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U.S. Navy DRAFT April 2010 

Proposed Plan 
Site 9 - Old Fire Fighting Training Area 

Naval Station Newport 
Newport, Rhode Island 

The Proposed Plan 

This Proposed Plan· has been prepared in accOIdance 
with federal laws to present the Navy's proposed 
cleanup approach for the Old Plre Flghtfng Training 
Area, which is Operable Unit 3 (0U-3) of the Naval 
Education Training Cenler Superfuhd· Site at the 
Naval Station Newport. in Newport. Rhode Island. 
This plan describes the Navy's proposed femedy for 
the Site, which, after careful study consists of 
permeable asphalt/soli eover and land use controls 
for salls, and use restrictions and monitoring for 
groundwater. This document provides the pubUc with 
information about the proposed remedy. 

Introduction 

This Proposed Plan provides information to the public 
on the preferred cleanup approach lor the Old Fire 
Fighting Training Area (the Site) at the Naval Station 
Newport, located in Newport. Rhode Island. This 
plan has been prepared 10 inform the community 0' 
the Navy·s basis (or the preferred cleanup approach 
tor the Sits, and encourage community participation 
in the environmental cleanup process for the Site at 
Naval Stalion Newport. 

Federal and state environmental laws govem cleanup 
act ivities at federal facilities. A federal law called the 
Comprehensive Environmental Aesponse. 
Compensation. and Liability Act (CEACLA), better 
known as Supenund. provides procedures for 
investigating and cleaning up environmental 
problems. Under this law, the Navy is pursuing 
cleanup of designated sites at Naval Stalion Newpon 
10 use the land for parking, roadways, and open 
space. The Navy works closely with the U . S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the 
Rhode Island Department of Environmental 
Management (RIDEM) 10 achieve this objective. The 
Navy is the lead agency for all investigation and 
cleanup programs ongoing at Naval Station Newport. 

As the lead agency, the Navy has prepared this 
Proposed Plan lor the Site in accordance with 
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Let us know what you think! 
Mark Your Calendarl 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ~ 

August 2, 2010 to September 1, 2010 ~ 
The Navy will accept written comments on the 
Proposed Plan for the Old Fire Fighting Training 
Area during this perlpd. Send written comments 
postmarked no laler than September 1, 2010 to: 

Ms Usa Rama 
Public Affairs Offloe 
690 Peary Street 
Naval Station Newport, 
Newport RI 02841 

or email your comments to: 
Lisa.Rame@navy.mil 

PUBLIC INFORMATION SESSION AND PUBLIC 
HEARING - September 1, 2010 

The Navy wilt hold a public information seSSion 
Irom 7:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. thet will include posters 
describing the Proposed Plan. A public meeting 
wjli (ollow from 7:30 p.m. 108:00 p.m., during which 
the Navy will provide a presentation and host a 
question- and- answer session . Finally. the Navy 
will hold a formal public hearing from 8:00 p.m.·. 
until all comments are heard. At the formal 
hearing, an official transcript of comments will be 
recorded and entered into record. These actlv~ies 
will be held at the Officers Club. Neval Station 
Newport. 

For more Information, visit one of the 
Information Repositories listed at the end of 
this Proposed Plan 

CEACLA Section 177(a) and Section 300.430(f) (2) 
01 the National Oil BIld Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Conlingency Plan (NCP). This plan tulfills 
the Navy's public participaiion responsibilities under 
these laws. 



The purpose of this Proposed Plan is to: 

• Provide background information on the Site. This 
fnfonnaUon includes: a description of the Site; a 
summary 01 the results of soil , groundwater, 
sediment. and sha/lflsh investigations; and 
conclusions of human health and ecological risk 
assessments. 

• Describe cleanup options considered 'o'r the Site. 

• Identify and explain the Navy's preferred cleanup 
plan for the Site. 

• Encourage public review and comment on this 
Proposed Ptan . 

Once the public has had the opporlunity to review 
and comment on this Proposed Plan, the Navy wilt 
summarize and respond 10 all comments received 
during the comment period and public hearing In a 
document called the Responsiveness Summary. The 
Navy, EPA, and AIDEM will carefully consider all 
comments received and, based on the comments, 
could modify the remedy or even select a remedy 
different from that proposed. Ultimately, the selected 
remedy for the Site will be documented in the Record 
of Decision (ROD) for Ihe Site. The Responsiveness 
Summary will be issued with the ROD. 

The information presented in this Proposed Plan 
highlights key in/ormation from previous reports 
about the Site, which have been presented to the 
public at various Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) 
meetings. More detailed infonnation about the Site 
can be found in the Remedial Investigation (RI)J 
Feasibility Study (FS), and Conceptuat Site Model 
(CSM) reports. related regulatory agency comments, 
and other documents located at the Information 
RepoSitories established by the Navy for Naval 
Station Newport (see list of Information Repositories 
on the lasl page of this plan). 

Scope and Role of the Response 
Action 

The Old Fire Fighting Training Area, also referred to 
as Site 9 and OU·3, is one of several sites identified 
at Naval Station Newport for Cleanup under CEACLA. 
Each site undergoing cleanup under CERCLA 
progresses through the cleanup process 
independently of !he others. The Navy's cleanup 
evaluation 01 the Site has concluded with a 
recommendation for asphalt/soil cover and land use 
controls tor soits, and use restrictions and monitoring 
for groundwater. 
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The Response Action for the Site is not expected to 
have an impact on the strategy or progress of 
cleanup for other slles at Naval Station Newport. 

Site Background and 
Characteristics 

Where I~ the Site? 

Naval Stalion Newport is located approximately 25 
miles soulh of Providence, Rhode Island. The facility 
layout is long and narrow, following the western 
shoreline of Aquidneck Island for nearly 6 miles 
facing the east passage of Narragansett Bay. The 
Site is located at the northern end of Coasters Harbor 
Island (see Figure 1). 

,. ." . ~ r _~ 

Figure 1 - Site Location at the northern end of 
Coasters Harbor Island. 

What was the Site used for? 
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Activity on Coasters Island dates back to Colonial 
limes. The north end of the island appears to have 
been developed in the mid 20'h century. The site was 
home to a Navy fire fighting training facility from 
World War II until 1972. During the training 
operations, fuel oils were ignited at the sile in various 



structures that simulated shipboard compartments, 
and then were extinguished by sailors. It was 
reported that a water/oil mixture was injected into 
buildings and the oil was then ignited (or firefightlng 
practice purposes. UndergrQund piping reportedly 
carried the water/oil mixture from tanks 10 the 
buildings . Unburned fuels and water were carried 
trom the buildings to an oil water separator. 

The fire lighting training facility was closed in 1972. 
Upon closure, the training structures were 
demolished and buried in mounds on the srte. and 
then the entire area was covered with topsoil. The 
site was then convened into a recreational area 
comprised of a playground. a baseball field, and a 
picnic area with an open pavilion and barbecue grills. 
The field was dedicated on July 4, 1976 and the area 
was used (or recreation until ils dosure il'l October 
, 998, because 01 potenlial environmental and human 
health concems. 

In 2003, the Surface Warfare Officers School 
(SWOS) Applied Instruction Building was constructed 
near the site. 

What does the Site look like today? 

The area is generally flat, with surlace elevations 
ranging from 8 to 12 feel above mean Jow water. 

Access to the original Old Fire Fighting Training Area 

CO\.I(;'i:lt' [lIiI ~u..~ S1RVtTUFlf \ 
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Site, much ot which Is covered with gravel or soil, is 
restricted by a chain link fence along its eastern, 
southern, and westem boundaries. The southam 
portion of the Site is currently covered by Taylor 
Drive and paved parking areas (Figure 2). Land use 
at OFFT A is anticipated to be industrial/commercial in 
the future. Current plans are to redevelop the site for 
parkIng. 

How big Is the Site? 

The Site Is approximately 8.2 acres, consisting ot the 
area north of Taylor Drive as well as the parking 
areas for the Surlace Warfare Of/icers School 
(SWOS). 

What were the Investigation results? 

During the environmental studies periormed at the 
Site. (see Environmentsllnvestigations text box) soil, 
marine sediment, groundwater. and shellfiSh samples 
were colJected . These samples were analyzed for 
luel components Including gasoline-range organics 
(GRO), diesel-range organics (DRO), semi-volatile 
organic compounds (SVOCs) and polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), metals, and volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), pesliddes, and polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs). 

_ ....... 

~, ~":'W_, 
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FIgure 2 - Current features at the Old Fire Fighting Training Area. 
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Environmental Investigations 
and Removal Actions 

J983: Initial Assessment Study conducted. 

1987: The Remedial Investigation tor the Sit6 was 
ihitiated. 

1989: Endangered spocles survey conducted by 
AIOEM. 

1990 lind 1994: Sampling events conducted for 
Aemedtallnves!lgBttan. 

1984; Remedial Investigation Report pub~~hed . 

1(196: University of Rhode Is1and conducled Doppler 
current-prOOling in Coasters Harbor. 

1997: Source Area Removallrwssligalion corKIuCled. 

1997-1998: Samp"ng events conduct&d lor Marine 
ECOI09ical Risk Assessment 

2000: Marine Ecological R4sk Assessment and 
Background Soil Invesligotion were published. 

2001: Remedial Investigation updaled to include ttle 
Basenne HUman HeeUh Risk Assessment. 

2001-2002; Sampling events conducted la update 
groundwater and sediment conditions. 

2002: Gsoondwa/er Risk Evatoallon published. 

2002: Sedimenl pre-design Invesligalions and forensIC 
investlgallon conduc1ed 10 rehne contaminant source 
and Quanlily or affected sediment. 

20DS; &lil pre-deslgn tnvesligaUons conducted to 
reline QUantity of affected soil. 

2004-2006: Removal 01 soil afld debris maLH1ds rrom 
Ihe sile. 

2007: Suppll!mental Alsk Evaluallon prepared, and a 
Draft Aevised Feasibility Study was prepared. 

2007: Inspection conduced to suppor'! the design or 8 

replacement stone revetment. 

2007 -2008: Soil removal action conducted to remove 
drain pipes, oil-water separator and oil-con laminated 
soil. 

2009: Design compleled rar replacement stone 
revetmont at shoreline 

2010: Revised Feasibility Study finalized. 
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The sample results are summarized &1 del ail below. 

• PetrO/Bum (GRO lind ORO) - Petroleum is nol 
regulated under CERCLA, but has been 
investigated because contaminants regulated 
under CERCLA are comingled wilh petroleum at 
this site as a result or the former site use . 

Petroleum has been round in subsurface soils in 
the central and eastern portions of the site, and In ~ 
areas inland. In the central portion 01 the site, 
petroleum constiluents were identified In soils 
near the water lable. 

No measurable lighl non-aqueous phase liquid 
(LNAPL) was detected in any of the site 
monitoring wells; however. sh~ns have been 
noted in water purged trom monitoring wells. 

Dissolved pelroleum was detec(&d In 
groundwater from 10 wells sampled in 2004. 
This indicalas Ihal a slight dissolution of 
petroleum from soli 10 groundwater is occurring in 
this area. 

Oil sheens or oil seepages have not been 
observed in surface waters along the shoreline 
adjacent to the site during any of the documented 
site investigations 

• SemlvolBlJ/e Organic Compounds (SVOCs) 
Including PolycyclJc Aromatic Hydrocarbons 
(PAHs) - The SVOCs detected include primarily 
the class 01 compounds calegorized as PAHs. 
PAHs feature prominently in the contaminanl mix 
in soil at Ihe site because they are present as a 
result of both unburned and burned 'uels. PAHs 
were also detecled in site sediments. 

PAHs consislent with abraded asphalt were 
detected In sediment samples coIlecied from on­
site storm drains and connected upgradient 
catchbaslns that discharge to outfalls along the 
shoreline of the site_ 

Groundwaler analytical results for samples 
collected from 1994 through 2004 showed the 
presence of low concentrations 01 a few SVOCs, 
primarily PAHs. Concentrations of two SVOCs 
(2'melhytnaphlhalene and naphthalene) 
e)(ceeded stale and federal cmeria for drinking 
water (Maximum Contaminant Levels {MCls)) in 
two wells during the 1997sampling event. No 
SVOCs were detected at concentrations 
exceeding these standards during any other 
sampling events (1994, 2002, or 2004). 



PAHs were detected in aU site sediment 
investigations. The highest PAH concentrations 
in marine sediments have historically been 
detected near the two storm drain outfalJs that 
discharge at the shoreline of the site. 

A forensic study ot the sediment contamination 
was conducted in 2004 and 2005 to clarify the 
source ot the PAH contaminants . It was found 
that the PAHs in the sediment were more closely 
related to PAHs from asphalt and paving 
treatments than to the PAHs found in sail at the 
site. 

Concentrations of PAHs detected in shelHish 
from the site were compared with available 
reference data for blue mussels from other parts 
of Narragansett Bay. This comparison showed 
similar concentrations of these contaminants in 
mussels collected from the site and in the 
reference area. 

In 2004, as part ot an upgrade to the Naval 
Station Newport storm water discharge conlrol 
program, one storm drain that discharges into 
Coasters Harbor was filled with a tllter system 
designed to capture oils and sediments in the 
storm water before release to the harbor. 
Ultimately, a reduction in sediment contaminant 
load was noted at this location, indicating the 
likelihood that this capture syslem greatly 
reduces PAH contaminants in storm water 
discharge. 

• Metals -)n surface soil, arsenIc, beryllium, lead 
and manganese have been detected at 
concentralions exceeding the RtDEM ReSidential 
Direct Exposure Cri1eria for soil. Studies have 
shown that manganese and arsenic can occur 
naturally in the area at elevated concentrations. 
In contrast, elevated lead concentrations are 
associated with the fill material (sand and gravel) 
at the site . With the exception of lead, it was 
concluded that the metals are mosllikely 
components of the regional till or bedrock, and 
nat the result 01 contamination. 

Manganese was detected in si1e groundwater 
samples at concentrations exceeding slate 
drinking water criteria and a federal drinking 
water health advisory. The highest 
concentrations of manganese in groundwater 
were det~ted in samples from the periphery at 
the site, especially in wells that are tidally 
influenced, 

Concentrations of lead and arsenic detected in 
shellfish trom the site were compared with 
available reference data for blue mussels from 
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other parts of Narragansett Bay. This 
comparison showed similar concentrations 01 
these contaminants in mussels collected from Ihe 
site, and in the reference area. 

• Volstlls OrganIc Compounds (VOCS)­
Groundwater analytical results tram 1994 through 
2004 showed the presence of low concentrations 
of a few VOCs. The concentration of one VOC 
(benzene) exceeded state and federal drinking 
waler standards in two wells sampled in 1997. 
No VOCs were detected at concentrations 
e)(ceeding these standards during any of the 
other sampling events (1994, 2002, or 2004) . 
VOCs were not detected in sailor sediment 
above standards. 

• Pesticides - Pesticides were detected in surlace 
soil and subsurlace soil across the site, in storm 
waler, in marine sediment, and in shell/ish 
samples. Only one pesticide, endrin, was 
detected in groundWater. All pesticide 
concentrations were relatively low, and they were 
determined to be unrelated 10 the site activities, 
but likely from general use in residential and 
agricultural applications in the watershed. 

• POlychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) - PCBs were 
delected infrequently in surface and subsurface 
soil, at concentrations below RIDEM Residential 
Direct Exposure Criteria for soil. PCBs were 
detected frequently in biota tissue samples. 
However, this is common as shellfish accumulate 
PCBs through leeding and do not metabolize 
them. PCBs were determined to be unrelated to 
Ihe site activities, and are likely trom industrial 
sources which may be contributing contaminants 
to Narragansett Bay, 

Summary of Site Risks 

The Navy completed risk assessments to evaluate 
potential current and future effects of chemicals an 
human health and the environment. The resuhs of 
these assessments are described below. 

HUMAN HEAL TH RISKS 

The human health risk assessment (HHAA) 
estimated the baseline risk, which is the likelihood of 
health problems occurring if no cleanup actions were 
taken at the Site. To estimate the baseline risk for 
humans, a four· step process was used. 



Step 1 • Identify Chemicals of Potential Concern 
(COPCs). Chemicals of potential concern are 
chemicals found at the Site at concentrations above 
federal and stale risk-screening levels . Chemicals 
with concentrations above these levels were further 
evaluated in the human health risk assessment. 

COPCs identified at the Site included the following ; 

• Soil - PAHs including benzo(a)pyrene at 
concentrations up to 10,000 lJglkg; 
benzo(a)anthracene at 14,000 ~gJkg; and 
benzo(b)f1uoranlhene at 14,000 j.Jg/I<g. Lead. 
present at concentralions up to 8,250 mgJkg in 
fill. 

• Residual petroleum is bound within the soil 
matrix, particularly at the water table. This 
materia] will create a sheen on groundwater 
when the soil matrix is disturbed. Generally, 
petroleum is excluded from CERCLA regulation 
and is normally cleaned up under other 
authoritres such as stete regulations. However. 
the petroleum at this Site is comingled with 
CERCLA contaminants because of the routine 
burning of petroleum products, which occurred as 
part 01 the OFFT A operations, The CERCLA 
contaminants cannot ef/ectively be remediated 
separately from the petroleum. The Navy, EPA, 
and RJDEM have therefore agreed that this 
cleanup will need to remediate the petroleum in 
order to effectively remediate the corningled 
CERCLA contaminants. 

• Groundwater - Lead. de1ected al an elevated 
concentration of 38.6 IJg/L, exceeds the federal 
drinking water criteria of 15 J.lg IL (and RIDEM 
drinking water criteria, though it Is well within the 
AIOEM criteria for industrial use). Manganese 
exceeds a federal health advisory lor drinking 
water at several locations at the site. VOCs were 
detected in groundwater at concentrations below 
drinking waler criteria, although benzene was 
detected exceeding federal drinking water criteria 
in two wefts in 1997. SVOCs exceeded the EPA 
screening levels for drinking water. 

Step 2 ~ Conduct an Exposure Assessment In 
this step , the ways that humans come into contact 
with soil, sediment, andlor groundwater at the Site 
were considered . Both CLJrrent and reasonably 
foreseeable future exposure scenarios were 
identified. 
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For the Site, exposures that were evaluated included: 
residential, recreational (considered a restricted 
recreational scenario under AIDEM's regulations), 
shoreline visitor, and excavation worker exposed to 
surlace soH, subsurface soil, shoreline sediment 
(intertidal sediment), and shellfish (lobsters. clams, 
and mussels which could be exposed to near shore 
and offshore sediment): shellfish ingestion (ingestion 
of shell/ish taken recrealionally and for subsistence); 
lifetime residential (adult and child) exposed to 
unrestricted groundwater use; and a future 
industriaVcommercial worker exposed to soil, indoor 
air, and groundwater. 

Step 3 - Complete a Toxicity Assessment. 
Possible harmful effects (if any) from potential 
exposure to the individual COPCS were evalualed . 
Generalty, these chemicals were separated into two 
groups: carcinogens (chemicals that may cause 
cancer) and non-carcinogens (chemicals that may 
cause adverse ettects other than cancer), 

Step 4 - Characterize the RIsk, The results of 
Steps 2 and 3 were combined to estimate overall 
risks from exposure to chemicals present at the Site. 
The terms used to define the estimated risk are 
explained in the text box, What's Ihe Risk 10 Me? 

The results of the risk assessment for receptors 
exposed to site media indicated the following: 

• For surface soil, the reasonable maximum 
exposure (RME) cancer risks under the liletime 
recreational and lifetime resident scenarios are 
within EPA's target risk range, but slightly greater 
than the benchmark used by AIDEM. Primary 
contributors to risk (lifetime residential exposure 
10 surlace soil) (nclude: arsenic, dibenzolurans. 
benzo(a)pyrene, and dibenzo(a ,h)an1.hracene. 
Non-cancer His lor surface soil under all 
scenarios did not exceed benchmarks. 

• For Subsurface soil, cancer risks are within EPA's 
target risk range, but are slightly greater than the 
RIDEM benchmark. Primary contributors to risk 
under lifetime exposure to subsurface soit in a 
residential scenario indude: arsenic, and the P AHs 
benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(a)anihracene, atld 
benzo{b)fluOfanthene. Non-cancer His for 
subsurlace soil under all scenarios did not 
benchmarks . 



• Risk 10 persons Irom eXpolure to lead IS 

calculated dill"enl ty - see !he text box 10 ttle 
tighl - "Wha!'s Risk To Me')· For residential 
children exposed 10 subsurtace soil, the 
eSl lmaled percentage predicted 10 e)(hlbit II blood 
lead level above to jJgldL is 18.6 percent. This 
exceeds EPA's pr04&etlve level cutoff 01 5 peroenf 
and indical&s adverse elfects 10 children living at 
Ine site Irom lead exposure. 

• The estimated cancer risk lor a lifelime residenl 
exposed to groundwaler used as II potable waier 
sOUtce whldl mcceeds EPA's tMgel risk range 
and RtOEM's benchmarlt Non-carCll"l()Qenlc 
risks 10( the le,iden4iai ch~d and residential adult 
both exceed non·cancer benchmarks, for the 
residential child receptor , benchmarks are also 
exceeded lor manganese, arsenic, chromium, 2-
methvtnaphlhalene, and benzene. 

This Ngh level of rWc is based on groundwater 
use as the primary drinking water source for 
hypothetical on-site residen ls, although 
Ql'ol.l1dwaler at the site is '104 cLll'l'enUy used for 
drinking or bathlf'lg , This sC&l'lario is I.I1likely 10 
occur 10( !he loIIoWlt'lg reasons ' the Stale's 
groundwater clalisificallon oj Ihe aquifer 
underlying the site prevents such ose; lhe srle's 
pro)(imhy to the ocean and Ihe groundwet6l' 
salinity measured near the shO(e!ine also 
prevents USe: and ttle avaDability 01 city water 
supply Pf8(Judes need 0' sud! use. Considering 
lJVeslncted Ine ol grol¥ldwale. lew dr1rlkk'lg 
water.s only used in lh.s 'lIaJualion to provide a 
conservatIVe eshmate of fISk, 

• FOllulu.e 1f'ld1.l5t,laVcommerdal worker 
exposure!! 10.s.oil, the cancer (Isle is within the 
Ef:)A's tarQel nsk range, buI etce.eds RIDEM's 
benchmark The majew oontriOutors 10 Itlls cancer 
risk aro PA,Hs and 8tSef1lc, For oonstruc1ion 
worker Ixposure 10 groundWater, cancer 'lsk is 
eStVrlated 10 be below benchmarb. The tolal 
canur nsto; to !he construction worker (calculated 
by addlflg the risk tram groundwater 8l1d the risk 
lrom soil) IS above RtOEM benchll'latks but with in 
EPA target nsk range . NO(l-cancer hazard Indices 
are below benchm,!lkI lor soil and grouodwater. 

• InduSlriaVcommerClal wo,,",e. e~posulII 10 lead In 
$Oils al the Old File Fig"tlng Training Area Site 
loUl'ld \hat tile PfobabUilV 01 risk from lead is well 
belOW the benchmark provided by EPA. 
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What's the Risk to Me? 

1(1 evaluating risks to humans, risk ulima!es lOf 
carcinogens (cI'!lmicals that may cause cancer) 
and nor.carcinogeos (chemicals that may cause 
adverse effects oltler than cancer) are e)(pressed 
differenl1y, 

For carcinogens, /\sic estimates a.e upi'essed in 
terms 01 p.obabilily, For 'xample, e)(posure to a 
particular carCinogenic chemical may present a 1 
in 10,000 chane. 0( C8USing cancer ave, an 
estimal ed lif&liml 01 70 years, Thill can also be 
expressed as 1)(10", The EPA acceplable risk 
'ange IOf car~ is 1)(1 0" (1 In 1,000.000) 
to 1xl 0" , and RIOEM's benchmark is t x 10 '· , In 
genelal. calculated f isks hlgl'ler Ihan these 
values would require coosidera l ion 01 cleanup 
allemalives, 

For noncMciI\ogens, exp05UfH are IIrst 
estima19d and lhen compared 10 a retelence 
dose (AID), The RID is developed by EPA 
scJenl isls to estimate the amaonl 01 a chemical a 
person (including the mosl sellS~ille person) 
coold be exposed to over a liflllme ..... rlhOui 
deVeloping adverse (non-cancer) health e"ects, 
The exposure dose is diVIded by- the RIO 10 
caJculate ttle measure known as a hazard indet, 
A hatard index (HI) greater than 1 $ugg&Sts thai 
adVerse effecls are possible, 

RISk from e)(po.o;ure to lead is evaluated ny us"'g 
Ihe slope-Iador RDO.oac.'"r developec :ly e-re EPA., 
The approach il ballRd on el1ects to eletus 
th'ough etposufe Ie the mo:her , FOI felusElS 
born 10 mothers o!)(polled to lead, a probabl ity 
tMI the leta biood-lead COflcenlfatior, exceeds 
T 0 ~glaL IS cl'.oC\llaled EPA's to!lrglllt probablt<:y 
.s 5 percent 01 le&s, II tne probability Is less Ihan 
5 percen!, il is ClCCepfed thallelld :lees no! poso 
a risk to humans, 

• Potential risks Irom IIOIaTilization 01 groundwater 
contaminanTs into indoor air spaces were 
evaluated through EPA's Subsurlace Vapor 
Intrusion Guidance. Sased on this ellalual ion. 
the vapor intrusion paThway was considered 
insigr>it.cant because all groundwaler 
concenlraTions were beloW the vapor iolrusiofl 
screenlllg levels. 



The chemicals 01 concern (COCs) (or the Site were 
identified in the HHRA as primary contributors to 
human health risks for current and future land use. 
The COCs are summarized below: 

• Soli (IndustrIal use) - Lead, PAHs. 

• GroundwBtBr - Arsenic, chromium, lead, 
manganese, 2-methylnaphthalens, and benzene. 

ECOLOGICAL RISKS 

The ecological risk assessment (ERA) was 
completed in three steps, which are discussed below. 

Step 1 - Problem Formulation. The primary 
objective 01 the ERA lor the Site was to assess 
ecological risks from contaminants associated with 
Old Fire Fighting Training Area to possible receptors 
in the offshore environments 01 Coasters Harbor and 
Narragansett Say. 

Ecological risk-based contaminants of concern 
(COCPs) were identi1ied in sediment and shellfish, 
based on sampling results . 

Step 2 - RIsk Analysis. Risks were idenlilied 
according to sample stations. based on summaries of 
each weight of evidence, and focusing on exposure 
(contaminants present) correlated to effects 
(reproduction and growth inhibitions, etc) . Sampling 
stations were raled, based on these summaries . to 
indicate areas 01 high, intermediate, and low 
probability for adverse risk to receptors present at 
those stations. 

Step 3 - Risk Characterization. The results from 
the risk analysis were used to detennine the 
probability 01 adverse eHects to the ecological 
receptors at the Site. The resulls of an ERA are 
based on an interpretation of the overall weight of 
evidence collected from Ihe Site. 

A High probability o( ecological risk is assigned to 
areas where numerous lines of evidence suggest 
pronounced contaminant exposure and effects, the 
spatial extent of apparent impact is great. the impact 
is likely to be persistent over long periods 01 time, 
and the available data support demonstrable 
exposure response relationships . The ERA found 
high probability for adverse risk to ecological 
receptors at one sample stalion located near a storm 
drain ouUall due to the PAHs that were detected in 
sediment. 
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An Jntermediate probabilily of ecological risk is 
assigned to locations falling between high and low 
probabilities 01 risk. These are characterized by the 
occurrence of measurable exposure or eNects, but 
not both. An intermediate probability for adverse risk 
to receptors was determined for several shoreline 
stations and harbor stations, due to measured 
eltects, or to contaminant concentrations detected 
above screening concentrations. However, since no 
exposure·response relationship was found, it is not 
cerlain that stresses 10 test organisms were caused 
by detected contaminants, or by other faclors. 

How is Ecological Risk Expressed? 

The risk to ecological receptors is expressed as 
a Hazard Quotient (HQ). A receptor's exposure 
estimate (e.g. ) amounl of chemical in media or 
ingested in food) is compared to benchmarks 
lor the chemicals that are designed 10 be 
proteclive . When Ihe HQ is below 1.0, 
to)(icological effecls are unlikely to occur and no 
signillcanl risk is present. When the HQ is 
above 1.0, there is a potential for significant risk 
to be present. 

A Low probability 01 ecological risks suggests 
possible, but minimal impacts based on some of the 
exposure or effects· based lines 01 evidence, while 
impacts are undetectable by the majority of exposure 
and effects-based lines of evidence. A low 
probability for adverse risk was esUmated for the 
remainder of the sample stations. including one 
reference station, and the near-shore stations that 
are more exposed to rough water conditions. The 
observed risks at these stations are considered 
acceptable from an ecological risk perspective. 

A baseline condition Ihal would be associated with 
relatively pristine conditions was not observed at any 
of the site sample stations or reference sample 
stations tIlat were evaluated in this assessment. 

Continued evaluations of sublidal sediments at 
Coasters Harbor have found lower concentrations of 
chemical contaminants and evidence ot a healthy 
ecological community, with eelgrass beds, and 
reproductive populations of commercially important 
shellfish (bay scallops. oysters. clams, elc). A 
shellfish collection ban is imposed on this area, by 
the State 01 Rhode Island. Shellfish closure areas 
are important 10 the overall health of the bay, as the 
mature shellfish in areas closed to collection provide 
important seed stock for other areas of the bay. 



Remedial Action ObJectives 

Remedial action objectives (AAOs) are the goals that 
a cleanup plan should achieve . They are established 
to protect human health and Ihe environment, and 
comply with all pertinent federaJ BJid slate 
regulations. The AAOs are developed to address all 
the identified COCs in each of the media of concern. 
The following RAOs were developed lor the Site: 

• Prevent the ingestion of and direct conlact whh 
vadose zone soil containing site contaminants 
that exceed prelim inary rem ediation goals 
(PRGs) developed for the OFFTA site. as 
pertinent to the appropriate land use. Identilyand 
prevent. to the extent practicable, any transfer of 
contaminants from site soils to sediment via 
groundwater transport or via soil/beach face 
erosion. 

• Prevent the ingestion of, and direct contact with 
groundwater with chemicals at concentrations 
that exceed PRGs lor the site. Ensure that the 
transfer 01 contaminants from site soil to 
sediment via groundwater transport is not 
occurring. 

Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs), or cleanup 
concentration thresholds, were developed in the FS 
for the ten contaminants identified as human health 
COCs in Site soil and groundwater. These COCs, 
and their PRG concentrations include: 

• Soil (industrJal use) -
lead (500 mglkg) 
benzo(a)anlhracene (2110 lJg/kg) , 
benzo(a)pyrene (211 IJglkg). 
benzo(b)tluoranthene (2110 lJgJ\<g). and 
dibenzo(a,h)anlhracene (211 \Jg/I<g). 

• Groundwater (as drJnking water)­
Arsenic (0.04 IJg/L). 
chromium (30I-lgIL), 
lead (15 IJgIL). 
manganese (291 IJg!L), 
2-methylnaphthalene (128 IJg/l), and 
benzene (1 IJg/L). 

Summary of Remedial Alternatives 

Remedial alternatives. or cleanup options, were 
identified for the Site in the FS. The alternatives 
were developed to meet the RAOs listed above. 
Each alternative Is briefly described below for soU 
and groundwater. 
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Soli Altematlve 1: No Action 

A "no action" altemative was evaluated for the Site. 
Under a no action alternative, the Site would be left 
as it is today. Although the Navy has not considered 
this 10 be an appropriate response action for the Site, 
it is a statutory requirement under CERCLA that a "no 
action" alternative be evaluated. Thus, this 
altemative is used as a baseline for comparison with 
other alternatives . 

The No Action alternative would only include review 
01 site condllions every five years. 

Soli AlternatIve 2: Removal, E)f situ Treatment, 
Backfill. and Land Use Controls (LUCs) 

Soil Alternative 2 features excavation of soil 
exceeding PAG levels and on-site treatment of the 
contaminated soils . Treated soils would be used as 
backfill. Soil Alternative 2 would achieve AAOs 
through the following remedial components: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Excavation would involve removal 01 SOil. loading 
materia! onto trucks, and hauling malerial to a 
centralized location on the Site. 

Low-temperature thermal stripping (L ITS) and 
soil washing treatments would be performed on 
the Site. L ITS uses heating to thermally volatilize 
organic contaminants in soils. Soil washing 
involves removal of contaminants by washing in a 
water-based system with additives to help 
remove heavy metals. Treatment confinnalion 
analyses would be perlormed on cleaned 
stockpiles. 

The excavations would be backlilled with treated 
soil from the clean stod<piles. 

Following excavation and baCkfill of raylor Drive 
and the SWOS parking areas, the utilities, 
pavement. and sidewalks would be replaced. 

EXisting shoreline protection would be replaced 
to prevent eros'lon of the treated, backfilled soil 
(which is being conducted as part of a different 
action) . 

Land use controls (lUCs) would be implemented 
to prevent residential use of the land. 

Pre- and post-remedial groundwater monitoring 
would be conducted for Irend comparison. 

• Long-term monitoring 01 groundwater and five­
year reviews will be necessary. 



Soli Alternative 3: Removal, Dlsp083r, and LUes 

Soil Alternative 3 specifies the removal and oft-site 
disposal of soil with COCs exceeding the selected 
PAGs, Soil Alternative 3 would address the RAOs 
through the lollowlng remedial components: 

• Excavation would involve removal of soil, loading 
material onto trucks, and hauling material to an 
approved oft-site disposal facility. 

.. Backfilling would involve placement of clean fill in 
Ihe excavated areas. 

• Utilities would be replaced when the site is 
backtilled, Also, T ayfor Drive and the SWOS 
parking areas would be repaved after the 
earthmoving opera lions have been completed, 

• Existing shoreline protection would be replaced 
with a new revetment to prevent erosion ot the 
backfilled soil (which is being conducted as part 
of a different action). 

• Land use controls (LUGs) would be implemented 
10 prevent residential use 01 the land. 

• Long-tenn monitoring of groundwater and five­
year reviews will be necessary. 

5011 Alternative 4: Asphalt/Soli Cover and LUes 

SoH Alternative 4 would contain the contaminated 
solis with a permeable asphaltJsoil cover . Soil 
Alternative 4 would address the RAOs through the 
following remedial components: 

• The area north of Tayfor Drive would be covered 
by geolextile and two feet of clean soil. 

• The grassed isJands within the SWOS parking lot 
would be covered with a geogrid barrier layer 
overlain by six inches 01 topsoil. 

• Paved areas would be assumed to provide an 
elfective barrier to prevent access to 
contaminated soil. 

• Existing shoreline protection currentry being 
replaced (as part of a different aClion) with a new 
revetment to prevent erosion of (he new 
asphalt/soil cover will fit with this alternative. The 
asphaltJsoil cover may need some additional 
stone protection Of) the north side of the site . 
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• Long·term management and LUCs would be 
required to prevent access to soils since soils 
exceeding PAGs would remain on Site. 

• Long-term monitoring and/or five-year reviews 
will be necessary lor groundwater. 

Groundwater Al1ernatlve 1: No Action 

A UNo Action" alternative was evaluated ior the Sile. 
Under a no action alternative. the Site would be left 
as it is loday. Although the Navy has not considered 
this to be an appropriate response action for Ihe Site, 
it is a statutory requirement under NCP that a ~No 
Acl'lon" altemative be evaluated. Thus, this 
allemative Is used as a baseline for comparison with 
other altematives. 

The No Action alternative would onty include review 
of site conditions every live years. 

Groundwater Alternative 2; Umited Action (use 
re.s1rrctions and monitoring) 

Groundwater Alternative 2 would limit potential risks 
to human health through groundwater use 
restrictions. This would meet the RAOs through the 
following remedial components: 

• Groundwater use restrictions would be 
implemented to prevent Ihe installation of wells 
for any consumptive use purpose, including for 
household use, drinking water supply, irrigation, 
or industrial use. The restriction would also 
describe any necessary protection measures for 
workers involved in future site development 
activities that may come Into contact with 
groundwater, 

• The Navy will submit an annual report to RIDEM 
and EPA documenting compliance with the 
restrictions as appropriate . 

A long-term monitoring program and 5-yeaf 
reviews would be conducted to periodically 
measure quality of groundwater at the site. 
Groundwater monitofing is also required 10 
assess the profectiveness 01 any soil remedy 
where contaminants exceed risk-based PRGs. 

Evaluation of Alternatives 

EPA has established nine criteria for use in 
comparing the advantages/disadvantages of each 
remedial alternative. These criteria raJl into three 
groups: threshold criteria that any selected alternative 
must meet; primary balancing criteria that are used to 



dillerentiata between altematives; and modifying 
criteria thai may be used to modify the recommended 
remedy. In the FS, each remedial alternative is 
individually evaluated with respect to seven of the 
nine criteria and then compared againsl each other 
with respect to each criterion. The two modifying 
criteria are evaluated after receipt of slate and pubtic 
oomments on the FS and Proposed Plan. Tables 1 
and 2 identity the evaluation criteria and present a 
summary of the evaluation of alternatives for Itle Site. 

Preferred Alternatives 

The Navy is proposing Soil Altemative 4. asphalt/soil 
cover and LUCs, and Groundwater Alternative 2, 
Limited Action (use restriction's and monitoritlg), as its 
preferred remedies fOT the Site. The Navy has 
concluded that these rem&dies are protective 01 
human health and the environment. and achieves the 
overall goals established fOT the Site. The Navy 
proposes Ihat these remedies be the final remedy for 
the Sile. 

Preferred Alternative for Soli 

Overall, the soil alternative will include the following 
steps: 

• A 2·foot thick permeable soil cover would be 
placed over unpaved areas. This cover would 
consist of a geotextile , 18 inches of soil, and six 
inches ot topsoil. The geoteXlile would separate 
the clean fill trom the underlying contaminated 
soli and serve as a marker layer if any future land 
diS1urbing aclivities were conducted. 

• Areas which are currently covered by pavement 
or sidewalks would n01 be altered, with the 
understanding thatlhe pavement provides a 
barrier from contact with the underlying soil. 
Additional parking areas which are planned for 
this site would need to be constructed to comply 
with this remedy. 

• Construction of the soil cover areas would require 
approximately 15,900 cubic yards of clean soil to 
be brought on to the site . 

• Grassed islands within the eXisting parking lots 
would be covered with a moditied penneable 
cover. This cover would consist of 6 inches of top 
soli underlain by a geogrid (a heavy duty plastic 
grid usually used for soli reinforcement) that 
would serve as a barrier layer to incidental 
excavation in the area. Given the relatively smaJl 
area. low level of contamination, and high 
maintenance in this area, B reduced cap 
thickness would be protective in this area. 
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• A revetment is currently being constructed as 
part of a separate aclion along the northern 
perimeter 01 the site 10 prevent soil erosion and 
migration of contaminated soil 10 the sediment. 
The revetment would be keyed into lhe 
asphalt/soil caver Installatton, 

• Long-term Operation and Maintenance (O&M) of 
the reverment would be required because it is an 
integral pert at this remedy. 

• Posl-remediation groundwater monitoring would 
be conducted to assess the protectiveness of the 
soil rem edy. 

• LUes would limi1lhe use of the site for induslriaV 
commercial purposes and limitlhe use of soil and 
groundwater. 

• Long-term monitoring of compliance and O&M of 
the cover would be conducted. 

• Five-year reviews would be required. 

When completed, Soil Alternative 4 will be: (1) 
protective of human heal(h and the environment (e.g., 
achieve the Sile-specilic AAOs): (2) comply with all 
pertinent state and federal regulations; (3) provide 
long-term ellectiveness: and (4) provide a cost­
eHective remedy that can be easily implemented 
using proven technology. 

While Soil Altemalives 2 and 3 would also achieve 
the RAOs If successfully implemented, there is some 
uncertainty in the potential eHectiveness of SoH 
Altemalives 2 and 3 for providing short term 
protection, In addition, there is uncertainty in the 
implementabifity of Soil Alternative 2. Soil washing is 
only moderately reliable, and soils may require more 
than one pass through the treatment equipment to 
meet PRGs. In addition, intensive O&M activities 
would be required during the remediation process. 
The excavation and backfilling of Taylor Drive and 
SWOS parking area in Soil Alternatives 2 and 3 
would be complicated by the utilities in the area. Soil 
Altemative 3 would present a short-term risk to 
persons e)(posed to soils and f~(live emissions 
during excavation and transportation actlv~ies . 

Soil Alternative 4 has high certain1y in achieving 
PRGs through Ihe use of asphalt/soil cover and land 
use controls. Consistent with EPA guidance, the 
lowest cost option that will be protective and will 
comply w(th regulations was selected. Soil 
Alternative 4 is recommended because it offers the 
best balance among the criteria used to evalua{e the 
alternatives. 



Preferred Alternative for Groundwater 

Overall, the groundwater alternative will include the 
following steps; 

• 

• 

• 

Exposure to groundwater contaminants would be 
prevented through usa restrictions implemented 
in the form of land use controls (LUes). Long­
term monitoring of thase controls would be 
required . Land use controls are rules, direct!ves, 
policies. and olher measures (e.g., preventing the 
usage of groundwater, preventing the installation 
of new groundwater production wells) adopted by 
the landowners and appropriate authorities in a 
manner consistent with applicable Federal, State, 
and local laws. Land use at OFFT A is 
anticipated to be industrial/commercial/ in the 
future, and LUes will ensure that access to and 
use of the groundWater is restricted . 

Long-term groundwater monitoring will be 
needed to provide information on the quality of 
the groundwater to assure that the aquifer is not 
further degraded. Monitoring would be 
conducted for 30 years (on a yearly basis for 
years 1-5 and every five years thereafter) and 
would include analysis for all the COCs (organics 
and metals). \lIs anticipated that some naturat 
attenuation of the groondwatar would occur over 
time; however, this is not intended to be a 
primary element that this alternative relies upon. 

Five-year reviews would be required. Five-year 
site reviews would consist of evaluating the 
monitoring data for effectiveness of the remedial 
response and usa restrictions. There also will be, 
al a minimum, yearly monitoring for compliance 
with land use restrictions. 

The Navy evaluated a variety of criteria and followed 
available EPA guidance to select an alternative thai 
would be protective and cost-eHective. When 
comple.ted, Groundwater Alternative 2 will be: (1) 
prot.actlve of human health and the environment (e.g., 
achieve the Site-specific RAOs): (2) comply with all 
pertinent state and lederal regulations; (3) provide 
long-term effectiveness; and (4) provide a cost­
ellective remedy that can be easily implemented 
using proven technology. 

Groundwater Altemative 1 will not achieve the RAOs; 
Groundwater Alternative 2 will achieve PAGs through 
the use of land use controls and monitoring. 
Consistent with EPA guidance, the lowest cost option 
that will be protective and will comply with regulations 
was selected. 
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Next Steps 

Community acceptance of this Proposed Plan is the 
next step in the cleanup process for the SHe The 
public is encouraged to review this plan and submit 
comments to the Navy. The Navy will accept written 
comments on the Proposed Plan during the public 
comment period, from August 2, 2010 fo September 
1, 201~. The .Navy will accepl oral comments during 
a Public Hearing that follows a Public Information 
Session to be held on September 1 2010 at Newport 
Naval Stalion Officers Club. You do not have to be a 
technical expert to take part in the process. The 
Navy would like 10 know your thoughts before making 
a final decision on whether or not cover and land use 
controls tot soils: and use restrictions and monitoring 
for groundwater IS an appropriate action for the Site. 

Once the community has commented on this 
Proposed Plan, the Navy, EPA, and RIDEM will 
consider all comments received. It is possible that 
this Proposed Plan could change based on 
comments received from the community. The Navy 
will provida written responses to all formal comments 
rece~ved on the Proposed Plan. The responses 10 
publiC comments will be provided In a document 
called a Responsiveness Summary. which will be 
submilled with the ROD for the Sile. 

The ROD will conlain the rationale lor the Navy's, 
EPA's, and RIDEM's decision for the Sile. The Navy 
EPA. and RIOEM anticipate thai all comments will be' 
reviewed and the ROD will be signed by September 
30,2010 . The document will then be made available 
to the public at the Information Repositories listed on 
the last page of this document . Also, the Navy will 
announce the availability of the ROO through Ihe 
local news media and the community mailing list. 

Post ROD 

After the ROD is signed, the Navy will design and 
implement the selected remedy. All data and 
inlo:mation will be used to prepare an engineerIng 
deSign of Ihe selected remedies. 

After the design is completed, the Navy will oversee 
the asphalt/soil cover and LUC activities to ensure 
that the remedies are properly implemented. LQI)g­
term groundwater monitoring will be conducted to 
ensure that the remedies are protective. 



Commitment to the Communities 

The Navy Is committed to keeping the communities 
mformed Of) lhe environmental cleanup program at 
Naval Station Newport. A Restoration Advisory 
Board (RAB). composed of the community and 
government agency representatives, meets regularty 
to discuss the environmental cleanup program at 
Naval Station Newport. At these meetings, 
community RAB members provide input and offer 
suggestions on program activities . Upcoming RAB 
meetings are publicized in local news media and are 
open to the public. Past meeting minutes are 
available on the Naval Station Newport website: 
http://www. rabnewportri. org! 

The Navy also maintains a community mailing /lsi (0( 

distributing infO(mation about the environmental 
program . I( you would like to be added 10 the mailing 
list, please contact Ms. Lisa Rama at the address 
provided in this Proposed Plan. 

Important Dates 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

Aug ust 2, 2010 to September 1, 201 a 

PUBLIC INFORMATtON SESSION AND PUBLIC 
HEARING 

Newport Naval Station Officers Club 
Newport, RI 
September 1, 2010 
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Your Questions 
and Comments 
Are Important! 

Formal comments are used to improve 
the decision-making process. The 
Navy will accept formal comments from 
tile public during a 3O-day comment 
period and will hold a public information 
session and hearing for both written 
and oral comments (see Page 1 
regarding how to submit a formal 
oomment to the Navy). 

Your formaJ comments during this time 
will become part o( the official record 
for the Old Fire Fighting Training Area. 
The Navy will consider the comments 
received during the comment period 
prior 10 making the rrnal decisions for 
the Site. The public is encouraged \0 
participate during this period as your 
thoughts and opinIons will help in 
making the final decision. You do nol 
have to be a technical expert to lake 
part in the process . 
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TABLE 2 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Chemicals 01 Concern (COCs): Chemicals of concern are chemicals identified in the risk assessments as 
the primary drivers .of unacceptable risks. 

Chemicals 01 Potential Concern (COPCs): Chemicals of potential concern are chemicals found at the Site 
at concenlrations above· federal and state risk-screening levels and therefore are Included in the risk 
assessmen1 evaluations. 

Comprehensive Envlronmenta' Res onse, eompensatlon, and Liability Act (CERCLA): A federal law 
passed In 1980 and amended in 1986 by the Superlund A endtnents amf Reauthorization Act (SAR~). 
These laws created a system and funding mechar:tism for investigating and cleaning up abandoned ar'lCilor 
uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. The Navy's cleanup 01 sites regulated by CERClAISARA is fund8'(!j by 
the Department of Defense under the Defens·e Environmental Restoration Fund. 

Conceptual Site Model (CSM): Oescribes the current understanding ot the contaminants present at the 
Site, based on historical Information and data available to date. 

Feasibility Study (FS): An engineering study of the potential cleanup alternatives for a site. 

Operable Unit! A site or sItes Ming addressed collectively under the CERCLA process. 

Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs): Target cleanup concentrations for Individual cofltamlnants of 
concern in each media. 

Proposed Plan: A CERCLA document thai summarizes the Navy's preferred cleal')up remedy for a site and 
provides the public with information on how they can participate in the remedy selection process. 

Record of Decision (ROD): A legal, technical, and public document that explains the ratioQale and final 
cleanup decision for a site. It contains a summary of the public's Involvement in the cleanup decision. 

Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs): RAOs are goals that are set to protect human health and the 
environment. and provide the basis 10 select cleanup methods. 

Remedial Investigation (RI): A slep in the CERCLA process that is completed to ga1her sufficient 
Information \0 support selection of a cleanup approach to a site. The R! involves sile characterization or the 
col(~tion of data and information necessary to characterize the nature and extent of contamination al a site. 
The RI also determines whether or not the contamination presents a signiticant risk to human health or the 
environment 

Responsiveness Summary: A document containing the responses to the format comments submitted by 
the public regarding the Proposed Plan. This summary is issued as part of the ROD. 



COMMENT SHEET - Proposed Plan for OU-3, Old Fire Fighting Training Area 

Use this space to write your comments or to be added to the mailing list. 

The Navy encourages your wrilten comments on the Proposed Plan for OU-3 - Old Fire Fighting Training Area, 
Naval Station Newport. Newport. Rhode Island. You can use the form below to send written comments. If you 
have questions about how to comment, please call Ms. lisa Aama at 4{)1-831-3831, This form is provided for 
your convenience, 

Please mail this form or additional sheets of written comments. postmarked no later than September 1,2010. to 
the address shown below: 

Comment Submitted by: 

Address: 

Ms, lisa Rama 
Public Affairs Office 

690 Peary Street 
Naval Station Newport. 

Newport R I 02841 



Ms. Lisa Rams 
Public Affairs Office 

690 Peary Street 
Naval Stati9n Newp.ort, 

Newport RI 02841 

(Fold on dotted line, staple, stamp, and mail) 

Affix 
Postage 



TETRA TECH NUS, INC. 

For More Information ... 
Contacts 

If you have questlon~ or comments 
about this Proposed Plan, or any other 
questions about the marine portions 
of the forme r Robert E. De reektor 
Shipyard, please contact us: 

Ms. Lisa Rama 
Public Affairs Office 
690 Peary Street 
Naval Station Newport, 
Newport RI 02841-1512 
401-fl.41-3538 
lisa .Ra ma@Navy.mil 

Ms. Kymberlee Keckler 
USEPA region 1 
S Post Office Square, Suite 100 
Boston Ma 02109 
617-918-1385 
Keckler .Kymberlee@eparnail.epa.gov 

Mr, Paul Kulpa 
RIDEM Offic:e or W.a~te Managem('!nt 
235 Promenade s.t. 
Providence RI, 02908-5767 

Information Repositories 

Documents relating to environmental c1eal'lup activities for the Naval Station 
N~wport property are available for public revlew at the following infonnatton 
repositories: 

Middletown Public library 
West Main Road 

Middletown Rhode Island 
401-84&-1573 

Newport Public Library 

300 Spring Street, 
Newport Rhode Island 

401-847-8720 

Portsmouth Public library 
2658 East Main Road 

Portsmouth Rhode Island 

401-683-9457 




