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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,

\ g_[z 5,,«
James Ropp, PE.

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 (w/ encl. — 1 hardcopy, 1 CD)
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P. Steinberg, Mabbett (w/ encl. — 2 hardcopies)
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K. Munney, USF&W (w/ encl. — 1 hardcopy)
S. Parker, Tetra Tech (w/ 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 encl.)

File G02124-3.2 (w/o encl.), G02124-8.0 (w/encl. — original) Tatea Tach
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Navy Responses to EPA Comments (dated January 20, 2011) on the ="
Draft Technical Memorandum, Supplemental Remedial lnvestlgatlon (SRI) for
A Slte 08 NUSC Dlsposa ?‘Area (dated Decembe: 2010): ,

May 13 2011

; General Comments

There is"no flgure corresp_ ndm
Please add a frgure showmg the’1

Flgures 3- 2 through 3 6 showmg concentrat!o

-,'Response Agreed A correspondm' fig
«has been added -

SRHERICE

L For clarity;’ please ‘indicdte-on a"f‘lgure;whlcﬁ 'wells are com _eted
overburden (or overburden/bedrock). a ’ '

Response:’ “Agreed. Anote has“”’een addedf‘?"‘«"

%‘ffResponse:a Agreed “A'generally- h-south’ trendrng cross Sectlon,‘ t v C
concentrations in groundwater, has been developed for the Building 179 area ‘(lncluded as
Flgure 6-2 of the SRI) _Plume contours arevless distinct for. other chlorinated VOCs and those data

fResponSe Agreed. Additional
‘invacdordance: with ‘the*letter Work" ‘plan ‘provided ‘on March 2, 2011, as.
discussions with EPA and RIDEM on March 9-10, 2011. Results will be provrded ina technlcal
memorandum planned for Ma 20141< and wrll be mcorporated i to.,the revrsed draft: FeaS|b|||ty
;Study (FS) P , o g

5. Nelther the characterlzatlon 8t the TCE' ih the Ndith M -
Building 179 plume bounds the contammatlon at depth. While here may be plau3|ble arguments to

. support the contention that co ion is unllkely to have
7 (eigs-information’ about vé
. -advanced:in thé' mémorandu
..:'f"'characterlzatlon to bound the

Response Comment noted The conceptual site model (CSM) for the North Meadow and the
Building 179 Pliumev will »be updated_ln thekFS §ee also the response to. Specrﬂc Comment #3,
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Specific Comments:.

‘ Pa e 2 4' Sec on 2 4 Construc’uon of Monltonn Wells . The text states that North Meadow bormgs
for MW-127B"ahd MW-128B weére terminated after encountermg high- yielding fractures when
advanced to depths of 44 ft bgs and 51 ft. bgs, respectively. It was determined that these
transmissive intervals “likely correspond to the fracture set with the dissolved VOC plume.” This
presupposes that all of the contaminant transport of concern is confined to a single fracture or.closely
spaced fracture set. It is noted that there are two locations in the North Meadow (MW- 117B and

MW 118B) vyhere weII couplets are avallable and these;. both..show. TCE. at comparable

71170 =291t bgs 140.ppb) and
MW-117D2 (29 ~ 39 it bgs; 130 ppb) MW- 118D1 (27 37 ft bgs; 200 ppb) and MW-118D2 (35 —
45 ft bgs; 160. ppb)). These ocatgons seem to. confirm.that the, TCE can.invade. fractures:at multiple

" depths; including at” least one‘depth below the first (shallowest) transmissive fracture ‘encountered.
The current characterization leaves open the question of whether or not the TCE contamination has
~_penetrated to greater depth.. Please note that some potentlal remedla -actions may, require additional

" "chatacterization to bound the TCE concentration at depth. e TR S

, Response The data from the North Meadow d
fracitire ‘
~extremely'fractured and S
weathered/fractured zones that correspondmgly have the highest hydraullc conductwrty Due to
the yield of the fracture zone encountered in MW-127B and MW-128B, it |syclear‘that.;th|s Zone has
~extremely hlgh , erefore, rou,ndj\iv, t
‘thig fractuire zone. ' This additional information con irms the C: |
2010). The major fracture encountered in these two wells is the major north/south trendlng
bedrock fracture zone that IS the prlmary mlgratlon:pathway for.the. chlorrnated solvents thatis

ot suggest. plume(s) travelmg in. discrete

As dlscussed daring ‘the Aprll 14, ‘2011 technical meetlng,’
uncertainty in the total depth of the plume; however, based on the CSM, the identified bedrock
fract_ure zone |s the rlmary rout f contaminant transport and the, dlscharge is;to Deerfleld Pond.

2. Paqe 2% Section 3:1.1, North'M ow — Groundwater: It is notable that fairly high concentrations ‘of
TCE were detected at MW-118D1 (27 — 37 ft bgs; 200 ppb) and MW-118D2 (35 — 45 ft bgs; 160 ppb), -
~ which is located near the upgradi ’ i s 1it, lgnown,;~sw-hether_orv,-‘not-,;there was
T hlstorlcal waste dlsposal in thlS ‘ g T e

-118D1ID2 are Iocated

w where | ; rred (e g -TCE was detected at

1,200 ug/L in: MW T 288) Therefore, the detected conce Hr ,tlons in MW-118 are associated: with

downgradlent plume migration from the North Meadow, whlch is conS|stent W|th the CSM
presented in the RI e : - : s

3. Page53 2. 'Section” 31 1, No‘r’th”Mea‘doW'—"‘G’r‘o'L'mdwater The text notes, “TCE concentratlons
decreased with depth,” which is supported by the data for MW-117D1/D2, which show 0.14 mg/L
shallow and 0.13 mg/L deep, and data for MW-118D1/D2, which show 0.20 mg/L shallow and
0.16:mg/L deep. It is noted, however, that these decreases with depth are small, possibly within the
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-expected . repeatability . of - the - sampling ~and analysis.’ It remains.: unknown at what depth the
~_contamination mlght fall beIow water-quahty cnterla (eg the MCL) T , :

h 'Flesponse It is agreed that the concentratlon dlfferences observed W|th depth ‘are small and may
be within the expected repeatability of the sampling and analysis. This observation is consistent
W|th the . ,CSM y _whrch |dent|f|es‘ wbedrock |n .the . North .eadow as : being highly

plume L ] se prowde a map shownng 1 _-TCA detectlons |n the supplemental samplmg, mcludlng
those for newly installed bormgs MW- 1298 and MwW- 1308

{ :roundwater Brodeqradatlon/Natural Attenuatlon
- Parameters Overburden and Bedrock Groundwater _This . subsection :indicatesi that - conditions

favoring anaerobic reductive dechlorination are W|despread throughout this area. EPA notes that the
..., biodegradation/natural attenuation. parameters were; measured:i in only 8 of the 6 bedrock weIIs ahd 3

] ] However two. -of the
ove' urden/bedrock“ Is, elded madequate ewdence of natural attenuatlon and:the MNA score for
""the ‘third ‘was ‘limited’ evrdence Please, consider .revising-this- discussion ‘to::acknowledge  that

conditions favoring anaerobic reductlve dechlorlnahon are not W|despread but do occur |n parts of thls
area, m the bedrock S T R v .

Responsﬂ; 'The ) eferenced sectlon |s an accurate descrlptlon of the data collected in the 2010 SRI.
“Natural attenuation data also were evaluated and. presented in.the R| report-and-additional:natural
attenuation data were collected during March 14-18, 2011. An updated evaluatlon of natural
attenuatlon at the site will. be provided inthe FS.. .. .. o4 RO ' et

On January 25 2011 EP p ovrded thelrkMNA scormg worksheet as a supplement to thelr

] 2mi 1998 [I ,PAIGOOIR 98/128] Please note that the Navys
‘pre erred ‘a proach is to develop a welght-of-ewdence analysis whlch is consistent with'EPA
guidance, but without the numerical scoring system. More recent guidance documents such as
“Natural Attenuation for Groundwater Remediation” (National Research:Gouncil; 2000) state ‘that
the S|mpl|f|ed scorlng system should not be used. Rather, there should be more emphasis on

f h “as_temporal -and .spatial trends that show .decreasing. coc
"nt blodegradatlon products comparlson of COC and daughter ,

condltlons are favorable for. contmued degradatlon
vhi ) e consistent with the weight:of évidénce approach

erf " ing. of MNA Remedles forVOGs_in::Groundwater? (EPA/600/R-
04/027;" “April’ 2004) and “Use of MNA at Superfund RCRA Corrective Action, and UST Sites” (EPA
OSWER 9200.4-17P, Aprll 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 (after evaluating the-March 2011 MNA
sampling data), including analyses for the presence of bacterla needed to support reduct|ve
-;:dechlormatlon processes : ,

. ,6 Paqe 3 4 Sectlon 321 lulldlnq 179 Area s Groundwater Blodeqradatlon/Natural Attenuatlon
-~ +PatametersiOverburden and Bedrock'Groundwater: - This' subsectionrefers to “ele ¢ irc
«-7as-ansindicator- of. conditions-supportirig anaeroblc reductlve dechlorlhat|on Prowde a pointer to
:thesedata; -as ferrousiron:: does not appear ‘t6"‘be" found i’ elther Table  2-1° (Wthh tains
groundwater field paramiters;-if Fe®* was: measured in the fleld) or Table 3- 2 (groundwate
results, if Fe®* was: measured inthe’ lab):+ :

Response: ‘Agree. ; In the draft SRI;:ferrous.iron data. were’ presented- m ‘the sample log"sheets for
 the wells where it was meastired: In the: draft final SR, the new fefrous’ iron data have n
.to Table 3:2. ‘Historic groundwater: data have been added as’ an attachment to the SRI

7. Page 3-4, Section 3.2.1, Buildin 179 Area - Groundwater Biode radatlon/NaturaI Attenuatlon
Parameters: Overburden and Bedrock Groundwater: - - This subsection states that “...anaerobic
biodegradation is likely supported in localized areas.” Only one well in this subgroup (MW-7A)
supportsithis statement; while the other two for which. natural attenuatlon parameters were measured

show condltlons that are not conducwe to anaeroblc blodegradatlon

vResponse Comment noted The text was worded as such (¢ supported in locahzed areas”)

because: the one:in:three:wells. showing - faVorable condltlons was in cOntrast to bedrock
groundwater -elsewhere at:the site where* U , reductive
dechlorination -are widespread throughout: the -area...” ‘See also’ the respons ‘tor Speclflc

Comment#5. It should be noted ‘that the ‘two overburden wells showrngllo p'ot‘ential for
anaerobic biodegradation .(MW-11:and MW-12) are essentlally" de-grad|ent wells ‘outside the
chlorinated ethéne plume (see Table 3:2of the draft SRI)." The Iack of chlorlnated ethene
detectlons int these wells contrlbutes, in part to the Iower MNA scormg

8 Page 3 5, Sectlon 3 2 2, Bwldmg 179 Area SO| The text indicates that 2 of the 3 soil borlngs were
installed in backfill material and the Navy will remobilize to coltect additional soil samples to confirm
the successful removal ‘of .the ‘contaminated-soil from the former UST area Prowde a, chedule
this. resampllng effort and submlssmn of: thls data P

Response The re-s ampllng of B179 SBZ and B179 SB3 was® completed on November 22 2010
The results have been mcorporated lnto the drajt f,lnaI:§l3I :rncludrng the SRI rlsk evaltl,l.atron“

.. Page - ingr 185and North Meadov
Blodegradatlon Parameters: Thé text |n this’ subsechon states that fe ous iron was not detected at

- MW-101B,. eIevated at MW 1038 and negl|g|ble at MW 1058 Prowde a pomter to these f rous

“iron data: [T

‘Response See the response to Speclflc Comment # 6

AR

two (MW-101B: and MW= 1053) sho ‘
. .overinterpreted-due to the ‘sparse’ ‘data, b ]
~.be W|despread in.this area.- This shouldﬂbe stated clearly in the text

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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. 11 ‘R;. e 42 Sectio;ni,>4.-1§z'iS‘c,’reenih; ﬁ,l'-e\rets.for Groundwater:.~»
Intrusion RSLs as used in Table 4-10 (see footnote 7).

Add anothérﬁbUIIet‘for’ Region:1's* Vapor

-.Response: The- EPA Vapor Intrusion: Regional- Screening Levels (RSLs):have been clarlfled as
requested. g

12. Section 4.2; Selection of COPCs: it is:Region-1's practice to divide the.non-cancer RSLs'by.10 to Use
for screening non-cancer COPCs to account for cumulative adverse effects from muitiple
contamlnants “Therefore;ithe .non:cancer screenlng Ievels at Hl 0 1 ofthe: non cancer- RSLs should

always be used for.screening CORCs.. g ey ek et vn B s

. Response:: They were calculated.using 0.1:in the draft SRI. The confusion may.be from Tables 4-1
- and 4-2 which, had listed the unadjusted RSLs The adjusted RSLs are presented |n these two
. tables in the draft final SRL:-. oo i W :

13. Page 4-3 and 4-4, Section 4.2, Selection of COPCs, Overburden Bedrock Interface Groundwater:
.+....~Note that 91,1-CA” needs 4o be changedo:“1;1:DEA™in the 2! paragraph of this: subsection:*:In the
. text, 1, 1 DCA is: reported as;a;constitugnt net retained: ds:a-COPGC in: the :RI:Report:(January: 2010)
’ +is. also -reported.-herejas: not-retained .as .a:COPC in‘the’ Rl Report. However,
A, s DCA and" g propylbenzene: were.both-retained-as COPCs. in. Tables:6+14i‘and :6:19 of the Rl
... Report . Further,- 1,1:DCA: was- retained. as:-a.COC:and listed:in. Table:'6:38' of the' RI; although
Isopropylbenzene was not considered a.COC and-was not listed:in:Table 6:38: Please" revise thetext

to address these errors.

Response; The typographlcal error on page 4-3 has been corrected o

Te e . wel retalned as groundwater COPCs in the overburden-
, ( e).. ‘Page 4 4 of the SRI (Bedrock Groundwater) correctly: identifies 1;1-DCA as a
groundwater‘COPC in bedrock groundwater. Table 6-38 of the Rl lists 1;1- DGA as:a COC under
the re5|dent|al scenarlo m which bedrock groundwater would be used. G

?14 Page 4-4‘ Sectlon 42 Se‘ect/on of COPCs Bedrock Groundwater In the 1 paragraph of this
subsect/on correct “ based on tap Water RSLs and MCLs IS presented in Table 4-9.”

Response The' typographlcal error will be corrected

15. Page 4-6 Sectl_on 4.3, Com ’anson of Concentratlonsvto EPGCs used | |n HHRA Subsurface Soil; The
1 C tion' § timate: calculated for all receptors would be within

the EPA’S target nsk-range if EPCs for data collected duiring the supplemental investigation were
evaluated.” Please clarify. Reference the data and calculations that support this statement. . ls the
Navy referring to the combined data set : 'ntal data alone" Does the data set referred
10 herealnclude the «sam| Ies?taken of (

v and adult reS|dents exposed to the ldentlfled COPCs in the s
samples would be within EPA acceptable levels.” ' Pléase:
calculations that support this: statement:+ Since metalsiwere the major ‘contfibutors’ {6 noncancer risks
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in the Rl data set and metals were not analyzed in the supplemental data set, how were metals
... -accounted- for? . Note that the supplemental data set alone is not adequate to represent a
groundwater decision unit area. :

..Response: The referenced sentence has been deleted.The séntence referred only to the SRl data
set.

.17. Page 4-9 Sect/on 4 5 Summa Table 4- 12 should be dlscussed and' re/ferenced here

: Response The table is flrst clted ‘on. page 4:2: and dlscussed thereafter ‘In Sectlon 4 5 (Summary),
the reference to Table 4-10 in the first paragraph has been chariged:to Table 4-12.° :

18. Page 5-1, Section 5.1, Sediment: This is ‘one of 'several places in‘the-SRI-repoit’ where chemical
detections. are attributed to laboratory contamination. “It'would be helpful to support this claim’ with
field or laboratory blank data indicating the presence of these chemicals; or a reference’to a validation
report in WhICh thls flndlng was made

Response There are two places in the SRI where chemlcal detectlons are consrdered Iaboratory
_artifacts (carbon disulfide:is: méntioned on page 5-1 ‘and 2-butanone is mentioned on page 5-2).
Both. of these. compounds (and others) were detected:in laboratory blanks during the SRI.- Carbon
-disulfide was detected in: laboratory blanks associated with'SDG-WE19-2 and SDG WE19- 10 and
2-butanone was detected in laboratory blanks associated with SDG-WE19 3. The data valldatlon
- reports have beenadded as an.appendix to the draft final SRI'report.”~ * °

19. Page 6-3, Section 6.4, Risk Assessment, Tables:
e For 1,1,1-TCA, the reportilists the RI Data Range ‘as 0.4-1600 ug/L and indicates that this can be

dropped as COPC since the SRI data is within Rl data range. The Rl Report, Tables 6-12 and
'6-14; show-the 1,1,1-TCA range as 0.4-4 ug/L (not up to’ 1600) Therefore the argument
presented:is'invalid. ‘Similarly, for 1,1-DCE, the’ report Itsts the RI'Data Range as'0.5-79 ug/L and
this contaminant can be dropped since thé SR datais ‘within Rl data n e. The R Report
Table 6-14, lists the'1,1:DCE range as 0.5-7° ug/L (not 79) Again, the argument is mvahd,.t
of these: constituents™ ‘have- concentrattons well over the MCLs and EPA requests that bothjbe
“retained as COCs. - ‘
EPA agrees that 1,1,2- Tnchoroethane does not need to be carried forward as a COC for the FS
For cis-1,2-DCE, the data presented for. Rl Data Range is again inconsistent with the Rl Report,
‘Table 6-14, which’ shows the range as 0. 3:26 ug/L (not up to 68) in additioh, the SRI data range
is a bit off from Talsle 4-10°0f'SRI which ‘shows 0.37-26 ug/L. Once corrected the data remain
similar in both the Rl and SRI. EPA agrees that this constituent does.not need. to be carried
forward as a COC for the FS. R ‘ ' -
* As noted above, Isopropylbenzene was a COPC in Rl but then dropped as.a COC.. EPA agrees
=« that Isopropylbenzene does not need'to be ¢a led fonNard as a COC for the FS. .
e What is the baS|s forthe leenzofuran m Sorl |nformat|on that is mcIuded in the table'7

Response Responses to the above bullets are as follow . ‘

e Table 6-6 of the SRI will be cor to list 1, 1 1-TCA and 1 1 DCE ;as: COCs to be
addressed in the FS.” The in-text table on page.6 ,W|ll be corrected to.show. the. data range
used in thée HHRA to be 0.4t 4 ug/L for 1,1, 1-TCA and 0.5t0 7 ug/L for 1,1-DCE. The data

_ranges reported in the draft SRI had, lncluded data collected. from the;Building 179 area
“(see Table 4-13of the RI) which were not part of the HHRA data set.

e Agreed regarding 1,1,2-TCA.

e Agreed regardlng cis-1,2-DCE. The data range on the in-texttable will be revised to'0.3:to

26 ug/L. The detection of cls-1 2-DCE at 68 uglL was from a vapor d|ffu5|on bag sample
"(seeTable416‘oftheRl) : T sty ot : :
e ngreed rega ‘mg lsopropylbenzene ', ' e
. leenzofuran w1ll be removed from the dlscussmn on page 6*-3
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'20. Table 6-1 [Compared with Table 6-38 of the Rl Report]:
. Benzo(k)fluoranthene should be revised to-Benzo(b)fluoranthene. -
e ' Under:Hypothetical Ln‘elong Resrdents 1 1 DCA should be llsted as a COPC and chromium
t-should not be’listed. - ;
¢ EPA does not concur with the ellmlnatlon of ‘Arsenic and Manganese as COCs in groundwater
The aquifer conditions caused by Navy réleases are responsible for the elevated concentrations
of Arsenic and Manganese in groundwater and the concentrations are well above the arsenic
MCL and manganese health adVIsory level and risk" levels In addition, EPA does not concur
with -the" ellmlnatlon of Chromium®as'a COC in groundwater Unless the Navy ¢an provrde
~ speciation datato support that the Total Chromium ¢ entratlons aré not refl ctive of cr*
. EPA’s‘must'make the conservative assumptlon that t the case. ' Clirom vels are well ,
.. -above’MCLs and risk-based levels. Therefore arsenic;’ manganese and chromlum must be
. retained-as'COCs for groundwater. -~ - s e

Response Responses to the above bullets ‘are:as follow: - AT R -
'« e -Regarding -benzo(k)fluoranthene, the’ database was’ rewewed and the érror’ appears to be
.-+ on: Table 6-38 of "the ‘Rl ‘report. ' Section 4 tables from “the Rl ‘report ldentlfy the

.._-concentrations meéasured: as’ benzo(k)fluoranthene, not: benzo(b)fluoranthene ;Therefore,

" .. «=Table 6-1 6f the -SRI still lists’ benzo(k)fluoranthene : ;
- «. Regarding -the lifetime " reSIdent constltuents, 1, 1 DCA 'was ‘added ‘and chromium was
« = removed.from Table6-1.
= .e:1'Regarding the presence of arsemc and manganese above ‘MCLs
Lo ;the release at Slte 08 may have produced a chemlcal e wronment tha result

;'Jdged that
] |n elevated

moblllzatlon of arsenic and manganese from sorl to groundwater) ‘Therefore, as agreed at

the April 14, 2011 technical meeting; ‘arsenic and: manganese will be ‘considered COCs that
resulted from a secondary release at Site 08. The Remedial ‘Action to be’ ¢onducted for the
primary- release may- mitigate the chenmiical’ enwronment that causes the moblllzatlon of
arsenic and manganese .and an active reiedy:for arsenic and n nganese ‘may not be
necessary. Given the site activity and:use (e.g.; ‘industrial” with"no" drlnklng water

.. wells),;arsenic and:manganese may be. addressed through g oundwater monltormg and
. -interim:‘land ‘useé: controls supportmg the- overall Remedlal Act|o ‘rather than through
dlrect treatment o

reduce the calculated risk if: conflrmed to be | esent |n the trnval‘

t form, then |t is
B antrcnpated that chromlum would be remdved from the COC llst o ‘

21 Table 6 2 [Compared W|th TabIe 6- 38 of the RI Flepprtl
- o .Under Construction Workers; Alumlnum ‘should not be llsted

e Under Industrlal Workers Total Arochlors and Chromrum should not be I|sted and Napthalene

7. 'should be llsted A
¢ Unhder Adolescent Tresspassor Child Flecreatronal User 'Adult Flecreatronal User Lifelong
Recreatlonal User, Hypothetical Adult Resident, Hypothetrcal Child ReS|dent and Hypothetrcal

Chromium should not be listed. - ;
.10 be. 'ellmmated .as a constltuent of concern throughout thrs table as: the
e e C 'ncentratjons are similar to background.” This. conclusion is baséd on‘a
“strdight comparrson 0 ,'srte maximum, 95% UCL and -average concentration. data 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:‘concentfitions elevated above
background following appropriate statistical-procedures:™ - In.order to: further evaluate whether

... arsenic -can be. eliminated as:a COC for. soil.at.NUSC -based -on background; ‘a-higher level
statistical comparison of the site data set to the background data set should be completed. Refer
to Chapter 5 of EPA’s “Guidance for Comparing. Background and Chemical Congcentrations in Soll
for CERCLA:SItes ? September 2002 [EPA 540-R-01-003]:. P

' Response Responses to the above buIIets are as follow ;
e ‘Agreed Alummum has. been removed from the hst for constructlon workers
e Total Aroclors and chromlum have been removed from the list.for lndustrlal workers.

for thls compound Appendtx H Table 7-2 of the. RI mdlcates that naphthalene is not a
contributor. The saime table indicates that total Aroclor poses a 1E-6 risk.and -chromium
does not pose excess risk.
Agreed. Chromium was removed from the cited receptors. ..ir .. = mismeods nad s
The requested :statistical: evaluation has -been performed with: respect to arsenic in “Se”
: ‘,‘.tand “PmB” soils (Attachment A). Most of Site 08:is of the “Se”:soil type with the-exception
. of the North.Meadow area which is type “PmB”. (see: Figure:3-1 of the 2006: Background
Soil Investigation Report and Figure 4-1 of the draftfinal SRI).  The:surface and subsurface
_spil .data, (total .soil) were..compared :to; the -surface  and-'subsurface; soil: background
‘datasets (from the 2006 and 2008 background reports) for both the “Se” and “PmB” areas.
. The stati tlcal evaluatlon determined. that the .detected .arsenic concentrations are
' repre: ithin the “Se”.-soil :area, but are greater than
ble 6-2 has been updated accordmgly

‘ Carcrnogenlc PAHs should be Ilsted as COPC not jUSt benzo( )pyrene Therefore the other 6
A carcinogenic PAHs should be added to.the table; -Chromium:should: not be:listed.
. ..Since sit max;mums and site . .averages: are below the hydric: soil- background maximum and
; ,,.“.'.;average,;for both, benzo(a)pyrene and.arsenic;:EPA agrees thatthéese:constituents. do-not need to
.. _be carried forward as COCs tfoithe FS:.. However, refer to.Appendix-B:of ERA’$ “Guidance for
: Comparrng Background ang- Chemlcal Concentratrons in -Soil-for CERCLA Sltes 2 September
2002. The guidance states:
> “EPA . cautioned,. that. .eliminating. COPCs - based on: background (elther because
\ centrations are below. background levels- or. attributable to: background: sources) could
the, Ioss of important. risk information: for those potentially exposed; even though
.. .Cle may or, may. not.eliminate a source of risks caused: by backgroundlevels:” =+
> '“Specrflcally, the. COPCs wrth hlgh background cencentrations:should:be dlscussed in the risk
characterization, and if data are available, the contrlbutlon of background to site
concentrations should be distinguished.”: :- T
> “When concentrations of naturally occurrmg elements at a; S|te exceed I’ISk based screenlng
o levels, that information should be discussed qualltatrvely in the risk characterization.”
¢ ‘Therefore, the SRI should be amended to include a revision to Section 6.4,.Risk Characterization,
of the Rl addressing the potentlal rlsks caused by background Ieve]s of these constituents in
E sedlment ; iy et

the RAGS- D tables: Part Zin Appendlx H of the RI report Chromlumf has een removed from the
list. ‘Section 6.5 of the draft final SRl has been modlfled to mclude a quali tlve dlscussmn of the
»background rlsk assomated wrth benzo(a)pyrene and arsenlc in sedlment
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23. Table 6-4 [Compared with Table 6-38 of the RI Report]: R
ld ‘not sted.. thls table for any of the 3 users T_herefore, note 3 js not

. Regardlng pestlcndes and total Aroclors, EPA agrees that these contammants 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 screenlng Ievels SO

201 they would not significantly contribute to the total'site tisks. T

Response Concur Table 6-4 W|ll be revrsed accordlngly oo N
24 Table 6-5: The selectron of COCs for sediment at this site will be somewhat drffrcult for several
«. rfeasons not-seen in:'other: recent” sediment sites. At other sites, the’ Navy ‘has “done’ multrple
© regression:analyses, and:found poor dose-response’ with many of ‘the tandidate’ COPCs. ‘In_this
case;:we:see multiple chémicals with very highcorrelation between toxicity and chemlstry, arid many
of these chemicals are co-located.  Also, the subject of whether a chemical i$*“site-related” is difficult

to discern here. In the case of DD, the correlations between observed toxicity and concentration are

. good, and the'Navy has a history of using DDT for mosqurto control'in-water bodres/w“ Stla ""ds ‘on Navy
.+bases. ‘Lead, which'i$ site‘related, has relatr\iely poor correlation between toxrcrty and‘ oncentration,
yet it is co-located with many chemicals-that would seém less likély thanlead to be drrvmg ‘toxicity.
EPA believes that the best approach for setting COCs and PRGs will be to be more inclusive at this
stage, and retain candidate COPCs when ir: doubt (e:g.; ' DDx;-Chlordane) and see ‘whether, ‘at the
PRG stage, a PEC-quotient or similar approach can be used to capture the chemicals W|th the best

s association -with- toxicity.: Certainlywe “have dll three" legs- of the sediment ttiad covered hére:
- benchmark exceedences tOXIC|ty, ‘and: communlty |mpa|rment In addltron the reference Iocatlon was

background maximums. : EPA agrees that Selemum does not have to be carrled Orwald as a'COC o
- the ES for SOII B e B i t

Response It pestlmdes are: retalnedt“ln the calculatlons, then pond sed|ment‘ santp'lingf"locations
with Probable Effects Concentration quotients (PEC-Qs) greater thah® 1.0 were féund:in“the
southern, central, and northern portions of the pond (sample locations SD119, SD121, and SD125,
respectlvely) -Pond "sediment: sampling -locations with-‘élévated COPC~ concentratlons ‘are “co-
located with the PEC-Q exceedences. As discussed at the April 14, 2011 technical meetlng, the
-Navy: will. further. consider the use' of & .PEC-Q: approach for' settlng PRGs for pond’ sedlment
;durmg the FS (during the meeting; EPA indicated thatfurther: mformatlon would: be forth [

It is noted:that: if the :PEC-Q method: is 'selected, then it'may’be possible to achleVe PRGs 'by
targeting ‘a.reduced:list: of the ‘COPCs" (e g -reduclng DDE oncentratlons may result |n PEC-
values less than 1.0). Ak W

-25;; Table 661 Lead:should be listed as a*COPC {6 the 'pond. based on hrgh concentratrons and co-
+ logation with:hnumerous:other: chémicals. This co- Iocatron makes |t dlffrcu 5 filly 3 ‘
COPC: for the ond,-and-itiis: snte related A o

“and 6-6. Lead is .

,,,t; g

,Response Lead is listed as-an: ecol glcal COPC in‘pond sedl nent-in Tables
also included in-the PEC-Q calculations:for sedimerit (see response to Commerit #24)."

26. Figure 3-2; The conc—,entrati’on of Trichloroethene at:MW103B should be-color-coded as green.
Response: - Disagree; - As noted:in:the: flgure legend, the color codmg deplcts results as a ratro to

the screening criterion, and hot sample concentration.: For- MW103B, the concentratlon 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 Responses to RIDEM Comments (dated January 24, 2011) on the
Draft Technical Memorandum, Supplemental Remedial Investlgatlon (SRI) for
‘!:Slte 08, NUsC Dlsposal Area (dated December 201 0)

May 13 2011 e

Comment 1: Page 2-4 Sectlon 2-4 Constructlon of Momtormg Wells, 1sr paragraph 4 sentence
"Based on the observed yields, it was concluded that high-yielding fracture set (likely corresponding to the
fracture set with the d/ssolved vocC plume) was encountered and drllllng deeper was not necessary

’bThe above sentence |s unsubstantlated based on the current data due to the fact that in bedrock hlgh-

yleldlng fracture zones .do -not. always correspond to :contaminate ..migration: . RPlease eliminate the
..ﬁ,followmg text from the sentence above in-the report ”(//ke/y correspondmg lo. the fracture set wrth the
- dissolved voc plume)“ : : , : o R e e} R

f}Response The statement was based upon the conceptual srte model (CSM) However, smce the

‘ Comment2‘ Page 2-5 Sectlon 2-5 Groundwater Sampllng o

report how groundwater elevatlons were measured that |s whether the groundwater

. ',Response

o ! 2010 Data from the synoptlc round are; presented in Table 3-1 and

Appendlx C of the ‘SRI. Groundwater elevations in each of the wells were determined based on
‘depth to groundwater measurements that were collected within a 4-hour time period, using a
Solinst oil/water interface probe. . Depths: were .measured-relative to-a: surveyed pomt marked on
the top_\of each. wellcasmg e SRS :

2010, 0 approxrrnately 47 days after RIDEM s dated request

Response: . The SRI text on page 2-9 -has. been:‘corrected ‘to; indicate ithat the initial round of

liment and surface water sampllng was. performed: on June 25;2010:not: July'25; 2010 (see also
Table 3-5 and the’ sample log sheets in Appendix C of the SRI). :The:Navy’s 'responses'to RIDEM’s
June 8, 2010 comments were issued on July 2,2010. In the same responses, it was agreed to
.conduct the requested surface water analyses except for TPH.. However, this post-dated the initial
sampling event and upon returning-to.the. sample locations:on:August 12 2010, the creek was'dry.

Comment 4: Rag%?'?;;3@@’i9ﬂ;-3=z1-1 North Meadow - Groun‘dWater;z4ff?sparagraph;% s

There appears to.be a typo.in.th ' llowing-sentence:. "TCE: contentrations décreased over timé'in well
M 2B,,;fro,m .1,500, /Jg/L; jn;2  ito: 190 ,ug/L rn 2008 and then to 150 ug/L in: 2010 4 Please change
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.- Response:. The typographlcal error has: been corrected as: noted in - the 5 paragraph' .of
ctlon311 SR W e G o _

ge. » 2 Sectlon 3 1.1, North Meadow Groundwater, 4"’ paragraph
'_fThls sectlon'states that the concentratlon lof certam VOCs decreased over. tlme in: MW 02l (note well
should have been listed as-MW. 03B). between; the Phase. ! RI-and:the :Supplemental Rl This and

subsequent sections of the report then discusses biodegradation and the associated spatial distribution of
anaerobic conditions and;whether degradation.is occurring:in all-wells. Please.include in-the report a table
which contains the analytical results for the.individual wells over the various:sampling: rounds with their
associated sampling depths. » N
Response: The requested table"has been added as ’Attach‘ment E to the SRI report (note: a similar

_table was provided in the March 2, 2001 letter work plan for additional MNA sampling at Site 8).

Comment 6 Page 3-3 Sectlon 3.1. 2 North Meadow Sorls, Iast sentence

“No cont/numg source in th/s area is /nd/cated by these resu/ts

Contrary to this statement, based upon the groundwater data collected to date at the site it appears that a
~continuing source. could. potentially-be in:the- V|cm|ty of monitoring well. (128B):with the highest detection of

TCE.. Two addltlonal sail; samples collected in this large area ‘is. not suff|C|ent to make this conclusron
. Please. delete the above. sentence from. the report S R R I BRI LR EE R

Response " ThIS sectlon dlscusses the soll results in the North Meadow, Whlch were sampled ‘at
RIDEM’s: -request. to, check- whether there is a.source of VOCs in soil. The results of ‘the ‘'s6il
sampllng are consistent with the CSM, showing that there is no known continuing‘source of VOCs
in soil.

é,;The T_CE) (detectlon at MW-OsB and the concentratlons and spatlal dlstrlbutlon of TCE and |ts
,_.daugh r p_roducts at-other Iocatlons as'reported in the Rl and SRI; support the CSM as- presented
+in the R, i.e.,-a localized. plume of TCE (and daughter products) in bedrock- groundwater in"the
_';\North ,,,eadow is migrating.in a northwesterly direction (towards: MW-128B) and is influenced by a

;. major north-south-trendmg bedrock fracture zone: |n ‘this’ area _The CSM wrll be updated in the FS

?\tSee also the response to E A’s VSpecmc Comment

Figure 3-1 depicts the groundwater contours tor the S|te Based upon the mformatlon presented it appears
that the legs of the 50, 45,-and 40 contours west of the-stteam:should not'be-as stéeps the north*éast as
presented and instead include a northwestern component Please revrew these contours and modlfy the
figure, if necessary s gt i s 1 ‘

0.l odlflcatlon ecessary The potentnometrlc surface contours in this part of the
it , the ground.surface . contours. . This:is particularly evident in'the: potentlometrlc
surface contours for 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 continue on the west side of the creek as drawn PR [E51E G

paragraph trOm the report accordlngly g T SO o ML S

P
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,Response The text was:worded 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 dechlorination are wrdespread
throughout the area...” It should be hoted that.the two overburden wells showmg lowér’ potential
for anaerobic blodegradatlon (MW-11-and MW-12) are essentially side-gradient wells outside the

- chlorinated: ethene plume (see Table 3-2 of: the draft ‘SRI). The Iack of chlorlnated ethene
detectlons in these wells contrlbutes, in part to the Iower MNA scormg o e

, Addltlonal natural attenuatlon data were collected durlng March 14 18 2011 AR updated
; evaluatlon of natural attenuation at the site will be provided in the FS. a : ‘

Comment 9 Page 3-6 Sectlon 3 3 1, Bu:ldmg 185 Complex Sorls

'Flgure 3- 8 is referenced in: thls sectlon of the text but was not found W|th the flgures Please provide
Figure 3-8.

Response: The figure has been |ncluded in the draft flnal SRI (renumbered as F|gure 3-9)
Comment 10: Page 3-6 Sectlon 3 3 1, Bu:ldmg 185 Complex SOIIS

. Son Bormg B185A1 SBB had, a jar head space readmg of 1,042 ppm: This* readmg Was substantlally
“higher; than the ‘other: borings ‘collected .in thisaréa. ‘Despite “the™ high' jar’ “head* space reading -the
concentration of contaminants in this boring were similar or léss-than thosé dbserved’in other botings
which had lower jar head space readings. Please add to this section a discussion in regards to these
discrepancies: This ‘discussion-should-also’ note that this sample emitted a petroletim odor (this was the
only-petroleum odor noted.in the borlng Iogs) and should cons;derf whether the observed PID readlngs
were due to either TPH:or.Otto. Fuel. - : o

Response Although field abservations for the soil sample collected from 3 to 5 feet below ground
surface (bgs) at B185A1-SB3 included an elevated: jar headspacé reading of 1,042 ppm and a
sllght petroleum odor, the laboratory-analytical results for the sample: reported only trace to low
levels of . several VOCs and SVOCs. None of the VOCs or SVOCs exceeded criteria except for
gbenzo(a)pyrene, however, benzo(a)pyrene was:detected at-higher concentrations in“several other
samples: where. PID readings were not.elevated. That sample was also analyzed for the Otto Fuel
compound 1,2-propylene glycol dinitrate (PGDN); however, PGDN was not detected. As can be
seen in the Iaboratory analytlcal results, neither typical TPH chémicals (within' VOCsISVOCs) nor
Otto fuel were detected in the sample. Therefore, the elevated PID response is attrlbuted to
moisture or dirt in_the sensor: or-the presence of an jonizable: ‘chemical that is not &’ site
contaminant. A footnote has been added to Sectlon 2 1.
Comment 1 1 Page 4-1 Sectlon 4-1 Derlvatlon of Screemng Crlterla 1st paragraph

1Th|s sect|on notes that as part of the ellmlnatlon process soil data was compared to background valiies
from the base wide and NUSC Background Studles In order to perform a background assessment data

assessment S s el an . B

As you are aware under "Gundance for Comparmg Iackground and Ohemlcal Concentratlons in Soil for
CERCLA Sites" (EPA 540-R-01-003 OSWER 9285.7-41 September 2002) EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-
01-003) calls ‘for..retaining..rather than: eliminating ‘¢chermicals based on background¥ in "RAGS, EPA
cautioned that eliminating COPCs based on background (either because concentrations are below
background levels. or attributable to:background sources) could result in the loss of i mportant rlsk
information.for thosepotentially: exposed, ‘even’ ‘though: cleanup-may or may hot’ ellmlnate a’ source of
risks caused by background levels. In light of more recent guidance for risk-baséd screening (EPA, 1996
EPA, 2000) and risk characterization (EPA, 1995c), this policy recommends a baseline risk assessment
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. approach. that retains . constituents. that. exceed. risk-based. .screening concentrations." “This::appradach
involves addressing site- -specific background issues. at-the-end- of:the: risk--assessment, iin- the risk
characterization. Specifically, the COPCs with high background concentrations should be discussed in
the risk characterization, and if data are available, the jbution of background to site concentrations
should be dlstlngwshed 'COPCS that have both rele se-related and backgrotind-related sotrces should
be included in the l‘ISk assessment. When concentratlo ”f naturally occuifring elements at a:site exceed
risk-based . s¢ ng .. Ievels that mformatlon -should-.. be - drscussed qualltatlvely in the risk
charactenzatlon O ; l :

Piease retaln contamlnants Wthh exceed risk based screening numbers in the rlsk assessment as they
attrlbute to'the overall rrsk at the site. :

Response The SRI presented a qualltatlve evaluatlon of the new data to S|te rlsks identified in the
HHRA.  In ‘this step with" the SRI data, no COPCs were eliminated based on the background
companson. ‘In the HHRA, ‘the cumulatlve r|sk was m ured for the site-related COPCs and the

As requested the draft flnal SRI vhas been edited to clarify the background assessment and to
mclude a ma : fthe s0|l~t " pes for the NUSC comp_lex L :

ang : w|th Navy Pollcy, EPA RSLs were used to select COPCs, and RIDEM
rlterla WI" be used as chemical- specmc ARARs |n the FS for PRG

tables) the correspondmg nsk values These tables should be submitted in response to comments prlor to
the submission of the draft final report ,

Response: The planned use of the data was to prowde a qualltatlve comparison of new, (SRI) data
-to-the previous (Rl) data:: Baséd-on the concentrations’ measu \
conclusions of the risk assessment already publlshed (| e, , new risk values were not calculated
using the SRI data)

QComment 14 Page 4-5 Sectlon 4-3 C
‘Concentrations Used in the Human Health Risk Assessinent

cumulatlve) ThIS lnformatron should be submltted in response to comments prior to the submlsslon of the
draft final report.
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Response: See the response to Comment #13. The requested comparlson was provrded in
Sectlon 6. 7 of the RI report reproduced below

‘; Méﬁi‘ﬂ?ﬂ‘“; “ RLER{ Exr:eeds EPA’S Ta ‘}@ft tLCR Ewceeds RIDEM’s

el ARRR Lo , Cumuiatwe Risk Levetof 10° |
s Edposed Soit ' Sorface Soll - ¢ Hypothetma tild Ré:srdentsv ' ‘Inclustrial Workess |
v I e e R | Hypothetical Lifelong Residents | ' Child Recreational Users s
Lifielong Recreational Users |+
Hypoihetical Ghild Besidents
|- Hypothetical Adult Residents - |
Hypometmaﬂ_xfeimg Residends. |-
Subsurface Soi Industrial Wotkers Cmsim':tmn Workers
. . . VT.‘MQIESeent. TTespassers e robnciustial Wioikers. 0
. Ghild Recreations] Users || ﬂdmesu:enmespassers
Adul)t Fbecreatmml Users .

H: ticat Child Residents
| Hypothetical Adult Residents
| Hypothetical Lifelong Residanis’
Paved Soil Surface Soil Hypntheti;aicﬁildﬂesidents, T tm:matraak Workers ;
Hypothetical Lifelong Residents Child Recreational Users
L , e | L ifelong Recreational Wisers -
- Hypathetman Chitd Rasidonts
‘ .| Hypothelical Aduli Residents |,
s E N R S N S Hypmh ical{ ffelong Riesidents |
siae | Saabeurface Solt [ Hypotheticat Child Residéﬂtse Ulndusteast Workess 0
Hypathetical Lifelong Residents Ghﬂd Recreational Lisers
S : R S T | .- Hypothetcai Child Residents: |2
“Hypothetical Adult Residents -0
Hypotheticat Lifelong Residents

Source: Rl for Site 8 NUSC Disposal Area (Tetra Tech 201 0)

‘Comment” 15: Page 4-5 Sectlon 4-3 Comparlson of Coneentratlons “to: Exposure Pomt
Concentrations Used in the Human Health Risk Assessment

f 'the report note'".how rlsk at_the srte compares to various scenarios, resrdentlal
_Please be advised that the resrdentlal and. .recreational-scenarios are equivalent under
s Therefore exceedances of: resrdentlal should also: be con3|dered exceedances of

LEETS

Response Comment noted. The text has been clarified accordmgly

1t
B o

Com 'rent '16: Page 4-5 Sectlon 4-3 Comparlson of Concentratlons to Exposure Pomt
:‘Concentratlons Used m the Human Health Risk Assessment. > LEll R

The report notes the actual risk values or the ranges for exposure to the various media. Please indicate
whether the guoted ranges_are cumulative or. represent: individual ‘contaminants. - Under RIDEM
Regulatiorns, “the cumdlative range should be evaluated +If this wasi:not.;done--please provide this
information in the response to comments.

Response: The SRI. has be’&

_,é"ia‘r‘,ified;_to;';'i:ndjoat'e,‘that the risk ranges stated in: this section are
cumulatlve ‘ ; iy B SO T
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Comment 17: Page 4-9, Section 4-5, Summary.

The report states that carbon disulfide was eliminated as it is a common Iabo'ratory‘;'cointamina'nt As you
_ are aware, typ|cally the rnformatlon from fleld blanks and other S ,formatlon is normally used

2-butanone was detected in Iaboratoryl'blanks a'ssoclatedT wrth SDGLAWE19 3. {”The data valldatlon
reports have been added as an appendlx to the draft fmal SRlreport.. . . T

" The réport e;unacceptable sks were.. rdentlfred for: lfferent exposure 'scenarios:in.- the
Phase | Rl and the Supplemental RI; however, the COPG:would remain-the:same; The-FS-ahdithe'ROD
will develop remedies based upon the exposure scenarios. An acceptable remedy for a construction
worker. may -not be. acceptable. for, residential exposure.. -As:such, independent: of; whethér:the COPC
would remain the same if an unacceptable exposure scenario has been identified in the Supplemental RI
please carry forth all r|sk receptors through the CERCLA process moludmg the R@I : b

Comment 20 Page 6-3 Sectlon 6-4 Rlsk Assessments, Iast paragraph

The report notes. that. COCs were.identified.in.the: Supplemental Rl were:not identified ‘as COCs-in‘the
. the. same range of concentrations.-Please elabotate in‘moré detail
f the COPCs screenmgtprocess 'since: a few COCs rewewed by thls

qete ted during the‘étfllratz concen'trations that 'were- wlthln the
nd risk assessment and that were not selected as COPes fif

Comment 21: Page 6-4, Section 6-5 Refmeme ts of c PCs 1S'Qparagraph Tables 6- -6-

g ; 1-‘1 Tt

The report notes that certaln contamlnants of concern were elrmlnated based upon a companson fo
background data_‘,(average -and, max) Please include -a section:in the:Supplemenital Rl desciibing how
ent was performed Fo gt Lo et e e Sl e ferl D e s
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Based upon a review of the data it appears that certain contaminants which were rejected based upon
background should have been retained. For example, the observed maximum concentration of arsenic at
the site'was 122 ppm. The ‘maximum ba‘ kground value was 71 ppm (also be advised RlDEM ,
‘consider the background dat: set with. 71 ppm .a 3 approprlate for a background study) and the - {
" concentration was 16 ppm for the site and 11 ppm for background Desplte the site concentratlon belng
higher than the employed background concentration arsenic was not retained as a contaminant of
concern. Also, the maximum and average site concentration for.chromium. was, 103 ppm and.17.ppm
while the background corresponding valiies ‘were 28 ppm and 13’ ppm. Please include arsenic and
chromium as contaminants of concern and review the background analysis. conducted on-the. other
contaminants and provide the requested |nformat|on on how the background assessment was performed
‘ ln the response to comments : e i

Response The dlscuss ] n 6. 5 explamlng the COPC re
should be noted that this' nt' step is usually performed .
process in the FS, but was included in this SRI to help expedlte the FS. The process i
the following steps: COPCs identified in the Rl were compared to (1) the target rlsk value
calculated from the risk assessment, and (2) to an appropriate backgro d ¢ te
‘ that'there is' no available’groundwater background u’sed) tive s

\was selected asthe 95% 'UCL of 1 (inclu th the | , ,
‘agreed that-the’soil and’ sedin nd values: also d’l values to.assure
"‘consnstency W|th com"_s St ables 6-2 and 6-3 beenrevis ' '

An updated statlstlcal evaluatlon has been performed for arsenic and chromium with respect to
soil types (see Attachment A) Arsenic in type “Se” soil was found to be consistent with
background levels. Arseni¢ in type'“PmB" soils and chromium in‘both “Se” and “PmB” sbils
were found to exceed background levels. Therefore, these constituents have been retained as
COCs in:the respective areas. | As noted in the response to Comment #11 a map of the sml types
’ for the NUSC complex has been added to the SRI (FlgUre 4- 1) S

Comment 22; Page 6-4 Sectlon 6-5 Reflnements of COPCs, 2"’ and 3’ d paragraphs, Table 6-1.

The arsenlc concentratlon in;. the groundwater was reported at a maximum’ of 503 and a mean of
34.8 ug/l. The background maximum arsenic concentration was 24.7 and a mean of 9.82 ug/l,
-respectively:: The: report concludes:that the®observed arsenic at the ‘siteis ot the result of & CERCLA
release; ‘The/site-was a-landfill which:received-industtial ‘and hazardous waste from thé Navy base, as
such a release is attrlbutable Please remove th|s concIUSlon and retaln arsenlc asa contamlnant of
concern in the groundwater, * = : :

Response Regardmg arsenlc (and manganese) m groundwater, it |s acknowledged that the

concentratlons of arsenlc and ‘manganese ‘in’ the * groundwater as ‘a’ secondary effect' (|e,
mobilization of arsenic and manganese from soil to groundwater). - Therefore, ‘as agreed ‘at ‘the
Apr|I 14, 2011 technlcal meetmg, arsemc and manganese W|II be conSIdered COCs that resulted

addressed through groundwater monltorlng -and interim land use controls supportlng ‘the’ overall
Remedlal Actlon rather than through dlrect treatment o .

The foot notes for these tables state that sedlment samples were compared 10 backgrou
Please be advised that sediment samples should have been compared to-background sedlment samples
not soil samples. Please conduct this assessment and modify the report accordingly.
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Response The footnote;w_as Jn error and has been corrected ‘The background data. prowded are
sedlment data from upgrad ey

 Comment 24; Page 6-

Table 6-4 foot note 1 states that there is no record of a CERCLA release of pesticides at the site. The
Navy does not have manifest, bills, of ladening, etc..documenting what, was: disposed. of at this known
disposal site. This cannot be’ “used 1o stafe that observed contamination was not related to site activities.
Further, the, statement that pestlmdes are likely from anthropogenic sources" exclusive of site activities is
speculative and S antiated. Please remove this statement from the foot note and any other

; sectron in the report.h .

Response The Na { alntalns that the pestICIdes found in the flSh tlssue at the NUWC pond are

" pes measur. ,, groun I,
o release of pestICIdes The presence of pestlmdes |n flsh ls l|kely elther from heavler pestlclde
usage at the site pond compared to the reference ponds, or is a result of differences in the fish

} themselves (older or, Iarger fish sampled at NUWC pond thvan the reference pone ds .fishing-is

Because thefsml
nd an. absence ‘of
here is no:source
,.2011. technical.meeting,

$ 9 I
the footnote has béen revised to read: “the data distribution does not suggest dlsposal or

ite

“releases of pestlcldes at the site other than normal past use atand. upgradlent of the

'asso jated ‘with surface w er,\ there were no COPCs ldentiﬁed ln th',_/ Rl‘ and no further COPC
“‘refmement is requ:red R P S PR . P |

Comment 26: Page 6-4 Sectlon 6 5 F.’eflnement of COPCs, Tables 6- -6-6

The report proposes ellmlnatmg COCs. if the-site wide average concentration. is below the soreening
benchmarks (EPA RSL or RIDEM- DEC/Ieachablllty) Please use the maximum and/or reasonable
maximum in lieu of the average concentration in determining which COCs are carried forth in the: process
-Please modlfy the ort accordmgly ' . T e

f‘Response The 95‘7;' UCL. |s the approprlate value to be used for thls reflnement step lf there are
‘umb G SRR .
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withthe MCL: However, as dlscussed at'the’ Aprll 14:90
retained as a COC in groundwalter (conservatlvely
future sampllng demonstrates that it is sufflcrently present in the less toxic, trivalent form cr*

reduce the calcllated risks."If ‘éonfirmed to be presentin the trivalent form, then it is’ antlcrpated.
that chromrum would be removed from the COC I|st , .

‘Regardlng manganese in groundwater, see the response to Co
Comment 28 Page 6-4 Sectlon 6-5 Refmements of COPCs,

These tables contain a selection of COCs whrch will be forwarded into the PRG process The tables note
that contaminants which exceed the 10™ criteria will be retained for PRGs ln;accordance with
‘Sectlon 4 1 of thls document and m accordance wrth RlDEl\/l Regula ion :

‘Inthe draft SRI’*tﬁe‘ 'Navy 'prépoé"ed" tHat site COCs should’ include all COPCs that
exceed target risk values that are based on a cancer risk of 1E-5 and a HQ of 1 .0,.as. Jong as they
do not exceed background concentrations and as long ‘as the representative site concentrations
(95% UCL) of these COPCs exceed the target I‘ISk‘ value (if a maximum value was, used to calculate

pollcles, only the EPA RSLs are used in the risk calculations.  RIDEM ¢ri erla, because they are
ARARs,»are compared to the target rlsk’ values, and the Iowerg of the two may. be selected, as, the

i y y restrict the remed|al alternatlves
As discussed at the April 14, 2011 technical meeting, RIDEM’s regulations are presented in the
SRI for informational purposes ARARs erI be further consldered durlng the development. of
PRGs in the FS.

: Comment 29 Page 6-4 Sectlon 6. 5 Refmement of COPCs, Table 6-4

The report proposes the ellmlnatlon of COCs’ found infish’ tlssue due to the OX|dant state of chromlum
the lack of documentation that a particular contaminant was disposed of at the site (mamfest bills of
ladening, etc), and the posmon that the PCBs found in the fish could not be attributed-to sedlments Due
tothe fact that the'oxidation state of- chromlu r SUre |
area’pleasé retain chtomilm as'a COC.” In"regafds to PCBSs ‘bioaccumulation, .
the observed concentrations in the various media would not result in the levels observed in the flsh and
as such the concentratlons observed in the fISh are. due to other sources,

Response Chromlum has been removed from Table 6- -4 as it was, notzldentlﬂed as a COPC,,In fish

site sedlment appears to be conslstent wrth"norm hlsto ica use of pes icides |n vvetvla‘nd'area‘s
The site pond would be an accumulatlon P i :
and would affect th{e ¢ )

“;‘:"f_nd ediment wot 'Id be - expected to
ed ih response to Comment #24, fish in
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. Deerfield Pond may be expected to accumulate greater quantities of pesticides and PCBs:because
fishing is. restrlcted at NUWC,, compared to:the reference ponds where. flshlng tends to remove the
older, Iarger fISh B . e cE et L D .

Doaled Y

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 | R, (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 | Rl 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 |
Rl in Table 6-38; however, they are not included in Table 6-6:

Soail: Arsenic, Naphthalene, Total Aroclors; "Carcinogenic PAHs" should be fisted 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.

Tetra Tech 10 ~ CTOWE19




:-Response: The: purpose of Tables: 6<1:thréugh 6-5 is'to eliminate the constituents that do not
- exceed background or accéptable risk-baséd values fromthé'list of COCs beiing carried forward to
the FS for PRG development. Table 6-6 has been updated in accordance with the tesponses to
RIDEM and EPA comments. o
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TABLE 1
ANALYTICAL RESULTS (DETECTIONS IN SOIL), 11/22/2010
SITE 8, NUSC DISPOSAL AREA
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND
Page1of1 :

SAMPLE ID Benchmarks B179-5B2-0001- B179-5B2-0204 §179-582-0204-D | B179-SB2-0204-AVG | B179-SB3-0001- B179-SB3-0406
NOV2010 NOV2010 .

LOCATION ID B179-5B2 B179-582 B179-SB2 B179-SB2 T B179-8B3 7 - B179-SB3

SAMPLE DATE 112210 11/22/10 11/22/10 11/22/10 11/22/10 11/22/10

TOP DEPTH | OFT _2FT . 2FT .. L OFT . -, 4FT

BOTTOM DEPTH g ' TAFT | 4FT T 4FT i A R BFT

SACODE I N T S I OAG - AVG " NORMAL " NORMAL

SUBMATRIX e I Y R R | SB

QC TYPE - DEG...J .. :

VOLATILES (UG/KG) R

1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE - - .-~ 8700000|> 540000/ |

2-BUTANONE 2.8E+07 1E+07

ACETONE 6.1E+07| 7800000 19 UJ 52 U 18 UJ

TOTAL CHLORINATED VOCS i T

[SEMIVOLATILES (UG/KG) i

‘ACENAPHTHENE 3400000

ACENAPHTHYLENE 3400000

ANTHRACENE ] 1.7E407). .

BENZO(A)ANTHRACENE - 150

BENZO(A)PYRENE - .7»7.: 1 © (% BB

BENZO(B)FLTUORANTHENE - oo | AB0[T 900

BENZO(G,H,)PERYLENE "I 1700000]. . 800];

BENZO(K)FLUORANTHENE 1500 900

CHRYSENE i ) -7 115000]" -

DIBENZO(A,H)ANTHRACENE 18]

FLUORANTHENE 2300000

FLUORENE, 2300000

HIGH MOLECULAR WEIGHT PAHS

INDENQ(1,2,3-CD)PYRENE 150

LOW MOLECULAR WEIGHT PAHS

PHENANTHRENE 1700000

PYRENE ERS N 4700000

TOTAL CARCINOGENIC PAHS-HALFND |- :15

TOTAL CARCINOGENIC PAHS- - 15

TOTAL PAHS o

PESTICIDES/PCBS (UG/KGY -

4,4'-DDD Sl [ 2000[ 0

4,4-DDE 2 1400] % v

4,4DDT - ~ 1700

TOTAL DDD/DDE/DDT s

METALS (MG/KG)

ALUMINUM o 77000

ARSENIC | 039

BARIUM " 15000 aC

BERYLLIUM ’ i

CALCIUM

CHROMIUM

COBALT

COPPER

IRON

LEAD L e

MAGNESIUM )

MANGANESE

MERCURY

MOLYBDENUM

NICKEL

POTASSIUM

SELENIUM 390)

SILVER 390

SODIUM B

THALLIUM - =

VANADIUM 390

ZINC - 123000

Note: PGDN was non-detect.

Tetra Tech
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o respectlvely

~ ATTACHMENT A
Background Comparisons
~May 2011
~Introduction )

The COmparatlve statistical method was used to compare arsenic and chromium soil;and stream

sediment data from Site 08, NUSC Disposal Area‘to the appropriate Newport background data L

set. The comparative- method utilizes several statistical technlques to. compare site.. and

‘background data. . For the soil evaluations, the site data were-compared-to the background data - - .

. -of the same-soil type. The soll types that were found at Slte 08 along wrth thelr abbreviations are’. -
~l|sted below ’ : .

'non’ hydrlc Plttstown silt éh&“‘lo‘am ‘(PmB)ﬂ'
non- hydrlc Stlssmg silt and loam (Se)

of the site data. with the. background d
mparing the- mean/medlan concentra
tion. of boxplots normal probability plots

_hlcal evaluation consisted
s. The graphical d|splays

graphical evaluationand a. " .

are presented, atthe end of the section. The statistica packages R version 2.9.2 and Pro UCL : 7

-version 4.1 were Used to.conduct the statlstlcal evaluatlons The final,conclusions for Site 08 soil -
-and stream sedlment background compansons “are "{presented .|n Tables A-1 and A2,

v —-Statistical~Technigues -

Boxplots show the central tendency, degr tion, and potential outliers -
. of & data set.. .The data s hts the middle 50 percent
: f_-of the data The upper va g and the lower value'of the
" box repre nts the 25™ percen ile. Thetme‘ ian is represented by the: mlddle line in the box. Box
plots for.the same analyte were plotted onthe same graph. “The' plots wereivisually lnspected to
see which data sets look similar and which ones dlffered Particular ‘attention‘was paid to.see if

_the median from one data set fell within the 75 and 25 percentlle range of the other data sets.
Probablllty plots are & useful fll‘St step for wsually companng two data_ sets ina single graph. |f
: : ,otted values would l|e on a-

dis’tnbutlons If the site and- background dlstnbutlons are similar, then the scattefing of the two
_ydata sets:will:be: m,lxed At there is: grouplng of the two' data sets,: ,en data sets are most I|kely

If the graphlcal evaluatlon descnbed above could not’ determrne that the site® data are -above or
‘below the background data, then an approprlate hypotheS|s test comparing the mean/median
" concentration was conducted. The Two Sample T-test, Wilcoxon Rank Sum test, Gehan test, the
Two Sample Proportion Test, Quantile Test; and Sllppage Test were used o determlne if the site
- data are greater than the background data.’ A frve percent S|gn|f|cance level was used for all the
) 'hypotheS|s tests. : oo T N = .
: The Two Sample T Test tests for a dlfference between two. populatrons means when it-can be :
“assumed that the data are approximately normally- distributed: or sample sizes are large” enough
(m and n.at least-30) and the data-are all detected. If the variances of the two data sets are not.
equalthan the Two Sample T Test with unequal variance was computed The null and alternative
hypotheses were:

Ho: Site Average 2 Background Average + Background Standard Deviation
Ha: Site Average <.Background Average + Background Standard Deviation

Tetra Tech BT Qo s ) CTO WES




The Wllcoxon Rank Sum (WRS) nonparametrlc test is used to test for a dlfference between
, medlan co,; entratrons between two independent, populations.. The WRS test was used.when the
‘ 'normally dlstnbuted and there‘}were less:than three reportlng limits. if non- detected
: he nuII and alternatlve hypotheses were: . T

HA Srte I\/Iedlan < Background Medlan + Background Standard Dewatlon

The Gehan nonparametric test is used to test for a difference between median .congentrations
between two lndependent populatlons The Gehan test can. be used when the; background or:site

“population al Eg'reater than the right-tail of the background dlstnbutlon If the quantulﬁe‘ test 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 nuII and alternatlve hypotheS|s

(OIS i hont e anuiino S SRR P ‘ T

R|ght Ta|l of Site- Data Set < nght Tail, of the Background Data Set
HA thht Tarl of the Slte Iata Set > Right: Tail. of the Background Data Set

,The Sllppage tes ]s used to test for a shlft to the rlght |n the extreme rrght -tail of the snte versus
the backgro concentratlon . This.i is equwalent to asklng if a set of the-largest values:of the
‘site ‘distribution are larder than the maximum value of the background distribution. If the 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 background “The .null and alternat|ve
hypothesrs were the same as for the quantlle test. ’ b

5t Graphical Evaluation Surface Soil

T

“are shiftéd above the background maximum concentratlon T, e,t normal quantlle quantlle (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 data. sets are . srrnllar with. .the. exceptlon of the five;: Iargest :site

‘oncentrations. - This similarity can be seen by'thesnte arsenlc vmedlan concentratlon fallmg
between the arsenic background median and the 75" 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 data sets throughout the majority of the combined data set; however, the largest
concentration-is from the site data set and is elevated above the rest of the comblned data set.
The overlapping histograms also show that the two data sets are similar with'the’ exceptron of the
-largest site concentration.- The' S|m|Iar|ty of the majority of the, two data sets can be seen by the
two histograms having similar ranges of concentrations and ‘Both being skewed rlght ‘Based on
the visual examination it appears that the majority of the Site 08 arsenic concentrations from Se
soils are similar to-theé background arsénic' Se 'soils however there may be one Site 08 sample
that is not fepresentative of background‘conditions (Iargest concentrations).”

“Chromium PmB - ' '

The -Boxplots- show ‘that 'the site chromlum concentratlons are shn‘ted sllghtly above ‘the
background chromlum concentratlon : ium ‘medi
_concentration being greater'than the chromium background 75" percentlle The normal Q- Q plot
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 fall in the lower tail. The overlapping histograms
also show’‘that “the ' 'site’ chromium* concentratlons ‘are shtf” bove, the - background
concentrations. The background’ hlstogram appears to be a subset ‘of the Site 08 histogram. In
each of the plots, the maximum Site 08 concentration falls well above the rest .of the
i~concentrations (site or ‘background). ‘Based” on ihe visual examination, it’ appears that the Site 08
~’chromium concentratlons from PmB sons are shlfted shghtly above the background chromlum
PmB sons : : N

Chromium Se Freo o e ) - ‘

The boxplots show that the site chromium concentrations are shifted slightly above “the
background chromium concentrations. This shift can be seen by.the site chromium median
concentration being greater than the chromrum background 75" percentile.” "There are also three
site potential outliers that are elevated above the background data set: The normal Q-Q plot
shows a slight separation of the data sets; more of the Site 08 concentrations fall in the upper fail..
‘The ovetlapping histograms have a similar shape. Based on the visual examination, it appears
‘that:the-Site 08 ¢hromium concentratlons from Se sons are shlfted slrghtly above the background
chromlum Se sorls e , . :

Summarv of Grchal Evaluatlon Stream Sedlment

Arsenic

The boxplots show that the site sediment arsenic concentrations are.similar to the background
concentrations. This similarity can be seen by the median concentrations being roughly equal.
The normal Q-Q plot shows that the arsenic Site 08 and background concentrations are similar.
The similarity of the two data sets is show by the mixing of the two data sets throughout and the
rough Ilnearlty of-the plot The overlapplng hlstograms are both rougth bell shaped and have
aexamlnatlon it appears- that ‘the Srte 08 arsenlc Sedlment concentratlons are srmllar to. the
'background arsenlc concentratlons o :

‘Chromlum , v L
The boxplots show that the site sedlment chromtum concentrations are similar to the background
‘concentrations. ‘THis similarity can bé seen by the Site 08 medlan concentration. fallmg between
‘the background 25" percentile and the median concentration. The. normal Q-Q plot shows that
:the-chromium. Site-08 and background concentrations are similar.’ The S|m|Iar|ty of the two. data
sets:is:show by the‘mixing:ofthe two data sets. The overtapplng htstograms are both roughly bell
shaped and have similar ranges of ¢oncentrations ‘indicating that the two data sets are similar.
Each of the three plots indicate that there is one background concentration that is elevated above
the rest of the data sets (Site 08 or the remaining background, concentrations), Based on the
visual-examination, it-appears'that the Slte 08 chromlum sedlment concentratlons are srmllar to
the background chromtum concentrattons ' ’ S s
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TABLE A-1
SOIL BACKGROUND COMPARISONS
SITE 08, NUSC DISPOSAL AREA
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND

T ‘Site Maximum Background Background ]
S . Backgrou| Maximum Maximum Site Background Hypothesis : : “ . .
Soil Type | Parameter |:Site FOD S . C NonDetect Lo oy e p-value Quantile Test Slippage Test Conclusion
: nd FOD Fo: Concentration | Concentration cngztected_ Nondetec.t . Distribution Distribution Test
emB ARSENIC 31./31 44/44 | 75£75.F .80 - 23.5 - Nonparametric Normal WRS 0.0397 | Site-Greater.Background | Site Greater Background | Site Greater Background
- CHROMIUM | - 81/31 44744 | 754757 .64 - 21.3 - Nonparametric | Nonparametric WRS 0.517 | Site Greater Background | Site Greater Background | Site Greater Background
Se ARSENIC 1 233/233| -36/36 | 269/269 122 - 71.7 -~ Nonparametric-| Nonparametric WRS 7.75E-10 | Site Within Background |: --Site Within Background Site Within Background
CHROMIUM | 2337233} 36./-36 | 2697269 103 - 28.2 — Nonparametric | Nonparametric WRS 0:0236-{ Sité:Within Background | "Site Greater Background | Site Greater Background
CTO WE19
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TABLE A-2

SEDIMENT BACKGROUND COMPARISONS
SITE 08, NUSC DISPOSAL AREA
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND

Tetra Tech

1.92E-10

S ; Site N Site Background Background
oo | Background |, Total Maxi i Maxi e Mieeth Background | Hypothesis . . :
Parameter Site:FOD - Fop.. FOD Detectec{ NonDetec.jt Detected Nondetect Site Distribution Distribution Test p-v_alue Quantile Test Slippage Test Conclusion
. X Conicentration Concentration | " e "
ARSENIC 32/32 24/28 56/ 60 18 - 34.4 10.8 Normal Normal Gehan 4.10E-07 | Site Within Background | Site Within-Background | Site Within Background }
CHROMIUM 32/32 28/28 60/60 27.7 — 81.5 -- Nonparametric | Nonparametric WRS : Site'Within Background .| Site Within Background | Site Within Background

CTO WE18




