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ATTACHMENT A

RESPONSES TO'COMMENTS FROM THE USEPA
REVISED DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY (DECEMBER 2007),
-OLD FIRE FIGHTING TRAINING AREA
+ + NAVAL STATION NEWPORT,:
; NEWPORT RHODE ISALND -
COMMENTS DATED APRIL 15, 2008

GENERAL COMMENTS

1.

Response:

Response

.. zone. Thewnly.apparent réason. zo da:l;z

~The alternatlves aré establlshed to méet Fis

rewsed FS . e

‘ EPA acknowledgés that the Navy has inyested a SIinflcant amount of time and

effort in re-evaluating owing to changé the future use of the site fo
industtial/ecommercial. Howéver, EPA notes’that two of the {three active soil
alternatives evaluated in this FS are based on a cleanup to achieve residential
standards under the Rhode Island regulations. Both soil Alternatives 2 and 3
propose to exoavate contaminated sott foa depth of f;ve feet (for practlcal
-purposes’to the site water table) to rerhove all con inat oil from the vadose
/. h,eaﬁho.de Island
-remediation reguilations whereirt the residential direct exposure- criteria are
applicable throughout the vadose zone.

‘Because the Navy states'that thé'site use has beern " hanged to ‘
industridieommercial only, there is no réason fo do this because the
industrial/commercial direct expdsure Criterla only need to be app//ed to at least
the top two feet of soil. At a minimum, the FS needs to be revised to include

add/t/onal alternat/ves destgned to c/eanup the site to the proposed usage.

'sed RGs that were, calculated

for thé industtial commercial receptors,
exceed both the |/C PFth and the RIDEM erid fo s ‘greter to Table 2-17,

- This-F8 does not mentioh the planned remoVa/ actlon to remove several burled

strueturés and soils excéeding uppér cor;centratton limits in, the area north of
Taylér Drive. Pleasé édit the FS'to acktiowledge that this removal activity will be
completed prior to implementation of any remedial action that.:may be completed
at the site.

Agreed: At the time this version of the FS was belng developed the extent of the

* .removal-action was not established since both were being conducted

concurrently. In accordance W|th this comment, a dlscuselon on this.subject will
be provided in the FS, and map$-of the' éxcavatlon areas will be added to the

AT L™

As referenced in the cover /etter thére is a degree of confuston w:th ‘regard to the
treatrmient of sediments in this revised féasibility study. EPA observes that the
sediment alternatives may not address how the second human health remedial. ..
action objective will be met. Sediment alternatives should be revised to
incorporate actions (i.e., monitoring and/or lang use controls) for subtidal
sediments. Add/tlonally, there is unberta/nty to the remaln/ng extent of sediments
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Response:

Response:

Response:

‘ “actlonable

above PRGs in the intertidal area because installation of the revetment wall is not
complete. ;

The comment applies to-sediment alternative 3. The Navy will add long term
monitoring of subtidal sediment at the site under this alternative, unless
sediments are removed:from.the FS as other comments suggest. Please note
that both sediment alternatives include monitoring or post — action sampling of
intertidal sediment, which will address the uncertainty of the effects of the
revetment on the contammant levels in the intertidal area.

The comments within this response summary suggest removal of sediment as a
media of concern from the FS. While the Navy would concur with this, the logic
is that there is risk measured from the sediment, but the uncertainty of the source
of the contaminants and the level of the risk posed by those contaminants
suggests that the sed|ment PRGs ‘'shouid. not be selected for a remedial action.
Thus the PRGs for sedlment ahd the sediments should not be considered

n

No matter which a/rernar/ves are selecred for any of the media, .the alternative
u!zimately selecled needs to include long-term monitoring.of sediment and
groundwater betause si gn/f/cant concentrat/ons of contaminants will be left in
place at z‘ﬁe s:te F}’Iease edit the descr/pt/ons of the alternatives to include this
requ1rement v ‘

All groundwater alternatives (except.the no action aiternative) incjude long-term
monitorlng of ‘the groundwater after action. The Navy will add monitoring subtidal
sedlment under sediment alternatlves 2 and 3.- See response to comment 3
above : .

The Suppleméntal Risk Evaluation included as Appendix C should be revised to
include the risk calcuiatlons previously performed in the Rl. The specific
calculations that mus tge lnc!uded involve the construction worker's exposure to

_soll. THese' velé:es ér necessary to determ/ne the cumulative risk to the

constructlén Worker receptor A SIm;{ar comment was made on the Draft Final F5

: (March 20@2) regarding cym ulatfve r1sk It is.npt apparent that the cumulative risk
" for receptbrs has been compared to.the regulatary standard..,

- of Appendix C. Cumula ve aneer rlsk is 2. 325E 5. Cumulatlve non cancer .
‘hazard Index is 3 9. Appendnx G Page. 7-1 prowdes this mformatlen

SPECIFIC COMMENTS'

1.

Response: *

2.

!!;,,‘ -~

e %, n

Resporise:

3.

Title Page and Page 2 - Need to Jdenr/fy the Old Fire Fighter Training Area as an
Operable Unfr [ID OU #] ¢ of the Na val Educat(on Tra/mng Center Superfund Site.

uThe reuuested mf"rmatlon wnlI be mcIuded

Abbreviations and Acronyms - Add “NCP — National Cont/ngency Plan” remove
"MADEP" and “MCP’; add R| DEM.— Rhode Island Department of Environmental.
Man&gEment” add "RO” - Begorq‘ of DeCISlon” remove ‘VDEQ”

I"he reques;!‘ed tnformat;gn will be\mc|uded.

ES-1- Add a new segond sentence - "OFFTA is Operable Unit ___, -of the Naval
Education Training Center Superfund Site.”



Response:

Response:

Response:

6.

Response:

Response:

Response:

i

The requested information will be included. This site is Operable Unit 3.

ES-1- Add a new thlrd paragraph: “T| he remedial action will also incorporate two
CERCLA removal actions conducted by the Navy at the Site in 2004 and 2007.
During the first removal action, which was completed in March 2005 earthen

.mounds on the Site were removed-totaling 11,100 cubic yards of soil and debris.
. The 2007 removal action; which is eontinuing through' 2008, consists of: removal
- of petraleum-contaminated soil; removal of & manhole and’ suspected oil-water

separator uncovered:during the 2004 removal-actisi; removal of three
foundations located in the subsurface; removal of one éight-inch cast iron
drainage pipe presumed to have discharged contaminated water and waste from

...the Site; investigate whether-a second drainage pipe showt on historic plans is

present and remove if found; and-rémove building debris from'the shoreline,
design and.install an engineered stone revetmeht that will prevent erosion of soil
containing contaminants to the sedimeénts of Coaster's Harbor.”

The requested information will' be incliided, howéver, the revised text will provide
actual work conducted and not predicted work to be conducted. .

ES-2 - In the second paragraph change the first sentence: "sediment at
concentratrens that exceed federal and State regulatory cnterla, and risk based
benchmatks...

The requested reV|3|on will be made R
ES-2 - In the second bullet, the Groundwater PRG needs to be established
based on the current federal groundwater classrf/catlon for the area (based on
MCLs) Hemove the second sentence

It is the Navys understandmg that the state of Rl has an approved classification
system in place. Based on that, it'is beliéved that the RIDEM has classified
groundwater:in-this area as “nen-, petable" (GB) This is the basis of
understanding for groundwater at all of the'NETE Newport sttes under the FFA
due to RIDEM considering their groundwater regulations to be ARARs.

ES-2 - For the third bullet, since the revetment coristructed through the removal
action is to be incorporated-into the final remedial action, the entire volume of
contaminated sediments should be identified and/or recalculated (including the
sediments “‘capped” by the revetment).

The gquantity of sediments removed by construction of the revetment will be
added; and the issue ‘will'be tlarified.

ES-3 - In the first paragraph, if the sediment contamination is from off-site

-sources ohange “exceeding PH'GS in soil and groundwateranelsedtmeat

‘Addltlonal dlseussmn on this topic'is neécessary. By making this change, the

sediment would be dismissed from the FS. While the Navy is agreeable to the
change, be advised that no agreement on the source of the sediment
contamination was previously doéumented, although the Navy has presented
EPA and RIDEM with a forensic study conducted as part of the Tiger Team



Response:

10.

Response:

11.

Response:

12.

Response:

13.

Response:

review to suggest that the contamination can be attributable to urban
background.

At this time, the Navy recommends that the team discuss this topic at the next
RP#M meeting before to be certain that the intent of the comment is understood
before making such a drastic revision. The Navy's position has historically been
that that there is enough evidence to believe that PAHs and fuels were, in the
pasi, discharged through outialls to the harbor and, to a lesser extent, from the
shoreline of the lire training area, however, there is enough uncertainty regarding
current risks from the sediment and to shellfish to consider them "not actionable”
at this time. These uncertainties are explained in sections 2.3.3.2 and 2.3.3.3 of
the FS report.

£5-3 - In the second paragraph, add to #4: “maintain revetment along shoreline
to prevent erosion of contaminated soil to sediments.” Add this to #2 and #3 also
if some contaminated soil is to be left under the revetment even after the rest of
the Site is excavated and either treated or removed off-site.

The requested information will be included.

ES-3- In the third paragraph which discusses groundwaler afternatives — no
vapor risks that need to be addressed?

The current and future vapor intrusion pathway is considered incomplete as
described in Section 3.3 of Appendix C of the FS report. There is no risk from
vapor and groundwater.

E£S-3 - Add to #2 and #3: “Maintain revetment “cap” over contaminated
sediments,...”

While the revetment may {unction as a cap, it is misleading to label it as such, A
revision will be included to state “maintain revetment to prevent erosion”.

ES-3 - In the sixth paragraph revise last sentence to meet the requirements
under Paragraph 17.3 of the FFA: “Once input from USERA-RIDEM State and
the public is gathered, the Navy will selecta-final-remedy submit a draft Record
of Decision (ROD) and Responsiveness summary to EPA and the State. EPA or
the State may either concur with the draft document or submit written comments.
If comments are submitted, the Navy shall then respond to the comments and
issued a revised draft ROD. If the Parties are unable to reach agreement on the
draft ROD, selection of the remedy shall be by EPA and EPA will prepare and
issue the final ROD.”

The requested revision will be made.

ES-4 - Table £5-1, for the No Action Alternative cost nead to add the cost for 5-
year reviews.

For Alternative #4 add: “maintain revetment along shoreline to pravent erosion”
Add this to #2 and #3 also if some contaminated soil is to be left under the
revefment even after the rest of the Site is excavated and either treated or
removed off-site.

The requesled revisions will be made.



14.

Response:

15.

Response:

16.

ES~4: Table ES-2, for the No Action Alternative cost need to add the cost for 5-
year reviews; for Alternative 2 for “Does the Alternative reduce residual risk?”
should be answered yes — since institutional confrols should prevent exposure to
conlaminated groundwater (including vapor risks, if required).

The requested revision will be made.

ES-5 - If there is on-site contamination, for the No Action Alternative cost need to
add the cost for 5-year reviews, add to #2 and #3: “Maintain revetment “cap” over
contaminated sediments.”

The first requested revision will be made. The second will be made to state

“maintain revetment to prevent erosion”.

Page 1-1 - In the first paragraph add a new second sentence ~ “OFFTA is
Operable Unit___ of the Naval Education Training Center Superfund Site.”

Response: The requestead revision will be made. OFFTA is Operable Unit 3 of the Naval

17.

Education and Training Center Superfund Site.

"Page 1-1 - Add a new third paragraph: “The remedial action will also incorporate

two CERCLA removal actions conducted by the Navy at the Site in 2004 and
2007. During the first removal action, which was completed in March 2005,
earthen mounds on the Site were removed totaling 11,100 cubic yards of soil and
debris. The 2007 removal action, which is continuing through 2008, consists of:
removal of petroleum-contaminated soil; removal of a manhole and suspected
oil-water separator uncovered during the 2004 removal action; removal of three
foundations located in the subsurface; removal of one ejght-inch cast iron
drainage pipe presumed to have discharged conlaminated water and waste from
the Site; investigate whether a second drainage pipe shown on historic plans is
present and remove if found; and remove building debris from the shoreline,
design and install an engineered stone revetment that will prevent arosion of soil
containing contaminants to the sediments of Coaster's Harbor.”

Response: The requested revision will be made, though the details may be different than that

18.

Response:

18

Response:

20.

presented in the comment above, given that the removal action is still ongoing.

Page 1-3 - In the second paragraph change: "The FFA outlines response action
requirements under the-Department-of Defense-tRP-at NAVSTA-Newperd
CERCLA at the NETC Superfund Site.

Comment noted, this revision will be made.

Page 1-4 - In the fourth paragraph add to the fifth sentence: “In 2004 under the
CERCLA removal action, the mounds were removed and the topography was
reduced to a base grade slavation of the former ground level.”

The requested revision will be made.

Page 1-4 - At the end of the page add a new eighth paragraph: ‘“In addition to
the 2004 CERCLA removal action, a 2007 CERCLA removal action, which
conlinued into 2008, consists of: removal of petroleum-contaminated soil;
removal of a manhole and suspected oil-water separator uncovered during the
2004 removal action; removal of three foundations located in the subsurface;
removal of one eight-inch cast iron drainage pipa presumed o have discharged



contaminated water and waste from the Site; investigate whether a second
drainage pipe shown on historic plans is present and remove if found; and
remove building debris from the shoreline, design and install an engineered
stone revetment that will prevent erosion of soil containirng contaminants to the
sediments of Coaster’s Harbor.”

Response: The requested revision will be made, though the details may be different than that

21.

Response:

22,

Response:

23.

Response:

24.

Response:

25.

presented in the comment above, given that the removal action is still ongoing.
Page 1-6 - For the last sentence of the first paragraph is there a citation (possibly
a POLREP for the Removal Action?) for the statement that most of the soils
excavated were found not to be.contaminated? .

The passage cited will be cIariﬁed.

Page 1-7,.§1.4.2 - In the fourth paragraph please change “groundwater floor” t
“groundwater flow”.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 1-8, §1.5 - Section 1.5 discusses terrestrial habitats in the introduction

“seiction of the report. It is stated.in thelast sentence of Section 1.5 that “In 1994;
- habitats and wildlife present in the vicinity of OFFTA were identified in the

methods and detailed results.of those survey are reported in the Etological Risk
Assessment Report, TRC, 1994.” It is assumed that the surveys being referred
to in this sentence.are the wildlife and/or habitat surveys performed by Menzie-
Cura and Associates, Inc. but based on the wording in the sentence, it is not
clear. This sentence should be revised so.it is clear to the reader what surveys
are being referenced. -

The. p'rimary document which describes the surveys is the “Ecological Risk
Assessment Report” Draft Final, October 1 1994; prepared by TRC. This
document.will be added to the refegrences section.

Page 1-10 - The last sentence of the fourth paragraph slates: ‘As a whole, this
community.is potentially exposed to bulk sediment and water-borne
contaminants, which may originate from OFFTA.” Revise this statement to either
reflect whether OFFTA contaminants are present in sed/ments or not (or if there
is just a risk of future contamination).

The Statement is taken from the Final Ecological Risk Assessment, and it is
agreed that the statement needs revision based on the information developed
since that document was completed. Please refer alsoto-the response-to*
comment 8 above.

Page 1-15 - In the second paragraph the followmg sentences are not clear as to
what the standard - was ultimately used: “Some.details regarding the-
implementation of the Background Soif Investigation were not agreed to by
RIDEM, including the use of some of the data points they believed-were-butliers:
The 95 percent UTL value shown for arsenic in background soil was not an
actual calculated vaiue, but instead a:value negotiated to'be acceptable for use
at the OFFTA site. The arsenic background concentrations to be used for site soil
compar/sans remain an issue of discussion between the Navy and RIDEM.”
What is the CERCLA-based cleanup level for arsenic? If an alterative value was
“negotiated” there needs to be more of a.discussion concerning the basis for
setting an alternative value that meets CERCLA-standards.



Response; The PRGs calculated for the-site are presented in Table 2-9. ‘The statements are

26.

Response;

27.

Response:

28.

Response:

28.

Response:

30.

Response:

31. .

Response:

32.

correct as written. The background value was negotiated during the completion
of the background report.

Page 1 16 - Replace the last senterice of the first paragraph with: “Petroleum
and TPH are not regulated under CERCLA.”

The statement is correct as written. However, the requested language will be
added as a hew passage.

, ’ '
Page 1-16 - Second paragraph is unclear what the applicable standard for
assessing VOCs and SVOCs (need to meet MCLs not State standards, unless
the State standards are more stringent.or if there are contaminants regulated by
the Slate that don’t have MCLs). It is unclear whether there is a potential risk

. from-vapor ar not if a building is put on the site (would lnstltut/onal control need to

include vapor restrlctlons ?)

The language will be clarlfled as to whether the groundwater exceeds MCLs.
Indoor air is addressed in Section 1.10.3:

Pageix16; 37 Para — Please clatify in- text whether manganese exceeds federal

risk- based standard.

. There,is no federal risk based standard for manganese. A secondary MCL of

0.05 mg/l is established but not enforceable. The measured concentrations of
manganese at the site are 0.4 to 12.5 mg/l (Table 2-1, Appendix B) which exceed
this secondary MCL. There is no drinking water pathway for groundwater
exposure at the site. Such discussions do'riot lend themselves to clarifying the
document.

- Page 1-6, Seot/on 1. 83 15’ Paragraph - Please present/expla/n sediment in

terms of use of subtital and-intertidal sédiments which is Used throughout the rest
of the document

The foIIowmg explanatlon will be provided: Subtldal sediment is substrate below
the mean low tide and intertidal sediment is substrate between mean low tide

_and mean high tide; The'mean low arid mean high tldes afe not claar lines that
- . can:be depicted'on a map.without a detailed tidal study. For the" purposes of this

document the mean low tide is assumed td-bé 0.0 feet elevation; and the mean
high tide is estimated at approximately 3.4 feet elevation, Navy MLW datum.

Page 1-19 - Remove the first bullet and fourth bullets, since TPH is not regulated
under CERCLA: Or suggest noting that TPH is being addressed as a State

.contaminant and kept in.the FS for cOntmurty

‘

Because the Navy has to be responsive to RIDEM comments as well as EPAs
comments, the latter approach is advisable, '

Page 1-19, 2" Grounawatef Bullet- Grouhdwater standard to be used is federal”
MCLs State standards: to be used only /f m‘ore stnngent than federal standards.

Please refer to the response to comment No. 6-dbove.

Page 1-19, 3° Groundwater Bullet - Federal heaith advisory standard should be
used for manganese unless the State standard is more stringent.



Response:

33.

Response:

34.

Response:

35.

Response: 3

" 36.

Response:

37.

Response:

38.

Response:

39.

Response:

40.

Response:

It is assumed that the comment is referring to‘the secondary MCL for
manganese, Refer to the response to cemment 31 above.

Page 1-19, 1° Sediment Bullet — If PAHs are not site-related, remove the bullet. If
there are some site related PAHs lm‘ermlxed retain,

The text is correct as written. Please refer to the response to comment no. 24
above.

Page 1-19, 2" Sediment Bullet — Please clarify if there is there a rl$k from lead to
human health or the environment from 39.mg/kg.

. His}(s are s}ummarized:in‘ Seciion 1.10..

Page 1-20 — The presence of this subsection requires clarlfication. Based on the
text in the first bullet, it is unclear as to whether the contaminants present in
shellfish are from the site. If not, remove the bullet,

The text is correct as stated.

“Page 1-20, 2" Para — —Changethe last sentenceto; "These chemicals are not

contaminants associated with releases that occurred at the OFFTA site du#mg—#s
from Navy activities at the Site.”

eperation-as-a-tire-fighting-training-scheol
. CERCLA liability.is deriveq from any Navy activity (i.e. fire fighting, filling,
‘dumpmg) that caused a release or threat of release of contammat/on from the

Site. |

The text is correct as stated.

Page 1-20 - First paragraph of Sec. 1.8.7, groundwater levels should be set by
federal MCLs and only by State standards if they are more strlngent than MCL.
Potential vapor risks from VOCs should also be dlscussed

Regarding the use of MCLs, please refer to the response to comment 6 above,

Vapor risks are described in Section 1.10.

Page 1-20 - Third paragraph of‘Seo 1.8.7, third sentence "All pesticide
concentrations were low.” is not clear, since it doesn't identify whether pesticides
exceeded any regulatory or rlsk-based standard or not.

This statement will be clarified.

Page 1-20 - Last paragraph, conoemmg PCBs, no discussion whether PCB levels
exceeded risk-based federal TSCA standards (1ppm for residential soils or levels
for eco-risk/human consumption of seafood).

This information will be added,

Page 1-22 - First paragraph concerning PAHS, no discussion of erosion of PAH
contammated soil befng released to the shoreline and sediments. This risk was
one of the grounds for installing the shoreline revetment under the 2007
CERCLA removal action. B ¢

This information will be added.



41.

Response:

42.

Response:

43.

Response:

a4,

Response:

Response:

45.

Response:

Response:

Response:

Page 1-22, 2 Para, Last Sentence — Clarify whethef lead contamination found
in sediments is connected to on-site sourzes-or hot since; if from on-site sources
that would establish a basis from addressrng sedrments under the OFF TA
CERCLA. remedy R ’
e b -
There is no way to determine if lead.in soil is reIated to lead in sediment.
Because there is no risk from lead in sedrment it seems rmmaterral to the FS.

Page 1-23 tn the first paragraph the fourth sentence Should be clarified to
address. that-if the source of lead was from fill or-débris deposited by the Navy,
there would be a CEHCLA basrs for addresslng /t through the OFFTA remedy.

Please refer to the response to comment 49,

Page 1-23. Section 1.10.1.— TSCA risk-based standards for PCBS ‘should be’
discussed in this section (if PCB levels in soil exceed 1ppm or exceed eco-tisk or
huyman consumption risk levels in sediment or fish/shellfish t/ssue) ‘No discusslon
of sediments is required if the.contaminants are not Site- retated

This information will be added

As1

“~a) Pag’er 7-26 Last paragraph Second to Last Serftence = foﬂowrng reasons:

‘ 2 site; the site’s
proximity to the ocean and the groundwater salrn/ty measured at the site; and the

.gvailability of nearby alternative potable water supplies.” Federal drinking water

classification, .rather than State classification is to be uséd for the Site.
The statement is correct as written,

b) Remove the last sentence, since the cleanup to drinking water standards is

required.by ARARs (MCLs). S

Please refer to the response to comment no. 6.

a) Page 1-27, §1.10.3 - a) In the fifth sentence of the first paragraph, if soil
samples collected from beneath the baseline ground surface prior to removal of
.the mounds were not uséed for the 2007 supplemental risk evaluation, please

. clarify- if those soil sample resuilts would have changed the supplémental risk

evaluat/on ‘eonclusions. If they were rncluded please clarrfy this ini the FS.

3

The cited passage states that solil data from the post- “mound removal sampling
was used in the 2007 risk evaluation (i.6.’thé existihg condition after the mound
removal) Other variances in data use would seem unhelpful

45b) [n the fourth sentence of the sécond paragraph, clar/fy that the construction
worker exposure is only to sorl /f that is the intent. -

The.risk is from:-sorl and groundwate‘r, additive. This will bé clarified.

45c) There appears to be something missing from the last sentence in the
second paragraph. Please review and correct the sentence as appropriate.

This paragraph will be clarified.

4

45d) In the last sentence in this section, please state Why the vapor intrusion
pathway was considered incomplete. (if it's because no structures are currently



Response:

46.

Response: .

47.
Response:

48
Response:

49.

Response:

50.

Response:

SECTION 2

51.

present, there still may.be a basis.for an institutional control to require vapor
mitigation on any.future. burldlngs built on the site).

Apoendix C, Section 3. 3 addresses vapor intrusion. The last sentence states that
because all groundwater concentrations are below screening values the pathway
is considered insignificant, This will be olarifled in the text

' Page 1-28, Section 1.10. 4 This is an lmportant section to the overall FS and

needs clarity. It is important to present the rationale for action in the various site
media.and identification of COCs. Specifically, the last sentence of the 2™
Paragraph talks of “unrestricted use,” then the.3" paragraph’ begins to talk about
the “mdustna//commercra/ worker scenario” that is being used for the site.
Presentation of the baseis future plans forthis‘area should be méade.

The antifact describing unrestricted use is ’in'error This will be clarified.

'fPage 1-28 /n Sectlan 1.10.4 /fsed/ment contamination is not from on-site

sources remove-all references o soil.contamination (including- the summary of
sediment contaminants on pp 29- -30).

The guestion of sediment contamination has been extensively evaluated. It was

“found that most of the PAHs in.the surface sediment are aitfibutsble to non-point

sources. Please refer to the response to Comment No. 8.

N Page 1-28 In. the thlrd paragraph, please-clarify whether recreat/ona/ use thatis

ant/c1pated is more-restrictive than commercial/industrial-use.

The frequency used in the tisk calculations will be stated. The “restrictiveness”
may be in question depending on how it is measured.

Page 1 -30, Section 1.11 — If there in no contamination -of sédiments from on-site
sources, eliminate all discussion of eco-risk from sediment contam['nation.

Please refer to the response to Comment ho. 8
Page 1-31, §1 11 Th/s section provides-a brief d/scussmn of the ERA performed
by SA IC in 2000, It is stated on page 1-31 that evaluations 6f poss:b!e changes in

. ,sedlmerzt condlt/ons in /ntert/da/ and-offshore areas of the pro;ect area were not
pOSSIb/e at this time, There is no-explanation as to whyadditiohal- eva/uat/ons

were performed for subtidal sediments and not for intertidal or offshore
sediments. Additional.information-should be provided to expla/n why additional
eva/uat/ons in these areas were not possible.

A o T

To clarify, additiona| sampling of the subtidal sediment has not been conducted

other than those described in that section because.no need fof any other

sampling has been identified. Therefore, improvement of the sediment condition
in the offshore areas that has been observed in the intertidal areas-is cannot be
ide}ntitied (since_there is no new data, no comparisons-can be made with old’
data).

Page 2-2 - In section 2.1.2, #1 remove “or discharge limits” from the definition of
chemical-specific ARARs. '

10



Response:

52.

Response:

53.

Response:

54.

Response:

55.

Response:

56.

Response:

57.

Response:

58.

Response:

59.

Response:

The text is correct as stated.

Page 2-3 - In section 2.1.4.1 in the first sentence remove “or discharge limits.”

The text is correct as stated.

Page 2-3, §2.1.4.1 - In the first sentence of the second paragraph under Soi,
please correct the reference to the RI regulation cited: it was last amended
February 2004. Make this correction throughout the FS.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 2-3, §2.1.4.1 - At the end of the soil subsection, to be consistent with the
discussions for all the other media, please add a senterice stating that the Navy
has calculated site-specific risk based criteria for soil based on slope factors and
reference doses in-accordance with EPA risk guidance. In the first paragraph, at
the end of the second sentence add: "(mcludmg settmg risk-based cleanup’
levels).”

The requested revision will be made.

“Page 24, 27" Para — Federal Clean’ Water Act AWQCs were not used to develop
< sediment cleanup standards?

PRGs were calculated using, in part, ambient water 'qufality criteria. The cited
statement is intended to say that there are no federal or state standards for
sediment. This will be clarified and the use of AWQC will be included.

Page 2-4, 3° Para — Federal risk-based TSCA rags are not used to develop risk
levels for PCBs in shellfish.

Concur.
Page 2-4, 4" Para ~ Text is unclear as to what the groundwater standard is (i.e.,

drinking water standard utifizing MCLs or rion-drinking water standard using state
GB standards). Add discussion of potentlal vapor risk and if risk present any

. standards.

The text is correct as ‘written. EPA requests we use MCLs as ARARs — please
refer to the response to’camment 6 above. Risk findings and vapor intrusion
findings (and |ack thereof) are presented in Section 1.10.3.

Page 2-6, 3"’ Para It states The Supplemental Risk Evaluation confirmed site
soil as a medium of concern, consideting a possible future use of the site as,
industrial/commercial.” However, what about retreational use?

:The FS addresses futuré use as in dustnal/cummercnal refer to the third

paragraph of Page 1-1.

Page 2-6, 4" Para — Paragraph is not consistént with previous sections of the FS
that imply that sediment contamination is not site-related. Edijt for consistency.

The passage cited describes how the previous evaluations were conducted and
what they found. The text is therefore correct as stated.
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60.

Response:

61.

Response:

62.

Response:

63.

Response:

64.

Response:

65.

Response:

66.

Response:

67.

Response:

68.

Response:

69.

Page 2-6, 5" Para — Paragraph is not censistent with previous sections of the FS
that imply that shellfish contamination is not site-related.

The passage cited describes how the previous evaluations were conducted and
what they found. The text is therefore correct as stated.

Page 2-7, 1* Para - The area is subject to federal drinking water standards not
State GB standards (unless more stringent than federal MCLs) No explanation
why vapor pathway is considered incomplete.

Please refer to the response to comments 57 and 45d.

Page 2-8, 4" Para - Federal Clean Water ActAWQC was not used to develop
sediment clean-up standards. .

Please refer to comment 55.and the associated response

Page 2-8, Last Para — - Delete this paragraph because FDA levels have nothing to
do with human health risk under the subsistence fishing scenario.

The text is correct as written.

Page 2-3 - First section “Groundwater,” no discussion of potential vapor issues.

--Please refer to response to comment 45d. A.summary of the vapor intrusion -

evaluation will be provided in this section.

'Page 2-9, Last paragraph ~ No discussion of PRGs for recreational use of the

site.

Recreational PRGs were not calculated specifically, because industrial PRGs
and residential PRGs were both calculated. This will be clarified.

Page 2-10, 2" Para — Please present rationale that industrial/commercial PRGs

areprotecti,ve for recreational users of the property.

The FS was revised to address future use of the property as-described on Page
1-1 of the report. Residential-based PRGs were calculated at the request of the
EPA even though there is no pian for residential use of the property Calculation
of recreanonal based PRGs are not negessary.

Page 2-10, 4”' Para — Text is unclear as to whether there is any site-re/ated
contamination of sediment on which to base the need:for PRGs. .

Please ref‘gar,.to the response to gomment 8.

. Page 2-11, 2 Para — Text is unclear as tg whether there is-any site-related

contamination of shellfish on which to base the need for PRGs.
Please refer to the response to comment 8., -
Page 2-12, 3° Para - The area is subject to federal drinking water standards ot

State standards (unless more stringent than federal MCLs), however there is no
explanation wh) y no PRGs for soil vapor.. ‘

12



Response:

70.

Response:

71

Response:

72.

Response:

78.

Response:

74,

Response:

75.

Response:

76.

Response:

77.

Response:

Please refer to the response to comment 64. A summary of the vapor intrusion
evaluation will be provided in this section.

Page 2-12, Section 2.2.3 — Text needs clarification on whether COCs in
sediments or shellfish are site-related.

Please refer to the response to comment 8.

Page 2-13 to -14, §2.2.3 - This section explains the derivation of ecological risk-
based PRGs. It was determined in the ERA that ecological risks are likely
present pr/man/y due to concentrations of PAHS; and to a lesser extent, metals in
sediment. |t is also stated that metals are unlikely to be toxic based on SEM-AVS
data for cadmium, copper, lead; nickel, silver and zinc. However, it is not clear in
the text on pages 2-13 and 2-14 if these were the only six metals to be detected
in OFFTA sediment samples. If metals other thah thesé six were detected and
analyzed, they should be discussed in the report. If these six metals were the
only metals detected in OFFTA sed/ment samples it should -be clearly stated in
the text,

Additional.description of the-PRG development will be proi'/ided in this section.
Refer alsato the resolution to comimert 8, above,

Page 2-15, Section 2.2.4 — Please clarify if federal Clean Water Act AWQCs
were used to develop sedimenticleanup standards. Also clarify if TSCA used as
a risk-based standard for PCBs in contaminated media.

b

Concur. This will.be clarified. '

Page 2-16, 3° Para, 2™ Sentence — PCB risk-based standards set by TSCA
regulations not EPA guidance. g

TSCA will be referenced here, thoughthe EPA guidance on Remedial Actions
under Superfund (which is stated) probably lncludes TSCA by reference.

Page 2 18 Section 2. 2 6—In the second sentence it'is 'unclear that
industrial/commercial standards include recreational use.

The recreational and industrial exposures will be clarified.

Page 2-19 - In the last paragraph, please provide rationale why would pestic}'dés
are not considered site related contaminants.

This-is a summary statement taken from the RI and the ERA. Thls will be
clarified. o

Page 2-20 -.In the Iast paragraph, federal MCLs would’ appear fo be the

‘controlling ARAR, not the State remediation regs. *

It is our understanding that because the site is Ii'a’GB aquifer, the GB criteria
need to be met. MCLs do not need to be met by the remedial actlon because the

,grQundwater is'not a dnnklng water: supply

Page 2-21, Sectlon 2. 3 3 - unclear any sediment COCs are from on-site sources.

Please refer to the resolution to comment no. 8 above.
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78.

Response:

79.

Response:

80.

Response:

81.

Response:

Response:

SECTION 3:

82.

Response:

83.

Response:

Page 2-26, Section 2.4.2 ~ The reason for no risk from vapor needs to be
presented more clearly.

This will be clarified.

Page 2-27, Section 2.4.3 — Please clarify if there are any site-specific COCs in
sediment.

Please refer to the resolution lo comiment no. 8 above.

Page 2-29, 3" 4 Bullet ~ Please explain how the distance of 12 feet from a building
can’t be excavaled was determined.

This will be clarified.

a) Page 2-30, Section 2.5.3 — This section more clarity. As commented on
throughout the text, it is unclear site-related COCs are prasent in the sediments.
Establishing a basis for action is Important to the CERCLA process. /f site-related
COCs are present, the text needs to clarify where they are located (in relation to
most current site conditions which would include the reveiment wall) and what

volume remains after the revetment wall reconstruction.

Please roefer to the resolution to comment no. 8 above. The revetment design is
just being completed as of July 2008, and the sediment volume that is anticipated
to remain after construction is still uncertain: All changes (o the design will impact
the amount of existing sediment remaining. It should suffice for the purpose of
this FS that some sediments will remain.

b) The last sentence of the first paragraph states: “Area and volume estimates
for the subtidal sediments are not calculated, for reasons described below.” but
no explanation is included later in the text.

Concur. The area and volume of subtidal sediments is not calculated because
they do not exceed PRGs.

Page 3-2, Section 3.1.1 - Change the second senience to: "This option does not
provide for monitoring or placing access restrictions on contaminated media;
however it does include conducting statutorily required reviews of the
protectiveness of the remedy at least every five years. -Examination of this
option is retained throughout the FS process, as required by the NCP.

This revision will be included,

Page 3-2, Section 3.2.2.1 ~ Change the second sentence to: “Under this
scenario, no removal or treatment of the contaminated soil would occur, however
the alternative does include conducting statutorily required reviews of the
protectiveness of the remedy at least every five years.

This revision will be included.

14



84.

Response:

85,

Response:

86.

Response:

87.

Page 3-5, Section 3.2.2.2, 2 Para - Change the first sentence: “Land use
controls are institutional controls place restrictions on the use of property based
on the presence of a risk to human health or the environment. On non-federal
property these restrictions are commonly recorded against that-are-typically
placed-en-property deeds. On federal property, such as the Naval Station, the
restrictions may be placed on the base’s property management instruction.
These deed-restrictions are used to limit future activities or uses of a site to
prevent human contact with contaminated soil or groundwater and to protect
components of the remedy (i.e. monitoring wells, the shoreline revetment, vapor
mitigation devices). Land use controls commonly used to reduce exposure to
contaminated media include prohibitions on installing water supply wells,
restrictions on lypes of development allowed (e.g., no residential use), disturbing
components of the remedy, and limitations on certain types of construction (e.g.,
excavation, buildings with basements).”

This revision will be included.

Page 3-5, Section 3.2.2.2, 3° Para - “Fhe-State-of-Rhode-lsiand-roquires

conirols would be /mp/emented in accordance with the Depan‘ment of Defense
Guidance on Land Use Controls Associated with Environmental Restoration
Activities for Active Installations, dated January 17, 2001. However. Any time that
the Navy retains the property, the “activity” (in this case Naval Station Newport
Public Works Dept.) enforces any land use control necessary—an-ELUR-is-not

reguirod--and-RIDEM has-nojurisdiction.

The Navy concurs with the approach provided. Discussions with RIDEM should
be held on this topic. The land use instructions will be issued by NAVSTA, as
discussed al previous RPM meetings. Annual inspeclions of sites where
restrictions are provided will be conducted.

Page 3-6 - In the second paragraph change the fifth sentence to: “iIf the land is
sold and released from Navy jurisdiction, the ELUR-is-written-inte land use
restriction that was incorporated into the base instruction is written into the deed
for the new property-title and deed-recorded against the title. The format of the
land use restriction shall meet local or state recording standards (in Rhode Istand
the regulatory standards for institutional controls are termed Environmental Land
Usage Restrictions (ELURs)).”

This revision will be included.

Page 3-6, 3° Para - Change to: “In cases where land use controls, including
base /nstruct/ons or ELURs, are placed to address contamination at a sits, the
Navy must submit an annual report to the regulatory parties
documenting that all of the restrictions are being mel. The Navy shall also take
immediate action to correct any violations identified. This report must be
submitted every year and the obligation to enforce the restrictions shall remain as
long as the-restrictions as long as levels of contamination exceeding CERCLA

risk levels remain on z‘he proper{y Iheﬁ#DEMO#;ee@l—lMaete—Management—has




Response:

88.

Response:;

89.

Response:

50.

Response:

a1.

Response:

92.

Response:

3.

Response:

Please refer to the response to comment 85.

Page 3-6, 2" Bullet — Change to: “Land use controls for soil on the active base,
in the form of base instructions can be easily implemented by the Navy. Before
any property transfer were to occur from Navy control, the Navy would establish
and record land use restrictions (in the form of an ELUR) against any deed
created for the transferred property that will run with the land. This can be
readily implemented. Monitoring and enforcement of land use restriction would
also be readily implemented by the Navy weu!eﬁbe;mp!emen!ed—by&heﬁrope#y

This revision will be included.

Page 3-6, 3 Bullet — Change to: “and ne limited O&M costs would be incurred
monitoring and enforcing the land use controls.”

This revision will be included.

Page 3-8, Section 3.2.2.3 - Add discussion of maintaining the revetment
constructed through the 2007 CERCLA removal action as a permanent cover
over shoreline contaminated soils.

Concur. Additional discussion on the role of the revetment as a component of a
permeable cover will be added.

Page 3-12, 2" Bullet — In the last sentence do the soils aiso contain elevated
levels of PCBs (above 1 ppm)?

PCBs greater than 1 ppm have not been detected in soil on site.

Page 3-12, Last Para — Change the last sentence to: “any a-RCRA facility for off-
site management of Superfund hazardous substances if the facility has
significant RGRA environmental violations”

The requsested change will be made.

Page 3-28, Section 3.3.2.2 — Mention should be made for natural attenuation of
groundwater contaminants.

Attenuation paramelers have not been measured at the site. Whereas it is likely
that attenuation will take place, it is not intended to be a primary element of the
alternative. This will be clarified in the section cited.

Page 3-28, Section 3.3.2.2, 2" Para - Change to: “Institutional controls would
be established in the form of land use controls to restrict activities within the
current Naval base through the establishment of a base instruction. To address
the future use of land in the event that a properly is sold or transferred, the Navy
will create and record deed restrictions that will meet local and state
requirements to run with the land. These restrictions may limit future activities
such as placement of new wells, establish requirements for installation of vapor
mitigation measures in any structures on the Site, or restriction of construction
that would allow ready access fo the groundwatsr for any reason (for example,
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Response:

95.

Response:

g6.

Response:

97.

Response:

98.

Response:

99.

Response:

100.

Response:

potable water supply). Restrictions would also prevent the disturbance to any
component of the remedy (monitoring wells). Institutional controls would be
monitored and enforced by the Navy for as long as contaminants are present that
pose a risk above CERCLA risk levels.”

Unless the property is to be conveyed, no one other than the Navy can encumber
the deed of the federal property to restrict land uses. The Navy can utilize the
base instruction (Response to Comment 85) and provide intermal inspection,
reporling, and mitigation, if necessary.

Page 3-29 - In the first paragraph add fo the end of the first sentence: "and
exposure to vapor”,

The requested revision will be made.

Page 3-29, 1" Bullet - Change “Institutional controls cowld will be implemented at

institutional-contreis. Before any property transfer
were to occur from Navy control, the Navy would establish and record land use
restrictions (in the form of an ELUR) against any deed created for the transferred
property that will run with the land. This can be readily implemented. Monitoring
and enforcement of land use restriction would also be readily implemented by the
Navy.

Please refer to the response to comiment 84

Page 3-29, 2" Bullet - Change to: “and re limited O&M costs would be incurred
monitoring and enforcing the land use controls.”

The requested revision will be made.

Page 3-30, Section 3.3.2.3 - For Containment, O & M of the revetment
constructed as part of the 2007 CERCLA removal action needs to be evaluated
in this section.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 3-46, §3.3.3 - In the last sentence in this section, the text states that the
infiltration gallery has been retained for consideration. Please discuss how the
use of an infiltration gallery would impact the groundwater flushing caiculations
presented in Appendix K. Please indicate if the use of an infiftration gallery
would achieve an increased flushing rate and significantly reduce the time to
achieve cleanup. Note that this last sentence is not a complete sentence; please
correct it.

The infiitration gallery will be considsred.

Page 3-48, Section 3.4.4.2 — There should be an evaluation of “Monitored
Natural Recovery” included as a Limited Aclion (would need to meet EPA
standards for MNR)?

Please refer to the response to comment 93.

17



1071.

Response:

102.

Response:

103.

Response:

104.

Response;

105.

Response:

Page 3-48 - in the fourth paragraph change: ‘Institutional controls would be
implementod-established in the form of land use conltrols to restrict activities
within the current Naval base through the establishment of a base instruction. To
address the future use of fand in the event that a property is sold or transferred,
the Navy will create and record deed restrictions that will meet local and state
requirements to run with the land. These restrictions may limit future activities
such as disturbance of the shoreline revetment constructed as part of the 2007
CERCLA removal action and fo restrict future use of the site that may result in
uncontrolled exposure of human receplors to the intertidal sediment. The
intertidal areas below the mean high tide line [is that the accurate border to state
tidal land?] and subtidal areas are property of the State of Rhode Isfand, so any
offorts to restrict access or activities must be coordinated with the state.
Institutional controls would be monitored and enforced by the Navy for as long as
contaminants are present that pose a risk above CERCLA risk levels.”

The reguested revision will be made.

Page 8-48 - In the second bullet: The eftectivensess of such restrictions would
also depend on adequate enforcement by the landewner Navy (above the mean
high tide line), in coordination with the State of Rhode Island (for areas below the
mean high tide line) ef-the-shoreline.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 3-48, 3" Bullet - “Land use controls may be implemented by the propery
owners Navy for areas above the mean high tide line or by state and local
authorities in areas below the mean high tide line. The Navy currently has a no
swimming rule for the NAVSTA Newport shorellne M—p;epeny-ewne;s—ar&net
willing-lo-plase

owner—Before any property transfer were to occur from Navy control, the Navy
would establish and record land use restrictions (in the form of an ELUR) against
any deed created for the transferred property that will run with the land. This
can be readily implemented. Monitoring and enforcement of land use restriction
would also be readily implemented by the Navy.

The requestad revision will be made.

Page 3-49, 1* Bullet - The capital and O&M costs for administrative actions,
monitoring compliance with the restrictions and enforcement, and 5-year reviews
would be relatively low.

The requested ravision will be made.

Page 3-50, Section 3.4.2.3 — Containment needs to be retained to address O &
M of the revetment constructed as part of the 2007 CERCLA removal action. The
sacond paragraph is not consistent with the Action Memo for the 2007 removal
action or text elsewhere in this FS. If the revetment is fo be constructed, the
second paragraph should be removed.

The statement is made in regards to containment of the intertidal sediment. (This
section is the section on sediment, not soif). The revetment was redesigned to
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106.

Response:

107.

Response:

"SECTION 4

108.

Response:

108,

Response:

Response:

110.

Response:

contain the soil from erosion, which was the original intent. The revetment is not
designed to retain or remediate sediment. Thus the passage is correct and while
this will be clarified, it should remain: The revetment is constructed for the
purposes of retaining soil.

Page 3-63, Section 3.4.3 — All of the RPOs need to address that contaminated
sediment is to be left under the revetment (requiring long-term O & M of the
revetment).

O&M of the revetment wilt be included as needed.

Page 3-64 - in the third paragraph: Limited Action would only be protective if
Monitored Natural Recovery is included that shows how long it will take for
contaminated sediments to no longer pose a risk to human health or the
environment.

Correct. However, natural attenuation parameters have not been measured at
tha site, and no projection models have been conducted in this regard. Whereas
it is likely that attenuation will take place, it is not intended to be a primary
element of the alternative. This will be clarified in the section cited.

Page 4-1, 2 Para - In the last sentence change: “all costs associated with
constructing the Revetment are not included in this report because those costs
are already accommodsted in the previous decision document. However, the
cost to establish land use restrictions to prevent disturbance of the Revetment
and long-term O & M are included in this report, since they are remedial, rather
than removal actions, under CERCLA.

The requested change will be made.

a) Page 4-3, 8" Para — a) At the end of the second sentence add: “A residential
scenario was not considered since the future land use for the site is anticipated
to be industrial/commercial (therefore all alternatives except the No Action
Alternative require land use restrictions to prevent residential use of the land).

The reguested revision will ba made.

b) In the third sentence: Please list the contaminants which exceeded residential
standards (PCBs?) and would bs the basis for the iCs.

Residential PRG exceedances are provided in Table 2-17. The listed
constituents can be presented in the text.

a) Page 4-5, Section 4.2.2 — a) 5™ Bullet: Please ravisa this bullet to be
consistent with status of revetment wall and soil removal. Add at the end of the
fext: “Long-term O & M of the revelment,

The requested revision will be made.

b) 6" Bullet: Change “Post-remediation groundwater monitoring to assess the
protectiveness of the soil remedy (addressed under Section 5 of this report)”
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Response:

Response:

111.

Respornse:

112.

Response:

113.

Response:

114,

Response:

115.

Response:

116.

Response:

117.

Response:

118.

Hesponse:

113.

Response:

The requested revision will be made.

c) 7" Bullet: Change “Land use controls limiting the use of grourdwater-and-sofl
at the site for industrial/commercial/recreational purposes. Long-term monitoring
of compliance and O & M of the cover.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-5, Section 4.2.3 — Same comments on the bullets as for Section 4.2.2,
Refer 10 the responses to comment 110.

Page 4-7, Section 4.2.4 — Same comments on the builets as for Section 4.2.2.

Refer to the responses to comment 110.

Page 4-12, 3° Para, 3° Sentence - Change: “were used by the ERA Navy to
devejop the proposed remedy”

The reguesied revision will be made.

Page 4-12, §4.3 - In the last bullet under Cost please change 3.9 percent to 3.0
percent to be consistent with the calculations actually made using the January
2007 Appendix C to the OMB bulletin.

The error will be corrected. The costs are actually developed using 3% as
described in Appendix 1.

Page 4-16, 4™ para — Add a new fourth and fifth sentence: “If the new revetment
caps contaminated soils, institutional controls will be established to prevent
disturbance of the revetment. Long-term O & M of the revetment is being
incorporated into this alternatives.

The requested revision will be made. Note cost for monitoring is included in the
groundwater alternative costing. This will be clarified.

Page 4-17, 2" Para — Add a new second sentence: “There will be a least yearly
monitoring for compliance with land use restrictions af the Site.”

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-17, 6" Para — In the second sentence: “consistent with
industrial/lcommercial/recreational land use.”

Comment is noted. The requested revision will be made if recreational use is
intended.

Page 4-18, 2"° Para, Last sentence - Change: “applicable fecal; state, and
federal regulations”

The text is correct as stated.

Page 4-18, 4" Para — Need to include O & M of the revetment, which was
constructed to prevent migration of contaminated soils.

The requested revision will be mads.
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120.

Response:

121.

Response:

122.

Response:

123.

Response:

124,

Response:

125,

Response:

126,

Page 4-19 - Add a new fifth paragraph: “Institutional controls in the form of a
base instruction while the property is controlied by the Navy and deed restriction
if and when the Navy was ever to transfer control of the property are easily
implemented. Monitoring of compliance with:institutional controls and
enforcement of any violations is also implementable.”

The requested revision will be made

Page 4-19, Cost Table for Alternat/ve 2~ S/nce leaving waste in place requires
monitoring and institutional controls will require yearly- compliance monitoring
(and possible enforcement) the table value of only $2,800 for 30: years of O & M
and monitoring appears low. -The alternativé also needs to ificlude O & M for the
revetment, since it was constructed to prevent migration of contaminated soils off
of the site {and may have contaminated 5oils underneath it).

The O&M and LTM for the soil alternative 2 is limited to' the annual report to
RIDEM. describing the presence-of the use restriction — 20°hburs' annually. The
cost of $2,800 presented is an annual cost: “Appéndix | explains that the
groundwater monitoring cost and the five year review costs are included in the
groundwater alternative costs. This will be clarified in the téxt sectlon but the
costs-are.correct as stated, uriless additional costs ‘are heeded for O&M of the
revetment. The need for O&M of the revetment WI|| be con3|dered and mcluded if
necessary

Page 4-20 Last Para - Add a new fourth and fifth sentence’ "If the new
revetment-caps contaminated soils, .institutional controls will’ be established to
prevent disturbance of the revetment. Long-term O & M of the revetment is
being /ncorporated into this alternative.

The requested revision will be made. Note that cost for mohitoririg is included in
the groundwater alternative costing. This will be clqrified.

Page 4-21, 1 * Para —Add a new second senténce: “There will be a least yearly

. monitoring for compliance with land use restrictions at th&"Site.”

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-21, 3’ Y Para - In the second sentence: “under an
industrial/lecommercial/recreational exposure scenario.”

Comment is noted. The requested revisioh will be made if recreational use is
intended.

Pagé 4-21, 5" para - Change: "cleaned to industrial/commercial/recreational
levels. Restrictions on the contaminated soil would limit future actfvmes at the

property.

Comment is noted. The requested revision' will be made'if recreational use is
intended.

Page-4-21 - Add a new sixth paragraph “Institutional controls in thé form of a
base.instruction while the property is controlled by the ‘Navy and deed restriction
if and when the Navy was ever to transfer control-of the property are to be
established. At least yearly monitoring of complianice with insfitutional controis
and enforcement of any violations will also be implemented.”
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Response:

127.

Response:

128.

Response:

129.

Response:

130.

Response:

131.

Response:

132.

Response:

133.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-22, 7" Para —Need to include O & M of the revetment, which was
. constructed to prevent m/grat/on of contaminated solls.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-22 - Add a new last paragraph: “Institutional controls in the form of a
base instruction while the property is controlled by the Navy and deed restriction
if and.when the Navy was ever to transfer control of the property are easily
/mp/emented Monitoring of compliance .with institutional contro/s and
~enforcement of any violations is alsa'implementable.” '

The requested reV|S|on WI|| be made ‘
Page 4-23, Cost Table for Alternative. 3 — Since leaving waste in place requires

monltormg and institutional controls-will require yearly compliance monitoring
{and possible enforcement) the table value of only $2,800 for 30 years of O & M

. .and monitoring appears low. The alternative also needs to include O & M for the

. revelment, since it was constructed to prevent migration of contaminated soils off
ok the ."sﬂ‘e {and may have contaminated soils underneath /t)

N The O&M and LTM for the son alternatlve 3 is limited to the annual report to

RIDEM describing the presence of the use restriction — 20 hours annually. The
cost of $2,800 presented is an annual cost. Appendix | explains that the
groundwater monitoring cest and the five year review costs are included in the
groundwater alternative costs. ‘This will be clarified in the text section but the
costs are correct as stated, unless additional costs are needed.for O&M of the
revetment. The need for O&M of the revetment will be conSIdered and included if
necessary.

Page 4-23, Lasr Para — Add a new fourth and fifth sentence: "If the new
revetment,caps: contaminated soils, institutional controls will be established to
prevent disturbance of the revetment. Long-term O & M of the revetment is
being incorporated into this alternative.

The requested revision will be made. Note cost for monitoring is included in the
groundwater alternative costing. This will be clarified.

Page 4-24, §4.4.4 - in the last sentence of the first paragraph under Compliance
with ARARs delete the word both.

Comment noted. This statement may change depending on other revisions.

Page 4-24, g"”' Para — Add a second sentence: “There will be a least yearly
monitoring for compliance with land use restrictions at the Site.”"

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-24 - Add a new third paragraph: “Institutional controls in the form of a

. base instruction while the property-is controlled by the Navy and deed restriction
if and when the Navy was ever to transfer control of the property are to be
establ/shed At least yearly monitoring of compliance with institutional controls
and enforcement of any violations will also be implemented.”
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134.

Response:

135.

Response:

136.

Response:

137.

Response:

138.

Response:

134.

Response:

140.

Response:

141.

Response:

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-24, 4" Para, 2 Sentence - “an industrial/commercial/recreational
exposure scenario...” Last sentence isn't clear regard the threat from leaching of
contaminants. If the soil cover won't address exceedances of leaching standards
the remsdy isn’t protective.

The comment is noted. Leaching standards are not exceeded.

Page 4-24, 7" Para — Change the end of the paragraph to: "Alternative 4 would
only comply with the RIDEM requirements for both industrial direct contact, but
not for leachability. Therefore, the alternative is not ARAR compliant.”

The comment is noted. Leaching standards are not exceeded.

Page 4-25, 1* Para — Change to: “monitoring, long-term O &M of the cover and
revetment, and use of controls...”

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-25, 2 Para - Change the first sentence to: “The soil cover would be
effective’in preventing exposure to contaminated soils, but would be ineffective in
preventing soil contamination from leaching into groundwater.”

This revision ¢an be included, but will be clarified to state that no lsaching
standards are exceeded. This would be the purpose of the monitoring conducted
under the groundwater akternative.

Page 4-25, 4" Para — Edit last sentence and add “for soif” after RAOs.”
The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-25, 5" Para — Remove the paragraph, since no permits required for an
on-site remeay.

Work will be conducted within 100 feet of the shoreline. Thus some permits may
be required. The paragraph should remain as a reminder.

Page 4-25, 6" Para — Remove the second sentence (O & M of the equipment
shouldn’t be done on-site) and replace it with: “This alternative also includes
long-term O & M of the revetment wall.”

The text will be revised to include mention of O&M of the revetment.

Page 4-26, Cost Table for Alternative 4 — Since leaving waste in place requires
monitoring and institutional controls will require yearly compliance monitoring
(and possible enforcement) the table value of only $16,000 for 30 years of O & M
and monitoring appears low. The alternafive also needs to include O & M for the
revetment, since if was constructed to prevent migration of contaminated soils off
of the site (and may have contaminated soils undemeath it).

Please refer to the cost basis provided in Appendix I. The cost for O&M of the

revetment will be considered, but may be nominal. The lext will be clarified that
O&M of the revetment is necessary.
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Respaonse:

143.

Response:

144.

Response;

Response:

145,

Response:

146.

Response:

147.

Response:

Page 4-27, §4.5 - In the discussion under Compliance with ARARS, it is not fuite
correct to state that treatment steps and excavation and removal would satisfy
the chemical-specific ARARs. These measures would only satisfy the ARARSs if
combined with restrictions limiting site use to industrial/commercial. Please edit
the text to acknowledge this.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-27, 1* Para, Last Sentence — The No Action Alternative needs to be
evaluated, along with the other alternat/ves (that’s why it'’s required under
CEHCLA) ( ’

The requested revision will be made.

a) Page 4-27 - Second paragraph needs to be rewritten because Alternative 4 is
not protective. .

Please refer to the response to comments 134 and 135. Additional discussion
may be warranted.

Discuss that under Alternatives.2-4 the shoreline revetment would be maintained

(it will bé present under Alternative 1, but won’t be maintained under CERCLA).

Its ability to protect against erosion is proportional with how much contaminated
soll each alternative will leave on site.

The passage will be revised to explain that the revetment would be maintained
by the property owner but O&M will not be required under CERCLA. The last
statement in the comment is not clear. The ability of the revetment to retain soil
is not dependent on the amount of soil behind it and under it, but its competence
and design.

Page 4-27, 3" ? Para — Replace the last sentence: “Alternative 4 will not meet
chemical-specific Rhode Island Remediation Regulations standards for
leachability, although it will meet contact standards.

Please refer to the response.to comments 134 and 135 above.

Page 4-27, 5" — Change the last sentence: “Alternatives 2; and 3-and-4 would

‘meet all identified ARARs.”

Please refer to the response to comments 134 and 135 above.

a) Page 4-27, 6" Para - The long-term effectiveness and permanence section -
needs to be revised to reflect that Alternative 4 is neither an effective nor
permanent remedy (leaves soils exceeding leaching standards in place). In this
section also need to discuss how the long-term O & M the revetment and ICs fo
prevent its disturbance will maintain the. /ong -term- effectiveriess and permanence
of each alternative. .

Please clanfy how the reviewer determlned that-soils exceed leachability
standards. The Concentratlons in the groundwater do not indicate leaching
above standards. ‘ .

b) Clarify the meaning of the second sentence. Should it read: “There would be

some risk that a portion of the contaminated material exceeding PRGs would not
be excavated during the implementation of alternatives 2 and 3, but preper
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Response:

148.

Response:

148.

Response:

150.

Response:

151.

Response:

162.

Response:

1583.

Response:

monitering confirmation sampling of surface soils will ensure that there is no
direct contact risk, long-term monitoring will ensure that no contaminated soils
become exposed, and institutional controls will ensure that deeper contaminated
soils are not disturbed sheuldreduce-or-eliminate-this-risk.”

The point to be made is that one will never guarantee that all soils exceeding
PRGs have been removed. This will be clarified.

Page 4-28, §4.5 - In the discussion under Short-Term Effectiveness please edit
the text fo acknowledge that Alternative 4 also involves a significant amount of
truck traffic to import backfill soil to the site.

Both Alternatives 3 and 4 require significant truck trattic, though Alternative 3
would require approximately three times as much as Alternative 4. This will be
clarified.

Page 4-28, 2" Para — Revise: “All three four alternatives would require 5-year
reviews and Alternative 2 — 4 would also include land use controls to monilor the
effectiveness of the remediation because contamination would be left on site in
excess of unrestricted use PRGs Alternative 2 would require adaquate controls
and reliable methods for residual-management treatment residuals, while

“Affernatives 3 and 4 woudld not require such controls because no residuals would

be generated during remediation on sjte.”
The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-28, 3° Para — Simplify to: “Only afternative 2 reduced the toxicity,
mobility, or volume of contamination through treatment.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-29, 5" Para — Add new last sentence: “Alternatives 2 ~ 4 all include long-
term O & M of the shoreline revetment and the establishment of institutional
controls to prevent it disturbance. These measures are readily implementable.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 4-29 - Add a new second paragraph: “Institutional controls In the form of a
base instruction while the property is controlled by the Navy and deed restriction
if and when the Navy was ever to iransfer control of the properly are sasily
implemented. Monitoring of compliance with institutional controls and
enforcement of any violations is also implementable.”

The requested revision will be made.

a ) Page 4-29, Cost Table — As mentioned previously, since leaving waste in
place requires long-term monitoring and institutional controls will require yearly
compliance monitoring (and possible enforcement) the table value of oniy $2,800
for 30 years of O & M and monitoring for alternatives 2 and 3 and $16,000 for
alternative 4 appears low. The alternative also needs to include O & M for the
revetment, since it was constructad to prevent migration of contaminated soils off
of the site (and may have contaminated soils underneath it).

The points will be considered, with the assumptions already made in the ES for
other alternatives. The required O&M of the revetment will be clarified.
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SECTION 5:

154.

Response:

155.

Reponse:

156.

Response:

157.

Response:

Response:

158.

Response:

b) Also there should be an asterisk by the five-year review cost for alternative 1
(since it needs to be included in the groundwater cost table).

The requested revision will be made.

Page 5-1, Seclion 5.0 — This section heeds to identify any risks from vapor that
may be present and what measures will be included in each of the alternatives to
address vapor risks.

Risk from groundwater and vapor intrusion are addressed in Appendix C, Section
3.3. The findings that there are no risks from vapor inlrusion will be stated in the
introductory portion of Section 5.0

Page 5-1 - Remove the third paragraph. Federal MCLs are the standard for
cleanup, not state standards (Rl hasn’t fully adopted federal standards, therefore

“federal standards are o be used for CERULA remedies) therefore evaluation of

alternatives should remain. This information can be presented later on when
presenting a proposed remedy.

Refer to the response 1o Comment 6 above. Setting the cleanup standard for
groundwater to MCLs when there is no groundwater use existing or planned
seems overly conservative. This change would require significant revision to the
document, requiring the development of aggressive cleanup aliernatives to
achieve an objective that does nol need to be met for any reason. Additional
discussion is needed on this subject.

Page 5-1, 4" Para - Replace the term “potable water” with “federal MCLs.”
The PRGs were developed for Potable water, based on the risk assessment
conducted. The text is correct as written, regardless of the outcome of the
discussion on comment no. 155 above. The texi will not be revised.

a) Page 5-1, 6” Para — Need to also evaluate “natural attenuation” if
contaminated groundwater is to be left in place without treatment.

Attenuation parameters have nol been measured at the site. Whereas it is likely
that altenuation will take place, it is nol intended to be a primary element of the
alternative. This will be clarified in the section cited.

b) Change the second sentence to: “The purpose of each remedial alternative is
to achieve groundwater cleanup standards, prevent migration of contaminated
groundwater, and control coniact with the contaminated media.”

This revision will be made.

Page 5-2, 1 Paragraph — Alternative 2 needs to be changed to “Natural
Attenuation, with Use Restrictions and Long-Term Monitoring [monitoring alone is
not protective since it doesn’t achieve cleanup standards).

The text is correct as prasenied.
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Response:

160.

Response:

161.

Response:

162.

Response:

163.

Response:

164.

Response:

Response:

Page 5-2, 2" Para - Change the second sentence to: “PRGs were calculated
based on use-ot-the-groundwater-as-a-drinking-water-seurcethough-it-is-an
implausible-scenario-due-to-the-salinity-of-the-water-the-presence-of-a-cily-water
supply—-and-the-classification eﬁmgg#oundw&&epas—aégaqu#er achieving

federal water quality standards.”

PRGs are calculated as described in the text. The comment and other comments
{o this section appear to request revision of the risk based PRGs to MCLs. Such
a change is not recommended.

Page 5-2, Section 5.2.2 - Change alternative name from “Limited Action” to
“Natural Atienuation with Long-term Monitoring and Use Conirols.”

Attenuation parameters have not been measured at the site. Whereas it is likely
that attenuation will take place, it is not intended to be a primary element of the
alternative. Making such a change would be misleading because we do nol have
a attenuation time frame expected. The section title is correct as slated.

Page 5-2, Last paragraph — Change the third sentence to: “Groundwater
monitoring would provide information on the Genynwng-quaw Natural
Attenuation of the groundwater to

further-degraded document reduction of groundwater contaminant levels over
time to achieve groundwater cleanup standards.”

Aftenuation parameters have not been measured at the site. Whereas it is likely
that atienuation will take place, it is nol inlended to be a primary element of the
alternative. This will be clarified in the section cited.

Page 5-3, 3 “ Builet — add at the end: “to document Natural Attenuation.”

The document will be revised 1o note that any attenuation evident will be noted.
However, be advised that natural attenuation is not a primary element of the
altermnative.

Page 5-3, 2" Para — In the second sentence insert “, commercial, and
recreational” after "industrial.”

This revision will be considered and included if appropriate based on the
resolulion of other comments above.

a) Page 5-3, 3" ! Para — Change the second sentence to: “Monitoring of the

approx;mately 20 wells on the OFFT A site would occur for-30-years{en-ayearly
'ler) until groundwater cleanup

standards are achieved through Natural Attenuation.”

Please refer to the response lo comments 157 and 160.

b) Add at the end of the paragraph: “Note also, that monitoring is also required
to assess the protectiveness of any soil remedy that leaves waste in place.
There also will be, at a minimum, year monitoring for compliance with land use
restrictions.

This revision will be made.

27



165.

Response:

166.

Response:

167.

Response:

168.

Response:

168.

. Response:

170.

Response:

171.

Response:

172.

Page 5-4, §5.2.3 - Alternative 3 for groundwater is not protective unless it also
includes land use controls to prevent the use of groundwater until the cleanup
goals for groundwater have been achieved. Please edit the scope of this
afternative and its description throughout the FS to include the appropriate
restrictions.

This revision will be considered and included if appropriate.

Page 5-4, 2" Para - Change the last sentence to: “and discharged to the local
POTW undera-National-Pollutant-Discharge-Elimination System(NPDES)
discharge-permit-after achieving federal Clean Water Act pretreatment
standards.”

The texi is correct as written.

Page 5-4, 3° Para - Change to: “Monitoring would involve periodic inspection of
collection and treatment systems, monitoring the progress of remediation by
sampling and analysjs of groundwaler {quarterly-foryears—1-5-and-annually-for
years-6-30), and monitoring the effluent from the system to track the efficiency of
trealment. Note also, that groundwater monitoring is also required to assess the
protectiveness of any soil remedy that leaves waste in place. There also will be,
at a minimurm, yearly monitoring for compliance with land use restrictions.”

The assumptions oi the frequency of monitoring shall remain unless the reviewer
has a specific objection and basis for revision. The requested insertion will be
made, as appropriate for soil.

Page 5-6, 1° Para — Replace “limited action” with “natural aftenuation.”

Please refer to the response to comments 157 and 160.

Page 5-6, Last Para — In the last sentence (that runs on to p. 5-7) change: “While
the no action alternatives require no implementation activities, except for
conducting five year reviews, fimited-action natural altenuation alternatives will be
evaluated for the protaction they it offers during monitoring of reductions in
contaminant levels, implementation of institutional controls, and the
establishment and maintenance of access restrictions—and-long-term-rroritoring.
Please refer to the response to commenls 157 and 160.

Page 5-9, 3rd Para — In the second sentence replace “natural flushing” with
“natural attenuation.”

Please refer to the response lo comiments 157 and 160. This section will be
revised to state “natural flushing or attenuation”

Page 5-9, 5" Para ~ in the second sentence change: ‘state-and federal
regulations.”

The Navy concurs with the approach provided. Discussions with RIDEM should
be held on this topic.

Page 5-11, Cost Table fooinote — Change to "soit and groundwater-and
sodimerd...”
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173.

Response:

174.

Response:

175.

Response:

1786.

Response:

177.

Response:

178.

The table is correct as presented.

Page 5-11, Section 5.5.2 — Change the alternative name throughout the section
from “limited action” to “natural attenuation.”

Please retfer to the response to comments 157 and 160.

Page 5-11 - Second paragraph of Section 5.5.2, change to: “As long as the
properly is controlled by the Navy groundwater use restrictions would be
implememed by-the Nawvy in Alternative 2 through a Base Instruction, that will
establish the as-an LUC. The restrictions would not allow the installation of wells
for any consumptive use purpose, including for household use, drinking water
supply, irrigation, or industrial use. The restriction would also apply to any
consumptive use from the existing wells at the site, and describe any necessary
protection measures for workers involvad in future site development activities
that may come into contact with groundwater. finsert discussion of vapor risks, if
any] If the Navy were ever to transfer ownership of the site, the land use
restrictions will be incorporated into deed restrictions that will apply to future
owners of the site. The Navy weuld will submit an annual report to RIDEM and
EPA documenting that all of the restrictions were being met. This report would be
submitted every year as long as the restrictions remained on the property, and
the Office of Waste Management may-will periodically inspect the site to ensure
that the provisions of the use restrictions were being met. Note also, that
groundwater monitoring is also required to assess the protectiveness of any soil
remedy that leaves waste in place.”

The requested revisions will be mads, though wording may be aitered slightly.
There is no risk from vapors.

Page 5-11 - Third paragraph of Seclion 5.5.2: is a “natural flushing model” a form
of "natural atfenuation model”? Did the analysis that was conducted meet EPA
natural attenuation guidance standards? Do the long clean-up times for arsenic
and lead meet EPA natural attenuation standards? If not this alternative is not
protective.

The model is presented in Appendix K of the FS report. It is not a natural
attenuation model. The flushing model was conducled to show how
“contaminants” which presumably are leaching out of sail (but not exceeding
leachability standards) wouid reduce over time, if water was allowed to flush
through the soil matrix. Refer to the responses to comments 157 and 160.

Page 5-12, 4" Para — Replace “until conditions allow” with “until cleanup
standards are met.”

This revision will be made if cleanup standards are agreed to.

Page 5-12, 7" Para — Replace “natural flushing” with “naltural attenuation.”

The text is correct as presented. Refer to the response to Comment 175.

Page 5-13, 1 * Para — Change to “This alternative meets chemical-specific
ARARSs because natural attenuation will achieve federal groundwater standards
over time [if the aftenuation time is foo long to meet EPA Natural Attenuation

guidance standards, then the alternative will not meet ARARS]. In the interim,
through use restrictions, the alternative prevents exposure to groundwater
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Response:

179.

Response:

180.

Response:

181.

Response:

182.

Response:

183.

Response:

184,

exceeding PRGs thal were derived from federal and-state water quality
slandards.”

The text is correct as presented. Please refer {o the responses to Comments
157, 160 and 175.

Page 5-13, 4" Para — Change to: “This alternative would rely on natural
attenuation to achieve groundwater stands and use restrictions fo limit access to
the impacted groundwater and thereby reduce human risk associated with ils
use. Restrictions on groundwater use would reguire long-term enforcement by
the-state-and the Navy, whether the Navy retained ownership or transferred
ownership to another party, to ensure their protectiveness. The yearly reporting
requirements to EPA and RIDEM would help confirm that the restrictions were
being met.”

For natural attenuation, please refer to the responses to Comments 157, 160 and

175. The revisions regarding the lranster of ownership can be made, though
RIDEM may object.

Page 5-14, 3rd Para — Change to: “Implementation of this altemative would

involfve monitoring the natural attenuation process to confirm that is occurring

within a time frame that meets EPA guidance standards. In addition, the
alternative would include implementing groundwater use restrictions and
completing a long-term monijloring program and 5-year reviews. Limited
manpower is nacessary for implementation of groundwater use restrictions,

which would consist of a Base Instruction while the Site was under Navy control
or deed restrictions which the Navy would be required to establish if the property
were ever transferred. Consistent enforcement of the use restrictions by the Navy
would be required, as would annual reports to EPA and RIDEM.

For natural attenuation, please refer to the responses to Comments 157, 160 and
175. The revisions regarding the transfer of ownership can be made.

Page 5-15, Cost Table — Monitoring costs may be yearly if required either to
evaluate Natural Attenuation or to monitor potential releases from the soil
remediation alternative.

The frequency of monitoring will depend on the monitoring objectives, and will be
revised appropriately after other issues are addressed.

Page 5-15, 1% Para — Replace the last sentence with: ”Discharge would be to
the local POTW under a-Natienal-Peliutant-Dischar ]

System
(NRDES)-discharge-permit federal Clean Walter Act pretreatment standards.”
The textis correct as stated.

Page 5-16, 2" Para — Third sentence from the end, change to: “Discharge would
be to the local POTW under a-National-RPoliutant-Discharge-Elimination System

{NRDES) discharge-permit federal Clean Water Act pretreatment standards.”
The text is correct as stated.
Page 5-16, 3° Para — Add at the end: “Note also, that groundwater monitoring is

also required to assess the protectiveness of any soil remedy that leaves waste
in place.”
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185.
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186.

Response:

187.
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788,

Response:

189.

Response:

190.

Response:

191

Response:

192.

Response:

193.

The requested revision will be made.

Page 5-17, 5" Para — Change “(water qual/ty standards)” to “(including federal
MCLs).

The text is correct as stated. MCLs will be rncluded by reference if other issues
are addressed in that manner.

Page 5-18, 1° Para — Add to the end of the setond sentence: to a POTW.”

The requested revision will-bé made.

MY

Page 5-19, 17 Para - In-the second to last sentence, change: “Permits for ‘

msta#mg«the—ex#ae#aa—wa#s— disposing sludge containing metals, spent carbon,

and spent resins; and installing an off-site discharge line to the POTW might be
required.”

kl

The requested revision will be made.

“Page 5-19, 4" Para — Remove the last sentence.

The text is correct as stated.

Page 5-19, Cost Table — Long-term Monitoring should occur at least yearly for a
groundwater treatment remedy. Also need to include yearly IC compl/ance
monitaring.

The text is correct a‘s stated.

Page 5-20 §5.6 - The discussion in the first paragraph under Overal/
Protectiveness needs to be significantly revised because as written it misstates
the facts. Both Alternatives 2 and 3 would achieve their protectiveness by
restricting use. of site groundwater uritilthe remed/es achieve the cleanup goal for
unrestricted use. Thetextneéds to acknowledge this. Also, the reference to no
current exposure po/nts in discussing the protectiveness of Alternative 2 is,. .-, -
irrelevant, and the fact is LUCs are imperative for this alternative to be protectlve

Please correct the d/scussmn under AHAFls for the same reaso. ,

The basis for the pretectrveneés asa fUnctron of the LUCs will be, clarified.

\ Page 5- 20 Sect/on 5.6 — Need to carry the analysis of the no action alternative

through each of the cr/ter/on
The requested revision W|II be made. -

Page 5-20, 3° Para — Alternative 2 only protective if natural attenuat/on
standards can be met.

Please referto the comiment 190. The alternative ié“protecfiVe as long as the
LLICs are in place

Page 5- 20 5" Para — ln the second sentfence remove: ”, although Alternative 2
would be able to provide an adequate degree of protect/on at a reasonable cost.”
There’s no cost-benefit analysis under this criterion.
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194.

Response:

195.

Response:
196.
Response:

197.

Response:

198.

Response:

Please refer to the response to comment 192,

Page 5-20, 6" Para — In the first sentence remove: “and state”. These two
alternative will only meel this criterion if the long-period needed fo meet MCLs for
metlals is acceptable based on EPA guidance.

The text is correct as written.

Page 5-21, §5.6 - Please edit the discussion under Short-Term Effectiveness to
acknowledge that Alternative 2 would require more extensive sediment
monitoring than Alternative 3 because groundwaler is contained under
Alternative 3, but contaminant migration is likely under Alternative 2.

Additional clarification will be provided regarding the two alternatives.
Page 5-21, 3° Para — Add at the end of the second sentence: ‘to a POTW.”
The requested revision will be made.

Page 5-21, 4" Para ~ Change: “Alternative 2 would provide effectiveness
achieve cleanup standards over time through natural attenuation and by
preventing exposure to groundwater through use restrictions;-#t-woutd-also
provide-some-long-torm-reliability-and-effectiveness-from-natural-flushing
Alternative-2 weuld-provide long-torm-reliability-and-effectiveness-in-a-cost-
effective-manner,

Please refer (o other comment responses regarding naturai attenuation. This will
be clarified though attenuation is not an objective of the alternative.

Page 5-21, Cost Table - See previous comments regarding monitoring costs
(both natural attenuation and groundwalter treatment alternative should require
yearly monitoring).

The frequency of monitaring will depend on the monitoring objectives, and wilt be
revised appiopriately after other issues are addressed.

SECTION 8:

199.

Response:

a) Page 6-1, §6.0 - In the discussion in the second paragraph, note that a
determination related to actionable COCs will not be based only on the latest
sampling round, therefore, please soften the language in this paragraph. Delete
3" and 4" sentence.

Please refer to EPA comment 8, as well as others including 47 and 49. it
appears that a consensus on how sedimenlts are lo be approached in this FS has
not been reached. Until a resolution is reached, the sediments will remain
included as stated, but revised per the responses to olher comments in this
summary.

b} in the third paragraph, note that review of the Action Memorandum indicates
that all soil excavated during the removal action will be characterized and
disposed of off site and clean fill will be imported for backfill. Please edit this
paragraph accordingly.
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Response:

200.

Response:

201.

Response:

202.

Response:

203.

Response:

204.

Response:

205.

The passage will be reviewed and revised to reflect act|ons conducted as of the
completion of the removal action. -

c) In the fourth paragraph, it is not apparent, as: the Na vy states, that there are no
actionable COCs for the subtidal sediment. This conflicts with the 2" human
health RAO for sediment which reflects a potent/al risk with ingesting shellfish
that is exposed to contaminated subtital sediments. Further d/soussron and
explanation of this issue is warranted

The Navy's position is that there is enough uncértainty of the contaminants in the
shellfish to consider them not actionable. These uncertainties are explained in
the referenced sections of the FS report 2.3.3. 2 and 2 3. 3 3. Hefer to the
response to Comment 8:above. .

§6.2. 2 This section needs to incorporate the lnstallat/on of the revetment wall
as depicted in Figures 6-1A and-6-1B.

. The 90% design footprint completed'in July 2008 W|Il be con5|dered and

incorporated. into the document as needed

Page 6-3, §6.2.2, 1 Para — L/m/ted act/on needs to /ncorporate restrictions to
protect humans from ingestion of shéllfish éxposed to COCs'in sediments. '~

Please refer to the response to comments 8 and 199. rhe Navy proposes to
leave the text as stated.

Page 6-3, §6.2.2, 3" a Para —ltis not apparent that the access restrictions will
address the 2™ human health RAO for sediment. Specifically, shellfishing ban as
part of access restrictions needs to be explicitly incorporated Into this paragraph.

Please refer to the response to comments 8 and 199. The Navy proposes to
leave the text as stated.

l I‘f’a,t]e 6-3, §6.2.2, 4" Para - Monitoring should include periodic testing to verify, if
- shellfish are being impacted by. COCs. Estimate and add add/t/ona/ costs to

alternative cost.

Please refer fo the response to comments 8 and 199. For'now, the Navy
proposes to leave the text as stated. Monitoring of shellfish can be added to

8 edlment monltorlng if it is deemed necessary based on the final FS and the

HOD

Page 6-4, §6 23— No reference is made of e/ther F/gures 6-1A or 6-1B. Since no
action has been assumed for subtidal sedimerits, access restrictions such as a
shelifishing ban may be warranted to meet RAOs. In addition, a statement should
be made on reconstruction of.the revetment wall that may be damaged in the
process of excavating other contaminated sediments as well as operation and
maintenance of the revetment wall.

Reterence 1o the figures wiII be incorporated as appropriaté. Shéllfish PRGs are
not considered actionable as described in Section 2. 3 3. 2 Please refer to the
response to comment 199 above,

ge 6-5, §6.2:3 - It is not apparent that the access ‘restrictions will address the

human health RAO for sediment. Specifically, shellfishing ban as part of
access reslrictions needs to be explicitly incorporated into these bullets.
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Response: Reference to the figures will be incorporated as appropriaté. Shellfish PRGs are
not considered actionable as described in Section 2.3.3.2. Ptease refer to the
response to comment 199 above. :

' T

206. ‘ Page 6-6,- §62 3 In the flrst full paragraph please edit the fifst'sentence to
clarify the intent; the sentence seems to imply the sediment is not hazardous but
contains hazardous constituents that make it unsuitable for RCRA D landfrll
disposal. Please also.state the basis for the statement.

Response: . The statement is, intended to impart the understandlng that even though current
data suggest the excavated material can all be considered RCRA D waste, there
is a possibility that some will not be classified that way it can be stabilized using a
simple lime. treatment. The basis for the statement is the evaluation of the
existing sediment analytical data. Refer to page 1-19 of the FS report.

207. . Page 6-13, §6.5.2 - Please correct the second-sentence in the fourth paragraph
under Overall Protectiveness to clarify-the intent. Pleasé edit the third sentence
to read “... destruction by avoiding excavation .

iFlespo'nseF: .The requested reVIS|on wnl| be made
208, . Page 6-20, §6.6 - In the second paragraph under Overall Protectiveness, the text

needs to acknowledge that Alternative 2 would only be protectivé if the land use
restrictions are observed and adequately enforced.

Response': ‘ The requested rev15|on WI|| be made.
209. Figure F-1 shows a 500 foot x 800 foot rectangle for the OFFTA srte rather than
300 foot.x 900 foot. Please review and edit.
Response: Uncertain what this is referencing. There is no Figure F-1 in the document.
210. Tab/e 1-1-As eommented on text, edit table to /nclude vapor risk&-per resolution
of this issue.
Response: A line will be added to the table showmg no risk from va‘por mtrusmn
211, Table 1-3 - The summary of cancer: r/sks and noncancer risks presented in this

table for the construction worker scenario should be compared to values
presented in the Supplemental Risk Evaluation (Appendix C). The values
presented in Table 9.2CTE do not agree with those presented in th/s table.
Please compare and correct as approptiate.

Response: .The values w1|l be tchecked for consistency and revised as approprlate

212, a) Table 2—1 - Page 1 - EPA Region IX Risk-Based Concentratioris — remove if
used only for screening, not needed if the actual risk levels determined using
cangcer slope. factors or other risk.measures: ( thisiguidance isn’t usually cited).

v f "y

Response: The Table will be revised as requested

.b) Clean Water Act, Section 304 ~ Remove if sediment contamindtion not from
on- -site sources.
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Response: See Response to Comment 8.
c) Approaches for Addressmg D/oxms in Soil at CERCLA and RCRA Sites —
~Aemove if dioxin not a contaminant of concern at the site. If dioxin was a COC,
was this TBC used to develop a clean-up level for dioxin?
Response: Previously EPA requested evaluation of dioxin-like. Since the evaluation was

conducted, the citation should remain if only to avoid having to put it back in'later.

d) Add the following federal TBCs:

Guidance used

U.S.C. §300f et

Appropriate
seq.); National g

(MCLs) for common
organic and inorganic

sources.

Reference Dose | .ToBe Will be used to calculate potentigl
(RfD) .Consideted | to compute non-cércinogenic hazards
: human health | caused by exposure to
hazard contaminants.
resulting from
exposure to
non-
carcinogens in
site media. )
Guidelines for To Be Guidance for Will be used to calculate potential
| Carcinogen Risk | Tonsidered | assessing carcinogenic risks caused by
Assessment cancer risk. exposure to contaminants.
‘EPA/630/P-
03/001F (March
2005) . .
Suppiemental To Be Guidance of Will be used fo calculate potential
Guidance. for Considered | assessing carcinogenic risks to children
Assessing cancer risks to” | caused by exposure to
Susceptibility children. contaminants.
from Early-Life .
Exposure to
Carcinggens
EPA/630/R-
03/003F (March
2005) .
Response: These items can be lncluded in Table 2-1. However the “will be” will be revised
to “were” £
Safe Drinking Relevant Establishes maxiimum * | Under federal standards,
Water Act (42 and contaminant levels groundwater within the Site is

considered a potential drinking
water source and therefore

primary drinking contaminants applicable | groundwater must achieve these
water to public drinking water | standards.
regulations (40 supplies. Used ds :
C.E.R. Part 141, relevant and appropriate
Subpart B and cleanup standards for
G) aquifers and surface

- water bodies ‘that aré

potential drinking water
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Safe Drinking
Water Act (42
U.5.C. §300f et
seq.); National

Relevant
and
Appropriate

for non-zero

Establishes maximum
contaminant level goals
(MCLGs) for public
water supplies. MCLGs

Under federal standards,
groundwater within the Site is
considered a potential drinking
water source and therefore

Drinking Water)

.contaminated drinking.

water; they consider .
non-carcinogenic effects
only. To bé considered
for contaminants in
groundwater that may
be used for.drinking
water where the
standard is more
copgervative than either
federal or state statutory
or regulatory standards.
The Health Advisory
standard for manganese
is 0.3 ppm. .

primary drinking | MCLGs; are health goals for groundwater must achieve these
water MCLGs set | drinking waler sources. | standards.
regulations (40 at zero are These unenforceable
C.F.R. 141, To Be health goals are
Subpart F) Considered. | available for a number
of organic and inorganic
compounds.
OSWER Draft To.Be Guidance for assessing | Assessment and mitigation of
Guidance for Considered | -and mitigating vapor potential vapor intrusion risks will
Evaluating the intrusion risk. be conducted in accordance with
Vapor Intrusion ‘ this guidance.
to Indoor Air
Pathway-from
Groundwater
and Soils
(Subsurface
Vapor Intrusion
Y Guidancé)
EPA530-D-02-
004 (November
2002) -
Health To Be Health Advisories are Health advisories will be used to
Advisories (EPA | Considered | estimates of risk due to - | evaluate the non-carcinbgenic'risk
Office of - consumption of resulting from exposure to certain

compounds (e.g., manganese).
The source control remedy will be
designed to ultimately reduce
contaminant levels in groundwater
used for drinking waler to levels
that do not exceed advisory
levels. Groundwater usé
restrictions will be maintained until
these standards are achieved.

EX

Response:

Regarding the f|rst two these items need discussion in regards to the response
to Comments no, 6 and 155,

Regarding thé th|rd there is ng risk from vapor intrusion and using the logic that
the Region IX PRGs are not Tle (EPA comment 212a), then this gmdance is
also not a TBC.

The fourth is uncertain, but the commenter’s ebjective is apparent in comment
no. 238 below: presumably if this is'an ARAR then the health advisory for
manganese will be exceeded. The EPA should consider if a groundwater
remedy is really necessary for manganese. It is recommended that this revision
not be made.
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213.

Response:

2714.

Response:

215.

Response:

216.

Response:

217.

Table 2-1: Page 2 - State-of-Rhode-Island Rules and Requlations for the
Investigation and Remedjation of Hazardous Material Releases (Short Title:
Remediation Regulations).

Status should be changed to “Applicable.”

Requirement Synopsis should be changed to: “These regulations set
remediation standards for contaminated media-at-non-NPL-sites-in-Rhode-lsland.
These standards ay-also-be-determined-to-be-relevant-and-appropriato-for-NPL
sites are applicable to a CERCLA remedy when they are more stringent than
federal standards. Establishes criteria for groundwater and both direct contact
and leachability of contaminants in soil.”

Consideration should be changed {o: “The Remediation Regulations are used in
the establishment of PR@Gs for soil direct contact and leachability to be used in
the remedial action. Also used to establish PRGs for groundwater, if they are
more stringent than federal MCLs.”

Giventhat the role of the RIDEM remediation regulations is under consideration,
the requested revisions will be evaluated after those issues are resolved.

Table 2-1: Page 2 — Water Pollution Control — Remove if sediment
contamination in no on-site source of sediment contamination.

Reler to the response to comment No. 8. Because PRGs are developed for
sediment, this should remain.

Table 2-1: Page 2 — Rl Hazardous Waste Management Regulations and Air
Quality Regulations — move to action-specific ARARSs.

Navy requests this comment be forwarded to RIDEM.

Table 2-1: Page 2 — RI Qil Contaminated Soil Policy — Remove, since petroleum
not regulated under CERCLA.

Navy concurs wilh this approach, but requests the comment be forwarded to
RIDEM.

Table 2-2: Page 1 - Floodplain Management (Executive-Order11988-40 CFR

6.302(b); and-Statoment-of-procedures-on-Fleodplain-Management-and-\Wellands
Protection(40-CFR-6-Appendix A)

Requirement Synopsis change to: “This regulation codifies standards
established under Executive Order 11988. This alternative includes work to be
performed in or near a 100-year floodplain. This ARAR standard requires action
to avoid the long- and short-term impacts associated with the occupancy and
modifications related to floodplain development, wherever there is a reasonable
practicable alternative. Promotes the preservation and restoration of floodplains
so that their natural and beneficial value can be rsalized.”

Consideration change to: “The expected impacts to floodplain resources of each
alternative, including O & M of the shoreline revetment, will be evaluated~-in

terms-of-the-intent-of-this-provision—and considered during the preferred
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alternative selection process. Adverse impacts should will be mitigated where
feasible-ornecessaty as required -Comments-sought-through FS-PRAP-and

ROD-submittals:

Response: The requested revisions will be made, and footnoted to present the source as
USEPA 2008.

218. Table 2-2: Page 1 - add:

Resource Helevant Rl is delegated to Some of the contaminated soils
Conservation and administer the federal | within the 100-year flood zone
and Recovery Appropriate | RCRA statute through | wastes may be classified as
Act (RCRA)(42 for wastes | its state requlations. hazardous waste. Remediatior:
U.8.C. §6901 et | leftin place; | A facility, located in a | of these soils, including O & M
seq.), Subtitle C, Applicable | 100 year floodplain of the shoreline revetment, will
Floodplains - for must be designed, eliminate the risk of washout.
(40 C.F.R. hazardous | constructed,
264.18(b)) wastes operated, and
facilities maintained to prevent

washout of any

hazardous waste by a

100 year flood.

Response: This is a matler under discussion for Site 19, Derecktor FS. Ut is not clear how the
EPA is determining that some soils may be classified as hazardous waste. This
requires further discussion. If hazardous wastes are present at the site, the
alternatives would need to be revised. Until hazardous wastes are confirmed to
be present, the text should remain as stated.

219. Table 2-2: Page 1 - Rivers and Harbors Act — HRemovs if no sediment
component of the remedy.

Response: Reter to Comment no. 8 and others regarding sediments at the site. The text is
correct as presented.

220. Table 2-2: Page 1— Clean Water Act, Sec. 404 — change Requirement Synopsis
to: “Under this requirement, no activity that adversely affects a wetland shall be
permitted if a practicable alternative with lesser effects is available. If activity
takes place, impacts must be minimized to the maximurm extent. Controls
discharges of dredged or fill material to protect aquatic ecosystems.”
Consideration - change to: "Alternatives may involve discharge of dredged
material and/or excavation ef-marine-sediments during O & M of the shoreline
revetment. Filling or discharge of dredged material will only occur where there is
no other practicable alternative and any adverse impacts to aquatic ecosystems
will be mitigated.”

Response: The text is correct as presented. Minor changes to the tables such as these can
be considered but are unnecessary.

221. Table 2-2: Page 1 — Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act — Consideration — remove

reference fo endangered species if no sediment component of the remedy (sea
turtles not likely affected by O & M of the shoreline revetment).
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Response:

222,

Response:

223.

Response;

H

224.

Response:

525,

5‘,correct as presented. -

Refer to Comment no. 8 and others regardmg sedlments at the site. The textis
correct as presented

: Protection of Wetlands (40.CFR

Table 2-2 Page 1- i
Part 6.302(a); Append/x A)

Requirement Synopsis — change to: “This regulation codifies standards
established under Executive Order 11990. Under this requirement, no activity
that adversely affects a wetland shall be permitted if a practicable alternative with
lesser effects is available. If activity takes place impacts must be minimized to

.the maximum extent.”

Consrderatron change fo:, “Slnce there is no practicable alternative to takmg
remedlal actions within wetlands (in particular O & M of the shorel/ne revetntent) )
then measures will be taken to minimize impatts, including potentlél restoration.
Any remedial alternative selected will be the least damaging practicable
alternative-to addressing site: contamrnatlon ‘and protect/ng wetland resources 7

The text is correct as presented. Minor changes to thé tables such as these can
be considered but are unnecessary.

Table2:2: Page 2 —Remove bath the federal-and state'Endangered Species
Acts if no sediment component of the remedy (O&M of the revetment no likely to
affect sea turtles)

Refer.to Comment no..8 and others: regardlng sediments at the site. The text is

Tabte 2—2 Page 2 - National Histetic Preservatron Act and R Histotic Protect/on
Act— remove if only historic resaurces in the off-shore sediment dreas. F?etarn /f
any of the fire-fighting training structures or-other base infrastructure in the
remediation area qualifies as potentially hrstorrc

Historic structures (sunken ShlpS) may be present under sedlments in the area
The text is correct as presented.

| Table 2:2: Page 2- add:

Rules and Regu!atrons Relevant .| Rl is delegated to Some of the

for Hazardous Waste and .adminlsterthe federal contaminated $oils
Management (CRIR Appropriate | RCRA statute throtgh its | within the 100-year
12-030-003) -
Floodpiains: Treatment | left in standards of 40 CFR be classified as
and Storage (Rules 8.5 | place; 264.18(b) are = hazardous waste.
and 9.2) and Land Applicable | incorporated by Remediation of these .
Disposal (Rule 10.01) for reference. A facility, soils, including O & M of

for wastes | state-regulations. The ' | flood zone wastes n]é‘y

hazardous | located in a 100 year the shoreline revetrhent,
wastes floodplain must be will eliminate the risk of
facilities designed, constructed, washout,

operated, and maintained
) fo prevent washout of any
-hazardous waste by a
100 year fldod.
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Response: This is a matter under discussion for Site 19, Derecktor FS. it is not clear how the
EPA is determining that some soils may be classified as hazardous waste. This
requires further discussion. If hazardous wastes are present at the site, the

-alternatives would need to be revised. Until hazardous wastes are confirmed to
be present, the text should remain as stated.
226, . Table 2-3: Page 1- add:
Resource Relevant | Federal standards Waste generated as part of
Conservation and used to identify, excavation and other remedial
and Recoyery... | .Appropriate. | manage, and dispose | activities will be characterized as
Act (HCRA)(42 | .-for wastes | of-hazardous waste. hazardous-or non-hazardous. If
U.S. C. §6901 el. | leftin place; |.Rhode Island has - - determined'to be hazardous waste,
seq.), Subf;z‘le C- App[lcable been delegated the then it will be stored, transported,
(40 C.F.R. Parts . for authority to administer | arid disposed-of in accordance with
260-262 and hazardous | these RCRA these standards.
264) wastes-, | standards throughits - : '
generated | state hazardous
pursuant to | waste management
an. regulations. These
. alternative. | provisions have been !
adopted by the State, :

Resolirce Relevant Standards for process | Although organic concentrations are
Conservation and vents that treat RCRA | not over the regulatory threshold,
and Recovery Appropriate | waste that have total | procéss vents for treatment
Act (RCRA)(42 organic alternatives will still meet these
U.S.C. §6901 et concentrations of 10 | substantive requirerhents.
seq.), Subtitle C | ppm or greater.
— Air Emigsion | ~These provisions
Standards for have not been *
Process Vents adopted by the State.
(40 CFR Part
264, Subparf AA o ~
Resource Relevant | Air emissions Although organic concentrations gre
Conservation and standards for not over the regulatory threshold,
and Recovery Appropriate | equipment that | process vents for treatment
Act (RCRA)(42 : contains or contacts +'| alternatives will still meet these.

U.8.C. §6901 et
seq.), Subtitle C
— Air Emissions
Standards for

RCHA -waste Wlth
-organic
concentratlons of at
10% by weight,

substantive requiréments.

Equjpment . These provisions
Leaks (40 CFR have not been
Part 264, adopted by the State.
Subpart BB) :
Response: It is requested that these changes be discussed with RIDEM since they describe

state acceptance. Regarding the first, it is not determined that hazardous waste
is present at the site. The Navy does not object to the second and third though it
seems excessive detall for the FS.
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227. Table 2-3: Page 1 — Clean Water Act, Sec 402 citation to: “Clean Water Act,
(33 U.5.C.. § 1251 et seq.); National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

(NPDES) (40 C.F.A. §§ 122-125, 131)

Consideration — change to: "Alternatives ray-involve-substantial-activitiesin
Narragansell-Bay—including-dewatering sediment-activities-that may-disturb
sediments may involve shoreline excavation activities and O & M of the shoreline
revetmenit that will be manage so as to not discharge contaminants into adjacent
waters. Discharge of any conlaminated groundwaler during soil excavation in
eithera-POTW-er into Narragansett Bay will meel applicable standards.
Standards also to be used to develop moniloring criteria for surface waters.”

The requested revision will be considered in coordination with other revisions to
the ARARs and adopted if appropriate.

Response;

228. Table 2-3: Page 1 add:

Clean Waler Act Applicable | Standards for direct | These standards will apply if water
(33 U.S8.C. § discharge of waste from the remedial action, such as
1251.et seq.); water into a Publicly | from dewatering, treatment or
General Owned Treatment other processing, is discharged lo
‘Pretreatment Works (POTW). aPOTW.

Requlations for
Existing and New

Sources of
Pollution (40
C.F.R. §403)
Response: The requested revision will be considered in coordination with other revisions to
the ARARs and adopted if approptriate.
228. Table 2-3: Page 1 — Clean Air Act — Consideration — In the first sentence remove
“and sediments.”
Response: The requested revision will be considered in coordination with other revisions to
the ARARs and adopted if appropriate.
230. Table 2-8: Page 1 — Rl Hazardous Waste Management — need to list each

applicable subsection separately:

Hazardous Waste

Relevant | State standards used to | Waste generated as part of
Management Act and identify, manage, and excavation and other remedial
(RIGL 23-19.1 ot Appropriate | dispose of hazardous activitles will be characterized
seq.); for wastes | wasle. Rhode Isiand as hazardous or non-
Rules and left in has been delegaled the | hazardous. If determined to be
Regulations for place; authority to administer hazardous waste, then it will be
Hazardous Waste Applicable | the federal RCRA stored, transported, and
Management (CRIR for standards through its disposed of in accordance with
12-030-003) hazardous | state hazardous waste these standards.
wasles management
generated | regulations. These
pursuant o | provisions have been
an adopted by the State.
alternative.
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Management (CRIR
12-030-003) —
Incinerators (Rule 11)

hazardous waste
incinerators,

42

Rules and Applicable | Rules all generators of Requiremenis apply to
Regulations for hazardous waste, hazardous wastes identified
Hazardous Waste including identification, and generated at the Site.
Management (CRIR storage, and handling.
12-030-003) — They incorporate, by
Generators (Rule 5) reference, the federal
RCRA requirements.
Rules and Applicable | Establishes permitting Remedial actions involving
Regulations for requirements for | treatment, storage or disposal
Hazardous Waste hazardous waste of hazardous waste will meet
Management (CRIR treatment, storage, and | these requirements.
12-030-003) - disposal facilities
Treatment, Storage ‘ g
and Disposal "
Facilities (Rule 7)
Rules and Relevant Contains requirements | Reélevant and appropriate
Regulations for and for landfill closure, landfill standards apply to
Hazardous Waste Appropriate | groundwater monitering, | closure and mohitoring of any
Management (CRIR for Waste general waste analysis, wastes left in.place. Applicable
12-030-003) = Leftin security procedures, standards apply to any
Genheral Facmty Place; | inspections, safety, and | treatment or storage facilities
‘ 'Heqwrements {Rule | 'Applicable | training for permit - used for the remedial action.
8) for applications for currently o
. Treatment | operating and future
and facilities,
Storage
; Facilities
Rules and Applicable | Contains operational Subsiantive portions of thIS
Regulations for requirements for section WI// be met.
Hazardous Waste treatment storage and
Management (CRIR disposal facilities,
12-030-003) - . including proper
Operational management and
Requirements for conditions for tanks,
Treatment and -groundwater monitoring;
Disposal Facilities inspections, training, *
(Rule 8) preparedness and
prevention, and
| contingency planning ’
and emergency
procedures.
Rules and Relevant Standards for land . "Relevant and appropriate
Fi‘egu/atzons for . |and disposal facilities, standard will be applied to
Hazardous Waste Appropriate | including waste piles alternatives that leavé waste in
Management (CRIR and landfills. . | ‘place. -In particular, closure
12-030-003) - Land and post-closure requirements.
Disposal Facilities I
(Rule 10).. . S ’
Rules and , | Relevant Standards for the Alternatives that include
Regufat/ons for | and design, operation, and thermal‘treatment of hazardous
Hazardous Waste Appropr/ate maintenance of waste will meet the substantive

requirements of these
staridards.




Response: The requested revision will be considered in coordination with other revisions to .
the ARARs and adopted if appropriate.
231. Page 2-3: Page 1 - Remed/atlon Regulations — remove (chemical-specific
standards) ;
Response: The requested revision will be considered in coordination with other revisions to
the ARARs and adopted if appropriate. ‘
232. Page 2-3: Page 2 — Water Pollution — change to:
Water Quality . Relevant These regulations to " Alternatives may involve
Regulations (CRIR and eslablish water quality | shoreline excavation activities
12-190-001) Appropriate | standards for the state's | and O & M of the shoreline
surface waters. These revetment that will be managed
standards are intended | so as to not discharge
fo restore, preserve and | contaiminants into adjacent
enhance the physical, waters. Standards also to be
chemjcal and biological | used to develop monitoring
integrity of the waters of | criteria for surface waters.
the State, to maintain
existing water uses A
Regulations for the Rl | Relevant Contains discharge Discharge of any contaminated
Poliutant Discharge -and limitations, monitoting groundwater during soil
Elimination System Appropriate | requirements, and best | excavation or treated
management grouhdwater into Narragansett
practices. Substantive Bay will meet applicable
requirements under standards.
NPDES are written such |
that state and federal
ambient water quality
criteria (AWQC) are
met. Permits are
required for off-site
distharges
Pretreatment Applicable | Rhode Island standards | Use if remedial action entails
Regulations, RIGL for discharge to discharge to a POTW.
46-12, 42-17.1, 42-45 POTWs.

Response:

the ARARS and adopted if appropriate.

233.

The requested revision will be considered in coordlnatlon with other revisions to

Table 2-3: Page 2 — for the four Clean Air Act citations change the format of the

Requirements to: “Clean Air Act (RIGL 23-23 et seq.) - Emissions Detr/mental fo
Pgarsons or Property (CRIR 12-31-07)

Add a fourth CAA citation:
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Clean Air Act (RIGL Applicable | No air contaminant Air emissions from remedial
23-23); Visible emissions are allowed for | actions will meet these
Emissions (CRIR 12- more than 3 minutes in emission levels.
31-01) any one hour which are
grealer than or equal to
20% capacity.
Response: The requested revision will be considered in coordination with other revisions to

the ARARs and adopted if appropriate.

234 Table 2-3: Page 2 — remove the last citation since it's the same as the third
(fugitive dust stangards).

Response: The requested revision will be considered in coordination with other revisions 10
the ARARs and adopted if appropriaie.

235. Tables 2-6, 2-7, and 2-10: remove tables since no on-site source for sediment
contamination.
Response: Please refer to the response to cornment no. 8. Revisions will be made as
needed in accordance with the resolution fo ihis comment.
236. Table 2-8: Should groundwater vapor risks be included in the Table.
Response: A line describing lack of risk from vapor intrusion will be included.
237. Table 2-9: Remove the sediment standards.
Response: Please refer to the response to comment no. 8. Revisions will be made as

needed in accordance with the resolution to this comment.

238. Table 2-11: EPA health advisory on manganese sets a risk level of 300, which is
exceeded in the table.
Response: The health advisory is not a cleanup criteria, and will not be cited in this tabte.
239. Tables 2-14, 2-15, and 2-16: Remove the sediment summaries.
Response: Please refer to the response to comment no. 8. Revisions will be made as

needed in accordance with the resolution to this comment.

240. Table 2-16. Unclear what the "Recommended Actionable” column means. If the
soil exceeds residential standards and the groundwater exceeds federal MCLs
an action is required (at a minimum, institutional controls).

Response: Those which have a high level of uncertainty or do not have a complete exposure
pathway are not considered actionable. This will be clarified in a footnote and
the accompanying text will be referenced.

241. Table 2-18a and 2-18b: Change the title to: “GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL
RESULTS EXCEEDING FEDERAL MCL PRGS FOR-POTABLE WATER”

Response: This will not be revised until Comment no. 6 is resolved.
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242,

Response:

243.

Response:

244.

Response:

245.

Response:

246.

Response:

247.

Response:

248.

Response:

249.

Response

Table 2-19 and 2-20: Remove since no on-site source of sediment
contamination.

Please refer to the response to comment no. 8. Revisions will be made as
needed in accordance wilh the resolution to this comment.

Table 3-2: Containment does not meet the RAQ for soil since it doesn't effect
leachability exceedances.

Leachability criteria are not exceeded.

Tabjes 3-3 and 3-4: ‘Limited Action” heeds to be changed fo “Nalural
Altenuation.”

Please refer to the responses to comments 157, 160 and 175.

Tables 3-5 and 3-6: Remove, since the lables pertain to sediment contaminated
from sources other than the Site.

Please refer to the response to comment no. 8. Revisions will be made as

‘needed in accordance with the resolution o this comment.

Table 4-1: Allernative 2, [change [lus for ail three alternatives] thirteenth bullet —
change to: “Censtruction Long-term O & M of a the new revetment...”

Fifteenth bullet - [chanyz this for all thvee allcrnalives] - "“Land use conlrols
limiting the use of groundwater and soil, requiring vapor mitigation measures for
buildings, and preventing disturbance of components of the remedy; at least
yearly compliance monitoring of the controls at the site”

Revisions will be considered and included as apbropriate. Navy concurs with
0O&M of the revetment. There are no risks from vapor intrusion, and this will be
clarified.

Table 4-2: Alternative 4 — Change to “No” for the following categories, since the
cover doesn't address soil leachability: Compliance with Chemical-Specific
ARARs, Does the Alternative Provide Adequate Remedial Controls,

The passage will be revised as needed based on the resolutions to other
comments regarding leachability.

Table 4-2: Page 2 — O & M costs need to be incraased to take into account long-
term O & M of the shoreline revetment and yearly monitoring of compliance with
ICs.

The cost associated with these items will be considered and included if
necessary.

Table 4-3: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-1 (chemical-specific), above, that are relevant to the No Action soil
alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how each standard will be
applied to the No Action altermative.

The revisions will be considered in accordance wilh resolutions to comments on
table 2-1 above.
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250.

Response

251.

Response

252,

Respohise

258.

Response

254.

Response

Response

256,

Table 4-6: Need to adapt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-1 (chemical-specific), above, that are relevant to the removal,
treatment, and backfill soil alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address
how each standard will be applied to the removal, treatment, and backfill
alternative.

The revisions will be considered in accordance with resolutions to comments on
Table 2-1 above.

Table 4-7: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-2 (location-specific), above, that are relevant to the removal,
treatment, and.backfill soil alternative. The Action:to.be Taken'need to address
how each standard will be applied to the removal, treatment, and backfill
alternative.

The rewsrons ‘will be consrdered in accordance with resolutions to comments on
Table 2-2 above.,,

Table 4-8: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-3 (action-specific), ahove, that are relevant to the removal, treatment,
and-backfill soil dlternative. ‘The Action to be Taken need to address how each
standard will be applied fo the removal, treatment, and backflll alternat/ve

The revrslons will be considered in accordance with resolutlons to comments on
Table 2-3 above.

'Table 4-9: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited

for Table 2-1 {(chemical-specific), above, that are relevant to the removal and
disposal alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how each standard
will be applied to the removal and disposal alternative.

The revisions will be consrdered in accordance with resolutions to comments on
Table 2-1 above

Table 4-10: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Tab[e 2-2 (location-specific), above, that are.relevant to-the removal and
disposal sqjl alternative. The Action to be Taken:need to address how each
standard will be applied to the removal and disposal a/ternat/ve

The revisions will be considered in accordance with resolutrons to comments on
Table 2-2 above.

" Table 4-1 1 Need to adopt a// of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited

for Table 2-3 (actlon-spec:/ﬂc) above, that are relevant to the removal and
disposal soil alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how each
standard will be applied to the removal and disposal alternative.

The revisions will be consrdered in accordance with resolutlons to comments on

_Table 2-3 above.

Table 4-12: Need to adopt al/ of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-1 (chemical-specific), above, that are relevant to the soil cover
alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how each standard will be
applied to the soil cover alternative. :
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Response

257.

Response

258.

Response

259.

Response;

Response;

260.

Response:

Response:

261.

Ftesponse-:

Response:

Response:

The revisions will be considered in accordance with resolutlons to comments on
Table 2-1 above.

Table 4-13: Need to adopt all-of the changes and added ARARSs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-2 (location-specific), above, that are relevant to the soil cover soil
alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how each standard will be
applied to the soil cover alternative.

The revisjons will be considered in accordance with résolutions t6 comments on
Table 2-2. above

Table 4- 14 Need to.adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-3 (action-specific), above, that are relevarit to the soil cover soil
alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how each standard will be
applied to the soil cover alternative.

The revisions will be considered in accordance with reso|uttons to comments on
Table 2 -3 above.

a) Table 4-15: Alternative 4 — Change to “No” for the following categories, since
the cover doesn'’t address soil leachability: Gompliance with Chemical-Specific
ARARS, Does the Alternative Provide Adequate Remédial Controls

The passage will be revised as needed based on the resolutlons to other
comments regarding leachability.

b) O & M costs:need to be increased to take into dccount long-term O & M of the
shoreline revetment and yearly monitoring of compliance with ICs.

The cost associated with these items will be’ considered and included if
necessary.

B a) Table 5-1: Change Alternative 2 to “Natural Attenuation.”

Please refer to the: responses to Comments 157 160 and 175,

b) For Altematlve 3 add: P Groundwater Use restnct/ons" and ‘o Long -term
monitoring of use.restrictions” .

The requested revisionwill be made.” " -+ *
a) Table 5-2: Change Alternat:ve 2 to "Natura/ Attenuation.”
Please refer to the responses to Comments 157 160 and 175.

b) Page 2 - Monitoring should be revised so that it i$ yearly for alternatives 2 and
3.

The table is correct as presented.

+ . ¢) For:5-year review. costs it should be-noted that all fivé-year review costs for the

whgle site-have. been included in-the: oost est/mate .

' The requested revision will be made as a footnote to thie table.
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262

Response

263.

Response

264.

Response |

265.

Response

266.

Response

267.

Response

268.

Table 5-3: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-1 (chemical-specific), above, that are relevant to thé No Action
groundwater alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how each
standard will be applied to the No Action alternative.

The revisions will be.considered in accordance with resolutlons to comments on
Table 2-1 above.

Tab/e 5-6: Need lo adopt all of the-changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-1 (chem/ca/-specmc) above, that are relevant to the Natural
Attenuation groundwater alternative (change title of Table). The Action to be
Taken need to address how each standard will- be app//ed to the Natural
Attenuation alternative.

The revisions will bé considered in aceordance with resolutions to comments on
Table 2-1 above.

Table 5-7: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-2 (location-specific), above, that are relevant to the Natural
Attenuation groundwater alternative (change title of Tab/e) The Action to be
Taken need to address how each standard will be applied to the Natural

© ‘Attenuatiop alternative.

The rewsmns will be considered in accordance with resolutlons to comments on
Table 2-2 above. .

Table 5-8: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-3 (action-specific), above, that are relevant to theé Natural Attenuation
groundwater alternative (change litle of Table). The Action to be Taken need to
address how egch standard will be applied to the Natural Attenuation alternative.

The revisions will be considered in accordance with resolutions to comments on
Table 2-3 above.

Table 5-9: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs dnd TBCs cited
for Table 2-1 (chemical-specific), above, that are relevant to the extraction and
treatment grounawater. alternative. The Action to be Taken need'to address how
each standard will be applied to the extraction and treatment altérmative.

The revisions will be considered in accordance with resolutions to comments on
Table 2-1 above.

Table 5-10: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-2 (location-specific), above, that are relevant to the extraction and
reatment groundwater alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how
each standard will be applied to the extraction and treatment alternative.

The revisions will be considered in accordance wlth resolutions to comments on
Table 2-2 above.

Table 5-11: Need.to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited
for Table 2-3 (act/on-spec:/f/c) above, that are relevant to-the extraction and
treatment groundwater alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how
each standard will be applied to the extraction and treatment alternative. '
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Response

269.

Response:

Response:

Response:

Response:

Response:

Response:

270.

Response:

Response:

271.

b)

The revisions will be considered in accordance with resolutions to comments on
Table 2-3 above.

a) Table 5-12: Change title of Alternative 2 to “Natural Attenuation”

Please refer to the responses to Comments 157, 160 and 175.

b) Page 1 - For Alternative 2, Action-specific ARARs change: "“MGCLs-will-be-used
to-compare-against-data-collected-during Groundwater monitoring to assess

natural attenuation will meet hazardous waste monitoring standards.

The passage will be clarified, to slate “ Groundwater monitoring to assure
conditions are acceptable.”

c) Page 1 - For Altsrnative 3, Need for Long-term Management: “Yes, use
restrictions and groundwater monitoring”

The requested revision will be made.

d) Page 3 - Yearly monitoring likely required for both Alternatives 2 and 3.
This will be clarified.

e) Page 3 — Note that 5-year review costs for all media on site.

The requested revision will be made.

f) Remove all of the Chapter 6 tables, since no on-site source of sediment
contamination.

Refer to resolution to the response to comment 8 and others on sediment
applicability.

a) Appendix A2: The discussion in third paragraph on page A2-3 is lrying to make
a point about the low concentration of arsenic in groundwater compared to
sediment concluding that the arsenic in sediment is not likely coming from the
groundwater. This point cannot be definitively supported because partitioning of
chemicals between sediment and water is a dynamic process. To conclude that
arsenic in groundwater is not migrating to sediment is questionable considering
equilibrium fluctuations. Please revise or delete this discussion.

The comment is noted. The text is correct as presented. Indications are that
arsenic is present in sediment as a function of the soil that makes up the
sediment, and not a function of the groundwater.

In the fourth paragraph, the concentration of lead is stated as being 7,820 mg/kg.
The correct maximum lead concentration was 8250 mg/kg. Please correct.

The requested change will be made.
Appendix C, 2-5; EPA has issued a revised version of Pro-UCL that

should be utilized in calculation of 95% UCLs. Pro-UCL Version 4.0 is available
for download on the EPA website.
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Response:

272.

Response:

Response:

273.

Response:

274.

Response:

Response:

Comment noted. The document was completed in November 2007 and the
evaluations used the appropriate approach at the time of evaluation. An update
would require revision to the entire document, which is unnecessaty.

a) Appendix I: -Alternative 2 Capital Cost.Calculation sheet, p. 2: There are no
transportation and disposal costs to omit for this alternative. Rather, the direct
costs to be excluded from the indirect cost calculations should include line items
5.1, 5.2, 54, and 5.5. Please review and correct the costs.

The indirect cost calculations will be checked and revised if necessary.

b) Also, there is some discrepancy between the stated treatment rate of 327 tons
per day versys the rate obtained by dividing the. quantity treated (88,547 tons) by
the number of days used in the cost calculations (189), which results in a
lreatment rate of 468 tons per day. Please review and clarify or correct as
approprla le. 5 .

The treatment rates will be checked and revised if necessary.
Appendix J: The capital cost ca/cu/atlon sheet is missing from thls appendix.
Please include it. .

The large capital cost spreadsheet was not deemed necessary for the limited
actions that are presented for groundwater. Such a breakdown is generally only
used for construction actions. This approach is also used for the limited
alternatives for soil and sediment.

a) Appendix K: On the second page in the third full paragraph, please check the
Kd value used for arsenic. It appears this should be 2.76 rather than 0.276.

The value will be checked and revised if necessary.

" b) Regarding the radius of influence calculated and the extraction well spacing,

please clarify why wells spaced 112.5 feet apart are not s:gnlflcant/y overiapping
when the radjus of influence is 201 feet.

v

~ Some overlap is ant|0|pated but necessary to assure capture 6f the passing

groundWater If the matrix was homogeneous, such overlap c6uld be reduced.

Ay i
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ATTACHMENT B

. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM RIDEM"
REVISED DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY (DECEMBER 2007),
OLD FIRE FIGHTING TRAINING AREA
NAVAL STATION NEWPORT,

NEWPORT RHODE ISALND
COMMENTS DATED June 30, 2008

General Comment

The Fthode Island Department of Environmental Managément, Office of Waste Management
(RIDEM). has reviewed,the Draft Feaslbillty-Study for the Old Fire Fighter Training Area. ‘Since this
Feasibility.Study was submitted the Navy has initiated a' removal action at this site. This action, to
date, has changed site conditions, as certain hot spots have been removed, new hot spots have
been discovered, and in general additional information has been obtained concerning the nature and
extent of contamination. Further.changes are expected as certain areds have yet to be investigated
and/or remediated. The above has obvious ramifications with respect to the FeaSIbi//ty Study as
conditions upon which the Feasibility Study was based afe no longer relevant ahd areas which were
designated for remediation have changed. Accord/ng/y, the information presented in the submitted
version of the draft Feasibility Study is- based upor an assessment of the site, which is no longer
applicable.

The Navy has requested that the Office of Waste Management submit comments on the current
version of the Draft Feasibility Study. RIDEM would prefer that the Navy submit modified tables and
figures for this dacument prior to soliciting’ comments from the regulatory agenCIes however, in the
spirit of corporation, RIDEM, has elected to acquiesée to the Navy’s request. Please be advised as
considerable,changes will-be required for this draft version of the Feasibility Stub‘y the Off/ce of
Waste Management will consider the next submitted version of this report to be draft. Accord/ng/y,
any comments submitted on this next version will be con51dered as comments ona draft document
under the Federal Facilities Agreement.

In regards to the on going investigation/ removal action, the Office of Waste Management requests
that the Navy complete the remaining investigations and/or removal actions.

Response:

The Navy is attempting to keep the pfﬁject‘mdving ahead by cbnducting removal actions and the
FS concurrently. Admittedly, this may cause some level of confusion, but it has been
detenmned that the removal actions will support the eventual remedial actions.

RIDEM was brlefed during the Tiger Team review of the project in April 2006. As you aré aware,
the approach that the Navy decided to follow was to conduct hot spot removal actions, construct
the revetment and revise the FS-to address futiife Useé of the property. Because low
concentrations of contaminants ate known to exist throughout the site that exceed risk based
PRGs and the RIDEM direct exposure criteria, a remedial action is reqUIred ThIS information
was all presented to HIDEM during the Tiger Team Re\new .

Following the hot spot removal action the most significant changes to the site that would
influence the remedial action selection would be the reduction in overall contamination af the
site. It is our understanding that these are the changed condlttons that the comment cites,
However, regardless of the removals that have been conducted the overall condmon of the site
(low conceritrations of contaminants exist throughout the site that exceed risk based PRGs and
the RIDEM direct exposure criteria), a remedial action is ever still required (exceedances shown
on Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of the FS report still apply).
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Therefore, the FS will need less change than is perceived, unless other comments provided by
the USEPA presented in Attachment A are agreed to. RIDEM should read those comments
carefully and engage USEPRA in a usefui discussion on the inclusion of sediments in the FS, the
role of state groundwater criteria, and other issues that have been raised. -~

Response:

Response:

General Comment
Whole Document

Please be aavised that a number of the comments below will require modifications to
other sections of the report in addition to the section cited in the comment (as an ‘
lllustrat/on, a modification to thecost estimate will.have to be reflected-in all sections that
include this cost estimate). Please make the appropriate corrections, as néeded
throughout the report. . . -

The document will be revised. pertlnent to all the comments agreed to, ineluding
those in Attachment A. RIDEM is requested to review those comments and consider
the implications of the changes that will appear in the hext revisioh. oo

Section 1.10.4, Setectron of Chemicals of Concern
Page 1-26.

The report must note that the site exceeds FtIDEM standards for recreat/onal areas.
A passage will be mcluded in Section. 1 10 4 that states’ thaf HIDEM considers’
recreational exposures to be equivalent to residential exposures. Risk from
_recreational use of the site is included in-the original Remedlal Investigation (TtNUS
2001),, ; .
Séction 2.1.4. 1, Chemical Speeific Applieable or Relevant and‘Appropria te
Requirements.
Page 2-3, Whole Section
Please note in the appropriate table that the foitomring RIDEM Regulations are ARARS

State of Rhode Island Qil Pollution Control Requlations,

‘ Addresses releases of oil to the waters of the State. »,

State of Rhode Island Under round Storage ank Requlations 2007
Addresses both dperation of, and releases from, underground storage tanks that hetd
petroleum products and hazardous materials. : -

“'Staté of Rhode Island Above Ground Storaqe Tank tLgulanons o
AddreSSes both operatron of and releases from,: above ground. storage tanks

* State ‘of Rhode Island Solid Waste Regulations 2004
Addresses disposal of construction debris and solid waste and assocrated
remedrat/on/monltor/ng oo .

State’of Rhodé Island Groundwater Ft gutayong 2005

Establishes numerical an'd harrativeé standards for the protection. of groundwater and
discharges to surface watér, establrshes technical requirements for the installation of ‘
groundWater monrtor/ng wells ‘ :
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Response:

Response:

State of Rhode Island Rules and Requlations for Hazardous Mgterials Managemernit
2007

Requirements for transpon‘at/on and disposal* of waste from the site (includes
hazardous waste and special waste in-the soil and/or sediments). Requirements for
storage of hazardous waste adjacent to the bay. Requirements for waste left in
place, landfill closure and monitoring

State of Rhode Island Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program 2004
Addresses the investigation, remediation of UICs.:

State,of Rhode Island Water Quality Requlations 2006
Addresses illicit releases from storm water discharges on the site

RIDEM is requested to review the request with USEPA who also has requested
revisions to the ARARs tables as shown in their comments. In particular, the
remediation regulations are included but RIDEM Groundwater regulations would
not be accepted by EPA as ARAR$:based on-their comments. Because the
regulatory agencies are at odds with these requests, the Navy is inclined to stand
on the existing mterpretatlons of these Iaws and regulations as described in the
FS report

'Sec‘tion,‘Zsa‘l.l!. 3, Action Specific Applicable ai‘*ﬂe"le vant and Appropriate
Requirements.
Page 2-5, Whole Section

Please note in the appropriate lable that the following RIDEM Regulations are
applicable

State of Rhode Island Water Quality Regulations 2006
Addresses dredging and constriiction of revetments in the marine environment.
Regulates point and nen-point dis¢harges.

State of Rhode Island Rules and Regulations for Dredging and Management of
Dredged Material 2003

Establishes requirements for dredging and handling/disposal of d'redgejspoils.

State of Rhode Island Underground Injection Contra/ Program 20_011
Addresses the operation of UICs.

RIDEM is requested to review the request with USEPA who also has requested
revisions.to the ARARS tables as shown in their comments. In particular, the
remediation regulations are in¢luded but RIDEM Groundwater regulations would
not be accepted by EPA as ARARs based on their comments. Because the
regulatory agencies are at odds with these requests, the Navy is inclined to stand
on the existing interprétations of these laws and regulations as described in the
FS report.

Section 2.1.4.1, Chemical Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropnare
Requirements. Sediments
Page 24,

The report notes that there are-no federal standards regarding sédiments at the site.

The report.should state that the RIDEM-Site Remediation Regulations as amehded
2004 are applicable to the sediments.
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Response: The comment is noted. Further explanation from the reviewer is needed as to
how RIDEM wishes these regulations applied. The FS provides for risk based
calculation of cleanup goals, which is standard process under GERCLA, and
allowed under RIDEM regulations.

6. Section 2.2.1, Identification of Media of Concern
Page 2-6, 4 th Paragraph

As previously stated in past correspondence, RIDEM does not concur with the
assessment for the subsistence fisherman. The exposure scenario identified for the
subsistence fisherman is equivalent to normal shelffish consumpt/on Please include a
statement documenting the State’s position.-

Response: The comment is noted. A statement about RIDEM oplnlon or shellfish ingestion
" rates will be included.

7. Section 2.2.1, Identification of Medla of Concern
Page 2-7, 1 st Paragraph

The report states that the salinit); of the groundwater at the site makes it unsuitable for
consumplion. As commented on the Rl report this is not the case as values are within
the normal parameters for potable water. Therefore, please remove this statement from

the report.
Response: The comment is noted. The text is correct as written,
8. Section 2.2.2, Derivation of Human Health Risk PRGs
SedIment PRGs Based upon Recreational Site Use Shell fish Consumptlan
Page 2-11, .

As previously stated in past correspondence, RIDEM does not concur with the
assessment for the recreational site use. Please include a statement documenting the
State’s position. .

Response: | The camment is noted. A statement about RIDEM opinion.on recreational use
rates will be considered.

9. Section 2.2.3, Derivation of Ecological Risk Based PRGs -
Page 2-14,

As previously stated in past correspondence, RIDEM does not concur with the
. assessment for the Ecological Risk Assessment. Please-include a statement
documentlng the State’s position. :

Response: The comment is noted. A statement about RIDEM opinion on the écological risk
‘ assessment will be included.

10. Section 2.6, Proposed PRGs
Page 2-18, Tabie 2-14

The primary contaminant at the site is TPH. The proposed PRGs in Table 14 do not
~incluge TPH in any of the media. As the limited number of VOCs and SVOCs tested at
' the site cannot be substituted for TPH, please modlfy the table to include TPH for soil,

sediment and groundwater.
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Response:

11.

Response::

12,

Response: .

13.

Response:

14.

EPA requests that TPH not be included because TPH is not addressed under
CERCLA (refer to EPA comment No. 30). The Navy has historically addressed
TPH as.an acilary centaminant during removal actions conducted, and removed it
as necessary. The remedial actions that are evaluated in the FS would address risk
from TPH as welf as the GERCLA contaminants. So in this manner TPH will be
addressed, though it is not described in the document.

Section 2.6, Proposed PRGs
Page 2-18, Table 2-15

The selected PRGs do not include RIDEM Remediation Regulations as amended in
2004 residential standards as actionable. Please be advised that assuming that the
regulatory agencies accepted a remedial action which incorporated art environmental
land use restriction being placed.on the site the residential criteria are still actionable.
That is, exceedance of residential criteria requires an action, specifically the placement
of an ELUR. Therefore; please modify Table 2-15 to stipulate that the resrdentlal criteria
are actionable. In addition, the table must include TPH as an acrzonabie requirement.

in regards to-the residential use, it is agreed that an ELUR will be placed in
NAVSTA Newport's Basewide Instruction for Land Use in order to prevent future
, residential .use-of the property. - This language will be includéd in the document.
“Regarditig TPH, please refer to the response to comment 10 above.
Section 2.3.2, Groundwater,
Page 2-20. .
This section lists the proposed PRGs for grouhdwater. Diiting the removal action free
product was observed on the groundwater. Therefore the PRGs should include free
product and TPH. In addition, as contamination was observed in areas where wells
were not present the PRGs should be modified to include any analytes that were
detected in the groundwater during the-remoéval action. - *

Pleasg refer to the response to'comment 10 above.” PRGs are comprehensive of
contaminants detected and it is not appropriate to révise them unless new
information is developed.

Section 2.3.3, Sediment,
Page 2-21. .

This section of the report should note that free product was observed in the sed/ment
adjacent to the discharge pipes from the oil water separators In add/t/on as TPH is the
main contaminant of concem at the site, TPH should bé included as'a PRG for
sediment. At other sites /n lieu of a site specific PRG a value of 500 ppm has been
employed. . <l

Please refer to the response to comment-10 above.

Section 2.3.3.1, Sediment COC for Ecologrcal Risk,
Page 2-21, 2 Paragraph.

This section of the reports implies that the observed sediment contamination may not be

site related. During the most recent removal action two d/scharge pipes from the oil

water separators were found on the beach. The discharge pipes still contained an oily
material; further, the sediments in the immediate vicinily of the discharge pipes emitted
free product when disturbed: The report should also note that free product, which
required.the use of absorbent pads for removal was found in the soils adjacent to the
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Response:

15,

Response:

i

16.

Response:

17.

Response:

18.

Response;

beach and adjacent to the storm water out fall pipe. The report should note the above in
this and other appropriate sections and at a minimum state that the contamination
observed in the sediment is from site related sources and possibly off site sources.

Regarding TPH, please refer to the response to comment 10 above. Regarding
sediment PAHs and TPH, the text is correct as presented.

Section 2.4.3, Remedial Action Objectives for Soil
Page 2-25

The report must state that the remedial objectives for the soil, independént of actions
taken elsewhere for soil, will include the removal of all contaminated soil beneath, and in
the /mmed/ate vicinity to the revetment. This is necessary as it will not be possible to
remove these soils once the revetment is installed.

Fhe excavatlon of soil below the revetment would be an excavation of soil below
.the water table. As thoroughly discussed at the Tiger Team review in April 20086,
the excavation of soil below the water table will not be conducted. This
determination was made due to the lack of exposure, .and because cleanup
goals, whether they are risk based PRGs or RIDEM DECs, are not applicable to
these deep soils. Only exceedances of UCLs would merit the remaval of soil
‘below'the water table. Current information is that none exceed these values, now
that the hot spot removal action has been completed.

Section 2.4.1, Remedial Action Objections for Soil

Sectlon 2.4.2, Remedial Action Objections for Groundwater
Section 2.4.2, Remedlal Action Ob]ectlons for Sediment -
Page 2-25-27 ) ‘

‘ Free product has been found in the various media at the site. Please include

remediation of free product as a groundwater, soil and sediment objective.

Piease refer to the response te comment 10 above. Free product is addressed in
"Appendix A of the report.

Section 2.4.1, Remedial Action Objections for Soil

Sectlon 2.4.2, Remedial Action Objections for Groundwater
Section 2.4.2, Remediai Action Objectlons for Sediment
Page 2-25-27

The remedial ob/ectlve must include the removal of the discharge pipes from the oil
water separator on the beach and on the land

The drain collection and discharge piping to and from the oil water separators, as
well as the separators themselves with associated soil and debris have all been
removed as part of the hot spot removal action.

Section 2.4.1, Remedlal Action Objections for Soil .
Section 2.4.2, Remedial Action Objections for Groundwater
Page 2-25-27

The remedial objectives must include the removal of any undergréund storage tanks

_ and associated piping.

. There are no known underground storage tanks pre;sent. Remaining piping that
has been found has been evaluated and found to contain no oil within.
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19.

Response:

20.

Response:

21.

Response:

22.

.developing site-specific groundwater Eco'Risk PRGs" the Navy may el

Sectlon 2.4.1, Remedial Action Ob/ectrons for Soil
Section 2.4.2, Remedial Action Objections for Groundwater
Page 2-25 27

The remed/a/ objectivesmust include the rembval of any construction debris, which is
contaminated with oil or other products.

The ground material of the site includes a large quantity of construction rubble,
concrete brick and stone. It would be inappropriate to remove this material as a
, remedial objective, the remedial objectives are to address the risk to the
receptors. The RAOs presented in the document address this risk whether the
contaminants posmg risk are a result of constructlon debrls or just wrth the soil.
Section 2.4.2, Remedial Actlon Objectlons for Groundwater
Page 2-26. 4 th Paragraph

The report statgs-that cohtaminants in the soil dare not migrating to groundwater Since
the removal action was initiated this was found not to be the case as medsurable free
product was observed. Please remove this statement and note that contamtnants at the
site are being mob///zed by groundwater

The ability to generate a free product-through excavation &f soll at the site is clearly
described on page 1-12 and in appendix A. During the removal action, sheens
were generated by breaking up the Soil matrix in a similar fashion as has been
found in the past. However, after pumping‘the standlng water ot ot the excavation,
the sheens did.not return, further d dembonstrating that the petroleum i§ confined
. wrthln the soil matrix. The text is therefore correct as wrltten '
Sectlon 24.2 Ftemedlal Action Objections for Groundwater
Page 2-26. 4 th Paragraph

The report notes that the RAO for groundwater were deve/oped usrrig Slte Remediation
requirements. Please be.advised that RAO must also meet the requ:rements of the
Groundwater Requlations (numerical standards stch’ as'MCL5 as well as, narrative
standards, non degradation, impacts to surface watérs, efc) the Watét ggua/ltz
Regulations, the Underground Storage Tank Ffegu/at[on s and the Oil Pollgm? Control
Regulations. Please include a statement indicating thaf thé’ RAO must meet the above
regulations. i

-Please refer to the responses to other comments ln thIS Tesponse summary

Section 2.4.2, Remedial Action Objectlons for Groundwater
Page 2-26.-4 th Paragraph .

The report notes that the GB groundwater ob/ectlve for lead is not exceeded. The
State’s GB groundwater-numerical standards*are” designed to address vo[at:frzatzon
into structures. These standards are not designed to be protective’ of othér human
health exposure scenarios or discharges to sensitive environments, These cases
require the development of site-specific-cleanup* Stafidards. In” é rep ort. ‘the Navy

((((((

notes. that:MCLs would-be-used for human‘récéptors of onsife grotndw

t _to use GA
standards as default standards for this exposure route. In regards to H, the Navy
may elect to use 2.5 ppm, which is the approximate solubility limit for* ‘ost forms of
TPH
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Response:

23.

Response:

24,

Response;

25,

Response:

2,

With regards to TPH, please refer to the response to comment no. 10 above.
Regarding risks from vapors generated by contaminated groundwater and sails, this
has been addressed in {he Supplemental Risk.report, Appendix C of the FS. There
is no risk through vapor intrusion. The point about the GB criteria for lead is correct,
there is none published by RIDEM, and therefore the statement will be struck. A
PRG has been developed for lead in- groundwater

Section 2.4.3, Remediai Action Objectives for Sedlments

. Page 2-27

The report must state that the remedial objectives for the sedimeént, independent of
actions taken e/sewhere for the sediments, will include the-removal of all contaminated

,sediments beneath and.in the immediate vicinity to the revetment. This is necessary as
it will not be possible to remove these sediments once the revetment is msta/led

Please refer to the response to comment 15, above.

Section 3,2.2.2, Limited Action, Land Use Control/Deed Restrlctlons
Page 3-6.

‘HéWféver artytime the Navy:retairvs control of the property (in this ¢ase the Navel
StationNewport Public Works Depattment) enforces any and use control necessary, an
ELUR is not required and RIDEM has no jurisdiction.”

" Please be ;adwsed that {he State of Rhode Island Site Hemedlatlon Regulations does

hot release or rellnqu:sh enforcement powers for land use restrictions to any entities

.,\Whether they. are private or. public: All land use restrictions are enforceable and come
‘under the jur/sdlct/on of the Rhode:Island Department of Environmental Management.

Please remove the above sentence and an y other similar citation throughout the report
and clearly state that RIDEM has the authority: to monitor.and enforce land use
restrictions.

..The land use instructions will be-issued by NAVSTA,; as discussed at previous
FtPM meetmgs As these restrictions are developed the Navy and EPA will work
with H!DEM on the detail. Annual inspections of sites where restrictions are
_;prowded will be conducted. .

Sectlon 3 2.2, 6 Treatment
Page 3-15.

In situ oxidation has been used to treat a variety of petroleum-contaminated sites.
Please ifclude an evaluation of insitu ox:dat/on

Chemical omdahon is retamed for evaluatlon in Table 3-3 and evaluated on page 3-
39.

,Sectlon 3.2.2.6, Treatment Aerobic Biodegradatlon
iPage 325, ., S

a) The report has evaluated exsitu b/odegradat/on us:ng a process, wh/ch entails
pumplng the groundwater and then. treating the groundwater in bioréactors. These
bioreactor pump and treat processes are limited by a number of factors including the
concentration of the. contam/nants in the groundwater. Further, It does not address
contam/nants, wh/ch may be in the unsaturated zone. o
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Respaonse;

27.

Response:.

28.

Response:

29,

Response:

30.

In situ treatment is screened in Table 3-3 and discussed in the text as required. No
groundwater alternative will address the unsaturated zone consideration of
technologies for soils is presented on Table 3-1.

b) In lieu of exsitu biodegradation involving pump and treat please evaluate in situ
biodegradation. This approach, -which is commonly applied at petroleum-contaminated
sites, includes a variety of processes, which range from simple /njectlon of air and
nutrients to bio venting.

In situ.bioremediation is screened in Table 3« 3 and d|scussed in the text as
required. |

Section 3.2. 2 6 Treatment Aemblc Blodegradatlon
Page 3-25.

Please evaluate exsitu biodegradation of excavated soifs. In this process contaminated
soils are excavated and.then treated:by a variéty of b/odegradat/an process such as
windraws, phytoremediation, etc. The Naviycontains s:gn/ficant land ho!d:ngs at Tank
Farm 5, which is ideally sulted to these processes (if the fand in Tank Farms-4 is not
excessed they can also be used for this process).

.‘Biglogical remediation options for ‘soil are presented on Tables 3-1 and 3-3.

Section 3.2.2.6, Treatment, Aerobic Biodegradation
Page 3-25.

Please include an evaluation of phytoremediation, specifically the use of trees to treat
petroleum and metal contamination in the saturated and unsaturated zone.

Biological remediation options, including phytoremediation are presented on
Tables 3-1 and 3-3.

Section 3.4.4.2, Limited Action, Intuitional Controls
Page 3-48.

“The intertidal and subtidal area are the property of the State of Rhode Island, so any
actions to restrict access or act/vmes must be coordina ted w:th the State.”

Please be advised that a responstb/e ‘party is not able to place land use control on
property that they do not own. Approval of the property owner must be obtained for the
land use control. Therefore p/ease modify the above as follows:

The intertida{ and subt/da/ area are the properly of the State of Rhode Island, so any
restrictions on the property must be approved by the State. Further, reporting
requirements and/or actions to restrict access or actlwt/es must be approved by, and
coordinated with, the State.

This will require additional discussion at a later time. While the Navy does not
disagree with the statements above; the restriction of access to a shoreline is
generally the job of:the upland land oWner. In the sttictest sense, th oo;‘nment is
correct that the State is the landowner of land under water, but therefore placement
of the land use restriction would be the State’s obligation, and it might not be the
obligation of the Navy to provide one for the State's approval.’ Détails on the ELUR
ean. be addressed in the ROD stage.

Section 3.4.4.2, Limited Action, Long Term Monitoring
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Response:

31.

Response:

32,

Response:

33.

Response:

Response:

Page 3-49.

The report notes that long term monitoring will be required at the site to document that
condjtions have not changed. The concentration of contaminants in the sediment
represent an unacceptable risk. If the limited action option is selected, long term
monitoring would be required to demonstrate that natural attenuation is decreasing
contaminant concentration. Therefore, please modify the report to state that the
monitoring would be designed to ascertain whether natural attenuation is occurring.

Natural attenuation js a teohnical term that has net been demonstrated and is not
going to be relied upon for sediment remediation. The monitoring is intended to
assure that the sediment condmons are not degradlng This will be clarified.

Section 4.2.4, Soil Alternative 4 Soil Covers and LUCs
Page 4-6.

b Please be adwsed that at all /ooat/ons a 501/ cap .must meet theirequirements set forth in

the Slte Remedition _B_qu/aﬂons as amended in 2004 {minimum of two feet of clean
soil, \ combination of soil and concrete/asphalt; etc). Please modify the report
accordingly.

‘The-cap proposed includes geoatextile and a:two foot layer of soil materials. This
‘canceptual design is intended to meet the RIDEM objectives. Please advise if there
is a shortcoming.

Section 4.2.4, Soil Alternatlve 4, Soil Covers and LUCs
Page 4-6.

A soil cap will not address leachability /ssues therefore the report must evaluate a
geomembrane cap at the site. R

Groundwater data collected does not lndlcate a leachability problem from soll at the
site. .

Sectlon 4.2.4, Soll Alternative 4, Soil Covers and LUCs
Page 4-6.

The report notes that a parking lot may be /nsta//ed ona pomon of the site. The report
must state that CRMC approval must be obtained for the /nsta//at/on of the park/ng lot.

The comment is noted The parklng Iot is a separate ltem from thls project and is
only described here as a point of interest. If the parking lot is not constructed for any
_reason, the remedial action alternatives would not ohange This will be clarified in
the document

Section 4.2.4, Soil Alternative 4, Soil Covers and LUCs .
Page 4-6.

’ The proposa/ to create a park/ng /ot on the site. will result in- additional storm walter

diséharge into the contaminated sediments and the ee/ grass bed. The report must

inclyde an evaluation of this impact.

The comment is noted. Refer to the response to comment 33 abovet Because the

\parklng lot is not a part of the remedial action, it does not need to be- evaluated in
this report. The CRMC determination for that project (separate from the remedial
action for the site) will evaluate acceptability-of the parking lot.
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Response:

36.

Response:

37.

Response:

38.

Response:

39.

Response:

40.

Section 4.4.2, Soil ARternative 2, Removal, Ex Sltu Treatment, Backflll
Page 4-15.

Please evaluate solvent extraction and soil wash/ng emp/oymg the treatment facility at
Tank Farm # 5. .

The treatment facility at Tank Farm 5 is not available in the time frame of the
expected project. Package (trailer mounted) treatment systems would be brought to
the site if this technology is selected for remedial action.

Secrion 4.4.2, Soll Alrematlve 2, Removal, ExSItu Ti reatment Backfill

' Page 4-15.

Please evaluate the use .of Tank:.Farm #:5:or the other "tanks farms for the
biodegradation of the excavated soils, (windrows, phytoremediation,’ etc). This
altenative should be evaluated using processes that either entails backfilling with
treated soils from the site, or-backfilling-with off site fill ‘and use of the treated soils
elseéwhere on the base, such as the tank farms.

. The technologies cited are evaluated without regard for sp’éce required.

Section 4.4.2, Soil Alternative 2, Removal ExSitu Treatment, Backf;ll

Page 4- 15.
Please evaluate, as a bossib/e alternative; -insitu phytoremediation of $oils at the site.

' ‘This technology is screened out on the last page of Table 3-1.

Section 4.4.3, Soll Alternative 3,. Removal Disposal and Luc

Page 4-19. ‘

For al/ r\e.mo,.va/, th.'fons please eva[uate, ind/uding cost, removai to 500 ppm, 1000 ppm
and 2500 ppm TRH. At a number of sites' removal attions are coupled with other
remedial. techniques. Therefore, please evaluate limited removal in’ conjunction with
other remedial actions such as ox:datlon b:odegradatlon phytoremed:att:qn, efc.

Remedial technologies avallable are screened in Tables 3-1 and 3-3° accordlngly
The text conS|ders coupling techno|og|es together if they are con5|dered effective.
Sectlon 4.4.3, Soil Altematlve 3, Hemoval Dlspo.sal and Luc
Page 4- 19.

_As a cost saving measure, please eva/uate dlsposa/ of cantamlnated so:ls in one of the

lanks.in Tank Farms 1-3.- SRR A
Landfilling contaminated Soil from this site- at anoth&t &fte hias ot beén evaluated. If
the State is serious about allowing such an action to take place, it'should be posed
to the EPA and dlscussed at another time.

Sectlon 4.4.3, So:l Ah‘ematlve 3, Removal, Dlsposal and LUC
Page 4-19.

As a cost saving measure, please evaluate use of the soil in a petroleum. batching
facility.

61



Response:

41.

Response:

42,

Response:

43.

Response:

44,

Response:

45,

This is essentially an immobilization technology. This is evaluated on Table 3-1.

Section 4.4.3, Soil Alternative 3, Removal, Disposal and LUC
Page 4-19.

In regards to off site disposal, the report must evaluate the amount of soil, which can be
sent to a landfill as daily cover in lieu of waste, as this would greatly reduce disposal
costs.

Soil Alternative 3 is costed to include disposal of most soil as non-hazardous, and
though it is not explicitly stated, includes disposal as daily cover if available. The
actual disposal would be conducted as inexpensively “as possmle I' his will be
clarified.

Section 4.4.3, Soil Altematlve 3, Rémoval, Dlsposal and LUC
Page 4 19. .

Q/d Fire F/"ghter. Traihing Area is primarily cbntam/‘nated with TPH, (certain areas also

contain lead). The estimated volume. of soil requiring removal at the OId Fire Fighter
Training Area is approximately 62,000 cubic yards. The estimate cost for this option
is approximately eighteen million dollars. .Melville North Landfill-.contain metals, such
as Jead which exceeded TCLP, asbestos, PCBs, TPH, SVOCs, radioactive waste,
etc. The approximate volume_of contaminated soil, which required removal at the
Melville North Landfill, was 100,000 cubic yards. The approximate cost to remove
and dispose of this soil, including dredging of nearby sediments, was approximately
eight million dollars, . Both site-were similar in regards to proximity to water and depth
of contamination. Please evaluate the cost estimates to ascerta/n the reason for the
discrepancies in the cost of the projects.

Comments on cost should be made given an understandirg of the coniplications at
the site, which are described in Appendix |. A large portion of*the cost for
excavation at this site is interruption and replacement of utilities in Taylor drive, and
road.and parking lot remoeval and replacement. Anothet' portion is contingency
whtch allows for unforeseen circumstances encountered’ that may never come
about. Please review Appendlx I carefully Norevision is appropriate.

Secrlon 4.4.4, Soil Alternative 4 So:l Cover and LUCs

Page 4.23.

Please modify the cost to /né/ude j/early inspection and reporting requirements for the
ELURSs, as well as yearly inspections by RIDEM.  Also groundwater-mon/tor:ng costs
must be biannual for a period of thirty years.

Costs for ELUR will be considered and incorporated. Biannual monitoring is a
matter for discussion under the LTM work plan after the ROD is completed.

Section 4.4.4,.Soll Alternative 4, Soil Cover and LUCs
° Page 4.23.

Please include an evaluation and the cost for the /nstallat/on of a geomembrane cap
over the site. : . ;

Please refer to the response to comments 31 and 32,

Section 4.4.4, Soil Alternative 4, Soil Cover and LUCs
Page 4.26.
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46.

Response:

47.

Response:

48.

Response.

49.

Response:

50.

A total O&M cost of $16,000 dollars for monitoring and maintaining a cap and a
revetment over a thirty-year period appears low. Please review the cost estimates.

.O&M of the revetment is not included and will be added:

Section 4.5, Comparative Analysis of Soil Alternatives,
Page 4.27. '

The report should note that monitoring would be required for alternatives which leave
waste in place

ThIS requested revision will be made.

Section 4.5, Comparative Analysis'of Soil Alternatives,
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment .
Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate’  Requirements
Page 4.27.

These sections of the report contain an typographical error in'that it notes Alternative
4 will meet ARARs and provide overall protection of human health and the
-environment’- Please remove this.statement and $tate that this alternative will not
meet- RIDEM Site:- Remediation Chemical- Specific ARARSs, (Ieachlng) and
accardlng/y not provide protectlon of human health and the enwronment

' Please referto the response to Comment 31, above. -

Section.5.2.2, Groundwalter Alternative 2, Limited Action
Page 5-2.

The report assumes that groundwater monitoring*would be annually for years 1-5 and
then every five years for years 5-30. Please be advised that biannual monitoring would
be requ:red for a per/od of thlrty years Please revise the report accordlng/y

Biannual monltorlng is a matter for dlscussmn under the' LTM work plan after the
FtOD is completed.

Section 5.2.2, Groundwater Alternatlve 2, leited Actlon
Page 5-2. r

The report must note that monitoring for natural attenuation will also be required at a
minimum, yearly. This will include monitoring of break down products and other indices
that natural attenuation is.occurring. The cost of this monitoring must also be evaluated
in the report.

Natural Attenuation is not an element in the alternatives in thé FS. This can be
included in the monitoring program at the LTM work plan stage. This will be clarified
in the rewsed document.

Sectlon 5 2. 3 Groundwa ter Alternatlve 3, Extractron and ExSitu Treatmént
Page 5-3.

Please evaluate' use of the existing treatment building in Tank Farm # 5 for batch

treatment. of groundwater from the ‘site. Also please consider use of this system for
exsitu treatment of excavated soils.
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51.

Response:

52.

Response:

53.

Response:

54.

Response:

55.

Response:

56.

Tank Farm 5 is not expected to be available for treatment of water.

Section 5.2.3, Groundwater Alternative 3, Extraction and ExSitu Treatment
Page 5-3.

Please evaluate the use of phytoremedaition for groundwater at the site.
Phytoremediation is presented in Table 3-3.

Section 5.2.3, Groundwater Alternative 3, Extractlon and ExSltu Ti reatment
Page 5-3. .

Please include an evaluation of both brolog/cal and chemlcal insitu treatment.
These technologles are evaluated in Table 3-3

Sectlon 5.5.2, Groundwater Alternative 2 Limited Action
Page 5-11, 3 rd Paragraph . .

This ~section. of the report states that based upon a flushing model certain organic
contammants will be reduced in the groundwater. The report must also state whether
this process will affect the metal contaminants found at the site. In addition, as the
groundwater d/scharges fo the bay the report must note that groundwater will continue
to contaminate the adjacent sediments: o

The flushing model is presented in.Appendix K. Removal of metals through flushing
is anticipated to be 676 years.

Section 5.5.2, Groundwater Alternative 2 Limited Action
Page 5-15. :

Please revise the cost table to state that grouna;water monitoring will be biannually for a
period of thirty years (solid waste is present at the site).

The term for monitoring will be reviewed and revised as needed. Frequency should
be determined at the LTM work plan stage, after the ROD.

Section 5.6, Compérative Arialysis of Grouﬁdwater Alternatives.
Page 5-21.

The report should note that compared to active remedlat|on limited actlon would require
lncreased sediment and groundwater monitoring as waste is leftin place

The need for monitoring will be reviewed and clarified if needed. However, the
magnitude of the effort should be detenmned at the LTM work plan stage, after the
HOD \

Section 5.6, Comparative Analysis of Groundwater Alternatlves, Short Term
Effectiveness. v
Page 5-21.

Please remove the statement that Alternative 2, (restrictions) has a higher degree of
short-term effectiveness then Alternative 3 (treatment). As no one. would be drinking
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57.

Response: . .

58.

Response.~

59,

Response:

60.

Response:

61,

waler that is undergoing aclive treatment both alternatives have the same degree of
short-term effectives.

This statement is based simply on the understanding that restriction would remove
exposure to the contaminated media immediately. Treatment would require the
treatment train to be effective which would not be |mmed|ate The text is correct as
presented.

Section 6.2.2, Sediment Arrernative 2, Limited Action
Page 6-3.

The report should stibdlate that there would be a ban on the collection 6f both shellfish
and /obster from both the intertidal and subtrdal area.

RIDEM has prewously objected to |nst|tut|on of -a shellﬂshmg ban at NAVSTA. The

Navy does not believe that-for this- site, a ban is needed based on the risks
calculated for shellfish rngestlon Addltional dlscussmns are warranted on this
subject.

Section 6.2.2, Sediment Aiternative 2, Limited Action

Page 6-3.

The report should include a provision for the collection of tissue samples as part of the
monitoring requrrem enls

Deteuls of the monitoring program can be determined through the process to
develop a work plan for LTM, and based on the language in the ROD. No revisions
- to the plan at this point are recommended.

Section 6. 2 2, Sedlment Alternative 2, lelted Action
Page 6-4 Paragraph 1.

‘ Tﬁe report states that monitoring for ecoloyical risk would continufe, as a sfngie round is

not sufficient to demonstrate that the contaminants no longer pose a risk. Accordingly,
in .addition to the monitoring stations proposed for human health r/sk areas which
prevrously exceeded ecological risk; must also be moénitored.

Details of the monitoring program can be determined through the process to
develop a work plan for LTM, and-based on th& Ianguége in the ROD. No revisions
to the plan at this point are recommended.

Section 6.2.2, Sediment Altematlve 2 lelted Action
Page 6-4, Paragraph 1.

Please be advised that both the intertidal and ‘subtidal areas would have to under go
monitaring under-the Limited Action scenario. ~The report should e madified to include
monitoring of bath areas.

Details of the monitoring program can be determined through the process to
develop a werk:plan for.TM,.and based on the lariguage in the ROD No rewsrons
to the plan at this point are recommended.

Section 6.2.2, Sediment Alternative 2, Limited Actlon
Page 6-4, Paragraph 2.
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62.

Response:

Respgfhise: ;

64.

Response:

65.

It has been noted that as the beach environment at the site is dyniamic sediments may
have been moved, scoured or buried. Accordingly, the report must state that the
monitoring program will take the appropriate action to address this problem (as an
illustration, if contaminant sediments are being buried the monitoring will also include’
collecting samples at the known depth of contamination). '

Details of the monitoring program can be determined through the process to
develop a work plan for LTM, and based on the |anguage in the ROD. No revisions
to the plan at this point are recommended:

Section 6.2.2, Sediment Alternative 2, letted Acuon
Page 6-4, Paragraph 2.

The report notes that mon/tonng would be reduced from annually to once every five
years if there were ot a significant change in contaminant concentratiof. Monitoring is
typ/cally reduced when there is a decreased in contaminant concentration. Therefore,

please modify this section to state that monitoring will be reduced If thére is a clear and

consistent trend of decreasing concentrations of contaminants.
The text is correct as written.. »

Section 6.5.3, Sediment Alternative 3 Hemova? and Dlsposal
Page 6-15.

This section includes an estimate for the cost to dredge the site The Navy plans to
install a new revetment along:the shoreline: As part of this installatioh process the Navy
will be installing a Portadam. . Dredging while. this. Portadam s installed will greatly
réduce the cost of the dredglng -operation. Therefore, it is recommended that the
location the Portadam be adjusted such that all of the areas, which need fo be dredged,
are enclosed in the Portadam (intertidal- and..if possible subtidal) the report must
estimate the cost to dredge while the Portadam system is installed. Finally, as the
Portadam will be installed for the installation of the revetment, the cost associated with
the Portadam must not be.included in the- estlmate cost to dredge. f

The prolects may operate concurrently, -and this would save money: However, it is
due to lack of agreement on how to address sediment overall, it is unlikely that it can
be arranged in that manner, and thus the costs are prowded separately

Section 6.5.3, Sediment Alternatlve 3, Removal and Dlspasal

' Page 6-15.

The report indicated that dredge spoils would be sent.to a: Iandf/I/ Pleasé include a cost
estimate for sending the spoils to the CAD cell. .

CAD Cell disposal is not anticipated to be -available to the Navy for this material.
Please refer to the response to comments to the Revised Draft Final FS for The
Former Robert E. Derecktor Shipyard. Costs for CAD. cell disposal are provided in
that document if the RIDEM is truly mterested in the subject.

Section 6.5.3, Sedlment Alternatlve 3, Hemoval and D:sposal
Page 6-15,

The report proposes dewatering on site. Similar to what was ‘performed- at McAllister

Point Landfill, please include a cost estimate for dewatering using the system at Tank
Farm # 5.
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66.
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67.

Response:

68.

Tank farm 5 is not anticipated to be available for the duration of this project. In
addition, moving the material over the road to that location for staging and then re-
handling would be cost prohibitive.

Section 6.5.3, Sediment Alternative 3, Removal and’ Drsposal
Page 6-15.

The report proposes dewatering onsite. Similar to' what wds performed at the Melville
North Landfif], please include a cost for deWatering using onsite infiltration ponds.

The volume expected would not require infiltration ponds, but can be conducted on
platforms or temporary containers at the site.

Section 6.5.3, Sediment Alternatlve 3, Removal and Drsposal
Page 6-15.

The estimate cost to dredge 800 cubic yards is $1,043, 325 This is approximately
$1300 per cubic yard. -Accounting for contingéncies and factors inherent in Feasibility
Study (plus/minus error range) this estimated cost still éxceeds the cost for dredging
performed by the military at other sites, such as Melville North Landfill, McAllister Point
Landfill, Allen Harbor Landfill, etc. Please review the cost estimate.

Dredging, backfill, transportation, and disposal costs (wrth dewaterrng and treatment
of water) along.with management costs, work plahs, completron reports, review
cycles needed, is actually $521,499. The present worth cost of $1, 043, 325 includes
potential. contingency -costs (unforeseen ‘complications), as well as thirty years of
monitoring sediment. The reviewer is drrected at Appendix L for the breakdowns of
cost items.

Tables 2-1-2-3, 4-3-6-12, ARARS.

Please add the fellowing RIDEM Regulations as ARARs for soils, groundwater and

" sediments at the site.

Chemical-Specific

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Oil Pollution Control Regulations

Citation: Chapters 46-12,42-17.1 and 42.35 of the General Laws of Rhode Island
Status Applicable ~ )
Synopsis of Requirement  Addresses releases of oil into the waters of the State.
Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial efforts will be designed to insure that
releases to waters of the State have been addressed.

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Underground Storage Tank Regulations

Citation: Rules and Regulations for Underground Stotage Facilities Used for
Petroleum Products and Hazardous Materials DEM-OWR-UST-08-07

Status Applicable '

Synopsis of Requirement  Addresses invesligation and remediation of underground
storage tanks. .

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial efforts will be designed to Insure USTs
and associated piping /structures are no longer present and releases from the USTs
and associated structures comply with regulations.

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Solid Waste Regulations

Citation: Solid Waste Regulations Number 1 General Requirements DEM-OWR-SW-
04-01 as amended 1997, 2001, and 2004
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Solid Waste Regulations Number 2 Solid Waste Landfills, effective date 1997

Status Applicable

Synopsis of Requirement  Addresses disposal of construction debris and solid
waste and associated remediation and monitoring. )

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial éfforts must comply with remedial and
monitoring requirements of the regulations.

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Site Remediation Regulations

Citation: Rules and Regulations for Investigation and Remeédiation ‘of Hazardous
Materials Releases DEM-DSR-01-03, as amended 1996 2004

Status Applicable y : :

Synopsis of Requ:rement Addresses investigation and’ remediation of hazardous
materials into the environment. Establishes standards for sor/ (direct contact and
leachability), groundwater and sediments.. . s

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial efforts must comply with investigation,
remediation and monitoring requirements of the regulations.

(Note the tables incorrectly state that the regs are for non-NPL sltes P/ease remove
thls statement from the table). ,

Requirement.‘ State of Rhode |sland Rules and egulations for Hazardous Materials
‘Management

Citation: Rules and Regulations for Hazardous:Materials Managernent DEM-OWM-
HW-01- 07 as amended, 1984,1986,1987;,1988, 1992 2001, 2002 2005 2007

Status Relevant and Appropnate

Syropsis of Requirement  Requirements for transportatlon and dlsposal of waste
from the site (includes hazardous waste and special waste in the soil and/or
sediments). Requirements for storage of hazardous waste adjacent to the bay.
Requirements for waste left in place, landfill closure and monitoring
Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial efforts -must comply with waste
transportation and disposal requirements of the regulations. Remedial action must
ensure that hazardous waste in the soil: does not migrate into the environment.
Requirements for waste left in place, landfill closure and monitoring :

Requirement: State of Rhode Island General Permit for Strom Water Discharge from
Small Municipal Separate Strom Sewers and Industrial Activities of E//glb/e Facilities
Operated by Regulated Small MS4s RID040000 :

Citation; General Permit for. Strom Water Discharge from Small Mun/olpa/ Separate
Strom Sewers and Industrial Activities of Ellglb/e Facilities Operated by Regulated
Small MS4s 2003 ..

Status Rele vant and Appropriate : :

Synopsis of Requ:rement Requirements operatlon of storm. water discharges at the
site.

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial efforts must insure that there are no
illicit d/scharges of contaminated groundwater into storm water at the slte

Requtrement State of Rhode Island Discharge E/lmlnat/on Permit /ndustrfa/ Activity
~ RID050000

- Citation: General Permit for Strom Water D/scharge from Industrial Act/wtles

Status Relevant and Appropriate

‘Synopsis of Ftequrrement Requirements operation of storm water dlscharges at the

site.
Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedla/ efforts must insure that there are no
illicit discharges of contaminated groundwater into storm water at the slte.

Requirement; State of Rhode Island Discharge Elimination Permit Industrial Activity
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Citation: General Permit for Strom Water D/scharge from Industrial Activities
RID050000

Status Relevant and Appropriate

Synopsis of Requirement  Requirements operation of storm water discharges at the
site.

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial efforts must insure that there are no
illicit discharges of contaminated groundwater into storm water at the site.

Requ:rement State of Rhode Island Dlscharge El/mmat/on PermiitStorm Water
D/scharge Associated with Construction Activity g

Citation: ' General Permit for Storm Water Discharge from construction activities.
September 2003

Statys Relevant and Appropriate

Synopsis of Requirement  Requirements for storm watef discharge during
construction activities.

Action to be .Taken to Aftain ARAR As necessary, constmct/on activities storm water
d/scharge must meet these requirements.

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Water Quality Regulations” -

Citation: State of Rhode Island Water Quality Regulations, 2006 In accordance with
Chapters.42-35,46-12, 42-17-1 of the Rhode Island General Laws
*Status Applicable .
Synopsis.of Requirement. aEstabllshes numerical ‘and nattative standards the
remedial effort must obtain. Establishes requirements for any discharge from a
treatment facility on the site

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR : Rermedlial efforfs must meet the requ:rements of
the regulations; any discharge from a. treatment system must meet the requzrements
of the regulations. :

Locatlon Spec:f/c

Requirement: State of Rhode ls/and Water Quality Regulations

Citation: State of Rhode Island Water Quality Regulations 2006 In accordance with
Chapters 42-35,46-12, 42-17-1 of the Fthode Island General Laws

-Status Applicable :

Synops/s -of Requirement. - Addresses all ‘activitiés on the coast, including, but not
limited to dredg/ng and construction of revetments.

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial’ efforis ‘with respect to dredging and
revetment construction must comply w:th requ;rements of the regulat/ons
Requirement:.. State of Fthode Island Water Oual/ty Ftegulatlons Ftules and
Reguiations for-Greundwater Quality - .

Citation: Water Quality Regulations, Ftu/es and Ftegulat/ons for Groungwater Quality
2005

Status Applicable

Synopsis of Requirement  Establishes numertical and narrative standards for
groundwater quality, surface water impacts, as well as, technical requirements for
monitoring wells.

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remaedial investigation, actions and monitoring
must comply with requirements of the regulations

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Courncil
Regulations

Citation: Coastal Resources Management Council Regulations

Status Applicable

Synopsis of Requirement  Applies to all actions taken in the coastal zone..
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Response:

65.

Response:

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR CRMC approval is required for all actions taken
in the coastal zone (includes land sediments and water).

Action Specific

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Rules and Ftegulat/ons for Dredging and
Management of Dredge Materials

Citation Rules and Regulations for Dredging and Management of Dredge Materials
DEM-OWR-DR-02-03

Status Applicable . .

Synopsis of Requirement  Addresses dredging activities and disposal of dredge
spoils.

Action to be Taken to Attain AFtAFt Dredging must comply with the requrrements of
the regulations.

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Underground-injection Control Program

Citation State of Rhode Island Underground Injection Control Prograih 2004

Status Applicable

Synopsis of Requirement Addresses the investigation, re'mediation and operation
of UICs. .

Action to be Taken to Atta/n ARAR Any UICs at the site must be investigated and
remediated in accotdance with the requirements of the regulations. Any remedial
activity inyolying operation of UICs must comply wn‘h the requirements of the
regu/atlons 4

Reguirement: State of Rhode Island Water Quality Ftegulat/ons
Citation: : State of. Rhode Island Water Quality Regulations 2006 In accordance with

' Chapters 42-35,46-12, 42-17-1 of the Rhode Island General Laws

Status Applicable

Synopsis of Requirement  Deals with point discharges from any treatment system
and non-point discharges from groundwater.

Action to be Taken to Attain AFtAFt Remedial efforts must comply’ wrth requrrements
of the regulations

RIDEM and USEPA need to meet and resolve the ARARSs that are applicable to
the site. Appropriate revisions will be made when that effort is 'co‘rﬁ‘pleted.

Tables 2-6, 2-7, 2-9, 2-10, 2-14, 2-15, 2-16. 2-19, 2-20 -

These tables contain PFth for contaminants in the sediments, which are site related.

. As TPH is also a site related contaminant, and as a site specific PRG for TPH has not

been developed ptease employ a value of 500 ppm for TPH in-the sedrment

Please refer to the respanse ta comment 10 above.
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