,s~d·:f?Deelf~lnated.:'gl!,~ ,'t~'ltd)(lSit~{ ?nd,,~6,\.Ih.e, u~ceHaintl.~s. J~le.~s,e( includ~, chromium and 
man"garese.asC9C~!11~. p.e:,.car~le9 thrQqgn tQ~;P;BS~ proqes,s.. ,: •.. ' . 

;~espb~~~:Alth~:U~h t;'·emaxijn~njchrorr,!U~~~t~e;(~~8.u~lL)'~i~.w~n~~~",~~I~~· NlQL(lQo..U~/L),~i·t 
'is n'ob:idthat the 95o/ciUCL (21'2 ug/I:.)anq tt1eav~r~ge cQncentra~iQo'(lO,1.,ug/L)i.,.remore consistent 

., ,~ , ,; .";.::'<,.; ",", .. 0'-',,- ,,'.'.>.J-;,J~, ".>,,~ :~'_' ";'.\,,\~,' " . '0<' ~~- -""', ;j"'-
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with'the MCL However,' as discuss~dat 'theARril. t4;~011,teChnic,~rme~tir-g, chromi!Jm .W,illbe 
retained as a COC irfgrounCfwafer (cOliservativelyassu'm'eiftobe'presentas Cr+6

) unless/Lfntil 
future sampling demonstrates that it.i~J~!.Jffipien~ly prE~sen,t in ttl~!~,~sto~i~, ~rivale!1t 1Qrm Cr+3

, to 
reduce the calcUlated'risks;'lfconfirm~cHd bepr'esenf'inthe trivalel'ltform', then itis anticipated 
that chromium would b~ removed from the CO~ list. 

Regarding manganese in' gr6undwater, s~e'the' resPQjm~e,o c~,(TlXT:l~~t #22 ..... . 
;.' > .,. _ _,< 1,.' I' ~ •• ' 1 _. f • •• 

Comme'flt 2~:' Pal1e ~-4, Sec~idn 6-5, Refin,ements' ~fCi?,Pci.;'i'~:p~fEiff(ap,,~' t~ble?(;-1-6-q. 
l. . . . • .'" , 'J': •. - '.,.' ,., 

These tables contain a selection of COCs which will be forwarded into the PRG prb8es'~. The tabl~s note 
that contaminants which exceed the 10-5 criteria will be retained for PRGs. In. accordance .. with 
Section 4~1', o{tliis '. dbcument. and:ih'~ccdrdahQeWith'RldEMRe.gulatiol1s,',ple~s~;iJi)C:lude 'ih tli~ '~BG 
jJmbessaiPGOCs whic'hexceed the 10-6 Criteria 'and/6rt~e IjC,l,9f1.lnat'cgrdan'ceWithQE:I3GLjl" where 

, there: is a' difference 'betlNserithevalues,either the RIDEryi'cflteHa dr the. EPA RSL(which eyer. i!)more 
conservative) will be,~mplbyediritfiis process. ." "" ,\ .<. ,. ' .,,'.'. .' ",c ' 
I> ' \ ~ - c' _,- :,' <.,d"; L.:_'· ",; ;:. ' ''' .~t:..!;.· 

Please' Be adViSed that since there is ~~d(n6wn risk~~t thi.s' sif$; iii aCCClrdaride'.i.rvith C~8;CLA? fHJ~~M$ite 
Pl~rliediation' Regulatiori musrbe Iistecf~i"ndemployed, in the sCl"7ening proc~ss, a$ARAR.S in these;fables 
and 'iiltliei ,text'(RIDEf\(ldirect exp6s0Ye,"leachability, 'TPH,gr()(mdWafer,'~nd surface water, Griteri~). 
Finally;tliecUmUiative: risk;fbrea<;:hscEm~ri6 cafinqr9xceeCl '. RIDEM RegUlqtions of,. 1, 0-5

, therefor~;9.$· a 
final step' itf thS"slifninafion of 'to'Os,'the. ;cdri1ulatil/~dsk' of th~ ptoposed. CQCs for eliminatio(l. must be 
.combiheCl with the retainecfCOOs to"eValuate whethetan exc~ealihce off6:5 0'cbUfk'" .... " \.' ,. '" ;,' 

Of{ . .1< ~.l :,,-{ ;' ;" .i ~~·::,i .. -; 

Response':! h'Fthe drattSRr;! the Navy 'proposecfthat site COCs'sh~OI~rii.w:I(.deall copes that 
exceed target risk values th~t are ~~sed,()nacanc,errisk of1E-5 a.nd aHQ qf 1~0,as"IQng~s t!'tey 
do not exceed background' dOliceiitratioris' 'and~$ long' 'as the' representative site concentrations 
(95% UCL) of these COPCs exceed the target riskvalu~(jf a maximum vaJy~.Wa~~u~e(l to,calculate 
the ris~, the 95% UCLO'f'ftle datarnaynoFex~eecfthis'V;iIOe):' .In'a,c;ch~d,~hC;:~\ovittLNavy an~t.~PA 
policies, 'only the EPA RSL~ anf used in the ii$k C~·lIc~latiOl'r~.R·lbEM6riteria, because they are 
ARARs, are compared to, th~ targetri~~v;Sllu~s,. and tl,1e low~rqf'h~, tW9. m~ybe~ele~ted, as, tl:te 
PRG: "l'Hrs'apprdachfh1erps'to ·elimfnate.con~mij~rits 'thatar~t)~t truly ,Rar(oJ the GeRCI,.Are!~~se 
at the site> ;Inclusion ,cit i,Hi:ugelist ofCOCsi riJay unnecess~fily restflct the (emedi~1 alJernadves. 
As discussed at the April 14, 2011 technical meeting, RIDEM's regulations are presented in the 
SRI for informational purposes. ARA~s Will be further con~id~red during the;~eveIQpment of 
PRGsin the FS., ,.... . ',';;q' .• ,i;'"'' '.;'."" '" ",' 

. Comment 29:'Page 6-4j Sectii:fiJ 6.5, Refinei1]ent of COPC$,', Table 6,-4. 
-, ~ ; < ,. ..: ; \,' 

, ", '. _ .', ::... .".. .'.' . ; . _ ~\ ~. ," . ,': .} i ' , ' . , 

The report proposes the elimination of GOCsfound in fish tissUe due, to..the pxid.ant, state of Chromium, 
the lack of documentation that a particular contaminant was disposed of anhe site (manifest, bills of 
ladening, etc), and. the position. th,at the PCBs found in tile. fi~h could not, be. attriput~qJo sedim~nts" ,Due 
to the fact thattheioxidaJion stat~ ofchro(lli4QJ '!Vas n;evElr mEl~sured anp.~hiss)t~"was.q knoWP9[sP9sal 
area 'please 'retaih chforhium as aCOC. ' In 'regafdS' '{o'PCBs;bioaccLirhLJI'ation, ,plea$e 'dElmol1strate' that 
the observed concentrations in the various media would not result in the levels' obserVed in the fish, and 
as such the concentrations observed in the fish are due to other sources. 

I~~, '.'{?,;;!;~.,\;,.-" .~-:_ \',.'1~~.. " 

Response: Chromium has been removedfrom Table 6-4 as it Wa$,not identified,a~ aCOPC:.infish 
tissue during the RI: (pet·Table· 6;'38()n~e" R( and~$' .rot~dI:>Y' epA; in' 'thejr~pecmc. C'omlTl,eQtAt23 
on :theSRI). Regarding P0Bs, footnofe' '4"~sb~~n~~el~~~~t HowElv~r! PCBs.i\lnd pesticid~~:.w~r,e 
not identified as COCs in 'sii~soi'. or>groUridVl{~te.r.' \Beca(J~e,p~sticides ~repre~e,nt in b,a~k9n;»unf;l 
s~clime~t'and were notdetected~a~ high ~~n~~'~tr~~}ii~r~)n: ,~,i,i~,~!)'~tl,~~~~:i.~t5i:~~~i(;)!, 0tp~~ti.q,i~~~i,n 
site sediment appears to be consistent With n'ormal historical use of pesticides In wetland areas. 
The site pond w~uld be an f'ccumu,I,~tioI'lPQint ,for 1)!~tQric~pr,aying ill tl)e ~P,9rac;ll~ntWf:tla,nd$ 
and ;'would 'affect .'th:e;pSri{f 'JiSh 'a,~6brtlill~I('\:*ifu(!a,rjY"P9~d'~edimenf.W~:)l'1I~', ~e'expe~t~c;I te;> 
accumulate PCBs ftom~'upg'radielitareas'over lirtre': 'As' rioted iii response t6 Comment #24,fish in 

ifetra Tech CTOWE19 



Deerfield Pond maybe expectedtoa,cc.umulate 9reflter q!,Jantities of pesticides and PCBs because 
fishing isre~tri~te(!l at NUWC,cQrnPared,to;the refer~J)ce PQndswhere.fishing tends to remove the 
older,largerfistJ, 

',,_ • _,." ". i 

Comment 30: Page 6-4, Section 6.5, Refinement of COPCs, Table 6-5. 

The report proposes eliminating a number of COCs, which were being retained in the Phase I RI, (such 
as PAHs, pesticides, etc) based upon no documented evidence of a CERCLA release and comparison to 
background. As you are aware of the site is a known disposal area which received a wide variety of 
hazardous waste (manifests and bills of ladening are not available). As such, it is inappropriate to state 
the there is no evidence of a CERRCLA release for this site. Also, it does not appear that the background 
analysis was conducted using appropriate media (background soil samples were used for sediment 
comparison instead of using background sediment samples). Please retain COCs previously identified in 
the Phase I RI for the FS/PRG process. 

Response: Regarding the COPC refinement process, please refer to the response to 
Comment #21. Regarding pesticides, please refer to the response to Comment #24. Regarding 
sediment background, please refer to the response to Comment #23. The footnotes in Table 6-5 
have been revised to clarify the background data set that was used for each media. 

Further, an updated statistical evaluation has been performed for arsenic and chromium in stream 
sediment which demonstrates that the detected concentrations of these two constituents in 
stream sediment are consistent with background conditions (see Attachment A). 

Comment 31: Page 6-4, Section 6.5, Refinement of COPCs, Table 6-5. 

The approach employed for selecting COCs for sediments in regards to ecological risk needs further 
refinement in regards to the use of background values and analysis of data. These issues may be 
resolved in the PRG process. Please include in the report to be carried to the PRG process the COCs 
(including TPH) which exceeded the screening values. 

Response: Regarding the process of the refinement, please refer to the response to 
Comment #21. Regarding Table 6-5 (ecological COPCs), a Probable Effects Concentration 
quotients (PEC-quotient), or similar approach, may be considered during the PRG development of 
the FS in order to capture the chemicals with the best association with toxicity (as discussed at 
the April 14, 2011 technical meeting). TPH was not included in the Chapter 6 tables because it 
was not identified as a COPC in the risk assessments; however, TPH may be addressed during the 
PRG development in the FS as a chemical-specific ARAR. 

Comment 32: Page 6-4, Section 6.5, Refinement of COPCs, Table 6-6. 

The following contaminants were listed as "Chemicals Retained as Chemicals of Concern" in the Phase I 
RI in Table 6-38; however, they are not included in Table 6-6: 

Soil: Arsenic, Naphthalene, Total Aroclors; "Carcinogenic PAHs" should be listed instead of 
"Benzo(a)anthracene, Benzo(a)pyrene, Benzo(b)fluoranthene, Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, 
and Indeno(1 ,2,3cd)pyrene" 

Groundwater: Bromomethane, Chloroform, Benzo(b)fluoranthene, Dieldrin, Aluminum, Antimony, 
Arsenic, Barium, Beryllium, Chromium, Copper, Iron, Manganese, Thallium and Zinc 

Sediment: Arsenic and Carcinogenic PAHs 

Please retain these COCs forward to the FS/PRG stage for further evaluation. 
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Response: The purpose of Tables'6:.t1Hhrough 6-5 isito eliminate'the constituents that do' not 
exceed background oracceptablerislt,:,based vaILies'fromthe'lisfofCOCs beHl9 carried forward to 
the FS for PRG development. Table 6-6 has been updated in accordance with'the"responses to 
RIDEM and EPA comments. 

" ), 
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Note: PGDN was nori:detecl. 

Telra Tech 

TABLE 1 
ANALYTICAL RESULTS (DETECTIDNS IN SOIL),ll/2212010 

SITE 8, NUSC DISPOSAL AREA 
NAVAL !jTATION !-IEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Page 1011 

Dark Shading· Exceeds RSL; Boldfllalic· Exceeds DEC; Llghl Shading· Detecled; U • Not Detected; 
J . Quantitallon is approximate; R • Rejected; NA • Not Analyzed CTO WE19 



Introduction 

ATTACHMENT A 
Background Comparisons 

May 2011 .. 

The comparative statistical method was used to compare arsenic anp chromium.soil,and stream 
sedim~l1t data from Site 08, NUS¢ Disposal Area to the appropriate Newport background clata.. 
set. The cornparative method utilizes several statistical techniques' t,o compare site and 
backgro(inddata .. For the soil evaluations,the site data were compared to the backgroundda,ta 
of: the same soil type. The soil types that were found at' Site 08 along' with their abbreviations are 
liste,dbelow: ' .... .. 

ri(jn~hydricPittstown silt and loam (PmB) 
, non-hydric Stis$ing silt an~loam (Se) 

. The comparis()n of the. site datawfihthe background datc:J.inv()lve,gi~jgraphical evaluation and a 
hYP?t9~$!$)(3,.§y~Otnparing ·th;~··~ean/medign c~~centrad~~~~iW~~'fgy~phical evaluati~n co~~isted 
of visual inspection of boxplots,;normal probablhtypl()t§iJ~a,n~.hlstograrns. T..hegraphlcal displays 
are,pre,sented aUhee~dO'f the section. The statistica(packages ,R\:i~rsior'l 2.9.2 and PrQUCL 
version 4.1 wereu.s,ed to conduct the statistical evaluations. Thefinahconclusions for Site 08 soil 
and' ,stream sediment background c0triparis'ons' are presentEilc:f ,in. Tables A-1 and A:'2, 
respectively. . ,. 

·St~ti$ticaITechnigues 
- -, -

Bo}(pl()ts show the central tengency, dsgre$ of symmetry;tange of varlatipn, 'and pptentialoutliers 
9f 'a.da,Ja s.et..Th.edatCl.s.~t .•. !$ishow~ .. ~~:a·r~qlc:J.rgYJClrgQ~dh~J;reR~~'~ents tre. middle5Q percent 
,oftheqata'; .The uppe~valiJ~,'Q'fthe'PQx represerit$Ythe!;,15tl1.p'ertentileand the lower value'of the 
box repr~$~nts the2qthperc'entile. Themedian is represented by the,tniddle line in the box;.BPX 
plots for. thesarn.e analyte were plotted on the same graph. Theplot§wereivisually inspec::tedto 
see which data sets look similar and which dnesdiffered. Partici.JJadlttenti¢h was paid to see if 
the median from one data setfeil withfn the 75th and 25th percentile range of the other data sets. 

, "<,, 

., Probal;lility plots' are a useful ·first step for visually co~~a~ing tw~ delta sets in a si.ngle graph. If 
the;~itf3;and baqk@r()unddi5t(ibutions"Wl3ie~e}(§GtlyiCl,eiJlt1c'al;ifthe~'p.hDUed valuE)s }nJould lie on a 
straighlline thr()ugh theorigin./ Deviations from this lin$ show the-differences bstween the two 
distributions. .If;the site and· b~()kground distributions' are similar, theh the scattefillgof the two 
da~~l?et$,wjllj?l3, mlxect '!lf4,here,)$ grouping oJthe two' data' sets"fflen . data sets are most likely 
diff~H:mt. . ";'" .' \ .. ' .. .. . '.. '. 

If the graphical evaluation described above could nat deterl11i!19 JA~nhesite'data are above or 
bef6,w the baCkground data, then an appr()priate hypotHesis test cOllJparingthe mean/median 
c()I'JCentration was conducted. The Two Sample T-test, Wilcqxon HankSum:test, Gehan test, the 
Two Spmple Proportion Test, Quantile Test; and Slippage Testwefe\j~ed td determine if the site 
data are greater'than the background data. A five percertsignificancelevel.was used for all the 
hypothesis tests. . '.' 

_, / 0." • ..' "_ > 

The Two Sample T-Test tests)o( a~ djfferenGe between tWo populations means When it can be 
assWl1ed that the data are approximately n()rmally distritiu,tfJd or samplesizE?s are large'enough 
(m ahd nat least 30) and the data are all detected; If the .v~ariances· dt;the two da,ta sets are not 
equal than theTwo Sample T Test with unequal variance was computed. The null and alterna.tive 
hypotheses were: . 

Tetra Tech 

Ho: Site Average;::: Background Average + Background Standard Deviation 
HA: Site Average < Background Average + Background Standard Deviation 
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. . '. . 

The, WiI9?*on,~qf)~-Sum(WRS) nonparp.rnetrictest is. ~sed to)est fpr~~ differe~ce between 
~edi~n. ¢onc:ertratjqqsbe.t,ween. two indepenshmt, pop!-,Iations ... The WRStest vyasusee;iwhen the 
d~ta. W,ere. notriQrmaHy qistriqutedat;ld t.here" Y'~~e 1~13~. thp.nt,~ree reportjng ,limits if non-detected 
~oncentrationsw~repres,~nt. .The nui! andalternat[ve, bypotheses wer.s: • .' '<:.' , 

! >.'- :; ',,--'\ . - '- . . ' . ,-, 

He:, Site M,edlan ;:: BGlckground Msqip.+ f;lGlCkgroufld ,Siq.~qard'D,eyi8:t.iQn<, 
HA:Site Med.ian < !3ackgroundMediql) :r Sac~ground Standard Deviation 

: <.". '. "',,' . • c ' < " -.- , :0 ~ ~ , '. •• " 

The Gehan nonparametric test is used to test for a difference between median ,GonGentrations 
betwElen twoin9ElpeQdent PoPuliltions .•. The Geh,an: te,s! g~n ,.~\3 uss.P whe,n th,e ;packgrq!-,!nd Qrsite 

, d9~~s¢t~, 90rltpihr;npltiple n6n:detept~ with ,.different rel?,9:';ting)imits, The.,(pe,ha(l test '!VP$ l;Jsed 
,livhenJh,~,nqqd~t~Cts}1~d more ,than thr~f;l, reporting, Jimits.The, n~"anq ,altem?t,iye hypotbeses 
were: 

", i :;,'. " ~ 

< ." ' ••• ' ,. .' • ".. ." ,<' I"i'" ,',:;,. 
;H~::<~iteryfeqj,~n:~!3aq'kgrQyq~ MEl9ia ~~f;lac;kgr:QYnd'StiiindardDev,iation, " , 

, HA,: ,Siite f\I1tldiiitn '),l?ackgrQund Medi<:t!1 t!3~gk,grqUl")d.S~q.ndardPeviCition 
~,.,' ,H:, .. r: (:;" .. ,". ,::: ._:~{:. '~"~~; '. ,.,. '" .,,' ,_' ·~l·:~Y;;',,,,,' !i 

'T~~<PU~~W~ ~e,~t)~.H9~~to 1geqtif~'}re: differenc~s in,the right. ta,i.ls5l,f ,t/;)es!te, an~ b9ckgro\J~d 
· ?lsJrlb'rltlons~.,,~hll;l rnaybe.,regluded a;s detec.tJrlg .If the v~I.LJe$.' In JhE3 nght-tg.llof ,the' site 

. 'pdpulation art3' greater'than the right-tail onlle background distribution. If the quantile;tes! found 
the right tail of the site data to be larger than the right tail of the background data it was concluded 
that the site concentrations are greater than background. The null and alternative ,hypothesis 

\lVere: < 'i ' ' 

',80: Right'railQf Sit~,Datc;t,Set SRigf1rTii\ilofth~;Sackgrou.ndDataSet .... 
HA:Hight TaiLoftqe Site pataSet.>,Right TaiLof:thEl~ackground D9ta Set·, 

I " ' . -> - ,. 

the .Slippage, test is u~Jd' tc> tes.t fpr a shift t~th~ ri~ht ,iQthe ,extr~rlJe 'right-tail ,ofth~site, vers~s 
theb~ckgroun~CPllcentratioll$,";This',isequivalent to asking if a set of the largest V91ues,of the 
site 'dist;'ibution~are larg'er than the maximum value of the background distribution,lfth.e :slippage 
test found the extreme right tail of the site data to be larger than the background data it was 
concluded that the site concentrations are greater than.backgrou.nd;, The Iilull aqdalternative 
hypothesis were the same as for the quaritile fest. '. ., .. c, '." 

"Sulnnlary of'GraphicaiEvall.lati6nSurface S'oil. 
• ~ ~ .' • ", , " • > ~ ~'. "'," - ,. " , • 

, ,): 

Arsenic I"m'S .... ..... " . .... ." .• '. ." . . .' .' ". , 
Th~ boxPldiMsho~ tr(a,t ,the, sife:a~s~riic CQ~c.entra~iolJs;p.re s)mjlar to)he bagkground'ar;senic 
·concentration$ .•... Jnis sirtiilcirity . CanJ:le seEln . by. thesit~ .~rsenic median <::oncen~ratjon. tallitJg 
~;~twe~nt~~ arsehic, ~~skg(qynd' ~e.di':in;pnd· !frpeX9~n,tile .. There are three $ite,Qut~iersthat 
are shifted' above the background maximum concentration. Jhe.,nof:ll1al quantile;r:luantlle (Q~Q) 
plot shows a mixing of the two data sets throughout the majority of the combined data set; 
however, the largest five concentrations are from the site data set. The overlapping histograms 
also show that the two. datGl. sets ar,esimilar. with, thE:), exception of the . fiYe, , JGlrgest , site 
c~~c~n~r~ti9n~., T~~.siilliJ!3.rjty 'ot th.e majority g'fth~tyVo'clat~ setsQan'be~een: by lhebackground 
histogram fallirig witHinth~first bin of ,the site, h!§togram. :BaseGl' .Gln the Visualr examination-' it 
appears thMthemqjoHty. QftheSit~, Q8 ar~f;ln:i.G coOcentratiqp$.fror;nPmB soils are,similartothe 
· background .. 9rsenic. PmS'Soils;hqw.eyer,· H1~re .. maybe" so.me(,Sit~, ,0,8 ·§amples that areinot 
· r~p,r1;s,ent~tiv~<?fb!3.CkfJn~u~~ cphditkkls(t'iYe 'J'1.~9,est~onc~n.tratiQns). '. . ., '" 

,'. , 
. , : :',-! , i _,~! '<;'! l \ 

~itsiehiBS~;·~. . .... : •. '.... ....' .. "';i,i,. .'. ".;.:. • .•..• ",.' i"" 
'~h,~'< .~Rx,p'I?ts sHa"lJ ,.m~~J9f1;Rlte!~r~eQic ·¢'<>9<?~f1tn:lti9.n~ ,aria js,l~ila,rJ(),,the; backgrou~d,ar,senic 
'concentrations. Tnls slmllanty can be seen by the S,ltEU:I.r$enlo,rnegl~nconcentr!3.t)on,:falling 
between the arsenic background median and the 75th percentile. There are two site outliers that 
are shifted above the background maximum concentration. The normal Q-Q plot shows a mixing 
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of the two dat~, sets throughout the majority of the combinecjdata set; however, t~e largest 
concentration is' from the site data set and is elevated above the rest of the combined data set. 
Theoverlappihg histogramsal$O show that the two data sets are similar with'thl:lexcep~!cm of the 
largestsite concentration. The similarity of the majority of the, two data sets carl be seen bithe 
two histograms having s'imilarran'ges of concentrations arid Doth being skewed right. Baseelon 
the visual examination it appears that the majority of. the Site 08 arsenic concentrations from Se 
soils are similar to· the baekgrbund arsenic Sesoils however there maybe, one $ite 08 sample 
that is not represen'tative of background'conditions (largest concent'rations). ' , 

Chromium PmB 
TheooxplotsSlidw ·that 'the site C:;~roniii.Jm'9oi;centrations are shifted . slightly above the 
background chromiurtrconcentrations.( This shift can be seen' by the' site'qhrqmiull1 mecjian 
contentratioh being greaterthah the cl1'romiurtr background 75th percentile: The' normal Q:qplot 
shows a slight separation of the data sets; more of the Site 08 concentrations fall in the upper tail 
while more of the background concentrations faU in the 10wenCiiLThE),overlapp,ing histograms 
also show' that the site;' chrO'mium' concentratiphs 'are ,shiftecfaQove the background 
concentrations.] The background histogram appears' fo bea subset6f the Site 08 histogram. In 
each of the plots, the maximum Site 08 concentration, fallswel!ab8v~, th~Lrest of. ,the 
concentrations (Site o(background).Bas'edon the visual exahlinatibn,' itl:lppeElts tllqt the $it~08 
chromium concentrations from PmB soils are shifted slightly above the. bac~grOl.irid 'c~romlHm 
PmBsoils. '" "", '.' , 

OhromiumSe .' .' 
The boxplots show that the site chromium concentrations are shifted slightly above the 
background, chromium concentrations. This shift can be s~en by the. ?ite c~romium median 
concentration being greater than the chromium background 75th percentile. ''r,here are also three 
site potential outliers that are' elevated above the background data set The normal Q-Q plot 
showsa slightseparation of the data sets; more of the Site O~ concentrcdions fall in the uppeqail. 
The overlapping histograms have a similar shape. Based 6n the visual examination, it appears 
that the Site 08 Chromium concentrafions trom Se soils are shifted slightly above the background 
chromium Se soils. . , ' ,.' ",' 

Sinnmary of Graphical Evaluation 'Stream Sediment 
Arsenic . . 
The boxplots show that the site sediment arsenic concentrations are similar to the bac~ground 
concentrations. This similarity can be seen by the medianconcenfrations b'eing roughly equal. 
The normal Q-Q plot shows that the arsenic Site 08 and background concentratio[lsare simi,lar. 
The similarity of the two data sets is show by the mixing of the two data ~et~ throughol,lt an!;ithe 
rough linearity ,of the' plot The overlapping histograms~re'bothroughly bell shaped and have 
similaNallgesof concentrations indicating that thEi two data sets are ,similar. Based on the visual 

o examination" 'it appears that'the Site 08 arsenic sediment C6r'lcentra,tiohs are similar to the 
background arsenic concentrations. . . " , 

Chromium " , '.,' ,', ," ., ,'. ..... '. ,.' 
The boxplotsshow that the site sedirilentchrorniOm concentrations are similar to the bac~ground 

: concentrations. This similarity cim o8'seen' by the Site 08 median concentration falling between 
thebackgrouna25th percentile and the' median concentratioh.' The ,norma" Q~Q illC>t shows .. that 
the chromium, Site 08 andbackgroundconcentratioflS ate similar. THe similarity of the two d~ta 
sets·isshoW by,the,tnixlfig'ofthe two data sets. The o"etlappinghistogra,ms are both rqughly b~1I 
shaped and have similar ranges of con'centrations 'ihdicating that the; two data sets are similar. 
Each of the three plots indicate that there is one background concentration that is eleva,tecL~pOV€l 
the rest of the data sets (Site08 or the remaining backgrouncLqpncentrations).. Based'qri Jhe 
visual' examination, it appears' that the Slte'08 chl'<Jm'ium sedimentc6ncentrationsare'similar to 
the background chromium'concentrations." i " . , ,: " , '" :" 
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Soil TYpe Parameter 

ARSENIC 
.PmB CHROMIUM 

se 
ARSENIC 

CHROMIUM 

Tetra Tech 

Site FOD I BaCkgro~li TOIaI_::_-:_I·,s_i~'MaXimu~ 
nd FODFOD'-' .', ", Detected 

',:' co.nce\~tration 
31/31 44144 7SI'7S 90 
31/31 44144 7S 1 75' -,.64.' 

233/233 36/36 269/269 122 
233/233 36136 269/269 103 

Site Maximum 
Non Detect 

Concentration 

Background 
Maximum 
Detected 

23,S 
21.3 
71.7 
28.2 

TABLE A-' 
SOIL BACKGROUND COMPARISONS 

SITE 08, NUsC DISPOSAL AREA 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Background 
Maximum 
Nondetect 

s~e 

Distribution 

NOflparametric 
NO.!JQarametric 
Nonparametric 
Nonparametric 

Background 
Distribution 

Normal 
Nonparametric 
Nonparametric 
NO...!!E..arametric 

Hypothesis 
Test 

WRs 
WRs 
WRS 
WRS 

p-value Quantile Test Slippage Test Conclusion 

0,0397 I Site Greater Bacl<ground Site Greater Bac~ound Site Greater Bac~ound 
0,517 ISite Greater Bacl<grolJnd ·Slte Greater Bac~ound Site Greater Ba~~ound 

7.7SE-10 I Site Within Bacl<ground S~e Within Back.Qround Site Within B"2i<9'0und 
@236'17S~",;Within Background Site G-reater Bifckground Site Greater Ba~ound 

.,-:;,: /.-

'.,;' 
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Site Maximum Site Maximum 
Background 

Parameter SiteJ'OD 
Background' Total 

Detected Non Detect 
Maximum. 

FOD, FOD Detected 
Concentration Concentration 

Concentration 
,-

ARSENIC 32/32 24/28 56/60 18 - 34-4 
CHROMIUM 32/32 28L~~_ 6QL§,O_ ~7,7 '- - 81,5 

Tetra Tech 

TABLE A-2 
SEDIMENT BACKGROUND COMPARISONS 

SITE 08, NUSC DISPOSAL AREA 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Background 
Maximum 

Site Distribution 
Background 

Nondeteet Distribution 
Concentration 

10,8 Normal Normal 
-- Nonparametric Nonpara~etric 

Hypothesis 
p-value Quantile Test Slippage Test Conclusion 

Test 

Gehan 4,10E-07 Site Within BackQround Site Within BackQround Site Within Backaround 
\I{flS 1,92E-10 Site __ Within Background Site Within Background Site Within Background 
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