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July 28, 2011 

Project Number 112G0257 4 

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

Ms. Pamela Crump 
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management 
235 Promenade st. 
Providence RI 02908-5767 

Reference: CLEAN Contract No. N62470-08-D-1001 
Contract Task Order No. WE52 

Subject: Transmittal of Response to Comments, Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan 
Ethyl Blending Plant, Tank Farm 1 
Naval Station Newport, Newport RI 

Dear Ms. Keckler, Ms. Crump: 

On behalf of Mr. Roberto Pagtalunan, U.S. Navy NAVFAC, I am providing to you enclosed a response to 
your comments on the Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for the site referenced above. 
Comments were received from USEPA dated June 3, 2011 and from RIDEM dated June 6,2011. 

If necessary, a technical conference call can be scheduled to discuss any outstanding comments. These 
responses to comments will be incorporated into the Draft Final SAP which will be issued following any 
technical discussion of the comments. 

If you have any questions regarding this material, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

1~l ~f~ 
Thomas A. Campbell 
Project Manager 

TACl lh 

enc!. 

c: R. Pagtalunan, NAVFAC Mid-At!antic (w/encl.) 
D. Dorocz, NAVSTA (w/enci.) 
P. Steinberg, Mabbett & Associates (w/encl.) 
S. Parker TtNUS (w/enc/.) 
G. Glenn, TtNUS (w/o enc/.) 
AR c/o G. Wagner, TtNUS (w/encl.) 
File G02574-3.2 (w/o enc/.) File G02574-8.0 (w/encl.) 
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... NAVY ReSPON~ES TO U.S. eNVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) 
.COMMENTS DATED JUNE 3201 t 

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN FOR THE DATA GAPS ASSESSMENT 
ETHYL BLENDING PLANT, SITE 07, TANK FARM 1 (APRIL 2011) 

General Comments: 
,!', 

Th~ Navy has selected only the ethyl blending plant as a Category 1, area at Tank Farm 1. As has been the 
practice at other tank farms, the Navy typically stored and maintained batteries at its local electrical 
substations/control bui,ldings. lead .is a ;C!=RCLA Gontaminat;ltand could, be present at a electrical 
substations/control building. Please clarify if such a building exists at Tank Farm 1 and if it does, include it in 
this investigation. EPA notes that an electrical substation exists immediately south of the southern boundary.· 
of Tank Farm 1. If this building serviced Tank Farm 1, please include it within the scope of the Tank Farm 1 
investigation. 

Groundwater at this site and particularly at the points of interest for. this SAP is yvithin the bedrock. 
Groundwater is likely to. migrate via bedrock fractures and therefore, it is not apparent that the existing or 
propo~E!dgroundwater monitoring w~lIs wQuldcaptl;Jre contamination migrating in the. groundwater;· lJnless 
thE! monitoring. wells have. been placed base.d on an investigation. of. groundwater fractures it appears that the 
proposed groundwatermonltqring locations are not reliable locations for capturing contamination that might 
be migrating with groundwater. 

PleaSE! supplement Jhis SAP with' information oonfirming the groundwater contours/grdlmdwater flow 
direction at T~nkFarm 1 .and specifiCally in the vicinity of the ethyl blending plant. .. 

, .. , ~ • . ' - :. • " • <-

Localgrolmdwqter flow, directions are likely [nfJuenced by ,th,econtinuous operation of the tank ring'drains. 
Tank 17 is located less than 200 feet north of the ethyl blending. plant and may affect thegroundwater.flow 
direction near the plant. This should be considered and possibly evaluated when selecting groundwater 
monitpring IOGations for this SAP. ' 

Response: 

~ A revif?w of. thE! intrastructure present at Tank Fqrml,has not found evidence of the presence 6f an 
EllectricsuQstationwithinthe Tank Farm lboundary, 'There is anactiveeleotric substation present to 
the south of Tank Farm 1. NAVSTA Newport has indicated that this active facility does not service 
the Tank Farm 1 area. 

• The comment suggests thatgroundwaterafTank Farm 1 is likely to be present in bedrock. It is 
acknowledged th<3.1 this possibility isa likely scenario. Regardless,Tetra Tech will plan for thp 
contingency to install bedrock groundwater monitoring wells at the proposed sample locations. 
aecakl,Se. this is the first effort to investigate groundwater at ahe Ethyl Blending Plant,'the :satnpling 
proposal to investigate groundwater is appropriate for an initial investigation. Soil data inconjUriction 
with groundwater data will be evaluated and a determination will be made if additional groundwater 
investi,gation i.s nec;essary. . . 

• ,A,grourJdwater contour map included in the Tetra TechEC 2009 grou'r1dWatermonitoring rouhd will 
be included with this,response tQ comments document GrOUndwater contours are likelytoihclude 
,any influences on groundwater tlol/drom the ring drains; , . . 

'C\\ 

Specific Comments: 

Comment 1 : p;9j ,Worksheet 2: Please add the scoping session {fom February 3, 2011 to the !istin 
paragraph 4 (seepage 20). 

Response:.· The suggest~d, change will be made to the SAP. 

Comment 2: p. 18, Worksheet 9: Regarding the comments for the November 17, 2010 scoping session, 
please determine if utilities are active because if they are not, sampling at the transformers should be 



included in this sampling plan. EPA notes that the Site has reportedly been inactive since the termination of 
OESC operations in the early 1990s so it is not clear why the utilities would be active or why this site should 
be considered active. . . 

Response: Recent site activities conducted by Shaw have determined that there are several active utility 
lines at Tank Farm 1. These include several underground and pole-mounted electric lines. Transformers will 
not be included in the sampling plan due to the active status of utilities at Tank Farm 1. A'reportgenerated 
by Shaw documenting their PCB soil sampling in the vicinity of Tank Farm 1 transformers will be included 
with this response to comments document. . ' . 

Comment 3: p. 19, Worksheet 9: The prQjected date of sampling should be July 2011. 

Response:· The suggested change will be made to the SAP. 

Comment 4: p. 20, Worksheet 9: The projected date of sampling should be July 2011. 

Response: The suggested change will be made to the SAP. 

Comment 5: p. 22, §10.3: Please supplement the secQnd paragraph to indicate that the groundwater 
eleltationin the wells surrounding theathyl blending plant is' beneath the bedrock surface: This is an 
important consideration in selecting or placingmonitQfihg wells for the 'ethyl blending plant. 

Response: Monitoring well GT·124 is located downgradient of the ethyl blending plant. The boring log for 
GT-124 shQws'the placement of the screen in bedrock. Mohitoringwellslocated inthe vicinity of Tank 17, 
located downgradient of the ethyl blending plant are screened in bedrock; No monitoring' wells are iocated in 
the immediate vicinity of the ethyl blending plant therefore the location of the groundwater table is unknown. 
Section 1 0.3 will be revised to indicate that the groundwater aquifer is' located in bedrock in monitoring wells 
locateddowngradient of the ethyl blending plant! . ' 

Comment 6: p. 28, § 11.2. 1: For ease of reference, please supplement the text in the' third bullet to indicate 
that NGVO 1929 will be used for vertical measurements. Please confirm that the horizontal and vertical 
datums proposed are consistent with those previously used at the site. 

Response: The suggested change will be made by indicating that NGVD 1929 will be the vertical control 
datum. The horizontal and vertical datums used by' Shaw Environmental are consistent'with those 'used by 
Tetra Tech ,at this site. 

Comment 7: p .. 29,§11.2.3:Regarding the third bullet, because EPA considers the top 'twelVe inches 
surface soil, please clarify that shallow subsurface soil is accessibletd some terrestrial receptors. 

Respon~e: The suggested change will be made to indicate that the 0 to 1 foot interval is accessible to 
terrestril',lJ receptors. 

Co';'ment B:p. 30, §11.2.3: The first paragraph states that non-detected re~ults greater tha.n the PSLs will 
be tref/.t(3d as VqJ.lues less 1har, ;the PSt for decision-making. Because the purpose' of the sampling is to 
scre(3n .the site, ,the screening crit(3ria should be selected to conservatively r;:apture potentia/earttamination 
rather than to eliminate potential contamination of concern. Therefore, this sampling and. analysis program 
should be designed accordingly and non-detected results greater than the PSLs should preferably be treated 
as exceedances or as data gaps. Please edit the document accordingly. , " 

Response: In situations where the l-OD is greater than the. PAL and the analyte is not detected, it is,:typical 
to treat the result as a non-detect, and identify it as an uncertainty in the data set. Mdstuses of the data 
involve calculation of half the U-value and using that value in statistical evaluations of the data, but these 
data points are still counted as non-detects. This is common practice within CERCLA-based programs;" 
however, it will be clarified in the cited paragraph. 
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Comment 9: p. 31, §11.4.1: Thereare no background data for'VQCs ai7dEPA does not accept the use of 
literature background values for PAHs to screen out contaminants at this stage. Please rewrite this section. 

, , 
\ .' l! 

Response:Sectiori 11 A.1will:be: revised to remove the reference to the back~r0und' study. Analytical 
concentrations will be compared to the associated groundwater;andosoil PSLs.:·' .. 

Comment 10: p. 31, §11.4.2: No site-specific background data are available k)r PAHs for the siteandit.is 
not appropriate to eliminate contaminants based on literature background values. Decisions for these 
contaminants in' the Category 1 AGes ,should be made without consideration to backgrouhd and if 
baakgr0tmd concenttationsappear to be potentially relevant then further diSCussions and actiohs incliJdinga 
backgroundstudywould be appropriate. ' 

Response: Section 11.4.2 will be deleted from the Ethyl Blending Plant SAP. As suggested in the 
comment, background concentrations may be potentially relevant tofututedlscussions regarding further 
action at the Category 1 AOC.· ) , 

Comment 11: p. 34, Worksheet 13: Please delete the second reference in this worksheet by Bradley, 
Magee, and Allen because literature values are not appropriate 'for screening contaminants. 

Response: The reference to the Bradely et al study will be deleted. 

Comment,12: p. 46, Worksheet 15b: Please "clarify why DBCP '!}vill notbeanalyzedby Method SW 846 
80H (simi/arto EDB). SinceEDB is going to be analyzed byMethod 8011, it makes sense to also analyze 
for DBCP. Method 8011 willalso have a significantly lower reporting IimltlorDBep than 8260B. ',' . 

Response: Agreed. Worksheet 15b and other appropriate worksheets Will be revised to 'specify theahalysis 
of both EOB and OBCP by method 8011 for the water samples. 

Comment 13: p.50, Worksheet 15b: The analytical Methods listed refer to 7471B, but the reference should 
be.:7470A for groundwater. ': 

,.. :"; 

Response: The method will be corrected to 7470A in Worksheet 15b. 
,";, , 

Comment 1: p. 50, Worksheet #15b: The PSLs for arsenic and chromium are almost 50 times loWer than 
the other metals, and the laboratory cannot meet the project goals for either metal. Please clarify why the 
MCLs are not beingusedfor arseniaand chromium. ' " 

Response: The PSLs for this project are the lower of the MCLs andthe'EPA tapwater RSLs. The tapwater 
RSLs were chosen because those criteria would be used to screen the data if a risk assessment were 
performed: Screeningagaihst the RSLs during this project iNilialiow the Project Tearn topetermine'wh@ther 
a risk assessment is needed. In addition, inclUding the RSLsin the aetermihatioh of tl1ePSLsin WorkSheet 
15 ensures that methods will be chosen to achieve analytical sensitivity that is sufficiently low for the data to 
be used if a risk assessment is pe'rformed. Although the LOOs' and LOOs for arsenic and chromiutri are 
higher than the RSLs, screening against the RSLs will be more useful than just screening against the MCLs 
because results may be detected that are lower than the MCLs but higher than the RSL. . 

Comment 14: p.53, Worksheet 17: The secondpara'grEiphstates thatexistihg wells GZ-1d1 andGT-124 
will be sampled for this SAP. Please note that GT-124 has consistently been dry when sampled and GZ-101 
has occasionally been; dry (bothweredty when Shaw sarnpledin 2010): Therefore, please inC/udea 
contingency plan to get additional groundwater data should one or both orthese wells be dry. 

Response: It will be assumed that existing monitoring wells GZ~ 101 and GT -124 will need to be replaced. 
Text.will be added to the Worksheet #17 stating that existing well will be replaced if it isdeterminedthat a 
groundwater sample is unattainable. . , ' , 

Comment 15: p.54, Worksheet 17: The second paragraph discusses the collection of soil samples stating 
that the second interval sampled will be directly above the water table. Please clarify the intent if the water 
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table is beneath the b.edrock surfC!c(J, as it apPEJwsit is near the ethyl blending plant . 
. , 

Response: The location of the water table in the vicinity of the Ethyl Blending Plant is unknown. Drilling 
actiyiHefi>. :willqocumentdhe",IQcatipnL 01 the groundwater table. If groundwater IS determined to exist in 
bedrock, the second soil sample interval wilLbe collected directly above bedrock; 

Comment 16: p. 56, Table 17~ t:. 

a) Because .the site,grouncjwater is ,in bedrock near theethy/blending plant, the usefulness ofAhe 
groundlll{ater monitori,.,g wells jdentifieq in this t,abl(J and, in' Figures 3· and 5 for oapturing ,contamination 
migrating from the ethyl blending plant is questionable because fractures will likely determine the 
groundwater flow direction. Please re-evaluate the plan for collecting relevant groundwater samples. 

1" . 

Rel\>ponse: Grpund,water s~mples have n.otbil:!toricallybeencollected in the vioinityof the Ethyl BlenGling 
Plant. ,Tetra Tech proposes to install two monitoring wells to begin the characterization of groundwater in: 
this location. This approach is appropriate considering this is an initial groundwater investigation. 

'.>c 

b) Please do not changethe,npme for the tw,o(3xisting grounclwflter monitoring wells; Presumably the 
determination of geological conditions for the existing wells will be based on the boring logs prepared when 
the wells were first installed. j ,'. 

R~~pqnse: Tetra Tech uses.a sample narningconventiqntofacilitate the incorporation of site 'data into a " 
data,base. The AOe identifier "EBP" is, used to indicate that these samples were collected from the Ethyl 
Blending Plant site. The original.name of the well is retaine.d in the sample name. 
The original boring logs for GT -124 will be used to determine geologic conditions. The boring log for GZ-1 01 
could'not beloo'ate,din the file review. 

Comment 17: p. 57, Worksheet 18: 

a) Two of the four wells listed in this Worksheet are existing, so no soil samples will:becollected from 
them unless the Navy is proposing to install new borings adjacent to these existing wells. Please clarify. 

Response: Soil samples for the existing well locations were added as a contingency in the event these 
wells woyld have to be replaced. 

- '. " . ~ , 

b) The names for the tw~ existing groundwater monitoring wells shouldnotbechanged. 

Response: See response to c;omment 16b. 

Com,mentJ8:p.' 58, 'worksheet 19: f This Worksheet lists SOP GA-391 for water analysis for EOB, but 
Worksheet23 and Wor!<sheet 288,;!(stSOP GA~3.19 .. Please correct. 

Response: SOPCA-319 is corre~t.Worksheet 19 will be revised tolist CA-319: 

Comment 19: p.59, Workshe@t 20: 

a) Please ,correct the number orsoil samples included in, this table. 
. , 

R~sponse: Th~ number of soil samples,includes the contingency that existing moni~oring wells will have to 
be replaced. A footnote will ,be added to the table to clarify this assumption. 

b) Pleasi3 cla~ify Note 4 thC!tcalls for shipping one trip blflnk per cooler. Because VOGs a.nd 80B will 
be analyzed by separate, methods for groundwater samples, clarify whether the Navy intends to provide 
separate trip blanks for VaG and EOB analysis as implied by this table. 

" 
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, Response: The footnote will be revised to read "In each cooler containing volatile samples, ship Ohe trip 
blank per volatile analytical group." In addition, Worksheet 12 will be revised to add trip blanks for qqueous 
EDB and DBCP analysis . . . ..' , '. . 

, - ."', I 

Comment 20: p. 62, Worksheet 23: Worksheet 19 lists CA-204 for PAH/SVOC analysis for soil and water, 
but that BOP is not listed in' Worksheet 23 or 28c. The later two IistCA-226 Which is not included 'In 
Worksheet·19. Please correct. 

Response: CA-204 is incorrect. The laboratory uses SOP CA-226 for 8270D full scan analysis (SVOCs) 
andSbp CA~213for 8270DSIManalysis (PAHs). Worksheets 19, 24, and 28 will be revised to list the 
correct SOPs for PAHs and SVOCs. 

, ~" l 

Comment'21: p: 73: Rinst1te Blanks'(second bullet): Is there a!'1"missingat the end of the example (i.e;, 
TF1-W-RB01-0811)? 

Response: The text will be revised to a:dda "1" tb'the endofthe example. 

Comment 22:' p. 83, Worksheet #28f: . The matrix spike recoVery is listed as 80-120% under the Method 
Acceptance Lif71its, but it is 75-125% under the Measureme[itPerformanceOriteria (MPC). Please correct. 

Response: The MPC will be reviSed to be the same as the Method Acceptance Limits. 

Comment 23: . p. '88, WorkSheet 30: 
, ;>;', 

a) Please delete Method6010C from this fable because it is iJotbeklg psed according to Worksheets 
19 and 28f.' ',. 

Response: Method6010C willbedeletedlrom Worksheet 30. {. 

b) Please clqrifyforBVOCs/PAHs that both full scan'an'd SIM will be run. 

Response: The analytical method will be' reVised to "SW"84682?OD/8270D SIM". 
"1:: . 

Comment 24: p. 96, Worksheet 36: Please delete Method 6010C from this table for metals because it is 
not being used according to Worksheets 19 and 28f. 

Response: Method 601 OC will be deleted from Worksheet 36. 
, " . 

•• ' 1_" 

Comment 25: Figure 4: 

a) This figure includes an infiltration pathway to overburden groundwater, but near the ethyl blending 
plant and over much of Tank Farrri >t,thegroandwatertableiSbeneath the bedrock surface~ Ata minimum, 
add bedrock groundwater to this figure and clarify that overburden groundwater may not exist near the ethyl 
blending plant. 

Response: Figure 4 will be edited to reflect that groundwater may'be present in either overburdeh'or' 
bedrock. 

b) Please correct or clarify the bulleted list of exposure pathways and receptors on the right side of the 
figure. The exposure identified for the Onsite Construction Woiker includes groundwater but this receptor is 
listed under Soil not Groundwater/Soil. 

Response: Figure 4 will be edited so the OnSite Construction Worker appears below the GW 'SOIL potential 
exposure pathways. 
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Comment 26: Figwe 5: 

a) , Please supplement the sa~pling plan with at"east fou~ additional borings immediately adjacent to 
the four sides of the ethyl blending building. 

ReSp9nl;?e: The sample locations are b;;tsed on a. 15 foot 'by 15 foot grid system. Seven locations' are 
adjacent to the ethyl blending plant building (SB1 01 0 through SB1012, SB1016, SB1019, SB1 021, p,nd 
SB1022). Locations can be adjusted during a field verification trip. 

, . -' 

b) . ,The establisMC(, grid for samplingpropq~es very few, samples, within. the limits of the AOCs. ,Ihis is 
not acceptable. Most of the samples should be collected within the boundaries of the AGGs, todqcumefJf 
the presence or absence of contamination, with some additional samples located around the perimeters to 
attfJlT1ptto characterize the, extent, of c()ntflminafion. Please revise the sampling plEin to betterc{Jaracterize 
~AO~ . , 

Response: The photo interpretation of. thE3 AQCs ,associated ,with the Ethyl Blending Plant reviewed a~rial 
photos from 1951, 1954, 1962, and 1972. This report is included in Appendix A-2 of the SAP. The size and 
dims,r:ll?ions of AOCs',4, 5; and 18,diffe~ed .slightly indiff~rent years. Therefore, a grid system;wp,s 
incorporated to place sample 10c:ia.tion~.Figure,5dsbasedon the,1962aeria,1 photograph. Navybelieves;that 
samples are properly positioned to characterize the AOCs. Figure 5 has been revised to include the AOC 
polygons from each year .anO wiUbe ,included \Nit!). this response)o commEmtsdocument:' , 

Comment 27: Appendix A-4: This appendix suggests literature-based background concentrations for PAHs 
in soil for use at Tank Farm 1. The proposed values for PAHs are based on samples collected from urban 
areq,$ lJIuch larger and more qensely populated ({Jan that at. Tan/( Farm 1. Fvrther, the proposed background 
values result in exceedance of EPA's acceptable risk range for residential exposure and a cumulative risk for 
industrial exposure in excess of RIOEM's criterion of 1 x 10-5 excess lifetime cancer risk based on Regional 
Screening Level concentrations. Screening decision{i;.forthesecontE),minants irjthe Category 1 AOCs should 
be made without consideration to background and if background concentrations appear to be potentially 
relevant then further discussions.andactions, incl!-lding a background study, would be.appropriate, ), 

Response: Appendix A-4 will b.e remQvedfrorptheSAP. As, suggested. in the comment,background 
concentrations may be potentially relevant to future discussions regarding further action at the Category 1 
AOC. 

Comment 28: Appendix 0: 

a) Please correct references in the field forms to ensure that they refer to Tank Farm 1. 

Response: The field forms in Appendix D will be edited to refer to Tank Farm 1. 

bY" GRO! ExTPH,. and dio,>f/ns~re notanaly(es ~f concernJor:this; SAP. Please correct the forms in this 
appe(1~ix to refw to the. correct analytes. 

Response: The field forms in Appendix D will be edited to include VOCs, SVOCs/PAHs, and metals in the 
analYpis SE)ctions of the groundwater and soil sample log sheets. 

c) Please change references from 4°C to [fYc on the forms. 

Respon~e~ Temperatl!re reterencesin the field log sheets will be,chp,nged from 4°C to less than or equal to 
«=) 6°C' ,.' , 

Comment 29: Appendix E, p. L -2-2: 

a) The discussion in the second full paragraph is ambiguous and needs to more accurately describe the 
procedure to be followed. For example, the first sentence should refer to each interval to be collected, not 
each interval to be sampled. The text should clarify that, in addition to the two fixed intervals that will be 
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sampled, the tflird sample interval will be selected based on the initial PID screening results and/or visual 
and olfactory observations. Each jar headspace sample needs to be collected as close as possible to the­
portion of the' sample interval collected for lab analysis. Multiple VaG samples will initially be collected, one 
from each soil interval collected between the top and bottom intervals and the VaG sample selected for 
laboratory analysis will be determined after all the soil intervals have been evaluated. 

Response: The text in Appendix E, p. L-2-2 will be revised to add detail on the sample collection procedure 
for VOCs. 

b) The second last sentence in the second full paragraph refers to TEL analysis. Should this be 
deleted? 

Response: The reference to TEL will be deleted. 

c) Please change the reference in the third full paragraph to ftG which is the value used throughout the 
rest of the SAP. 

Response: The text will be edited to change 4°C to <=6°C. 
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NAVY RESPONSES TO RHODE ISLAND DEPARTMENT 
0F ENVIRONMENT AI1· MANAGEM ENT (RIDEM) 

" COMMENTS DATED JUNE i6'2011 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSISiRLAN~OFVTHE,DAT'A GAPS ASSESSMENT 

ETHYL BLENDING PLANT, SITE 07, TANK FARM 1 (APRIL 2011) 

Specific Comments: 

, Comment 1: Page 4, Executive Summary; ~d paragraph, 1st sentence: 
, > 

'i"; ;"" . 

> " ••• theUSEPA as primary authority over the inVestigation and remediation." 

Pursuant to the 'SignedFFA byihe Navy; USEPA, and RIDEM, the USEPA and RIDEMhave equal 
reg()/atory authority. Please delete the abovesenteilce ; ffem' the docurrt'enf and add RWEM ,to the 
document where necessary. > 

Response: The text " ... the USE:PAa~'PJim.ary authority over the irivestigationand remediation." willi be 
deleted from Page 4 of the Executive Summary. 

Comment 2: Page 4" ExecutiveSummary;2!dpatagraph,2"ci. sentence: 

liTo date, the only area in Tank Farm 1 identified for .further investigation as a Category 1 area are the 
AGCs associated with the former Ethyl Blending Plan(dtJe , to 'suspect'e.d releases ' of hazardous 
rnatefials." '" ,:, ,I " ; 

According to the, 1983 Initia/. Assessment Study, > tankbqttbm sludge frain each tank was placed in a pit 
approximately 20 feet long, 10 feet wide, and 4 feet deep, which was dug in the general vicinity of the 
tank being clearJ/3,d. TI-,e$e art;!aS were marked wlthsigflp;warning'of tetraethyllead contamination; These 
~reas must be included as Category 1 ADCs under CERCLA. Also, the following areas exist on Tank 
Farm 1 which may contain CER,CLA contaminants: an inactive fuelloading';"a'rea (northeastportion); a 
former gasoline/water separator (west side); an oil/water separator,locatedifi the central portion of effie 
site; and two transformer vaults. ' , 'i 

.. f 

Response: 

1. Tank bottom sludge,disposed of in pits I'"~ , ,'}'., 

Suspected sludge pits at Tank Farm 1 have been previously Investigated. In 1992 ;TRC identified 5 
potential sludge pits using historic aerial photographs which were subsequently sampled by GroundWater 
technology. Ana!ytical results are summar,i?eqin Appenc:lixA-1 TablslA-4 and pages tl:and 12:ofthe 
Tetra Tech 2010 Technical Memorandum. Soil and groundwater were analyzed for VQCs, SVOCs, Lead, 
TPH, Gasoline, and TVPH. The associated monitoring well with these areas, GZ~;1 06,was gaug!3dfor 
the presence of N,APL, which.was not detect~d. ' . 

" ,\.' 

In 2006 TtEC also used historic aerial photographs to identify potential sludge pits,q:mong Qtl1erareas, 
for investigation. In 2010 Shaw conducted an investigation ofthese areas wtiichdescribed in Summary 
Report included in Appendix A-3 of the Ethyl Blending Plant SAP. In addition, analytical results from this 
investigation are summarized in Appendix A-1 Table A-1 of the Ethyl Blending PIq:ntSAP. Shaw 
screened soil samples with Petroflag™ test kits and, based on TPH concentration detected, subsequently 
analyzed samples for pRO, .GRO, VOCs and/or~VOC~.S9rneareas were flagg,e<;i by Shaw based on 
excee,daJlC!?S, althoughthE?s,8;area.s are not .neces$p.ri!)f'i,oc~tEldin suspected sludge: pits. ' Furthe~ action 
at th,ese 'areas is PE?ndiQgths; cmnpl~tiO,n ,of,Shaw's; !rlVe~tigf1tipr):,,; i,f" > " "I 

'.! . , , .' .. . 

Sludge pits have been historically described as being ' ... dug in the general vicinity of the tank being 
cleaned'. Tetra Tech considere,d,s9mplE)s, collec;ted near the tq:8J<s,altl]o\Jgh potentially:not specified .as 
being collected to evaluate potential' sludge pits,ln the evaluation of suspected sludge pits at Ta'nk Farm 



·,.f 

1. Information regarding sampling; adjace.ntto the.t~nk$ can' be found.in the tables in the Ethyl Blendign 
Plant Appendix A-1 (Tetra Tech Technical Mernorandum),MdA-3 (Shaw Summary Report). Further 
action at thes~arEgisis pending, thl? completion of Shawls investigation 

• " t.' '. -';. ~~ , :'~ -'. 

2. Inactive fuel loading area (northeast portion) 

Analytical results from samples collected in the inactive fuel loading area are summarized in the Ethyl 
Blending Plant SAP, AppendixA-1,TableA-13 and,theTechMemoonpage 16 (also found in Appendix 
A-1). Several rounds of sampling have been conducted in this areas beginning in 1994, with the most 
recent sampling occurring in 201 O.Coliectively, only one exceedenC;;e was detecteqin groundwater in 
1994 for benzene. No exceedances of applicable standards have been detected since that time and 
LNAPL, has not b,een detected in this area. See Table A-13 for a complete list0f,analytes, which includes 
VOCs,$VO(3s, ORO, ,GRQ, Lead, TPH and TVPH; This area' has been, investigated and results have 
shown no contamination above exceedances 

3. Former gasoline/water separator (west side); oil/water separator (central) 

A summary table of investigations conducted at the gasoline/water and oil/water separators is presented 
below. This investigation is described ,in the20,tO Shayv SUftlmaryReport Investigations in these areas 
has shown none or limited contamination, which is why no further investigations are not recommended. 
, :' ' ~ '" " '< ! 

$ample Locatio" l. !dentifica~io!1 Analysis, ; " ',,' 
, Result ! 

,.', 

TF1-T13-0WS-S / TF1-T13-0WS-S Petroflag™ screening No further action 
(2.5'), TF1-T13-0WS-S (5') 
TF1 ~ T13-0WS-W j, TFt-T13-0WS- Petroflag T,M screen ing', No further action 
W(2.5',)",TF1-T13-0WS-W (5') " >;'; ~ >. 

TF1-T13,OWS PIPE / TF1-T13 Petroflag;r,M s'creehing, 'TPH, No further'actior( 
OWS PIPE~ 1 (28), TF1 JT130WS Gasoline' , ' i .. ;{\ ,1 

PjPE 2,(5'),TF1~T130WS PIPE'3 
(5.5');TF1-T130WS PIPE 4'(8'), ';1 ~ " , '::>. \ 

, '" 

TF1-T13 OWS PIPE 5 (9.5') 
TF1-T13-0WS-NW / TF1-T13 Petroflag™ screening, TPH, No further action 
OWS-NW1 (3'), TF1-T13 OWS- Gasoline 
NW2 (5') 
TF1-T13-0WS-NW RE-EX / TF1- Petroflag™ screening No fu rtherattion, ' ' 
Tank 14 (5'), TF1-Tank 14 (10'), 
TF1.Tank 14,' (15'), TF1-Tank 14 . ~. \ 

(20'), , 

, TF1-Suspected ,OWS~E ' / TFt- Petroflag™ screehing No further action 
Suspected; OWS-E ' (2.5'); TF1-

, 

Suspected!OWS~E(5')' , 
TF1-Suspected OWS-W / TF1- Petroflag™ screening" No further action 
Suspected OWS-W (2.5'), TF1-
SuspectedOW8·W,(5') 1 " 

.'." i\i ' 

Shaw collected soil samples! adjacent to the Tank Farm ltrarisforrllers. The results presented in the 
TetraTech Technical Mernorandurh (AppendixA-1).Although PCB~were detected at one location above 
applicable standards, Navy is not conducting additionaJ investigations because the transformers arepart 
of the functioning infrastructure at Tank Farm 1. 

Comment,3: Page 4, Executive'Suminary;:fd paragraph, 2"d$ent'imdi1:' 
. 'f .. ,;,_ • ",', 

"This 2lnalyte list covers potential constituents of ethyl fluid .. .. " 
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Please' add TPH ahd tetraf3tfwt lead (TEL) to' thf3 analyte list in the above.sentenc;e ana throughout the 
dOCument since the ethyl fluidmainly consistf3d of TEL, was blended with the aviation fuel, and kerosene 
was used as a cleaning agent for any spi/is associated with the blending operations. 

Respdnse: Navy has notin¢ludecitetr~ethyllead CtEL) in the analysnist be,cause the constituents of the 
'ethyilluid will bed~tected inthe,~elected analysis (VOCs, SVQCs; 'and metals). In addition, ,there are no 
a.nalytical laborato(j8s that a'n:~ ELA,P certified for TEL analysis, which is a Navy requirement when 
procuring analytical 'services. Na.vy believes that lead analytical results can be used as a marker or 
indicator for the presElPce QfTEL.S,incethis site,is aCategoryl site,petr9leum hydrocarbon, analysis is 
not being condu'ct~i:l."Navy,believes that the incl.usionof kerosene, constituents, such as BtEX 
compounds and naphthalene and paraffins will be sufficient to determine if a. release occurred. 

c"o,mment;4:page 4; Executive Summary; 3 d paragraph, 3 d sent~nce: ' 

"Soil samples will be collected using a soil drilling or direct-push methods ... " 
,,', 

The Department recognizeiihe value of soil borings, however in this case it would seem appropriate to 
install a series of test pits. If test pits are not utilized, we re$erve,theright to requ;rethem afa later time 
should the borings not adequately characterize the area. ' ' 

~ '. '~'''., > ".' \ ' ."! ~, :.' • ' : ". .:.' '; ~,': : " ;.: 1- ' " 

Response:, f'lJavy prefers to y<;> II ect spil samples using .soil porings asoppos~cJ to test pitti[lg. Soil poring 
allow for the more accurate 'collection of samples from discrete sample interval and better retention of any 
potential volatile organic compounds in the sample collection process. 

Comment 5: Page 4, Executive Summary; 3 d paragraph, 3 d sentence: 

" ... atdepths oio to 1 feet and 2 sLlpsurface soil interval.'i 

Please be advised that according to the State Site, Rf3mediatiqn RegUlations thf3 surfaoe soil depth ,should 
be 0-2 feet. Failure to collect samples' from this zone will preclude the placement of an ELUR for 
industrial and commerc;ialuse in thf;j future. 

Response: Navy selected the 0-1 foot int~rval in ac:cordanc~ with EPA Region I glJida'nce for condl.1cting 
human hea,lth risk aSsessments. " ' 

Comment 6: Page 13, SAP Worksheet #6, Communication Pathways: Please state in this tab/~ that 
any change to the SAP will be submitted to the regulatory c}.gencies for approval before the work is 
executed, ' , , ' ' , 

Resp()nse: The intent of Worksheet #6 is to describe the communication pathways I:>etw,een Te;tra Tech 
and Navy. Any changes to the SAP will be submitted to the regulatory agencies for approval as a new 
revision to the SAP bE;lfore, the work is executed. 

Comment 7: Page 21, section 10.2, Site History; 1st paragraph: Ple.ase provide a copy of the 
engineering report dated 1943 to RIDEM in the response to comments. 

Response: A copy bf.the 1943 ¢ngineering report will b~provided tQ'RIDEM. 
,-' ' .. , " . .' ' . 

Commen"t 8: Page 21, $ection lQ.2, S~te History; 2'd paragraph, /astsentence; 

"If any spillage of ethyl fluid occurred, the spill was washed with kerosene and then sluiced with water. 
The destination of the wash is unknown" 
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It would seem prudent from the above statement to indude investigatio(ls, n~w Qutsiqe door ways, dry 
well, sUmps,' flobr drains, andany discharge pipes (rom the building: 'Please add these inv~stigations to 
this document;· or clear justification as to why they are not Warranted. ' ' , 

Response: The sample locations are based on a 15 foot by15 foot grid system. Eight locations ,are 
'adjacent to the ethyl blending plant building (8B1008 -" 8B1010,SB1 013"SB1 014\ and $131 01 t,thrpugh 
SB1 019). Locations can be adjusted during a field verification trip:', There is ho speqificinforrnation on 
the building construction regarding dry wells, floor drains, and'discharge pi'pesfromt~ebuilding, , , 

Comment 9: Page 23, SeCtion 10.4;JMonitofing weI/installation andgroLl"dll'(ater sampling; whole 
section: Please add langua.ge to this section that free product hqs been obse/v~d irithe onsit~ wells, '., 

I: 

Response: It should be noted. that free product was not detected in .gro,undwater monitoring wells 
associated with the Ethyl Blending Plant. The text will be edited to ihdicate that free product was 
detected in monitoring wells associated with Tanks 16 and, 17. 

Comment 10: Page 23, Section 10.4.2 Soil Testing; 1st paragraph, ztd sel"Jtenc;~. 

"The work by Shaw focused on removing residual petroleum .. " 

Please remove the word "removing" from the sentence in the dOQumentque)o the}a.ct that ShCjw, to our 
knowledge to· this point, has not removed any residual petroleum conta.mlnqt/Qneven thpugh if has been 
found onsite. ' , " . " .','. , 

Response: The text will be edited to "investigating residual petroleum .. " 
, , "'.' - _. 

Comment 11: Page 30, Section 11.2.3, Project Scr,eening Levels; bullets: Please indude the 
following in this section, throughout this document, and in Appendix B for the Pr()ject Screening Levels: 
RIDEM Residential Soil Direct Exposure Criteria; Lea.cha.bility; TPH; and EPA PF;lGs for tetraethyl lead 
(hUi11anhea.lth and ecological); sediment; and surfa.ce water PSLs. 

Response: RIOEM criteria are not to be used in determining PSLs,butif aCERCL6. riskis determined, 
RIOEM criteria will be considered pqtential ARARs. TPH is not i(1c1uded since this is a ({ptl?gory 1$ite. It 
shoUld be hoted thaJTPH constituehts will be included irithe laboratory analytical fist (i.e. BTEX 
compounds and 8VOC constituents). Please see response to comment number 3 regarding the request 
to add TEL to the proposed analysis list. , 

, .' " .,". -

Comment 12: Page 29, Section 11;2.3, Project Sct'eening Levels; last'paragrapli. ' 

"The background dataset for PAHs (see section 11.4.2) will be us~d to determine .whether PAHs present 
onsile are sitecrelatedornot; .' ", ' , ..,.. 

Please note that RIDEM does not accept background comparisons for PAHs. Only concentrations of 
metals may be compared to background levels. Please delet(3 this s(3f)tence and, a.,tl others. in the 
document that reference this. ' ' ., 

Response: The Ethyl Blending. Plant SAP will be, revised to remOVE;) .r~ferences to the background 
dataset comparison. Data will bescreehed against the P8Ls discussed ih 'Section 11 :2.3 " , 

Comment 13: Page 30, Section1'1.3.t Category 1 boundaries:' '"whole secti~h:P/easerefe/to 
Comment 2 and 6 mentioned above. 

Response: See responses to comments 2 and 6. 
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Comment 14: Page 32, Section 11.4;2, Background Comparisons; whole section: Please refer. to 
Comment 13 mentioned above. Also, the background dataset presented in Appendix A-4 is not 
acceptable for this site. 

Response:, The Ethyl Blending Plant SAP will 'be revised to remove references to the background 
d<;l.ta~etcompari$bn.Data will be screened against the PSLsdiscussedin Section 11.2.3 
See response to comments 2 and 6. . 

Comment 15: Page 32, Section 11.5, Specify Performance Criteria; 1st paragraph, 2'd sentence: 

"The data collect(;!cj under this SAP are anticipated to be sufficient to achieve these goals and support a 
risk aSfjessment for the Site." 

Please verify what the "Site" is in the above sentence in the document. If the data collected under this 
SAP is used. to support. a .risk assessment for the. entire. Site (Tank Farm 1); all areas ofpossibie 
contamination of, CERGLA contaminants should be inVestigated, including the sludge pits, oil/water 

. st;Jparatorsi (ransform(;!rs, €?to~ , 

RespoQse: The 'Site is d.efined asthe Ethyl Blending Plant in this SAP. The data to be collected will 
used to support the goals of· the SAP, which include supporting a risk assessment of the Ethyl Blending 
Plant. ' 

Comment 16: Pages 40-51, Worksheets 15a-15b, Reference Limits and Evaluation Tables (Soil & 
Groundwater): As stated in comment #4, please include tetraethyllead and TPHin these analyte lists. 

Response: Please see response to comment 3. 

Comment 17: Page. 52, SIW Worksheet #16, Project Schedulenimeline Table: Please add the 
following language to the worksheet: "The regula tory agencies Will be provided with a weekly schedule of 
upcoming field work, a weekly summary of work completed or ongoing, and must provide 48 hours notice 
for any ,fieJd work cancellations," 

, . 
Response: The re,commended text will be added to the SAP. 

Comment 18: Page 53, SAP Worksheet #17, Sampling Design and Rationale; whole section: The 
rationale and grid on Figure 5 do not appear to catch the known AGC but seem to try to catch the 
outskirts of the AGCs. For example, the long AGC listed as TF1-004 has no boring inside the known 
AGC. Please position the soil sampling location both inside and outside the known AGCs. 

Response: The photo interpretation of the Aoes associated with the Ethyl Blending Plant reviewed 
aerial photos from 1951, 1962, and 1972. This report is included in Appendix A-2 of the SAP. The size 
and dimensions of AOes 4, 5, and 18 differed slightly in different years. Therefore, a grid system was 
incorporated to place sample locations. Figure 5 is based on the 1962 aerial photograph. Navy believes 
that samples are properly positioned to characterize the AOes. Figure 5 has been revised to include the 
AOe polygons from each year and will be included with this response to comments document. 

Comment 19: Page 54, SAP Worksheet #17, Sampling Design and Rationale; 1st paragraph, 2'd 
sentence: 

"Soil samples will be collected from 3 intervals, one surface interval (0-1 ft bgs) ... " 

Please refer to Comment 6 mentioned above. 

Response: Navy selected the 0 to 1 foot interval in accordance with EPA Region I guidance for conducting 
human health risk assessments. 
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Comment 20: Page q4,' SAP' Worksheet #17, Sampling Design' and Rationale; ~d paragraph, ~d 
sentence: 

" ... one or two soil samples will be collected from each boring. " 
Itwoulciseerri prudent to collect the Same number and locations of soil 5 am pIes from the new monitOring 
well locations as you are, proposing for, the soil boring . locations (3 soil samples). Please change the 
above sentence to include the same soil sampling strategy to the monitoring well locations as proposed 
for the soil borings. 

Response: The soil boring locations are designed to collect data in areas where potential releases 
occurred.' Therefore, the three intervals are appmpriate to characterize any potential releases. The 
monitoring well locations are not in areas where releases to the ground surface are suspected. 
Therefore, the two soil sample intervals are appropriate to a characterize the overburden layer. 

Comment 21: Page 54, SAP Worksheet #17, Sampling Design and Rationale; :fd paragraph: This 
section deals with the colleotion of groundwater samples. Bince Tank Farm! hasa'history of'khown 
NAPL found at the site, please add the following provisions to the sampling protocol: "The wells will be 
inspected for NAPLs prior to purging. If NAPLs are present, samples of the NAPL will be collected for 
analysisofthe parameters listed for the groundwater sample. During well development, the intake fot-the 
purge pump will be raised through the length of the well screen and the PIG reading~ will'be'recorded. 
The intake for the low flow sample will be placed at the interval which exhibits the highest PID reading; If 
LNAPL is present, the intake will be placed at the top of the water table." 

ResPQnse:Groundwater monitoring wells will be inspected forNAPL prior to sampling. If NAPLis 
present, a sample will be collected of the product layer. 

Comment 22: Figure 5: Please provide Figure 5 on a larger fold out paper with the Shaw test pits 
labeled on the figure and include any laboratory test results in boxes along with the identified Shaw test 
pit locations. Please provide this revised Figure 5 in the'response to comments. ' 

Response: The Shaw Summary Report includes sample location maps and· analytical resl:Jlts tables. 
Tetra Tech will draft a table that summarizes the Shaw samples collected in the vicinity of the Ethyl 
Blending Plant. The table will be included in Worksheet #10 of the Ethyl Blending Plant SAP. Please 
note that locations are depicted on the Shaw Summary Report Sample Location figure included in 
Attachment A-3 of the EthylBlending Plant SAP. ' 
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• Proposed Sample Point 

Proposed Monitoring Well 

Existing Monitoring Well 

Shaw Test Pits (May and June 2010) 

I~l TETRA TECH 

PLANNED SOIL SAMPLING LOCATIONS 

CATEGORY 1IETHYL BLENDING PLANT 

TANK FARM 1 

NAVSTA, NEWPORT 
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PCB Sample 

I Electrical Vault 
~ .- .. 
~ '" •• : USTs 
~ r-'-'-J l._._J Tank Farm Boundaries 

TANK FARM 1 
PCBS SAMPLE LOCATIONS 

DESC 
MELVILLE, RHODE ISLAND 

DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2010 



1: Northeast Side of Ethyl Plant 
Location At Rear Entrance Door way: N 41 0 35' 15.2" W 71 0 16' 45.0" 

2. Sectional Boiler Unit in Boiler Room 3. PACM Window Glazing Putty Debris on Floor 

ETHYL BLENDING PLANT 
DEFENSE ENERGY SUPPORT CENTER 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT - MELVILLE 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Site Observations on August 10, 2010 
Page 1 of 2 



1: North Side Entrance to Fire Suppression Pump House (Locked) 
Location At North Entrance Door: N 41° 35' 19.3" W 71° 16' 49.7" 

2. Suspect ACM/PCB Door Frame Caulk & LBP 

FIRE SUPPRESSION PUMP HOUSE 
DEFENSE ENERGY SUPPORT CENTER 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT - MELVILLE 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Site Observations on August 10, 2010 
Page 1 of 2 



2. Northeast Side 3. Steel Drum with "Speedi-Drj" on Metal Grate on Pit 

JUNCTION VALVE HOUSE 
DEFENSE ENERGY SUPPORT CENTER 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT - MELVILLE 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Site Observations on August 10, 2010 
Page 1 of2 



1: East Side Entrance to Pump House 30 (Locked) 
Location At East Entrance Door: N 41 0 35' 13.9" W 71 0 16' 52.7" 

2. Suspect ACM Felt & Tar on Roof to Entrance 3. Suspect LBP on Nearby Vault Bulkhead Doors 

PUMP HOUSE 30 
DEFENSE ENERGY SUPPORT CENTER 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT - MELVILLE 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Site Observations on August 10, 2010 
Page 1 of 



1: South Side of Pump House . 
Location At South Entrance Door way: N 41 0 35' 12.5" W 71 0 16' 44.3" 

2. Upper Level Metal Entrance Doors wi Suspect LBP 3. Suspect ACM Flange Gaskets Remaining 

PUMP HOUSE 49 
DEFENSE ENERGY SUPPORT CENTER 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT - MELVILLE 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Site Observations on August 10, 2010 
Page 1 of 



1: East Side of Pump House 63 
Location At Entrance Door way: N 41 0 35' 18.2" W 71 0 16' 55.2" 

2. North Side of Pump House 63 - PACM Roofing 3. Concrete Panels over Vaults 

PUMP HOUSE 63 
DEFENSE ENERGY SUPPORT CENTER 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT - MELVILLE 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Site Observations on August 10, 2010 
Page 1 of2 



1: Southeast Corner of Tank 11 Valve House 
Location At Entrance Door way: N 41° 35' 19.2" W 71° 16' 53.6" 

2. Northeast Corner of Valve House 3. Entrance of Valve House Partially on Tank Pad 

TANK 11 VALVE HOUSE 
DEFENSE ENERGY SUPPORT CENTER 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT - MELVILLE 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Site Observations on August 10, 2010 
Page 1 of2 



1: North Side of Tank 12 Valve House 
Location At Entrance Doorway: N 41° 35' 17.2" W 71° 16' 54.8" 

TANK 12 VALVE HOUSE 
DEFENSE ENERGY SUPPORT CENTER 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT - MELVILLE 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Site Observations on August 10, 2010 
Page 1 of2 



1: Northwest Side of Transformer Vault 2 
Location At Entrance Door way: N 41° 35' 20.3" W 71° 16' 43.5" 

2. Two Transformers on Northeast Side 3. Suspect LBP & PACM caulk on Door/Frame 

TRANSFORMER VAULT 2 
DEFENSE ENERGY SUPPORT CENTER 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT - MELVILLE 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Site Observations on August 10, 2010 
Page 1 of 2 
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DEFENSE ENERGY 'S.IJPPOR-t CENTER 
DEfENSE FUEL SUPPORT.POINT + MELVILLE 

NAVAL STATIONNEWPQRT - N.EWPQRTriRHODE ISLAND 
Site Obser;yations' on August 1 0, 2010 
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WALLS 

Ext. 
Masonry 

Brick 

Interior 
Masonry 

Brick 
presumed, 

locked 

5: PACM/PPCB Door Frame Caulk & PLBP on Door/Frame 

FLOOR CEILING PACM &TSI PCB I Hg Mise Contamination I 
Run I Jnts Paint I Comments 

Concrete, Concrete Roof PACM door Presumed PCB Presumed LBP on door & frame 
presumed Deck; frame caulk and present in caulks; components 

wall penetration Potential for PCBs in 
caulk; PACM transformer 

Roofing; 
Concrete, Concrete Deck PACM Door PCBs presumed in Suspect LBPs on door & frame 
presumed frame opening door frame caulk; components; 

caulking locked door, but Floor drains in building unknown; 
possible PCBs in Unknown contamination in soils around 

Transformer & building and transformer; 
eguipment inside 

TRANSFORMER VAULT 3 
DEFENSE ENERGY SUPPORT CENTER 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT - MELVILLE 
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Site Observations on August 10, 2010 
Page 2 of2 


