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ATTACHMENT A 

R~SPONSES TOiCOMMENTS FROM THE? U~EP!, 
~EYISED DRAFTFEASIBILITV STUDY (DECEMBER~007), 

, OLD FIRE FIGHTING TRAINtNG AREA " . ' 
, NAY'Al'STATION NEWPORT," 

NEWPORT RH0ll)E ISALNil . 
COMMENTS DATED ~PRIL'5; 2008 

GENERAL COMMENTS" 

1. 

Response: 

2. 

Response 

3. 

, , 

. fIPAacknowledfJes that the Navy nas inye~t~d,a,signiftc~ni.arpoufJt of time and 
effort in re-evaluating owlnpto ch{Jryfl.i? m,l? tMt~r.(j fJ~~ 01 t~e site to 
industrial/cominercial. However, EPAnoteiitfiat fWo of thfi thref;J aotive soil 
alternatives evaluated in this FS are based on a cleanup to a'chie've residential 
standards unde~ the Rhode Island regu(liitiQns. ,~otQ §;Qi{,Altfirnati1(es 2 and 3 
propose to ej{tiaV'ate contaminilte'd $oil to, a'd~p{h pt Ilv~ t~l~J (for pr{1ctical 

'. purpo$eMothe"'S!t~'water"tab/e))~ rerfto,;~~:flJlffml~mil1~t" . ,soit/rom the vadose 
"zone. TIJ,~J.'1tiIy.,;appare.lJtraptSo!HJf4~/J:JI~i~(U.llil;PelQ . ' JlJe~l{Ip.o.de"lsJand 
'femediation regulations whereitt thedJslClenriafdirect exp~$~~t!?'cri~eria are 
applicable throughout the vadose zone. . . 

Because th~ Navy statff'$:tha~ the/site USrfh~R.~~~hbfJ~ng,f;J~ t~:' ':! 

iflldustrial/cdmmercli?-lfJ'nly, there l'S'rip~l!Jl:isoj7 tdilaJI:!/s Qf?'ifl4RtiI,the 
industrlal/oommercial dliect expOS'lirifi criteria drily need to be app!i~d to at least 
the top two feet of soil. At a minimum, the FS needs to be revisedio include 
additional alternatives designed to cff]an.LiP thfJ !$it({J tQ the prqposec;l usage. 

: ,\";) " "\} -.:~ L --. ,,; . f; t .- " ' ,> 

"The alt~rn'c\tive$ are estapllshed to ,iJl~et tl¢~~t;\~~~d~~G"9"jh~t We,na, calculated 
for th~ in'9U~ttial 'cOlTlrne~Ci~I~~p~Ptbt~;, Qql,tW;!~,~,5f,fiJ~rict"M~dO~~ ,fone soils 
exceed both the 1/0 PRG's and the' !1llJEM <mte,na, Jor ,~Att~;t (re,ier.~9 Table 2-17, 

! _" ,. '!- ,_ ',. _ _" '\'_~" -, I. "t --";J ~\" ~~" 

'whicl:l sh9WS concen!ration\~ a\~o~~ ir'~~i~J. T~~\J~RP.licl(\~~!ity ~f. the''i~pper two 
" 1eet01 sOil appears'to be corre!:;,t a,t\CI th,e Navy (;Ow~urs, l}Jlth,th.l~ as,bemg a 

protective' appfo'ach''fOY'fHi's receptor'. 'i . , " ,.. ' 

, Ttl1sFS dbes'nQr'mentiqnfhe P/~h~~dr{ilflOV;;l(i~ppan tGr~m.Qv~;~e}(,eral buried 
Eftrw,;tl!Jres and soils ~xoeedlng /.ffJper Cdn.tl~t}J{~floI) Jimit[n'l)h~ tilre.a north of 
Tayltjr Drive. 'Please edit the FS'llo acknowledge thiit this removal aotivity will be 
completed prior to implementation of any remedial action that;ro<ifybe,,~f!Jpleteq 
at the site. ' ,'"" 

Agreed; At the time thi~ vers!bif~f JPf{ PS Was being ~~~E(!c;>ped, th~ extent 01 the 
. ,·remaval'actioi1 w8s'nofe'Staolislied'slnce bdth we're being conducted 

concurrently: In accordanc~,vvit,b this,?p~m~ptll~'i9i.9r",,~~i:p(l,pn t~js,subject will 
be provided In the FS, and 'maps'df the ~xcavation areas will be added to the 
revised F8. 

I "" 

"I, H.' 

{ " 

As,referenced itfthe cover lett~r, tA~re )ia d,egr~~"~f c6hfUSiQn·;~lth,.'regard to the 
treafti1€nf of sediments In thts rf:!Vis'ed NJk,sio}jity"siudY. EPA obServes that the 
sediment alternatives may not a(idreslj nqw ,~h~ $e,c;9pd O"b!ma,fl h~ffl,lth remecli§J,l, '. .; , 
action objective will be met. Sediment alternaii,les sfiould"be revised to 
incorporate actions (i.({J., m(mitorinfJfl(lc!~Q! lallt;{,1l$e fpntro!$) for subtidal ' 
sediments. Additionally, the~~ isun(ji3r!:aiptyfd iRe rffmail1ipg exte(1t qf sediments 
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Response: 

4. 

Response: 

5. 

Response: 

1. 

Response: ". 

2. 

Response: 

3. 

above PRGs in the intertidal area because instal/ation of the revetment wall is not 
complete. 

The comment applies to· sediment alternative 3. The Navy will add long term 
monito~ing of sllbtidal sediIT)ent at the site under this alternative, unless 
sediments are retyloved,from, the FS as other comments suggest. Please note 
that both sediment altE!rnatives inplude monitoring or post - action sampling of 
intertidal sediment, which '::Viii aC\dress the uncertainty of the effects of the 
revetment on the cont9mir:1~[lt:,level$ 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 logio 
is that there is risk measured from the sediment, but the uncertainty of the source 
of the contaf)1,nant~ anq tb.e level of the risk posed by those contaminants 
suggests !h~t'the s~,\!)rl'~n~ PR~s'shouldnot be selecte\! for'i'\.remedial action. 
Thus the P'R~s for sedi\n~n, ahd the sediments should not I;>e considered 
"cicti6nable". ' . 

No matter Which alternative:; are selected tpr any of the medifJ" ,the alternative 
u/(ifrfateIY,self;ct~d nee,ds i.Q /nclude Igng-ter.m monitoring. of pediment and 

. , ~tbund~atFr ~eq~i43e ~iJJnififiat)f cpnc~nt:ation~.of contami~ants w~1I be left i~ 
plaoe ,at t~e ~/tfJ .. fleC?:$(;! edit the d,escnptlons (:If the alternatives to IIJclude thiS 
requirement. ",'.' ' 

All gr.<?undwat~r fl'Jernatiye~ (except,the n9,~ction alternative) inqlude long-term 
monlforing t;>f the groundwafer a~ter aption. The ,Navy will add monitoring subtidal 
sediment urlder s'ediment alternatives 2 and 3.-, See respense. to comment 3 
above. ". . ' 

, '. <")\ i . 
The Supplemi:mtal Risk Evaluation included as Appendix C should be revised to 
includt{J t'1e rifi/f. c~/9ularion$ previously perfor"!ed in theH!, The speCific 
calCUlations, th.Eit mf:/sU?e (dG/uf/ed invQ(ve t/:le construction worker's exposure to 
s011. 'rhese~lr~lU7~jli~i3'hec~$~~fyto ~etermine tf}e qumu/f!.:tlve ris'k t~ the 
constructiqri'Wqrker receptbr.' A simil?rcQlJ1fT1f3nt wa~made on the Draft Final FS 
(Mardh 20,P.l!) r13tfatqlhg C'lm.ul,'fI(lV/f: risk if is.npt ~Rarent that (he oumulative risk 
for rei:;~ptbrs has been compared, tp itit;' regvl4tWJI ~tandard.", '. 

Total (cumul~tiv~) ril?~Jo C9gstr,llctiop )lVqrk~rs for the site is provided in Table 10 
. of Appe,ndix C. ClJri:(~.jlative9ar:toer r.isk is 2.32!;iE-5. C4mulativ@.!;Ion cancer. 
hazara lilaex is ~ .. 9. APP~~i:Ii~' C, Page 7-1 provides this information. 

Title Pa~e alJq fl{J!J,e 2 - NE;Jed.toi;ctff'1t!fy.th~.f?lpFir~ .fighter: Training Area a~ an 
Operable Unit [10 QI) #19f the f\jav?U~dl;lc~tlpn Tra,lrllng Ce(Jter Superfund Site . 

• ' - - , '. .'" ~ - - - - <\ , >" 

Abbreviations and Acronyms - Add "NCP - National Contingency Plan"; remove 
"MADEP" ard "MCP~;gc;J,q flIP~M"" Rhode 19,/and pep{!lrtment of Environmental, 
M8.fr'8~~inerit"; ~ail 'tIRP'tA,'::'l?~~6rrj. 9fb~cision"; remol,(e "VPEQ" . '" " ,., ~ 

Th'e requel:!le~ ir'lforrnafiQnWIlI b~':included. 
-'. ; '. '" - \ . , 

.' t=S~ 1 - Ac!d,a new S~fJ.9hli ~e,rit£;nce - "OFFif'. is Operable Unit -" ·of the Naval 
Educatibii'Training Center'Superfund Site." 
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Response: The requested information will be included. This site is Operable Unit 3. 

4. £S~ 1 - Add a new third paragraph.! ''The remediaraction will also incorporate two 
CERCLA remov,al actions conducted by the Navy at the' $ite irl 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. 
\ The20071emoval action)' which is oontinuing througH 2008, cohsists of: removal 
, of petrole.I:Jm7contaminated soil; removal of a manhole and'sit~pected ai/-water 
separator unccoverediduririg the~004 removal'Boti6h; ~emoJ~1 pi three 
foundations located in the subsurfaoe; removal of one eight-Inch cast iron 
drainage pipe presumed to have discharged contaminated water a,nd waste from 

,,.the Site,' investigate whether.'a'secoIlCl drainage pipe showri on hisforic plans is 
pre.sent and remove' iffound; and·temove'building debris (fom 'the 'shoreline, 
df#sign anddnstall an engineered stone revetment tha'tWI/I prevent erosion of soil 
containing'eontaminants to the' sediments 'of'Coaste,.!s Harbor.!' 

Response: The requested information will'be incli..ided, however, the revised text will provide 
actual work conducted and not predicted work to be c,?ndl!cted .. 

5. £5-2 - In the second paragraph change the first sentence: "sediment at 
coneentrati(;ms that'exceed feC/ei-al and State regalatory crtti:iria, and risk baljed 
benchmarks ... " ,i ,,' . " . 

Response: 

6. 

Response: 

7. 

Response: 

8. 

Response: 

The requested revision will be made. 

£S-2 - In the second bullet, the Groundwater PRG needs to be established 
based on the current federal groundwater classification for the area (based on 
MCLs). Remove' the second sentence. . " . 

It is the Navy's understanding that the state of RI has an approved classification 
system in plaae. Based on that,'it'iS believed that the RIOEM nas cl*ssified ' 
groundwater1;in-this area as "neil-potable" (89). This is the bCls'ls of' 
understanding for groundwater at all of the'NEfO Newport sit~s Lihder the FFA 
due to RIOEM considering their groundwater regulations to be ARARs. 

£8-2 - For the third bullet, since'the revetment constructed through the removal 
action is to be incorporated'ihto the final remedial'action, the entire volume of 
contaminated sediments should be identified and/or recalculated (including the 
sediments "capped" by the revetment). 

The quantity of sediments removed by construction of the revetment will be 
added, and the issue will be clarified. ' 

£8-3 - In the first paragraph, if the sediment contamination is from off-site 
,souraes ohange: "exoeeding PRGs in soil and groundwater aRds'$dlm8Rt. " 

, , . 
'\. " 

'AdditionalrdisQussion on this t0~fc' is necessa:ry. 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 dOc3umEmtee, although tHe'Nav'y has presented 
EPA and RIOEM with a forensic study conducted as part of the Tiger Team 
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9. 

Response: 

10. 

Response: 

11. 

Response: 

12. 

Response: 

13. 

Response: 

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

At this time, the Navy recommends that the team discuss this topic at the next 
RPM 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 
thai that there is enough evidence to believe that PAHs and fuels were, in the 
past, discharged through outfalls to the harbor and, to a lesser e)(tent, from the 
shoreline of the fire 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 ot 
the FS report. 

ES-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 groundwater alternatives - 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. 

ES-3 - Add to 1/2 and #3: "Maintain revetment "cap" over contaminated 
sediments •. .. " 

While the revetment may function 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 U5EPA, R!DEM State and 
the public is gathered, the Navy will select a 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 shalf then respond to the comments and 
issued a revised draft ROD. If the Parties are unable to reach agreement ori 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 need to add the cost for 5-
year reviews. 

For Alternative #4 add: "maintain revetment along shoreline to prevent erosion" 
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 revisions will be made. 
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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 controls should prevent exposure to 
contaminated 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 - "OFFT A is 
Operable Unit _ of the Naval Education Training Center Superfund Site." 

Response: The requested revision will be made. OFFT A is Operable Unit 3 of the Naval 
Education and Training Center Superfund Sile. 

1-7. "Page 1~1 - 'Add a new third paragraph: "The remeeJia1 action w11/ 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 eight-inch cast Iron 
drainage pipe presumed to 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 
containing contaminants to the sediments of Coaster's Harbor. " 

Response: The requested revision will be made, though the details may be different than that 
presented in the comment above, given that the removal action is still ongoing. 

18. Page 1-3· In the second paragraph change: "The FFA outlines response action 
requirements under the DopartfReRt ot DeteRse !RP at NA VSTA N.ewfJort 
CERCLA at the NETC Superfund Site. 

Response: Comment noted, this revision will be made. 

19. 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 elevation of the former ground level." 

Response: The requested revision will be made. 

20. 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 
continued 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 pipe presumed to have discharged 
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contaminated water and waste. from .the Site; investigate whether a second 
drainage pipe shown on historic plans is present and rembve if found; and 
remov~ building debris from the shoreline, design and install an engineered 
stone revetment that will prevent erosion 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 
presented in the comment above, given that the removal action is still ongoing. 

21. Page 1-6 - For the last sentence of the first paragraph is there'a citation (possibly 
a POL REP for the Removal Action?) for the statement that most of the soils 
excavated were found not to be,contaminated? 

Response: The passage cited will be clarified. 

22. Page 1-7,.§1.4.2 -In the fourth paragraph, please change "groundwater floor" to 
"groundwater flow". ' 

Respon~e:. The requested revision will be made. 

23. Page 1-8, §1.5 - Section 1.5 discusses terrestrial habitats in the introduction 
''Sectto}1''df tne report. It is sta'ted,inlhe'1ast sentence ofSecfion '1~5 that "In 1994; 
, habitats and, wildlife present in the 'vicinity: of OFFTA were identified in the 
methoas and ,detaile;d results. of those survey are reported in the Ecological Risk 
A,sse$,sment Report, TRC, 1994." It is assumed that the surveys being referred 
to in t(lis sentence. we the wildlife ,andlor habitat surveys performed by Menzie­
CUla and Associates, Inc. but ,based on the wording in the sentence, it is not 
clear. ThIs sentence should be revised so)t is clear to the reader what surveys 
are being reference,(i. 

Response: The, primary document which describes the surveys is the !'Ecological Risk 
Assessment Report" Draft Final, October 1 1994; prepareed by TRC. This 
document,li\(iII,be added to the references se,etion. 

24. Page 1-10 - The last sentence of the fourth paragraph states: ':4s a whole, this 
communityis PQtentially expo!';ed to bulk sediment and water-borne 
contamJ'n,ants, which mayoriginate from OFFTA/' Revise this statement to either 
reflect whether OFFTA contaminants are present in sediments or not (or if there 
is just a risl{pf fl./ture contamination). ' 

Response: 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 also to' the response, to; 
comment 8 above. 

. . 
25. Page 1,715 7 In the second paragraph the follc;Jwing sentences are not clear as to 

what the standarqw?s ultimately used:' "Some.details regarding the· 
implementation of the Background Soil Investigation were not agreed to by 
RIOEM, including the use of some oUne data points tmey beJievedwere'outliers: 
The 95 percent un value shown for arsenic in backgrolJnd soil was not an 
actual calcul?lt~g value, bllt instead a"value negotiated to be acceptable for use 
at the OFFTA site. The arsenic background concentrations to be usee for site soil 
cornliiarisons remain an issue of discussion betlMeen the Navy anti RlDEM." 
What is the CERCus.-bas~.d cleanup leyel fOf! arsenic? If an alteratiVe value was 
"negotiated" there needs to be more of a·disoussion concerning the basis for 
s,etting an alternative value that meets CEHCLAstandards.· 
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Response; The PRGs calculated for the site are presented in Table 2-9. The statements are 
correct as written. The ,background value was negotiated during the completion 
of the background report. 

26. Page 1-16 - Replace the last sentence of the first paragraph with: "Petroleum 
and TPH are not regulated under CERCLA. 11 

, , ' 

Response: 

27. 

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

Page 1-16 - Second paragraph is iJnolear what the applicable standard for 
assessing VOCs and SVOCs (need to meet MCLs not State standards, unless 
the State standards are more stringeflMr if there are contaminal1'ts regulafedby 
the State that don't have MCLs). It is unclear whether there is a potential risk 
(rom Vf1fiJor or not if, a building is put on the site (would infi/tuli6nftl c~ntrol need to 
inc(upe vapor restrictions?). ,. 

Response: The language will be clarified as to whether the groundwater exceeds MCls. 
Indoor air is addressed in Section 1.10.3." 

>28. ':Pa:ge
'
t,.r6,; ~ Para,:...: Please lJIarlfyln'fext Whether manganese exceeds federal 

risk-qased standard. ' , 

Response: 'h There:il:1 no federal risk based sta.ndard for manganese: A, qe¢,ondiuy MCl of 
0,05 IT,IglI is established but not enforceable. The measured 'conc~l')trations of 
manganese at the site are 0.4 to 12.5 mgtl (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'not lend themselves to clarifying the 
document. 

29. Page 1-6, Sectiem 1.8.3, 1st Paragraph - Please present/explain s.ediment in 
terms of use of subtital and,intertidal sedimehts which is useci throughout the rest 
of the document. 
. , 

Response: The following explanation will be proviCied: Subtidal sediment is substrate below 
the mean low tide and intertidal sediment is substrate betwe,en mean low tide 

, <;lnd mean high tidel The'mean 10W,aritl mean high tides ~te':~otble~r lines that 
can~b.e depicted'on a map, without a detailed tidal stutiy.'~OHhEqjutposes of ,this 
document the mean low tide Is assumea tcHje 0.0 feet elevation','ahd the mean 
high tide is estimated at approximately 3.4 f.eet elevation, Navy MlW datum. 

\ .d " , 

30. Page 1-19 - Remove the first bullet and fourth bullets, since TPH is not regulated 
under CERGLA. Or suggest notIng that TPH is being a'ddressed as a State 
,contaminant and kept inthe P$lor cOntinuity.' " 

Response: 

31. 

Response: 

32. 

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

Page 1-19r ft!d Groun(f}water Bullet·:.' GroutkNvatetstahdard to be us~d is federal'~ 
II(1CLs, ,eState stal1dards,'to be used 01'111' if t'rrore stringent than' fepel-al standards. 

Please refer to the response to comment No. s'abovi:l. 

Page 1-19, 3 d Groundwater Bullet - Federal health advisory'slandard should' be 
used for manganese unless the State standard is more stringent. 
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Response: 

33. 

Response: 

34. 

35., 

Response: 

'36. 

Response: , 

37. 

Response: 

38. 

Response: 

39. 

Response: 

Response: 

It is assumed that the Gomment is referring to,the secondary MCl for 
manganese. Refer to the response -to camment 31 above. 

Page 1-19, 1st Sediment Bullet - If PAHs are not site-related, remove the bullet. If 
there are some site rt?lated PAHs intermixed retaih. 

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

Page 1-19, ;rd Sediment Bullet - Please clarify if there is there a risk from lead to 
human h~alth or the environment from 39,mglkg. 

" 
,Risks are~ummarized~in SeQtion 1.10., 

,I 

Page 1-20. - The presence 0(, this subsection requires clar/(;cation. 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. 

'Pl3.ge' t"2o.; ~d Para -::Chaoge"fhe'last sentence',to: ""These c1Jemlcals are not 
contaminants associated with releases that occurred at the OFFTA site (;luring its 
ep8ratioo as a fife tighttRg training scheel from Navy activities at the Site. " 

,. C£I)P,,"i!. liability is deriv.lf;u;j.from any Navy activity (i.e. fire fightinfjJ, filling, 
,ci,lImping)that cau!$ed a relea,se or threat of release of contamination from the 
Site. I ,'I> 

The text is correct as statec,l. 

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 stringent than MCL. 
Potentifl,lyapor risks from VOCs should also be discussed .. 

Regarding the use of MCls, please refer to the response to comment 6 above. 
Vapor risks are describel;l in Section 1.10. 

Page 1 ~20 - Third paragraph ot'See. 1.8.7, third sentence "All pesticide 
concentratlpns were low." is not clear, since it doesn't identify whether pesticides 
excef;#ded any regulatory or risk-b.ased standard or not. . 

This statement will be clarified. 

Page 1-20. - Last paragraph,col)oerntog PCBs, no discussion whether PCB levels 
exceeded risk-based federl'{ll TSCA standards (1ppm for rfilsidential soils or levels 
for eco-risklhuman consumption of seafood). 

This information will be added. 

PaQe 1-22 - First,f?ar~grapf:l concerning PAHs, 'no 'discussion of erosion of PAH 
conta'J1(nat~d soil being relea,sed to the shoreline and sediments. This risk was 
one of the grounds for Installing the shoreline revetment under the 20.0.7 
CERCLA removal aotlon. , . 

This information will be added. 
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41. 

Response: 

42. 

Response: 

43. 

Response: 

Response: 

Response: 

45. 

Response: 

Response: 

Response: 

Page 1-22, ~d Para, Last Sentenoe - Clarify whether lead contamination found 
in sediments is oonnected to on-site 'S€iUrGeS,or not since,' iffrom on-site sources 
that would establish a basis from addressing sediments under the OFFTA 
CERCLAremedy. ,;' 

'l L' ' 

There is nQ way to, determ ine if lead in soil is related 'to lea.d in sediment. 
Because there is no risk from lead in sediment, it seems immaterial to the FS. 

" , 

page .1-23 - In the first paragraph, the fourth sentence should be clarified to 
addre$$. that df the source of lead was from fill oNJelJrisdeposited. by the Navy, 
thftfe would be a CERCLA basis for addressIng it thtbagh the 9FFTA remedy. 

; t\. -t 
" '. 'i ',"\ 

Pleas~ refer to the response to.Gommerit 41. 

PCJ,ge1-23. Section 1.10.·f,- TSCA risk-based standards forpC13fs ishouldbe' 
discussed in this section (if PCB levels in soil exceed 1 ppm or exc~ed eco-risk or 
'lllman con$umption risk levels in sediment or fishlshellfisn'tlsscle).'No discussion 
ot $ediments is required lUhe, contaminants are not Bite-related: 'L, 

~ , < '; .' ~ ,-. , 

This information will be added. 

"Ya)'Page '1 ::26, Last paragraph, <Secoridto"''LaS'fSefTtence ~("" .. . fbrrowing reasons: 
the State's,gf13tJt19V'1ater slassifiea#OI1 01 the aqf:Jlfer tituJerlyingtl1e site; the site's 
proximity to the ocean and the groundwater salinity measl.Jred at the site; and the 
a,vailability of nearby,altemative potable water sdpplies." Federal drinking water 
classification" :rather than Btateclassification 'is to be used for the Site. 

The $tat~m~nt is correct as written. 

b) Remove the last sentence, since the cleanup to drinking water standards is 
"required,by ARARs (MCLs). . \ 

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 $oil 
samples col/ected from fiJeneaththe baseline ground surface prior to removal of 
,the mQpnds were not used for the 2007 'Supplemental risk evaluation, please 
, cla.rifylftho$e soil sample resl:J/ts Would have tnangedtne suppl~fnental risk 
evaluatic)('JGonclusions. If they were included, please clarify this in'the FS. 

,~ , ~ 

The oited passage states that soil data from tHe' posf~moum:l 'removal sampling 
was used in the 2007 risk evaluation (Le.'the existing condition after the mound 
removal). Other variances in data use would seem unhelpful. 

45/;J) (n the fourth ,sentence of the second paragraph, clarify tHat the construction 
worker exposure is only to soil, if that is the intent. ~ " 

- . \ . 

The,~isk is, from: soil and groundwater, additive. This will be darifibtt 

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. 

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 
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Response: 

46. 

Respol)~ei " 

47. , 

pre.sent, there stilL.r:nay:'/Jf!iJ a basis for an institutional control to require vapor 
mitigatiQn on (lRXfutwe,buildings built on the site).' 

Appendix C, Section 3.3 addresses v~por intrusion. Thelas(s~ritence states that 
because all groundwater concentrations are below screening values the pathway 
is qonsic;ler;ed insignificant This will be clarified in the text. ' 

, Page 1-28, Section 1.10.4 This is an important section to the overall FS and 
needf? clwity. ,It is impoltant.fo present the rationale for actIon in the various site 
me(jilfl,ana identification (JJ{COCs.SpecificaIM the last sentence of the It'd 
Paragr;whtalkspf "l.jm:estril1te.d use,'! then theSd paragraphbeglrls to talk about 
the "industrlallcommercial worker scenario" that is being used for the site. 
Presentation of the basels future plansJorthis'arel!J. should be 'ma'cie. 

TPfl'afltifact d,esqribing unrestricted use iS1inerr~r. This will be clari,!ied. 
, ,," , -, , ~ '\ n:, .' r '" 

" Pag~: 1 T28 ,-. In Secti(JJn 1. 10.4 if sedimeRt contamination is not' from on-site 
SOU(ti~s .re,r;nove;alt re[erences ,to Boil: contamination (including,the summary of 
sedimenicontaminants on pp 29-30). 

Response: The question of sediment contamination has been extensively evaluated. It was 
,'fQundJhat most 01 tl1e"'PARs 'inJhe sUt'face sediment are' altf'lbl'ltatile to non-point 

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

48. 

Response: 

49. 

Response: 

50. 

Response: 

SECTION 2 

Page.1-~ii- In.the; 'tnird paragr.a.ph, please,clarify whether fficreational use that is 
anticipated is more'-restrictive than commerciaVindustriaN.Jse. ' 

\" , ., 

The frequency used in the risk 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 contaminatioRof seeiments from on-site 
sources, eliminate all discussion of eco-risk from sediment contamination. 

Please refer to the response to Comment no. 8. 
, " 

Page '1-$1, §1.11 -, Thi~ sf]ction ptovides,abrief discussioR'Of'the"ERA performed 
by !$A.lG If) 1!OO(). It is st;:lted on page, 1-31 that evaluations of possible changes in 
se~{rrieht C(HJd~ti()p$ ifJintertic/.ql and~offshore areas of the project area were not 
ppsslbJI:! at tbif! tim", There is, no explanation as towhY''8.'ddltI6naJ'etialuations 
were perlormed for subtidal sediments and not for intertidal or offshore . 
~edime.n(s. A.ddit;'onal-.~infolfm~ti,Qn should be provided to explain' why additional ,< 

e,vq/lJ,atlcms in th~e qre~~ W(flre not possible. '"" 
, , 

To clarify, additional sampling of the subtidal sediment has not been conducted 
,other than those qescribed in that sectiOn because no Reed for ahy other 
sampling has been identifiep. Therefore, improvement of the sediment condition 
in the offshore areas that has been observed in the intertidal areas is cannot be 
id~ptified (sirweJhere i~ no new data, no comparisons-oan be maae with old' 
data). 

, ". 

51. Page 2-2 - In section 2.1.2, #1 remove "or discharge limits" from the definition of 
ch,~mical,specifk; ARARs. ' 
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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 serltence of the second paragraph under Soil, 
please correct the 'reference to the HI 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 al/ the other media, please add a sentence 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: "(including setting risk-based cleanup ( 
levels)," \ . ' 

The requested revision will be made. 

'''Page 2.J4,':!,dpara - Federal Clean'Water'Act AWQCs were not used to develop 
, sediment cleanup standards? " 

PRGs were calculated using, in part, ambienrwater 'quality criteria. The cited 
statement is intended to sayfliat there are no federal or state'stcindards for 
sediment. This will be clarified and the use of AWQC will pe included. 

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

Concur. 

Page B-4, 4th Para - text Is unclear as to what the' groundwater standard is (i.e.,' 
drinking water standard 'utilizing MGLs or rion-drinking water standard using state 
GB standards). Add discussion of potential vapor risk and, if risk present, any 

, standards, : ' 

Tile text is oGlrrect as Written. EPA requests we use Mets'a!> ARARs - please 
refer to the response tO'comment 6 above. Risk findings' arid vapor intrusion -
findings (and lack thereof) are presented in Section 1.10.3. 

Page 2-6, go Para - It state's: The Supplemental RIsk Evaluation confirmed site 
soil as a medium of concern, considering a possible future use of the site as, 
industriaVcommercial. " However; what al:)out recreational use'? 

. The FS addresses future use as industrial/comme~cial, refer to the third 
paragraph of Page 1-1.' ' 

Page 2-6, 4th Para - Paragraph IS not consistent with previous sections of the F$ 
that imply that sediment contamination is not site-related. Ed;t for consistency. 

The passage cited describes how the previous e.valu"atioris \lIJere 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, 5th 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. 

" 

Pag,e 2-7, 1st 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, 4th Para - Federal, Clean Water Act AWQC was not used to develop 
sediment 91ean-up standard::;. 

Pl,ease refer to comment 55 and the assoGiated 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-[} - First section "Groundwater," no discussion of potential vapor issues. 

, Please refer,~o respDflsf? to Gomment,4~p. Asummary of the vapor intrusion " 
evaluatiQf1 will be prov:ided il') 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 2-1 0, ~d Para - Please present rationale that industrlallcommercial PRGs 
are 'protective 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 
EP~"even thqugh there is no plan for residential use of the property. Calculation 
of recreati,or:u:iJ b~sed PR(ps are not necessary. "J' ; , 

< ~ -, 

Page 2-10, 411i Para - Text Is unclear as to ;"hether there Is any site-related 
pontamina(ion of. sediment on which te base the needdor PRGs., 

Please ref~r,to the rel:lp,onse to oomment 8. 

page 2711, ~d para - Text is unclear as to Whether there is,any site-'related 
contamination of shellfish on which to base the need for PRGp. 

Pleal?e refer ,to the response to commel)t 8,. 

Page 2-12, 3d P~ra - the' area is s'ubject to federal drinking wate~ standards not 
Statf'!,~tf!.ndarq~ (u,!ll(ss more stringent than federal MCLs), however'there is no 
explanation why no PflGs for s{)ll vapor. I 
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Response: 

70. 

Response: 

71. 

Response: 

72. 

Response: 

73. 

Response: 

74. 

Response: 

75. 

ResJ')onse~ 

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 GaGs 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 exp'lains the derlvati6n of ecological risk­
based PRGs. It was determined in the ERA that ecological risks are likely 
present primarily due to concentrations of PAHs, and to a lesser extent, metals in 
$et;liment. /t i$ also stated that metals ,are· unlikely ti::) be toxic' based on SEM-A VS 
data for cadmium, copper, leadin/akel, sliver iin'd tine: 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 than these six were detected and 
analyzed, they should be discussed in the report. If these six metals were the 
only m~Jals detected in OFFT A sediment samples it shOuld be cle;"rly stated in 
~~\ 

AdditionaLdescription of the·PRG de\1elopment will be prox,ided in'this section. 
R~fer alsQ,to the resolution to comment 8, ab0ve~ , ' 

Page 2-15, Section 2.2.4 - Please clarify if federal Glean Water Act A WOGs 
were used to develop sediment{cleanup standards. Also clarify if T'!j)GA used as 
a risk-based standard for ROBs 'in contaminated media. ' , 

,Concur. This will be clarified. 

Page 2-16, ;jd Para, ftld Sentence - PGB risk-based standards set by TSGA 
regulations not EPA guidance. 

TSCA will be referenced here, tMoughthe EPA guida:nce on Remedial Actions 
under Superfund (which is stated) probably includes TSCA by reference. 

, ;",', 

Page 2-18, Section 2.2.6 - In the second sentence it"is 'unclear that 
industriaVcommercial standards include recreational use. 

The recreational and industrial exposures will be clarified. 

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

This,is a summary statement taken from the RI 'and the ERA. This will be 
clarifi~d. ' ' ' , 

Page 2-20 -.In the last paragraph, federal MCLs w6uld'appeaf to be the 
"contra/ling ARAR, not the State remediation regs:' ,i,';" . 

It is our understanding that because the site is' hit a'GB aquifer, the GB criteria 
need to be met. MCLs do not need to be met by the rem~dial action \lecause the 

. groundwater, is not a drinking water·supp'ly. ' .' 

Page 2-21, Section 2.3.3 - unclear any sediment GaGs are froin on-site sources. 

Please refer to the resolution to comment no. 8 abo~e. 
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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 to comment no. 8 above. 

Page 2-29, 3d Bullet - Please explain how the distance of 12 feet from a building 
can't be excavated 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 present in the sediments. 
Establishing a basis for action is important to the CERCLA process. If 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 revetment watl) and what 
.volume remains after the revetment wall reconstruction. 

Please refer to the resolution to comment no. 8 above. The revetment design is 
just being completed as 01 July 2008. and the sediment volume that is anticipated 
to remain after construction is still uncertain: All changes to the design will impact 
the amount of existing sediment remaining. It should suNice for the purpose of 
this FS that some sediments will remain. 

b) The last sentence of the first paragraph states: '~rea 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 PAGs. 

Page 3-2, Section 3. 1. 1 • Change the second sentence 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 fwe years. 

This revision will be included. 
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84. 

Response: 

85. 

Response: 

86. 

Response: 

87. 

Page 3-5, Section 3.2.2.2, 2'd 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 typiGatly 
plaGed sn property deeds. On federal property, such as the Naval Station, the 
restrictions may be placed on the base's property management instruction. 
These ~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 types of development aI/owed (e.g., no residential use), disturbing 
components of the remedy, and limitations on certain types of constrUction (e.g., 
excavation, buildings with basements). II 

This revision will be included. 

Page 3-5. Section 3.2.2.2, 3d Para - tiThe Slate ef Rlwd8 Island reqlJifOS 
Em4renmental Land Usage Restrict/sns (ELURs) in msst Gases wReJ:e 
csntaminants are !e#,in place at Gsncentrat/sAS greater than thsse proteG#ve 
against direct 8XposlJre associated with residenliaJ..lan~ 
established, the decisign doelJrnent (ROD) d8sGribes the types of pgl!I:Jtants, 
location of polJlJtants, and what activities and l:JSes are prohibited. Any land use 
controls would be implemented in accordance with the Department of Defense 
Guidance on Land Use Controls Associated with Environmental Restoration 
Activities for Active Installations, dated January 17, 2001 . -/=kJwevef., 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 Rot 
refl/:Jired, aAd RIDEM has AO jw=i8Gictioo. 

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

Page 3-6 - In the second paragraph change the fifth sentence to: "If the land is 
sold and released from Navy jurisdiction, the ELUR ,is written intfJ {and use 
restriction that was incorporated into the base instruction is written into the deed 
for the new property-1i#6 and ~recorded against the title. The format of the 
land use restriction shall meet local or state recording standards (in Rhode Island 
the regulatory standards for institutional controls are termed Environmental Land 
Usage Restrictions (ELURs))." 

This revision will be included. 

Page 3-6, 3 d Para - Change to: "In cases where land use controls .. including 
base instructions or £LURs, are placed to address contamination at a site, the 
respsAsiGJ6 party Navy must submit an annual report to the regulatory parties 
documenting that a/l of the restrictions are being met. 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 resmetioos as long as levels of contamination exceeding CERCLA 
risk levels remain on the property_ The RtDEM O#iGB gf Waste ManagemeAt has 
stated that they wl# {J9fiOfIiGalty iA6f)9Gt the site to eASw=e that the prgvisions of 
the land /:Jse eSR(ro/s are being met (RJDEM 4102). ff 
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Response: 

88. 

Response; 

89. 

Response: 

90. 

Response: 

91. 

Response: 

92. 

Response: 

93. 

Response: 

94. 

Please refer to the response to comment 85. 

Page 3-6, ~ 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. wO/J!tJ be iFR{)I8FRented by the {)rO{)eAy 
owners. If {)rG{Jel1y owne,cs are not willing to {)/aGe the desif€Jd restri{)tions on the 
f*OPerty deeds, /ega! aGtion by state or Ioca! authorities wouJd be neGessary to 
irrIfJl8FReRi the ,land /Jse controls. In Rhode Island, land /Jse Gon~r:els are 
vo,lLJRtarily {)laeed on the {)rG{Jerty by the owner." 

This revision will be included. 

Page 3-6, ;jd Bullet - Change to: "and Rf} limited O&M costs would be incurred 
monitoring and enforcing the land use contro/s." 

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 Bction 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, ;rrJ Bullet - In the last sentence do the soifs also 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 RGRA facility for off­
site management of Superfund hazardous substances if the facility has 
significant -RGRA environmental violations" 

The requested change will be made. 

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

Attenuation parameters have not been measured at the site. Whereas it is likely 
that attenuation will take place, it is nol 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, ~ 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 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 placement of new wells, establish requirements for installation of vapor 
mitigation measures in any structures on the Site, or restriction of construction 
that would aHow ready access to the groundwater for any reason (for example, 
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Response: 

95. 

Response: 

96. 

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 65) and provide internal inspection, 
reporting, and mitigation, if necessary. 

Page 3·29 - In the first paragraph add to the end of the first sentence: "and 
exposure to vapor". 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 3-29, 1st Bullet· Change "Institutional controls f?OOkJ will be implemented at 
the active base through base instructions created and enforced by the property 
ollmers Navy. "property owners are not willing to place tho desi;od fBstrict/-ORs 
o~roporty d8eds, !fJg8! aetion Gy state or Ioeal al:llhorities wolJld /;)0 

neee5sal}' ({) .lmplement the institYliona,l Gontrots. Before any property transfer 
were to occur from Navy control, the Navy would establish and record land use 
restrictions (in the form of an EL VR) 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 comment 94 

Page 3-29, 2"d Bullet· Change to: "and 00 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, 0 & 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 gal/ery has been retained for conSideration. Please discuss how the 
use of an infiltration gal/ery would impact the groundwater flushing calculations 
presented in Appendix K. Please indicate if the use of an infiltration gal/ery 
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 infiltration gallery will be considered. 

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

Please refer to the response to comment 93. 
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101. 

Response: 

102. 

Response: 

103. 

Response: 

104. 

Response: 

105. 

Response: 

Page 3-48 - In the fourth paragraph change: 'Institutional controls would be 
implemented 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 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 to restrict future use of the site that may result in 
uncontrolled exposure of human receptors 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 Island, so any 
efforts 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 
contamJl1ants are present that pose a risk above CERCLA risk levels. " 

The requested revision will be made. 

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

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 3-48, 3rd Bullet - "Land use controls may be implemented by the property 
owners Navy for areas above the mean high tide line or by stale and local 
authorities in areas below the mean high tide line. The Navy currently has a no 
swimming rule for the NAVSTA Newport shore line. If property ownors are not 
wfJl ing to place the dosired restrictions on the property deeds, legal action by 
state or local authorities wOl:Jld be necessary to implement the land use controls. 
In Rhode Island, land use controls are l/oluntarily placed on the property by the 
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 requested revision will be made. 

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

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 3-50, Section 3.4.2.3 - Containment needs to be retained to address 0 & 
M of the revetment constructed as part of the 2007 CERCLA removal action. The 
second paragraph is not consistent with the Action Memo for the 2007 removal 
action or text elsewhere in this FS. If the revetment is to be constructed, the 
second paragraph should be removed. 

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

Response: 

107. 

Response: 

'SECTION 4 

108. 

Response: 

109. 

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 0 & M of the 
revetment). 

O&M ot the revetment will 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 
the 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, J!1d Para -In the last sentence change: "al/ costs associated with 
constructing the Revetment are not included in this report because those costs 
are already accommodated in the previous decision document. However, the 
cost to establish land use restrictions to prevent disturbance of the Revetment 
and long-term 0 & 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, £Ih Para - a) At the end of the second sentence add: ':4 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 requested revision will be made. 

b) In the third sentence: Please list the contaminants which exceeded residential 
standards (PCBs?) and would be 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) ffh Bullet: Please revise this bullet to be 
consistent with status of revetment wall and soil removal. Add at the end of the 
text: "Long-term 0 & M of the revetment 

The requested revision wUI be made. 

b) (fh 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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115. 

Response: 

116. 

Response: 

117. 

Response: 

118. 

Response: 

119. 

Response : 

The requested revision will be made. 

c) fh Bullet: Change "Land use controls limiting the use of groblndl,l,r.ater and seil 
at the site tor industrial/commerciallrecreational purposes. Long-term monitoring 
of compliance and 0 & 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. 

Reter to the responses to comment 110. 

Page 4-7. Section 4.2.4 - Same comments on the bullets as for Section 4.2.2. 

Reter to the responses to comment 110. 

Page 4-12, ;tr1 Para. gd Sentence· Change: "were used by the EPA Navy to 
develop the proposed remedy" 

The requested 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 I. 

Page 4-16. 4'h Para - Add a new fourth and fifth sentence: "ff the new revetment 
caps contaminated soils, institutional controls wi/I be established to prevent 
disturbance of the revetment. Long-term 0 & 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 4-17, 2"d Para - Add a new 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 4-17. £ih Para - In the second sentence: "consistent with 
industriallcommerciallrecreational land use," 

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

Page 4-18, 2"d Para. Last sentence· Change: "applicable -leGal, state, and 
federal regulations" 

The text is correct as stated. 

Page 4-19, 4th Para - Need to include 0 & M of the revetment. which was 
constructed to prevent migration of contaminatsd soils. 

The requested revision will be made. 
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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 controlled 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 TableJorAlternative 2 - Since leaving waste in place requires 
,mpnitoring and Institutional controls will require yearly compliance monitoring 
(ancd possibleenlQfcement) the taple value of only $2,BDO'fdr 3(}'Years of 0 & M 
and monitoring appears low. The alternative a/so neetis to lifelude 0 & M for the 
revetment, since it was constructed to prevent migration of contarrinated soils off 
of the site (and may have contaminated soils utrderneath it). 

The O&M a'1d LTM for the soW'alternative 2is limitea tcl'the,annl:lal report to 
RIDEM describing the presence of the use restriction - 20\hbu~s\ annually. The 
cO,st of $2\809 presented is an annual cost; "Appendrx I explains'that the 
groundwater monitoring cost arid the five year- re'lli'ew costs are included in the 
grpundwater alternative costs. This will be clarified in the !EM s'ec~ion but the 
costs1are;PQ.r:r:ect as'stated, urtless additional costs 'are heeded "for O&M of the 
revetment. The need for O&M of the revetment will be considered and included if 
neces~ary. 

Page 4-2(J, Last Para -.Add a new fourth and fiftH senfence: )'If't/ie'new 
revetment'gaps contaminated soils,.:institutional controls will be established to 
prevent disturbance of the revetment. L'()ng-te~m 0 & M of the revetment is 
being, incorporated, into this alternative. ' 

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

\ " 

Page 4-21, 1S,t Para -~Add a new second sentence: "There will be a least yearly 
, monitoring for compliance with land use restrictionS afthl:f:Site." 

l 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 4~21, 3d Para -In the second sentence: "under an 
industriallcommerciallrecreational exposure scenario. " 

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

Page 4-21, gh Para - Change: "cleaned to industriaVcommerciaVrecreational 
levels. Restrictions on the oontaminateti soil would limit future activities at the 
property. ' . 

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

Page:4-21 - Add a new sixth paragraph: "Institutional controls in tHe 'form of a 
base instt:uction While the property is control/ed by the'l'Jally and deed restriction 
if and when the Navy was ever to transfer control'btth~ properly are to be 
established. At least yearly monitoring of compliance with institutional controls 
and enforcement of any violations will also be Implemented." 
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127. 
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128. 
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129. 

Response: 

130. 

Response: 

131. 

Response: 

132. 

Response: 

133. 

The requested revision Will be made. 

Page 4"f!2, th Para __ ,Need ta include 0 & M of the revetment, which was 
constructed to prevent migration of contaminated soils. 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 4-22 - Add a new last paragraph: "Institutional controls in the form of a 
bas~ instnJction while the property is controlled by the Navy and deed restriction 
if anct\t.;1Ihen the Navy was, ever to .rr.ansfer'oontrol of the property are easily 
1mpferri~ntf39. ,Monitoring of compliance ,wlth'institutional controls and 
eflforc~!l:nent ot flny violations is also 'implementable." 

The requeste.'d"revisjon will be ,made. \ " . 
Paflfi? 4-23, Co~t Table for jJ.lternaUve, 3 - Since leaving waste in place requires 
monltqril;lg and institution?1 controls, will require yearly eomplianoe monitoring 
(and possible EfnfQ(cement) the table value of only $2,800 for 30 years of 0 & M 

\ ,and monitoring appears low. ,The alternative also needs to ,include '0 & M for the 
, revetment, since it was constructed to prevent migration 'of contaminated soils off 
,;:toN"'e $"e (anc;l may haveaontaminated soils underneath',it). 

, j , 
\ ' 

f 1 ~< 'it, " 1. J ' 

The O&M and LTM for the soil alternative 3 is limited to the aflnual report to 
RIDEM describing the presence of the use restriction - 20 hours annually. The 
cos,t Of $2,800 presented is an annual cost. Appendix I explains that the 
grol!ndwt;lter monitoring cpst and the five year review costs are included in the 
groimdw&ter alternative costs. This will be clarified in the text section but the 
costs are correct as stated, unless additional costs areneeded.forO&M of the 
revetment. The need for O&M of the revetment will be considered and included if 
necessary. 

Page 4-23, Last Para - Add a new fourth and fifth sentence: "If the new 
revetment, yaPS' Contaminated soils, institutional controls will be established to 
prevent disturbance oOhe revetment. Lang-term 0 & 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: 1his 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, :rd Para - Add a second sentence: '''7hefe will be a least yearly 
monitoring for compliance with land use restrictions at the Site. 1" 

The request~d revision will be made. 

Page 4-24 - Add a new third paragraph: "Institutional controls in the form of a 
, bCjse instruct/po, .w.hile th(? propertY'is control/ed by the Navy and deed restriction 
If an,d.' w~Efn the Navy w,as ever to transfer control of the property are to be 
establ{shed. ,At I~astyearly monitoring of compliance with Institutlanal controls 
and enforcement of any violations will also be implemented." 
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139. 

Response: 

140. 

Response: 

141. 

Response: 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 4-24, 4'h Para, ~d Sentence - "an industrial/commerciallrecreational 
exposure scenario ... " Last sentence isn't clear regard the threat from leaching of 
contaminants. If the soi! cover won't address exceedances of leaching standards 
the remedy isn't protective. 

The comment is noted. Leaching standards are not exceeded. 

Page 4-24, t" Para - Change the end of the paragraph to: "Alternative 4 would 
only comply with the RIDEM reqUirements for 00#1 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, 1st Para - Change to: ilmonitoring, long-term a &M 01 the cover and 
revetment, and use of controls ... " 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 4-25, 2"d Para - Change the first sentence to: 'The soil cover would be 
effect/vein preventing exposure to contaminated soils, but would be ineffective in 
preventing soil contamination from leaching into groundwater. " 

This revision can be included, but will be clarified to state that no leaching 
standards are exceeded. This would be the purpose of the monitoring conducted 
under the groundwater alternative. 

Page 4-25, 4th Para - Edit last sentence and add "lor soil" after RAOs." 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 4-25, sn Para - Remove the paragraph, since no permits required for an 
on-site remedy. 

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, fin Para - Remove the second sentence (0 & M of the equipment 
shouldn't be done on-site) and replace it with: "This alternative also includes 
long-term a & M of the revetmenf 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 0 & M 
and monitoring appears low. The alternative also needs to include 0 & M for the 
revetment, 'since it was constructed to prevent migration of contaminated soils off 
of the site (and may have contaminated soils underneath it). 

Please refer to the cost basis provided in Appendix I. The cosl for O&M of the 
revetment will be considered, but may be nominal. The text will be clarified that 
O&M of the revetment is necessary. 
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147. 
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Page 4-27, §4.5 - In the discussion under Compliance with ARARs, it is not qUite 
correct to state that treatment steps and excavation and removal would satisfy 
the chemical-specific ARARs. These measures would only satisfy the ARARs if 
combined with restrictions limiting site use to industriallcommercial. Please edit 
the text to acknowledge this. 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 4-27, 1st Para, Last Sentence - The No Action Alternative needs to be 
~I!aluated, ~/ong with the other alternatives (that's why it's required under 
CF=HCLA). 

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 wiN b(;J present under Alternative 1, but won't be maintaIned un'der CERCLA). 
Its ability to protect against erosion is proportional with how much contaminated 
soil each alternative will leave on site. 

The passage will b~ 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 deRendent on the amount of soil behind it and under it, but its competence 
and design. 

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

Please refer to th~ response.to comments 134 and 135'above. 

Page 4-27, fih - Change the last sentence: "Alternatives 2; and 3, and 4 would 
meet all identified ARARs." 

> "~1. \ • 

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

a) Page 4-27, flh Para - The long-tel'm effectiveness and permanence section' 
needs to be revised to reflect that Alternative 4 is neither an effective nor 
permanent remedy (leaves soils exceeqing leaching stan'dards in 'place). In this 
section a/so nee.d to discuss how tre long-term 0 &.Mthe revetment and ICs to 
prevent its disturbance will maintain the long-term effectiv(im'ess and permanence 
of each alternative. 

• I 

Please ciar:ifyhow \t;le reviewer determined that'soils exceed leachability 
standards. The Concentrations in the groundwater do not indicate leaching 
abov~ 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 fN9IJ8F 
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149. 
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150, 

Response: 

151. 
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152. 

Response: 

153, 

Response: 

monitoring 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 should redvco or oliminato this risk.. " 

The point to be made is that one will never guarantee thai 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 to acknowledge that Alternative 4 also involves a significant amount of 
truck traffic to import backfill soil to the site. 

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

Page 4-28, :I'd Para - Revise: "All fhfee four alternatives would require 5-year 
reviews and Alternative 2 - 4 would also include land use controls to monitor the 
effectiveness of the remediation because contamination would be left on site in 
excess of unrestricted use PRGs Alternative 2 would require adequate controls 
and reliable methods for f8siooa! maRa§}ement treatment residuals, while 

'Afternatives 3 and 4 would not require such controls because no residuals would 
be generated during remediation on site." 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 4-28, 3d Para - Simplify to: "Only alternative 2 reduced the toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of contamination through treatment. 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 4-29. Sh Para - Add new last sentence: "Alternatives 2 - 4 all include long­
term 0 & 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 transfer control of the property are easily . 
implemented. Monitoring of compliance with institutional controls and 
enforcement of any violations is also implem en table, " 

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 only $2,800 
for 30 years of 0 & M and monitoring for alternatives 2 and 3 and $16,000 for 
alternative 4 appears low. The alternative also needs to include 0 & M for the 
revetment, since it was constructed 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 FS for 
other alternatives. The required O&M of the revetment will be clarified. 
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158. 
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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. Section 5.0 - This section needs 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 intrusion 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 (RI hasn't fully adopted federal standards, therefore 

'federal standards are to be used for CERCLA remedies)"fhereYore evaluation of 
alternatives should remain. This information can be presented later on when 
presenting a proposed remedy. 

Reter to the response to 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 alternatives to 
achieve an objective that does not need to be met for any reason. Additional 
discussion is needed on this subject. 

Page 5-1. 4th Para - Replace the term "potable water" with "federal MCLs. ,. 

The PRGs were developed tor 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 text will not be revised. 

a) Page 5-1, f!' Para - Need to also evaluate "natural attenuation" if 
contaminated groundwater is to be left in place without treatment. 

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. 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 contact with the contaminated media. " 

This revision will be made. 

Page 5-2, 1st 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 presented. 
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Page 5-2J :I'd Para - Change the second sentence to: "PRGs were calculated 
based on use of tho gro~ndwater as a drink#lg water so~rce, thougll it is.-aA 
implausible scenario dtJe to the salinity 0.' the water, the presence of a city water 
supply, and the classification 01 tho grol:lnd'lJ.ater as a GB aquif6r achieving 
federal water quality standards. " 

PRGs are calculated as described in the text. The comment and other comments 
to 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 Attenuation with Long-term Monitoring and Use Controls. " 

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 not have 
a attenuation time frame expected. The section title ;s correct as stated. 

Page 5-2, Last paragraph - Change the third sentence to: "Groundwater 
monitoring would provide information on the continUing quality Natural 
Attenuation of the groundwater to assure tllat the aquif.er is Itush/n!} and not 
hJrther degmded document reduction of groundwater contaminant (eve!s over 
time to achieve groundwater cleanup standards. " 

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. This will be clarified in the section cited. 

Page 5-3, :Jd Bulfet - add at the end: "to document Natural Attenuation. " 

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

Page 5-3, ~ Para - In the second sentence insert ". commercial, and 
recreational" after "industrial. " 

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

a) Page 5-3, :fd Para - Change the second sentence to: "Monitoring of the 
approximately 20 wells on the OFFT A site would occur fer 8() ~ars fon a yeatly 
basis lor years 1 Ii and ever}' 1M3 years therea#er) until groundwater cleanup 
standards are achieved through Natural Attenuation. " 

Please refer to the response to 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 wif/ be, at a minimum, year monitoring for compliance with land use 
restrictions. 

ThiS revision will be made. 
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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 
alternative and its description throughout the FS to include the appropriate 
restrictions. 

This revision will be considered and included it appropriate. 

Page 5-4, ;I'd Para - Change the last sentence to: "and discharged to the local 
POTW under a NatioRal P(}/ltJtant Discharge 8iminati()n System (NPDES) 
disGhaFge permit after achieving federal Clean Water Act pretreatment 
standards. " 

The text is correct as written. 

Page 5-4, 3'd Para - Change to: "Monitoring would involve periodic inspection of 
collection and treatment systems, monitoring the progress of remediaiion by 
sampling and analysis of groundwater fqilart-er!;' for years 1 5 and annuaUy for 
yea::s 6 30), and monitoring the effluent from the system to track the efficiency of 
treatment. 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 minimum, yearly monitoring for compliance with land use restrictions." 

The assumptions of 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, 1st Para - Replace ''limited action" with anatural attenuation . .. 

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 alternative6 require no implementation activities, except for 
conducting five year reviews, limited action natural attenuation alternative6 will be 
evaluated for the protection tRey it offers during monitoring of reductions in 
contaminant levels, implementation of institutional controls, and the 
establishment and maintenance of access restrictions, and long term m()Rit()ring. 

Please reter to the response to comments 157 and 160. 

Page 5-9, 3rd Para - In the second sentence replace "natural flushing" with 
'"natural attenuation. " 

Please refer to the response to comments 157 and 160. This section will be 
revised to state "natural flushing or attenuation" 

Page 5-9, sn Para - In the second sentence change: "state and federal 
regulations. " 

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

Page 5-11, Cost Table footnote - Change to «soi~ and groundwafer,ant! 
sediment ... " 
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Response: 

173. 

Response: 

174. 

Response: 

175. 

Response: 

176. 

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 reter to the response to comments 157 and 160. 

Page 5-11 - Second paragraph of Section 5.5.2, change to: "As long as the 
property is controlled by the Navy groundwater use restrictions would be 
implemented hy-#Ie Navy in Alternative 2 through a Base Instruction, that will 
establish the fW-aA LUC. The restrictions would not aI/ow 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 involved in future site development activities 
that may come into contact with groundwater. [insert 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 wookJ will submit an annual report to RIOEM and 
EPA documenting that a/l of the restrictions were being met. This report would be 
submitted every year as long as the restrictions remained on the property, and 
'lhe"Offic'e of Waste Management may-wifl 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. /J 

The requested revisions will be made, though wording may be altered slightly. 
There is no risk 1rom vapors. 

Page 5-11 - Third paragraph of Section 5.5.2: is a "natural flushing model" a form 
of "natural attenuation 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 conducted to show how 
"contaminants" which presumably are leaching out of soil (but not exceeding 
leachability standards) would 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, 4th Para - Replace "until conditions aI/ow" with Uuntil cleanup 
standards are met. II 

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

Page 5-12, -jh Para - Replace "natural flushing" with "natural attenuation. " 

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

Page 5-13, 1st Para - Change to 'This alternative meets chemical-specific 
ARARs because natural attenuation will achieve federal groundwater standards 
over time (if the attenuation time is too 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 that were derived from federal and state water quality 
standards. " 

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

Page 5-13, 4th Para - Change to: 'This alternative would rely on natural 
attenuation to achieve groundwater stands and use restrictions to limit access to 
the impacted groundwater and thereby reduce human risk associated with its 
use. Restrictions on groundwater use would require long-term enforcement by 
the state ami 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 at1enuation, please refer to the responses to Comments 157,160 and 
175. The revisions regarding the Iransfer of ownership can be made, though 
RIOEM may object. 

Page 5-14, 3rd Para - Change to: "Implementation of this alternative would 
"involve 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 monitoring program and 5-year reviews. Limited 
manpower is necessary 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 Iransfer 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 5-1S, 1st Para - Replace the last sentence with: "Discharge would be to 
the {ocal POTW under a-Na#ona! PoNe/tant Discharge Elimination System 
(fI.!POES) fllsGharge pe!=FRit federal Clean Water Act pretreatment standards. " 

The text is correct as stated. 

Page 5-16, ;!'d Para - Third sentence from the end, change to: "Discharge would 
be to the Ideal POTW under a National PoIJe/tant DisGharge Eliminatien System 
(NPOES) discharge permit federal Clean Water Act pretreatment standards." 

The text is correct as stated. 

Page 5~ 16, f' 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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Response: 

185. 

Response: 

186. 

Response: 

187. 

Response: 

'188. 

Response: 

189. 

Response: 

190. 

Respon$~: 

191. 

Response: 

192. 

Response: 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 5'-.17, gO Para - Change ."(water Ejuality standards)" to "(including federal 
MCLs), " 

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

p'f/.ge 5-18, 1st Para Add to the ena of the second sentence: ''to a POTW." 

The requested revision will·be made. 

Page 5-19, 1~~ Para --: In the second to Jast sentence, change: "Permits for 
instsltiRg #Ie 9J#rsetiQn we!!B; disposing sludge containing metals, ,fJpent carbon, 
liJ.nd spent resinSf and installing an off-site'discharge line to the POTW might be 
required." 

The requested revision will be made. 

'?Page 0-19, 4th 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 compliance 
monitoring. . 

The text is correct as stated. 

Page 5-20, §5.6 .... The discussion in the first paragraph under q.Y,erafl 
Protectiveness needs to be significantly revised because as written it misstates 
the facts. Both Alternatives 2 and 3 would acbieve their protectiveness by 
restricting use, of site groundwater 'uriflJ:the t~ft1edle'S achievfJ}heJi!~anup goal for 
unrestricted use. Thetext'neetlsto ai::khowlEidge this. Also, tlfe reference to no 
current exposure pOints in discussing the protectiveness of A/ternatiVf!f ~ is" ' : '1 ' 
irrelevant, and the fact is LUCs are imperative for this alternative to be protect{ve. 
Please correct the discussion under ~':lARS fer the~ame reaso,f!.. 

The basis for the pretectiveness as a function of tlie LUGS will be, c!~rified. 

, Page 5-20, Section 5.6 - Need to carry the analysis of the no action alternative 
through each of the criterion. 

The requested revision will be made. 
" 

Page 5-2Q, 3 d Para,.... Alternative 2 onljtprotective ;(natural c:lt~enu~tion 
standards can be met. ' 

Please rsferto the col'rfl'hent 190. The alternative is 'pfdteotive as long as the 
LUGs are In place. ' . 

193. p~ge 5-20, gtt Para -In the second sentence remove: ': ~lthough Alternative 2 
would be able to provide an adequate degree of protection at a reasonable cost." 
There's no cost-benefit analysis under this criterion. 
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Response: 

194. 

Response: 

195. 

Response: 

196. 

Response: 

197. 

Response: 

198. 

Response: 

Please referto the response to comment 192. 

Page 5-20, (/' Para - In the first sentence remove: (land state". These two 
alternative will only meet this criterion jf the long-period needed to meet MCLs for 
metals is acceptable based on EPA guidance. 

The text is correct as written. 

Page 5-21, §S.6 - Please edit the discussion under Short-Term Effectiveness to 
acknowledge that Alternative 2 would require more extensive sediment 
monitoring than Alternative 3 because groundwater 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, ~ Para - Add at the end of the second sentence: 'Yo a POTW." 

The requested revision will be made. 

Page 5-21, 4th Para - Change: "Alternative 2 would provide effectiveness 
achieve cleanup standards over time through natural attenuation and by 
preventing exposure to groundwater through use restrictions; it wouJd a/so 
prov-ide Sor:Re ,long ieI'm reliability and e#setiV6ness from natufa! flushin§r. 
Alternativ.e 2 woLlki {:JrovicJe...leng tMm reliability and e#oGtiv-eness in a Gost 
e#oGtiYe manner, 

Please refer to other comment responses regarding natural 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 groundwater treatment alternative should require 
yearly monitoring). 

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

SECTION 6: 

199. 

Response: 

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

Please refer to EPA comment 8, as well as others including 47 and 49. It 
appears that a consensus on how sediments are to 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 other 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 wifl 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: 

Response: 

200. 

Response: 

201. 

Response: 

202. 

Response: 

203. 

Response: 

204. 

,~ 

Response: 

205. 

The passage will be reviewed and revised to reflect actions conducted as of the 
completion of the removal action:' { : 

c) In the fourth paragraph, it is not apparent, 21s'the Navy sta'tes, that there are no 
actionable COCs for the subtidal sediment. This conflicts with the :f1d human 
health RAO for sediment which reflects a potential risk with ingesting shellfish 
,that is exppsecj to contaminated Bubtital sediments. Fi1rth~r discussion and 
({1xplfJ,nation of this issue is warranted. ' . ' 

The Navy's position is that there is enough unc~rtalnty'of the contaminants in the 
shellfish to consider them not actionable. These uncertainties are explained in 
the referet:l,c~c;I sections of the,FS report 2.3.3,2 and 2:3.3.3': 'Refer to the 
response to Comment 8'above. " '. 

'§~.2.2 - This section needs to incorporate the installation of the revetment wall 
as depicted in Figures 6-1 A and,@-1 B: 

The 90910 design foo,tprint completed'in July 2008 will be considered and 
incorporated, into the document as' needed. ,-' ' 

Page 6-3, §6.2.2, 1st Para - Limited action needs to incorporate restrictions to 
protect humans from ingestion of she7lfish exposetl to' cacs 7n sediments: ' 

RI~ase refer to the response to commel7lts 8 and 199. The Navy proposes to' ' 
leaye the text as stated. ' ," 

Page 6-3, §6.2.2, :td'Para'-lt is not'apparent that the access restrictions will 
address the zm human health RAG) for sediment Specifically, shellftshing ban as 
part of access restrictions needs to be explicitly incorporated into this paragraph. 

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

Page 6-3, §6.2.2, 4th Para ~ Monito~ing should include periodic testing to verify, if 
" shellfish are b~ing impacted by COOs. Estimate and add additional costs to " 

alternative cost. 

Plea(j)e,r~f~no the response to comments 8 and 199. For'noliv, the Navy 
proposes to leave the text as stated. Monitoring of shellfish can be added to 
'\li?~qlment monitoring if it is deemed necessary based On 'the final FS and the' . 
RODl ' , 

Page 6-4,,§(9,.2.3 - NG reference Is made of ' either Figures 6-1A or 6-1 B. Since no 
action has been assumed for subtidal sediments, access resti/otions such as a 
shellfishing ban may be warranted to meet RAOs. In addition, a statt;Jment should 
be made on reconstructiGn of.the revetment wall tMltmay be damaged in the 
process of excavating other contaminated sediments as well as operation and 
maintenance of the revetment wall. . , 

Ref~rence to the figures )l\fill be incorporated as appropriate. Sh'~lIfish PRGs are 
not considered actionable as described in Section 2.3.3 .. ~. Please refer to the 
response to comment 199 above. 

Page 6-5, §6.2;3 - It is not apparent that the aaces$ 'restrictiorfs will ~ddress the 
zra human health RAO for sediment. Specifically, shellfishing ban as' part of 
access restrictions needs to be explicitly incorporated into these bullets. 
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Response: 

206. 

Response: 

207. 

208.,,' 

Response,: 

209. 

Response: 

210. 

Response: 

211. 

Response: 

212. 

Response: 

Reference to the figures will be incorporated as appropriate. Shellfish PRGs are 
not considered actionable as described in Section 2.3.3.2. Please refer to the 
response to cQrnment 199 above. 

".\' ".' 
, Page 6~6i§6.2.3 ~ In the first fl111 paragraph, please edit the fitst"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 0 landfill 
dispqsal. flease alao.E/tate the basis for'the statement . 

. ' , The s,tateme~t is, intended to impart the understanding that even though current 
data suggest the excavated material oan all beeonsidered RCRA D waste, there 
is a possibility that some will not be classified that way it can be stabilized using a 
~irnple lime. treatment. The basisJor. the statement is the evaluation of the . 
existing sediment analytical data. 'Refer to page 1-19 of the FS report. 

Page 9-13, §6.5..~ 7 Please 9Of:reat th(3 second'sentence in the fourth paragraph 
under Overall Protectiveness to clarify the intent. Please edit the third sentence 
to read " ... destruction by avoiding excavation .... " 

"\ ;' ,"'~. . 

,'Fhe requested revision ,,¥111 be made. 

Page 6-20, §6.6 t Injhe secCiJfl.d paragraph under Overall Protectiveness, the text 
needs to acknowledge that Alternative 2 would only be protective ifthe land use 
restrictions are observed and adequately enforced. 

rh~ reql.,lested revision will ~e made. 
, " 

Figure F-1 shows a 500 foot x 900 foot rectangle for the OFFT A site rather than 
300 footx 900 foot. Please re,view and edit. " . 

Uncertain what this is referencing. There is no Figure F-1 in the document. 
, ,', ~ . 

Table 1-1 A's commented on text, edit table to include vapor riskfj'per resolution 
of this issue: 

A line will be ,added to the table showing no risk from Na-por'intr-bisiOh. 

Table 1-3 - the Burnmary of.cancerrisks and non cancer risks presef'lted in this 
table for the construction worker scenario should be compared to values 
presented in the Supplemental Risk Evaluation (Appendix C). The values 
presentee{ in T9-ble 9.2C1E do not agree with those presented in this table. 
Ple.a!fe compare and correct as aRpropriate. 

",Th~ v~lues will be ',checked tor consistency and revised as appropriate. 

a) Table 2-1 - Page 1 - EPA Region IX Risk-Based Concentrations.:... remove if 
used only for screening, not needed if the actual risk levels determined using 
canqer sloPe,fac:;tors,or other risk m(3asures, (this'gl,Jidance isn't usually cited). 

, < '-'"< 

The Table will be revised as requested, 

b) Cleal1 W.;lter Act,~ection 304 -r- Remove if sediment contamination not from 
o(l-slte sources. 
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Response: See Res~onse to Comment 8 .. 

c) Approaches forAddressing, Dioxins in Soil at CERCLA and !fICRA Sites -
"Remove if dioxin not a contaminant of concern at the site. If"dioxin was ,a CDC, 

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' late~. 

d) Add the fol/owing federal TBOs: 

Refe(encl? Dose ,Tot;3e Guidance used Will be used to calculate potentlql 
(RfD) , ,Considered to compute non-carcinogenic 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 'Considered assessing carcinogenic risks ,caused by 
Assessment cancer risk. exposure to contaminants. 
EPA!630IP-
031001F (March 
20Q5) 
Supplemental loBe Guidance of Will be used to calculate pptential 
Guiqam;;e, for Considered assessing carcinogenic risks to children 
Assessing cancer risks to' caused by exposure to 
Sl.f~ceptibility children. contaminants. 
from Early-Life 
Exposure to 
Carcinogens 
EPA!630IR-
031003F (March 
2005) , 

Response: These items can be included in Table 2-1. However, the "will be" will be revised 
to ''were'' 

Safe Drinking Relevant Establishes maxlinum' Under federal standards, 
Water Act (42 and contaminant levels groundwater within the Site is 
U.S.C. §300f et Appropriate (MCLs) for common consiqeret;l a potential drinking 
seq.); National organic andinorganlc water source and therefore 
primary drinking contaminants applicable grout'1dw~termust achieve these 
water to public drinking water standards. 
regulations (40 supplies. I:Jsedas 

! r;, 

C.P.R. Part,141, relevant aDd capph)priate 
, 

Subpart Band cleanup standards for 
G) aquifers and surface 

1,j' , water bodies 'that are 
, pOtentiaf drinking water ., 

sources. 
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Safe Drinking 
Water Act (42 
U.S.C. §JOOf et 
seq.); Natiqnal 
primary drinking 
water 
regulations (40 
C,F.R. ,141, 
Subpart F) 

OSWERDraft 
Guidance for 
Evaluatit)g the 
Vapor Intrusion 
to Indoor Air 
Pathway;from 
Groundwater 
and Soils 
(Subsurflflce 
Vapor Intrusion 

'Guidance) , 
EPA530-D-02· 

! 004 (November 
2002) 
Health ' 
Advisories (EPIj 
Office of' 
Drinking Water) 

Relevant 
and 
Appropriate 
}or non-zero 
MCLGs; 
MCLGsset 
at zero are 
to Be 
Considered. 

ToBe 
Considered 

To Be 
Considered 

Establishes maximum 
contaminant level goals 
(MCLGs) for public 
water,supplies. MCLGs 
are health goals for 
drinking water sources. 
These unenforceable 
health goals are 
available for a number 
of organic and inorganic 
compounds. 
Guidance for assessing 
and mitigating vapor 
intrusion fisk. 

Health Advisories are 
,estimates of risk due to 
consumption of 
,contaminated ,drinking, 
vvC!ter;. they consider ' 
non-carcinGgenlc effects 
only. To be considered 
for contaminants in 
groundwater that may 
be used for drinking 
water where the 
standard is more 
COMe,Tvativet!:ui!A either 
federal or state statutory 
or regulatory standards. 
The Health Advisory 
s,tqndard hQrmanganl3se 
isO.3ppm., 

Under federal standards, 
groundwater within the Site is 
considered a potential drinking 
water soUrce and therefore 
groundwater must achieve these 
standards. 

Assessment and mitigation of 
potential vapor intrusion risks' will 
be conducted in accordance with 
this guidance. 

Health advisories will be used to 
evaluate the non-carclribgehic'rlsk 
resulting from exposure to certain 
compounds (e.g., manganese). 
The source control remedy will be 
designed to ultimately reduce 
cqntaminant levels in groundwater 
used for drinking water to levels 
that do not excee'cl advisory 
levels. Groundwater use 
restrictions will be maintained until 
these standards are achieved. 

, ' 
Regarding thefi(s~ two, these items need discussion in regards to the response 
~o ,Sorpmerits"no,6 and 155,. 

Regarding tn~ thirlthere is no ~is,k from vapor intrusion and using the logic that 
the Region IX PRGs are not TBGs (EPA cornmel1lt 212a), then this guidanee is 
also not a TBC. ' 

The fourth is uncertain, but ttw c,ommenter's Qbjeotive is apparent in comment 
no. 238 below: presumably if ,this is an ARAR the~ the health advisory for 
manganese will be exceeded. The EPA should Gohsider if a groungwater 
remedy is really necessary for manganese. It is recommended that this revision 
not be made. 
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213. Table 2-1: Page 2 - State of Rhor:Je Island Rules and Regulations for the 
Investigation and Aemediation of Hazardous Material Releases (Short Title : 

Response: 

214. 

Response: 

215. 

Response: 

216. 

Response: 

217. 

Remediation Regulations). 

Status should be changed to "Applicable." 

Requirement Synopsis should be changed to: 'These regulations set 
remediation standards for contaminated media-at--ReR-NPL siles in Rhor:Je Island. 
These standards fRay also be r:JeterfRined to be relevant and appropriate 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 to: 'The Remediation Regulations are used in 
the establishment of PRGs for soil direct contact and leachability to be used in 
the remedial action. Also used to establish PRGs for groundwater. if they are 
more stnngent than federal MCLs." 

Given ·that the role of the RIOEM remediation regulations is under consideration, 
the requested revisions will be evaluated after those issues are resolved. 

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

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

Table 2-1: Page 2 - RI Hazardous Waste Management Regulations and Air 
Quality Regulations - move to action-specific ARARs. 

Navy requests this comment be forwarded to RIDEM. 

Table 2-1: Page 2 - AI Oil Contaminated Soil Policy - Remove, since petroleum 
not regulated under CERCLA. 

Navy concurs with this approach, but requests the comment be forwarded to_ 
RIDEM. 

Table 2-2: Page 1 - Floodplain Management (E){eG~tiye Order 1198fJ 40 CFA 
6.302(b); and Stat8fRent 01 proceoores on Floodplain Management and V'lel/.ands 
Protection (4{) 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 realized." 

Consideration change to: 'The expected impacts to floodplain resources of each 
alternative, including 0 & M of the shoreline revetment, will be evaluated,in 
terms of the intent of this pro'l-ision, and considered during the preferred 
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Response: 

218. 

Resource 
Conservation 
and Recovery 

alternative selection process. Adverse impacts sRtwkJ will be mitigated ~ 
feasible or necessary as required.-Comments sought through FS, PRAP and 
ROD submittals.: 

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

Table 2-2: Page 1 - add: 

Relevant RI is delegated to Some of the contaminated soils 
and administer the federal within the tOO-year flood zone 

Appropriate RCRA statute through wastes may be classified as 
Act (RCRA)(42 for wastes its state regulations. hazardous waste. Aemediation 
U.S.C. §6901 et left in place; A facility, located in 8 of these soils, including 0 & M 
seq.), Subtitle C, Applicable 100 year floodplain of the shoreline revetment, will 
Floodplains -
(40 C.F.R. 
264. 18{b)) 

Response: 

219. 

Response: 

220. 

Response: 

221. 

for must be designed, eliminate the risk of washout. 
hazardous constructed, 

wastes operated, and 
facilities maintained to prevent 

washout of any 
hazardous waste by 8 

100 year flood. 

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. 

Table 2·2: Page 1 - Rivers and Harbors Act - Remove if no sediment 
component of the remedy. 

Reter 10 Comment no. 8 and others regarding sediments at the site. The text is 
correct as presented. 

Table 2-2: Page t - 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 maximum 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 of marine sediments during 0 & 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. ~ 

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

Table 2-2: Page 1 - Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act - Consideration - remove 
reference to endangered species if no sediment component of the remedy (sea 
turt/es not likely affected by 0 & M of the shoreline revetment) . 
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i 

R~fer to Comment no .. 8 and others regarding sediments p.t the site. The text is 
qorrect _~s preselilted . 

. 222. Taf;~e 2-2: Page 1 - 6~ecutlvs aCQsr 11990 RE: Protection' of Wetlands (40.GFR 
Part 6.302(a); Appendix 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 pe minimized to 

_ the m?XimIJfn extent." . 
" , 

C(/ti~jderati~n - cn~nge to:, ~'Since ~~re is ~o pra'cticablfr a"er~ativ.f{ t(Xt~kilj{l 
rt?rnec;Ji~J aptions within wet/ands.(io particular 0 & M of the shor,eline revetmerit);' 
t~€\n rnea~ure$ will be tfllken to minimize impaots, including pbtentiJ11 rest6ratii;:m. 
Any rf3mef/{al ~/temative selected will be the least damaglhg practi~abl.e . 
a(t€?rnative"to addrf;ssing sJte-contamina,tion 'and protecting w\etland' resources:" . 

, ·'.'c 

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

, ,\ 
223. 'Fable.12,;.2: ''Page2 -"Remove 'both the 1ederal'andst8Ui'Endangered Species 

Acts if no sediment component of the.rtflmedy (O&M of the revetment no likely to 
affect sea turtles) . 

Response; 
:\ 

. Ref~U.9 Corn~ent nOn8' and others1regarding sediments at the site. The tex~ ,is' " 
."cprrE?ct.as presente(j. , "" 

" , 
. . -

224. Table,2:r:2: Page·~ -; National Historie Preservation Act and RI Historic Protection 
Act- remove if only historic resources in the off-shore sediment areas. Retain if 
any of the fire-fighting training structures o"other,base infrastrucTure in thE? " 
remediation area qualifies as potentially historic. .' 

< ',.' 

'r \ 

Response: Historic structures (sunken ships) may be present under sediments in 1he arel:i.. 
The text is correct as presented. " \ 

225. , Tap,l~2~2: Page 2 - add: 
, ~, - , 

Rules and Requk:ltions ' Rele,vant, RI is delegated t'O Some of the " 

.' 
tor Hazardous Wast€? and ,administef'kthe federal contaminated $o(ls 
Management (GRIR Appropriate RGRA statute through its within the 100':year 
12-030-003) for wastes state-regulations. The \ flood zone wastes m/iy 
Floodplains: Treatment left In standards ol40 GFR be classified as . '" 

and Storage (Rules 8.5 place; 264. 18(b) are hazardous wast~. 
,;.:" ~ f " 

Clnd 9.2) and Land Applicable incorporated by Remediation of these 
lJ)isposal (Rule 10.01) for reference. A facility, soils, including 0 & M' of 

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

operrated, and maintained 
, to prevent washout of,any 

hazardous waste by a \ 

I 100 year flood. 
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Respons~: This is a matter undE?r discussion for Site 19, Derecktor FS. It is not clear MIN 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. 

,;2~6, ' Table 2-3: Page 1 - add, 

Resource Relevant 
Conservation and 
and Rf?~qvery" , . Apprqpriat~ 
Aqt (FtCRA)(42 . .,for w.a~tes 
U:S.C. §69Q1€tt. 'le(tJn place; 
seq.), 'Subt((le C- ,4PPlifBbl€t 
(40 G.F.R. Pal}ts. .. ' ,for 
260-262 and hazardous 
264) , wastes I 

Resource 
Conservation 
and Recovery 
Act (RCRA)(42 
U,S.C. §q901 et 
seq.), SiJ,btitle C 
- Air Emi~sion 
Standards' for 
Process Vents 
(40 GsR Part ' 
264, Subpart AA 
Resource 
Conservation 
and Recovery 
Act (RCRA)(42 
U.S~C. §6901 et 
seq.), Subtitl€t C 
- Air Emissions 
Standards for 
Equipment 
Leaks (40 C'FFi 
Part 264" 
Subpart,BB) 

generated 
pursuant to 

an 
alternative. 

Relevant 
and 

Appropriate 

Relevant 
and 

Appropriate 

Federal standards 
used to identify, 
manage, and dispose 
of,hazardous waste. 

.,Rhode Island has . 
been delegated the' 
authority to administer 
these RCRA 
standards. through its 
state hazardous 
waste management 
regu}ations. These 
prqJVi$ions have been 
adopted by the State. 
Standards for process 
vents th£{lt treat RCRA 
waste that have total 
organic 
concentrations of 10 
ppm or greater. 
·These provisions 
have not been ' 
adopted by the State. 

Air emissions 
standards for 
equipment that 
contains or contacts > 

RCRAwaste with 
. organic ; t. • 

concentrations of at 
10% by weight: 
These provisions 
have noHJeen 
adopted by the State. 

Waste generated as part of 
excavation and other remedial 
activities will be characterized as 
hazardous-or nan-hazardous. If 

, determinedte be haz.ardous waste, 
then itwill be stoted, transported, 
and disposed'of iri accordance with 
these standards. 

Although organic concentrations are 
'notolier the regulatory threshold; 
process vents for treatment 
alternatives will still meet these 
SUbstantive requirements. 

, . 

Although organic concentrations we 
not OVe( the regulatory threshold, 
process vents for treatment 
alternatives will still meet these 
substantive requirements. 

I 
'. 

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 detail for the F"S. 
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227. Table 2-3: Page 1 - Clean Water Act, Sec 402 citation to: "Clean Water Act, 
(33 U.S.C .. § 1251 et seq.); National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPOES) (40 C.F.R. §§ 122-125, 131) 

Response: 

228. 

Consideration - change to: "Alternatives may im'()lve sl:1/}s.taR-lial actMties in 
NarFaganseli Bay, inGII:Jding dewatering sediment act/wties that may distl:1rb 
sediments may involve shoreline excavation activities and 0 & M of the shoreline 
revetment that will be manage so as to not discharge contaminants into adjacent 
waters. Discharge of any contaminated groundwater during soil excavation iA 
either a pon'! or into Narragansett Bay will meet applicable standards. 
Standards also to be used to develop monitoring criteria for surface waters. " 

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

Table 2-3: Page 1 add: 

Clean Water Act Applicable Standards for direct These standards will apply if water 
(33 U.S.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 to 
'Pretreatment Works ·(POTW). a 'POTW. 
Regulations for 
existing and New 
Sources of 
Pollution (40 
CFR. § 403) 

Response: The requested revision wiU be considered in coordination with other revisions to 
the ARARs and adopted jf appropriate. 

229. 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 ARAAs and adopted if appropriate. 

230. Table 2-3: Page 1 - RI 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 et Appropriate dispose of hazardous activities will be characterized 
seq.); for wastes waste. Rhode Island as hazardous or non-
Rules and left in has been delegated the hazardous. If determined to be 
Regulations for place; authority to administer hazardous waste, then it will be 
Hazardous Waste Applicable the federal ACRA stored, transported, and 
Management (CRIR for standards through its disposed of in accordance with 
12-030-003) hazardous state hazardous waste these standards. 

wastes management 
generated regulations. These 
pursuant to provisions have been 

an adopted by the State. 
alternative. 
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Rules and Applipable Rules all generators of Requirements apply to 
Regulations tor hfJzardous 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. 
RII'9~ and Applicable Establishes permitting Remedial actions involving 
Regulations. for requirements for treatment, storage or disposal 
Hazardous Waste h~zardous waste of hazardous waste will meet 
Management (CR[R treatment, storage, and these requirements. 
12-030-003) - disposal facilities 
Tre,atl1Jeot, Storage 1 

and Disposal OJ 

• Facilities (Rule 7) 
Rules and Relevant Contains requirements Relevant and appropriate 
Regulations for and for landfill closure, landfill standards apply to 
Haza,rdous Waste Appropriate groundwater monlterlng, closure and monitoring at any 
Ma(lagement (CRIR for Waste general waste analysis, wastes left in:place: Applicable 
12-'030-003)..., " /..eft in security procedures, standards apply to any 
Geijleral Fa,cility, Place; in~pections, safety, and treatment or stora,ge facilities 

, Requirements (Rule ' :Applicable tra'in/ng for permit used for the remedial action. 
8) for applications for currently 

Treatment op'erating and future 
and facilities. 
Storage 

: 

Facilities 
Rules and Applicable Contains operational Substantive portions of this 
Regu(~nQns for requirements for section will be met. 

,;, 
, '1 \ 

Hazardous Waste treatment stQrage and 
Management (CRIR disposal facilities, 
12-Q$0-(03) - including proper 
OperationsJ management and 

' , 

Requirements for conditions for tanks, 
Treal(f'ef]t aod , i ' groundwater monitoring, 

! 

Disposal 'Facilities inspections, trainIng, ' i , 

(Rule 9) preparedness and 
prevention, and 
contingency planning '" 

; 
" 

and emergency 
procedures. 

Rules anJ/, Relevant Standards for land . ' Relevant and appropriate 
Reg,ulat~6?$ {((to ' and disposal facilities, standard will be applied to 
Ha:zar(iQus Waste Appropriate including waste piles alternatives that leav{i waste in 
Manag'emeht ((;RIR and landfills. , place. In Rarticular, closure 
12-030,-Q9W - ~anc;l . and post-closure reqUirements. 
Di~ep$flJ Facilitles 
(Rule YO)", , 

"-

RUles and'" F(elevant Standards, for the Alternatives that include , .. 

'1egi.l1atlons· for dand . €l,esign, o{Jeration, and thermal/treatment of hazardbas 
Hazardous Waste Appropriate maintenance of waste will meet the sUbstantive 
Management (CRIR hazardovs waste requirements of these 
12-030-003) - incinerators. standards. 
Incinerators (Rule 11) 
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I 

Response: 

231. 

ResponsE;3: 

232. 

Water Quality 

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

Page 2-3: Page 1 - Remediation Regulations - remove (chemical-specific 
standards) 

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

Page 2-3: Page 2 - Water Pollution change to: 

. RelfiJltant Thesefegulations to ' Aiternatlves may involve 
Regulations (GRIR and establish water quality shoreline excavation activities 
12-190-001) Appropriate standards for the state's and 0 & M of the shoreline 

surface waters. These revetment that will be managed 
standards are intended so as to not discharge 
to restore, preserve and contaminants into adjacent 
enhance the physical, waters. Standards also to be 
chemical and biological qsed to develop monitorIng 
integrity of the waters of " criteria for surface waters. 
the State, to maIntain 
existing water uses "\ 

Regulations for the RI Relevant Gontains discharge Discharge of any contamiqated 
Pollutant Discharg~ and limitations, monitoring groundwater during soil 
Elimination System Appropriate requirements, and best excavC{ltion or treated 

management grouhdwater into Narragansett 
practices. Substantive BClY will meet applicable 
requirements 'under stiindards. 
NPDES are written such 
that state and federal 
ambient water quality 
criteria (AWQG) are 
met. Permits are 
required for off-site 
discharges 

Pretreatment Applicable Rhode Island standards U$e if remedia./ action entails 
Regulations, RIGL for discharge to discharge toa POTW. 
46-12,42-17.1, 42-45 PO TWs. 

Response: The requ~sted revisiQr will be consid~red in coordination with other revisions to 
the ARARs and adopteo ifap(1lropriate. 

i ' 

233. Table 2-3: Page 2 - for the four Glean Air Act citations change the format of the 
RequirfJmentsto: "Glean Air Act (RfGL 23-23 et seq.) - Emissions Detrimental to 
P~rspns or Property (GRIR 12-3.1-07) 

l 

Add a fourth GAA citation: 
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Glean Air Act (R1GL Applicable No air contaminant Air emissions from remedial 
23-23); Visible emissions are allowed for actions will meet these 
Emissions (GRIR 12- more than 3 minutes in emission levels. 
31-01) 

Response: 

234. 

Response: 

235. 

Response: 

236. 

Response: 

237. 

Response: 

238. 

Response: 

239. 

Response: 

240. 

Response: 

241. 

Response: 

anyone hour which are 
greater than or equal to 
20% capacity. 

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

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

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

Tables 2-6,2-7, and 2-10; remove tables since no on-site source for sediment 
contamination. 

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

Table 2-8: Should groundwater vapor risks be included in the Table. 

A line describing lack of risk from vapor intrusion will be included. 

Table 2-9: Remove the sediment standards. 

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

Table 2-11: EPA health advisory on manganese sets a risk level of 300, which is 
exceeded in the table. 

The health advisory is not a cleanup criteria, and will not be cited in this table. 

Tables 2-14, 2-15, and 2-16: Remove the sediment summaries. 

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

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

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. 

Table 2-188 and 2-18b: Change the title to: "GROUNDWATER ANAL YT/CAL 
RESULTS EXCEEDING FEDERAL MCL PRGS FOR POTA8L.E WATER" 

This will not be revised until Comment no. 6 is resolved . 
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242. Table 2-19 and 2-20: Remove since no on-site source 01 sediment 
contamination. 

Response: 

243. 

Response: 

244. 

Response: 

245. 

Response: 

246. 

Response: 

247. 

Response: 

248. 

Response: 

249. 

Response 

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

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

Leachability criteria are not exceeded. 

Tables 3-3 and 3-4: "Limited Action" needs to be changed to "Natural 
Attenuation. " 

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

Tables 3-5 and 3-5: Remove, since the tables 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';n accordance wnhthe r.esolution to this comment. 

Table 4-1: Alternative 2, {change tillS tor a/l tl ltRe alternatives} thirteenth bullet­
change to: "Constfl:Jcl/on Long-term 0 & M of .a the new revetment ... " 

Fifteenth bullet - [ctJange Ihis for all three alternatIVes] - "Land use controls 
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 appropriate. Navy concurs with 
O&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 soi/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 - 0 & M costs need to be increased to take into account long­
term 0 & 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 ARAAs and TeCs 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 alternative. 

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

Response 

251. 

Response 

252. 

Response 

253. 

Response 

254. 
I 

Response 

255. 
~ /' 

Response 

256. 

Table 4-Q: Nee,d to adQpt 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 con~idered in accordance with resolutions to comments on 
Table 2-1 above. 

Table 4-7: Need to adopt all o.f the changes ana added ARARs and TBCs cited 
for Table 2-2 (location-specific), above, that are relevant to the removal, , 
treatment, and backfill soil alternative. The Actiomtobe lTakel1"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):~-? above." 

Table 4-8: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited 
for Table 2-3 (action-specific), ab.ove, that are relevant to the removal, treatment, 
! _ i , 

'and"bac'Kfil/ sol7 a/ternaliv.f? The Action fo'beTaken need to address how each 
standard will be applied to the removal, treatment, and backfill alternative. 

I 

"The' reV!stQnsw,UI be considered in accordance with resolutions to comments on 
Table 2-3 above. 

, Ta6"e 4-9: 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 removal and 
disposal altemative. The Action to be Taken need to address how each standard 
will be applied to the removal and disposal alternative. 

The revisions will be considered in accor,dance with resolufions to comments on 
Table 2-1 above.' " 

Table 4-10: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited 
for T?ble 2-2 (location-specific), ,£fbo1(e, that are, relevant tcrthe removal and 
disposl;ll soil alternarive. The Action to be Taken ;neerJ to address how each 
standard wil/be applied to the removal and disposal alternative. 

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

Iab.l~ 1-ft.: ~ef?d to £fdopt ~II of the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited 
lor Table 2-3 (action-specific), above, that are relevant to the removal and 
disposal soil alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how each 
$tandard will be applied to the removal and disposal alternative. 

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

Table 4,-12: rileifJd to. adopt.qligf the changes and added ARARs and TBCs cited 
for Table 2- ((chemical-specific), above, that ar.e relevant to the 5011 cover 
alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how each standard will be 
applied t9 the ,soil cover alternative. 
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Response 

257. 

Response 

258. 

Response 

259. 

Response; 

Respons~: 

Response: 

Respol'Jse: 

261. 
'\ 

Respons~: 

Response: 

Response: 

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

Table 4-13: Need to adopt aIr of the changes and added ARARs and TBCscited 
for Table 2-2 (location-specific), above, that are relevant to the soil cover soil 
alternative. The Action to be Taken need to adilress how each standard will be 
applied to the soil cover alternative. ' 

The reviS?,iol1s will be considered in accordance with r~solutions to comments on 
Table 2-2,a.bove. ' 

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

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

a) Table 4-15: Alternative 4 - Change to "No" for the following categories, since 
the qovW doesn't address'soi/leachability: Compliance with Chemical-Specific 
A'PIARs,dDoes'the Alternative Provide Adequate RemediatControls 

The passage will be revised as needed based oli the resol\Jtions to other 
comments regarding leachability. ' " 

b) Q ./ji, M costs.' nJ3J9d to be increased to lake into account jong7t~rm 0 & M of the 
s,hore/(nt;.f;evetment and yearly monitoring of compliance with lCs. 

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

a) Table 5-1: Change Alternative 2 to "Natural Attenuation." 

Ple,ase reier to,therresponses·to Oomments 157, 160 and 175., 
, ., , • I'" " '1>, . 

b) Fo;'Aliemative 3 'add: . ". Groundwater Use ref3triptI6ns,1 and ft. l.:orjg-term 
mapitoring' of use:restrictions" ", " . .' .' 

The r:equested revision twill be made.' .' 

a) Table 5-2: Change Alternative 2 to "Natural,Attenuation." 
Ii:' '] .. : 

. P!ease.referto the responses to Comments 1"57, 160 and 175. ' 
~ ~ ,?:\" , . 

b) Page Z -Monitoring should be revisecJ"so that it is yeady for alternatives 2 and 
3. 

The table is correct as presented. 

l~ ,0) flor:5-year review costs itshoulifJ 'be·n6tr!!d that all flv~~year review costs for the 
wl)qle sitl'Jhave been included in the 'cost estiniate: • 

" ; ,~ , ' . 

The requested revision will. be made ai(~ffootnote to tne table. 
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262. 

Response 

263. 

Response 

264. 

Response 

265. 

Response 

266. 

Response 

267. 

Response 

268. 

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

The revisiol1s will be, considered ir:l accordance with resolutions to comments on 
Table 2-1 above. 

TB;ble 5-6:, Need to adopt aI/ of the changes and added ARARs and TBGs cited 
for Table 2-1 (chemical-specific), above, that are relevant to the Natural 
Attenuation groundwater alternative (change title of Table). The Action to be 
Taken need to t;tddress how each standard will-be applied to the Natural 
Attenuat(on l!lt{3r;native. . . 

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

Table 5-7: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBGs cited 
for Table 2-2 (location-specific), above, that are relevant to the Natural 
Attenuation groundwater alternative (change title of Table). The Action to be 
Tak,im need to. f!.qdre,ss how each standard will be applied to the Natural 

'AT(enfJat(or alternf).tive. 

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

Table 5-8: Need to adopt all of the changes and added ARARs and TBGs cited 
for Table, 2-~ (action-specific), above, that are relevant to the Natural Attenuation 
groundwater alternative (change title of Table). The Action to be Taken need to 
address how e€tch 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 q-9: Ne,ed to adopt alrof the changes and added ARARs andTBGs cited 
for Table 2-1 (chemical-specific), above, that are relevant to the extraction and 
treatmC!'lt grol,l,ndwattfr. altemative. The Action to be Taken need'to address how 
each standard will be applied to the extraction andtreatment alternative. 

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 TBGs cited 
for Table 2-2 (It?oation-speGific), above, that are relevant to the extraction and 
treatment groundwater alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how 
each stf).ndard will be applied to the extraction and,treatment alternative. 

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

Table, 5-11: N~edJo adopt all .Of .the changes and added ARARs and TBGs cited 
for Table 2-3 (action-spef1ific), t;lb()ve, that are relevant to the extraction and 
treatment groundwater alternative. The Action to be Taken need to address how 
each standlft,rd will be,applied tOJhf3 extraction and treatment alternaTive. 
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Response 

269. 

Response: 

Response: 

Response: 

Response: 

Response: 

Response: 

270. 

Response: 

Response: 

271. 

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 reter to the responses to Comments 157, 160 and 175. 

b) Page 1 - For Alternative 2, Action-specific ARAAs change: "MGLs will be used 
to 6fJfRp8re against data col/ected duFiRg Groundwater monitoring to assess 
natural attenuation will meet hazardous waste monitoring standards. 

The passage will be clarified, to state ~ Groundwater monitoring to assure 
conditions are acceptable." 

c) Page 1 - For Alternative 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 trying 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 (hat 
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 thai makes up the 
sediment, and not a function of the groundwater. 

b) 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 
eJaluations used the appropriate approach at the time of evaluation. An update 
would require revision to the entire document, which is unnecessary. 

~) Appel1,dix 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 
5.1,5.2,5.4, and 5.5. Please review and correct the costs. 

The in~irect cost calpulations will be checked and revised if necessary. 

b) Also, there is some discrepancy between the stated treatment rate of 327 tons 
per dAY versl,!s thct "ate Q/;Jtained by dividing the quantity treated (88,547 tons) by 
the number 01 days' used in the cost calculations (189), which results in a 
treatment rate of 468 tons per day. Please review and clarify or correct as 
({Ipprop(iflle. " 

The treatment rates will be checked and revised if necessary. 

Appendix J: The capital cost calculation sheet is missing from this appendix. 
please inclilde 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 f9r conwuction actiot:1s. 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 usep for arsenic. It appears this should be 2.76 rather thail 0.276. 

The value will be checked and revised if necessary. 

, b) Regarding the radius of Influence calculated a~d the extraction well spacing, 
please clarify why wells spaced 112.5 feet apart are not significantly overlapping 
when the radius of influenceJs 20.1 feet.,' " ' 

'. ' ' i' ,~)',' '.' - (( ~ 

Some o~erlap i~ an,ticipate9, but neces~ary to'assure capture 01 the' passing 
grbundwater~ If tQ~ matrix w?/.s homogeneous,\·such overlap eOuld be reduced. 
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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 Rhod~ Island Department of Environmental Management, Office of Waste Manage,ment 
(RIDEM) has reviewed, the Draft Feasibility-Study for the Old Fire Fighter Training Area. Since this 
Feasibility\$tu,cjy was sul)mitted the Navy has fnftiateda' removal action at thi~ 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,con,am,ination. Eurtherchanges are expeoted as certain areas have.fet to be investiliated 
andlor remeqlat~d. The above has obvious'ramlfleations with respect to the Feasibility Study as 
conditions upon which the Feasibility Study was' based ate no longer relevant ahd areas which were 
designated for remediation have changed. According!y, the information pre$ented in the submitted 
version of rhe iJra'ftFeas7bility Study is based upioffan' assessment .dlthe site, wh1ch is 'no longer . 
applicable. . 

The Navy haS requested that the Offioe of Waste Management submit tomments on the 'cUrrent 
version of the Draft Feasibility Study. RIDEM would prefer that the Navy submit modified tables ana 
figures for this document prior to sollciting'comments from the regulatory agenClfls, h0V¥ever, in the 
spirit of corporation, RIDEM has elected to acqulesGe' to the Navy's request .. Please be advised as 
cons(derable,phanges wilJ/)e required for this draft version of the Feasibility Stul1y the ,pffice of 
Waste Management will consider the next submitted version of this report to be draft. Accordingly, 
any comments submitted on this next version will be considered as comments on a draft document 
under the Fe(i,eral Faoilities 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 pRJjectmdving ahead by conducting remov~1 actions and the 
FS concurrently. Admittedly, this may cause some level of GQnfusion, but it has been 
determined that the'ramoval action's will support the e'\,ehfu'a! remedia'i actions. .. 

. ,.' '11. >', " ,f ;. 'j. , 

RIDEM was briefed during the Tiger Team review of the project in April '2006. As you ar~ aware, 
the approach that the Navy decided to follow w~~ to conduct hot spot removal ,actions, C()nstruct 
the revetment and revise the' FSte> filddress futUre uMJ:jf th.e prQperty. B~cause low ' 
concentrations of contaminants are known to ~xi$t throughout tne site that 'exceed risk based 
PRGs and the RIDEM direct exposure criteria, a r~medial. action is required. This information 
was all presented to RIOEM during the Tiger l1eam Review. ", 

, , 

Following the hot spot removal action the most significant changes to the site that would 
influence the remedial action selection would be tb~ reduction in oy~rall col1laminqtjqnal the 
site. It is our understanding that theSe are the ch~t1ged conc:litl~nsjh~fthe ~qmpien(cites, 
However, regardlesS of therem'ovals that have' D~n c;ond\ict,~«( the ove~all con~ition of the site 
(low conceritrati'OrlS of eontamiriants exist througHout the sitetthqt exceed 'risk based. PRGs and 
the RIDEM direct exposure criteria), a remedial action is even 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. RfDEM should read those comments 
carefully and engage USEI? A in a· useful diso,ussion on the inclusion of sediments in the FS; the 
role of state ground)Nater Qriteria, and other issues that have been raised. ' 

1. General Comment 
Whole Document 

Responsr: 

2. 

Response: 

3. 

Please be advised that a number of the comments below will require modifications to 
other sept.(ons of the report in fJ,qdition to the section cited in the comment (as an ,\' 
illustration, a modi(icatipn to thercost estimate wi/I.bave to be teflected'ln all sections that 

, inclucle this qa,$,t fJ.$timate). ,Please make the appropriate corrections, as'needed, 
throughout t~~\ report.," ,,', 

, ? ",,' 

Th~'ddGument will be, revised. pertinent to all the oomments, agreed to, Inohldlng 
t,hose in ,Attachment A. RIDt;M is requested to review those oomments and consider 
the. im,pli~tions, of the changes that will appear in the next revision. " 

'Seetion "JI • .70.4, .Selection of ChemlcalsofConcem 
Page 1M26.' " 

\ The ,report mus/.,rqte that the site exceeds RIDEM standards forrecreational areas. 
" ," . 

~ ";. 

A pass;ag~ will be included in Section, 1.1 0.4 that'states'that RIDEM considers 
repreatlonal exposures to be equivalent to residential exposures, Risk from 
/eprea~i9nal uSE? <;:IUhe site is? inoluded in,the original Remedlal'lnvestigation(TtNUS 
"2001 ),,' , 4 

Sel:tion 2:1.4.1, Chemical Sp~~ifiC Applicable or Relevant anC/'Appropriate 
Requirements. 
P~9,e 2-3, Whole Section 

, , ' 

Please note in the appropriate table that the foliowing RIDEM Regulations are ARARs 

State of Rhode Island Oil Pollution Control Regulations. 
Addresses releases .of oil to the waters olthe $,tc;lte. q 

. , " 'j , ,,'-:; .- " ", -, 

, ._ ~. " . ; ,5 I' " 

t' 

State of Rhode Islahd UndtJrqround Storage Tank Regulations a007', ' 
Addresses botfi dp€/ration of,' tJ.nd reieases from, underground storage tanks that held 
petroleum prodvqts and ha:f?rfloup rn~teriq/~. , 
" "~ • I,. -, ), ' 

\ 'State 6f Rhode: Island ABove ' 
Addresses bothoperallQn ,of, 

. , __ , c- ,t . ' ' 

> ' State 'bf'Rhode island Solid Waste Regulations 2004 , 
Addresses disposal of construction debris and solid waste and associated 
remediatiqn/monitoring. 

" ',{I,' 

Stat ' odlfl la'ndGioundwaterFik 'ut: ion 2005 ,,' 
!=stabli 'riuirferical''ili;ri/'riarrative st;;mdards for th~fprotection. of g(@undwater and 
discharge~ to surface Wf1(iir! establishes techniCal re,gui;ernents for the installation of . 
grouhdwateimanit9ring weils .,'. . ~ {,. 
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Response: 

'4. 

Response: 

5. 

State of Rhode Island Rules and Regulations for Hazardous Materials Management 
2007 
Requirements for transportation and disposal' of w~ste 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 w,aste left in 
place, landfill closure and monitoring , 

State of Rhode Island Underground Injection Control (VIC) Program 20(JA 
Ac/c/re$ses the investigation, remediation ofVICs." ' 

State ,of Rhode Island Water Qualitv Regulations 2006 
Addresses il/icit releases from storm water discha'ljes on the site 

RIDIEM 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 ARARs'basea ornheir comment\>. ,Because the 
regulatory agencies are at odds with these requests, the Navy is inclined to stand 
on the existing interpretations of these laws and regulations as described in the 
FS report. ' , " 

'Sel:lion,'2;'i1.4.3, ActionSpeclfic Applicable ol'Relevarit anCl Appropriate 
Requirements. . 
Page 2-5, Whole Section 

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

State of Rhode Island Water Qualitv RegulaUons 2006 
Addresses dredging and construction of revetments in the marine environment. 
Regulates paint and mrJn-pointdischarges. ' 

State of Rhode Island Rules and Regulations for Dredging and Management of 
Dredged Material 2003 
Establishes requirements for dredging and handling/disposal of'dredge spoils. 

',' l 

State of Rhode Island Underground Injection Control Program 2004 
Addresses the operation of Ules. ,,' ' ", , 

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 inOluded 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 interpretations of these laws and regulations'as described in the 
FS report. ' 

Section 2.1.4.1, Chemical SpecNic Applicable or Relevant and\APprqpria~ 
Requirements; Sediments'" ' " 
Page 2-4, 

, , 

The report n9tes that there are no federal standariis regarding seqiments at the site. 
T,he reporttshould state that the RIDEMS/te Reinediation RegulatIons as amehded 
2004 are applicable to the sediments. 
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R~sponse: The comment is noted. Further explanation from the reviewer is needed as to 
how RIOEM wishes these regulations applied. The FS provides for risk based 
cqlculation of cleanlJP goals, which is standard process under CERCLA, and 
allowed under RIOEM regulations. . 

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

As previously stated in past correspondence, RIOEM does not concur with the 
assessment for the subsistence fisherman. The exposure scenario identified for the 
subsistence fisherman is.equivalen(to normal shellfisH consumption. Please 'include a 
statement qocumfJnting the State's position. ' '. 

Response: The comment is noted. A statement about RIDEM opinion on shellfish ingestion 
rates will be included. 

7. Section 2.2.1, Id~ntifit;ation of Media of Concern 
Paqe $-7, 1 st Paragraph 

The report states that the salinity of the groundwater at the site makes it unsuitable for 
consumption. As commented on the RI report this is not the case as values are within 
'the nOfmE(1 parameters for potable water. Therefore'lplease 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 

Response: 

9. 

Response: 
" 

10. 

Sediment PRGs Based upon Recreational Site Use Shell fish Consumption 
Page 2-11, . 

As previously stated in past corresponcjence. ·RIGEM dQes not concur with the 
assessment for the recreational site use. Please include a statement documenting the 
$tate's pqsition. 

The comment is noted,. A statement,about RIOEM opinion. on recreational use 
rates will be considered. . 

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

As previously stated in past. corr€!spondence, RIlJ5M does not concur with the 
assessment for the F=co(Qgical Risk Assessment. Please4nclude·a statement 
d6cumenting the State's positiqn. 

, • H 

The comment is noted. A st5ltement about RIOEM opinion on the ecological risk 
assessment will be included. 

Section. 2,.6, Proposeg .PRGs 
Page 2-18~ 'Table 2-14 

The primary contaminant at the site is TPH. The proposed PRGs in Table 14 do not 
include TPH in any of the media. As ,the limited number of VOCs and SVOCs tested at 

, the ;ite cannotTbe substituted for TPH; please modify the table to include TPH for soil, 
sediment and groundwater. 
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R~sponse: EPA requests that TPH not be included because TPH is not addressed under 
CERCLA (refer to EPA comment No. (0). The Navy has historically addressed 
TPH as an acilary contaminant during removal actions cor'lducted, and removed it 
as necessary. The remedial actions that are evaluated in the FS would address risk 
from TPH as well as the GERCLA cbnta:minants~ So in this manner TPH will be 
addressed, though it is not described in the document. 

11. Section 2.6, ProposedPRGs 
Page 2-18, Table 2-15 

Response:, 

12. 

Response: . 

13. 

Thesejected PRGs do nlJ)t include RIDEM Remediation'Regulations as amended in 
20Q4 l;,fllsidential standards as actionable. Please be advised that assuming that the 
regulatory agenoies accepted a remedial action which incorporated an 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 (he plac(:Jment 
of an BLUR. Therefore; please modify Table"2"'1'5 to stipulate'flJat the re.$idential criteria 
areaction~ble. In addition, the table must iriclude TPH as an actionilble'requirement. 

In regards to,the residential use, it is agreed that an ELUR Will' be placed in 
,NAVSTA Newport's Basewide'lnstruGtiorl'for Land Use in' or~er'to prevent future 

I residential use' @f.the property .. This language will be incluCied in the document. 
·'iRegalidln.g TPH, please refer to the response t6 comment 110 ab9ye. 

~. } , 

Section 2.3.2, Groundwater, 
Page 2-20. 

This section lists the proposed PReas for gr6uhdwater. DUring th~ 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 weas w.hf!rf! wells 
were not present the PRGs shoaldbe modifiealo include anyafJ,alytes th'atWJ![e 
detected in the groundwater duringthe,removafactibri. . ' , 

Please. r,eh~f to the response to'comm'ehHO above: PRC!is are comprehensive of 
contaminants detected and it is not appropriate to revise 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 sediment 
adjacent tQ tfJe ,discharge pipes from ,the' all water separatorS. Ih' adiJitlon, as TPH is the 
main contaminant of concem at the site, TPH shOUld be inciuded as 'a PRG lor 
sediment. At other sites in lieu of a site specific PRG a value of 500 ppm has been 
empkJyed. . . , '\' 

Response: Please refer to the response ta comment ,1 b above. 

14. Section 2.3.3.1, Sediment CDC fO('lioolog;oal Risk, 
Page 2-21, r Paragraph;" c 

This section of the reports implies that the observed sediment contamination may not be 
,site related.' During the most recent'femoval action two d/scharfja 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 vicinity 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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beach and a~jacqnt 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 
ob$erved in the sediment is from site related sources and possibly off site sources. 

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

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

The report must $tate that the remedial objectives for the soil, independent of actions 
takiin elsewherejor soil, will include the removal of all contaminated soil beneath, and in 
th~ immediatfJ vicinity to the revetment. This is necessary as it will not be possible to 
ief!love th.ese soiJ~ once the revetment is installed. . 

Response.: rne e>f:cav:~tion of soil bela'w the revetment would be an excavation of soil below 
, the water table. As thoroughly discussed at the Tiger Team review in April 2006, 
the excavation of soil below the water table will not be conducted. This 
det~rmination 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 removal of soil 

. betowth.e water table. Current information is that none exceed these values, now 
that the hot spot removal action has been completed. 

16. Section 2.4.1, Remedial Action Objections for Soil 
Section 2.4.2, Remedial Action Objections for Groundwater 
Section 2.4.2,l!lemedlal Action Objections for Sediment· 
Page 2-25-27' ' . 

.. ' 

Fre'e product has been found in tfte, various media at the site~ Please include 
~emediation of free product as p. groundw,ater.soil and sediment objective. 

Response: Please refer to the re~ponse ta comment 10 abave; Free product is addressed in 
. Appendix A of the report. 

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

The remee/ial objectiv~,must include the removal of the discharge pipes from the oil 
water separator on the beach and on the land 

Response: 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., 

18. Section 2.4.1, Remedial Actiof' Objectiqns for Soil 
Section 2.4.2, "Remedial Action Objections for Groundwater 
Page 2-25-27 

The remedia/oDjectives must include the removal of any underground storage tanks 
and associated piping. 

Response: ,There are no known underground storage tanks present. Remaining piping that 
, has been found has been evaluated and found to contain no oil within. 
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19. Sect(on 2.4.1, Remedial Action Objections'for Soil 
Section 2.4.2, Remedial Action Objections for Groundwater 
Page 2-25-27 

The remedial objectives must include the rembval of any construction debris, which is 
contaminated with oil or other products. 

Response: 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 ttie d6cLimennkidress this risk whether the 
contaminants posing risk are a result of cdnstrudi?n<;lebris'Qr lust wl'l1 the soil. 

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

Response: 

21. 

The r~portc:$tf1t~s'that oohtaminants in the soil are nofriiigtating to groundwater. Since 
the removal action was initiated this was found not to be the case as mea.'surBble free 
product was observed. Please remove this statement and note that contarTJinants at the 
$itfJ are being mobilized by grouhdwater. ' ',' ' , 

, ,. 

The ability to generate a ,free prooucHhrough excavation 8f soil at the site is clearly 
described on page 1-12 and in appendix A. ~uriqg the removal actiol1, sheens 
were generated by breaking up the !:loil matriX: in a Similar faShion a,s has been 
.found in the past. However; after pumping'the'staridrti~water out'of th~ excavation, 
the sheens did not return, further demonstratirifrthaf th'~ p$frbfeum' is cO!iflned 

. within the soil matrix. The text is therefore correct as writt~H. . 
" 

Section 2.4.2, 'R~medial Action Objections fot Groundwater 
Page 2-26. 4 th Paragraph 

The, report notes that ,the RACJ for groundwater were deJVel6ped ,Usirlg 'SitE!' Remediation 
rfJquireme,nts, P.lfJase be.,advisedthat RAO mu~t ~/so meet th~ ~~equireinerus of the 
Groundwater ROOl;{lations (nl1me'rlcalstMdards such'~s'Met,s ~s well as{narrative 
standards, non degradation, impacts to surface waters, 'etc) the Water Qualitv 
Regulations, the Under< round Stor. e Tank Re ulati amI the Oil P . Control 
Regulations. Please include a statement indicating in' . ilFiAo must~' ,,' Nt' above 
regulations. ." . 

Response: . cRlea~e refer ,to the r.esponSes to other comi'r;lentsirrthis respo[lse $'umi:n.f"rY. 
\ :, ,i, '. " ~_,;,' \ ... '; -,' , -,. - " 

22. Section 2.4.2, Remedial Action Objections for Groundwater 
Page 2, .. 26.,4 tb ParagrapH' ", ': 

The report notes that the GB groundwater objective for le[ld is, not exceecjed. TlJe 
State's GB groundwater'numerical standa'rds'ar~'aeiffbni3d to adCfre$~ 'Iization 
into structures. These standards are not deSigned to be protective' of er human 
health exposure scenarios or discharges to sensitive environrn.~nts, Jh{f;;e cases 
requ;r~ ,the development of site-spieclfic,cleanutJ''§tanCla,rd$.' lii'th/:J repQdthe Navy 

,-"N ',Y'" -."1 \\ ~ ' .. f:"'-,~ .Ij<., • ,'(\ /-\\ t\ , 

notes".tha,t,rMOLs w.ould"tJe'us-etJ for hurna'n'te'ceptors of'Ons'lte w0l,mdw~tt?rt, In lieu of 
,cJeyeIQ/iJing site-specific'groundwaterEco~~Aisk PP1~sthe '!{Ei'!Ym,ay,f!I,~~tto use GA 
standards as default standards for thib expos,fire route. Iii 'f?,i1}lfcfS tQ,c Tpg the Navy 
may elect to use 2.5 ppm, which1s the apprdximatesQ/ubillty limi{ fO/most forms of 
TPH 
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Response: With regards to TPH, please refer to the response to comment no. 10 above. 
Regarding risks from vap~rs generated by contaminated groundwater and soils,'this 
has been addressed in the Supplemental Hisk 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 develop~ for lead in'groundwater. . 

23. Section 2.4.3, Remedial Action Objectives for Sediments 
. Page2-27 

Thf! report must state tbat the remedial objectives for the sediment, independent of 
actlonstaken elsewh.ere for the sediments, will include the removal ef al/ contaminated 
: s,edimef1t(bene~tii ;/nd.in thfi immediate vicinity to the revetment. This is necessary as 
it will not be possible to remove these sediments once the revetment is installed. 

Response: Please refer to the response to comment 15, above. 

24. ~ection 31~.2.2, Limited. Action, Land Use ControVDeed· Rest,lctions 
Page~,;,6. 

Respons~; 

25. 

Response: 

{' 1, • ' '; • ' 

''HowEJVer, anytime the Navy retains control of the property (in this case the Navel 
StationWewpoftPUi:51ic Works 'Department) enforces any and use control necessary, an 
E,L,UR is not t:t?quirerJ, and RIf)[£M has no jurisdiction.!' 

I' • •. 

< Please, be ~dvjsed ~hat the $ta,te of Rhode Island Site Remediation Regulations does 
not release or'fJHinq!l.i~l;Il?nforcelJ1ent powers fer land use restrictions to any entities 

. ,Jr/leth£!!~ they.Firf? prf,v{'iie or; public, Allland use restrictions are enforceable and come 
'under the jurisdiction QUhe .RhQdecls/and Department ef Environmental Management. 
Please remove the above sentence and any other similar citation throughout the report 
and clearly state thatRIQEM haS tbe authority, to man/tor,and enforce land use . 
restrictions. 

; . .. TO~ lanp US~)Dptructions .wiI.1 q~. issued by NAVST A; as discussed at .previous 
RPM.meE?lings. As t,hEiWe r~.strictions are developed the Navy and EPA will work 

. wtth RIQEM or ,b,~~et~i!. Annual inspections of sites where restrictions are 
,provided Will be cqnducted. . 

Set;ticin 3.2.2.6, Treaiinimt 
Page 3-15. . .... , , 

In ~itu oxidation has. been used to treat a variety of petroleum-contaminated sites. 
Please include an evaluation of insitu oxidation. 

t .. ", ~ ". • 

Chemical oxidation is retained for evaluation in Table 3~3 and evaluated on page 3-
39 . 

. ~!:titloTJ 3.2.2.6, Treat,':"ent~ Aerobic Biodegradation ' 
, Page 3~25." .' ,': ' 

,", ,", 

a)\ th~ report, has 'fJv~iuated ~xSitubi~dcgradation USi~~ a process, which entails 
pumpilJg tl,:ie groundwater l!,n,q then treating the groundwater inl!Jioreactors. These 
biofWictor' pU/np E/(1d tre"t P,f9Gesses are limite.d by iii number of faet(fJrs including the 
cont;:f?htr~tiQn o( 'the cQntaminants in the groundwater: Further, ·It does ,not' address 
CQhtami{ia(1ts, Which may be in the unsaturated :zone. 

1. " • ." ,<~; • 
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Response: 

Response: 

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. i 

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 injection of air and 
nutrients to bio venting. ' 

In sitltbioremediatien is screened in Table '3"3 and dfscussed in the text as 
required. ,i i 

27. Section 3.2.2.6, Treatment, Aerobic Biodeuradatlon 
Page 3-25. " " 

Please evaluate exsitu biodegradation of excavated soils. In this process contaminated 
soils are excavated and, then treated \bY' a varietY' of biod~iitadation piqctjs$, such as 
windrows, ,p)hytoremediation, etc. Tfhe Navy'contains signlflcanfland HoldIngs at Tank 
Farm 5, which is ideally ,suited to these processes (If the land iir Tank Farms-4 Is not 
excessed they can also be used for this process). 

Response: ,:BiQ:logical remediation options for'seil are presented on 'Tables 3-1 and 3-3. 

28. 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. , 

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

29. 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 activities must be coordinated with the State." 

, \-: 

Please be ,advised that a resPQnsible party' is, not able tb place land use contrpl on 
property that they do not own. Approval of the property owner must be obtained for the 
lal7d 4lse c(:Jntrol. ;Therefore please modify the above as follows: 

The intertidal and subtidal area are the property 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 activities must b(jJ fJPprPKed by, and 
coordinated with, the State.' ' ".... 

Response: This will require additional discussion at a later time. While. 1l1e Na'{y does not 
disagree with the statements above: the restriction of access' to .~ ,$noreline is 
generally the job oHhe upland land owner. in the strictest sense, th~ ~ment 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, aod it l11igl1t not be tile 
obllg~tion of the Navy to provide one for the State's a~provaf:'oetails on the ELUR ' 
~. bee addressed in the ROD stage. 

30. Section 3.4.4.2, Limited Action, Long Term Monitdflng 
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P~ge3-49. 

The report notes that long term monitoring will be required at the site to document that 
conditions 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. 

Response: Natural attenuation js ~. t~chl1ical term. that has nGt been demonstrated and is not 
going to be relied upon for sediment remediation. The monitoring is intended to 
assure that the sediment conditions are not degrading. This will be clarified. 

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

PleC!:~€; be a(:lvis€;p that at alllo({ations .a soil cap· must meet thei requirements set forth in 
thif Site RgmediaJion Regulations 'E;l$ afti'ended in 2004 (minimum of twd feet of clean 
~oi(l oomblnation' of soil fInd concretelasphaltietc): Please modify the report 
accor(iingly. . 

Response: :'!Fhe1cap propo§>ed includes geotextile and a4wofooflayer of soil materials. This 
Conceptual design is intended to meet the RIDEM objectives. Please advise if there 
is a shortcoming. 

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

A soil cap wili not address leachability issues, therefore the report must evaluate a 
geofJ'lerrbrane cap at the site. l' 

Response: Groundwater data collected does not indicate a leachability problem from soil at the 
site. . 

33. Section 4.2.4, Soil Alternative 4, Soil Covers and LUCs 
P,!!!e4~6. 

The report notes that a parking lot may be installed on a portion of the site. The report 
mu.st state that CRMC qpproval must be obtained for the ifistallation·of,'the parking Ipt. 

0, 

1 • 

Response: The comment is noted. The parking lot is a·separateHtem',from thisprojeet and is 
only described here as a point of interest. If the parking lot is not constructed for any 
rea~.Qn, the remedial action alternatives would not change. This will be clarified in 

. the. docum~nt. 

34. Secftlon 4.2.4, Soil Alternative 4, Soil Covers and LUes. 

Response: 

Page 4-6. 

, th~'nroposa.l to create a parking lot Qn the site, will result in' additional storm water 
qischarge into the contamInated sedim€;nts and tbe eel grass bed. The report must 
inq/Vr:Je an e~alHation of this impact. 

tf\~ pornment is not~d. ,Refer to the response to comment 33 abOve. Because the 
'parking 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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35. Section 4.4.2, Soli Alternative 2, Removal, Ex Situ Treatment, Backfill 
Page 4-15. ,.' 

Please evaluate solvent extraction and soil washing employing the treatment facility at 
Tank Farm # 5. 

Response: 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 
th~ site if this techn,ology is selected for reme~ial action. 

"1 ( " • ( 

36. '. $ec,~op 4.4.2, Soil Alternative 2, Removal, ExSitu Treatmilnt, Backfill 
, Page4-15. 

Please evaluate the use ,of Tank·,Parm #;'>5' or ,the' other 'tf:ln~s fatr;ns for the 
biodegradation of the excavated soils, (windrows, phytoremeiJiation,; etc). This 
alternative should be evaluated using processes that either entails ,Qqpkfilling with 
t(eated soils from the site, or" backfilling . with bffsite fill 'and use of the1reated soils 
elsewhere on the base, such as the tank 'farms. " 

., 
Response: " Th~ technologies cited are evaluated without regard f~r space req\-lired. 

37. ,Sectlo(1 fI.,4.2, Soll:Altemative 2, 'Removal, ENSitir Treatment, Backfill 
Page 4-15. 

Pleasfi! evalvate. 8.$ ,a possible. alternative; ,Insitu phytbremedic;tlon of s'Qils at the site. 

Response: ' This technology is screened out on the last page of Tabie 3-1. 

38.. ,$8(:tloo4;4.3, Soli Alternative 3"Jiemoval, Disposal ahd LUC 
Page 449, ' , 

For ~i/rf)mc:wa( Qptions Pleaseieval/Jate, InCluding cost, removal fO 5QO ppm, 1000 ppm 
an,d 2500, ppm TRH. At a number of sites' removal action~are coupled with other 
remedlaf,.Jecl:miqLlflS. Therefore, please evaluate limited reinoval iii' conjunction with 
other remedial actions such as oxidation, biodegradation, phytoremediattioJ1, etc. 

" " , ~ "',' <\i ~ : 

Response: Remedial technologies available are screened in Tables 3-1 ahd 3-3'8ccordingly. 
The text considers coupling technologies together if they ary considered effective. 

39. Sec(ion 4.4.3, ,$011 Alternative 3, RemovlJl,' Disposal and LUC' 

Response: 

40. 

Page 4-19. ' , " 

,1\,s a,CQst saving meaSLlfe, please evaluate disposai of contaminated so/Is in one of the 
tanks in T~nk.Farms 1-3. ' ''';; f" " 

Landfilling contaminated soil from this siteafanothet Mte'hEls'Mdt b~nevaluated. 'If 
the State is serious about allowing such an action to take place, it'shoula be posed 
to the EPA and discussed at another time. 

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

As a cost saving measure, please evaluate use of the soil in a petroleum batching 
facility. ' 
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Response: This is essentially an immobilization technology. This is evaluated on Table 3-1. 

41. 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 
cos(s. 

Response: 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 cpnducted as inexpensively"as possible. rhis wi'll be 
clarified. " " 

42. Se.ction 4,4.3, Soil Altemative. 3, Removal, Disposal and LUC 
Plige 4~19. L, .. 

. ,-, 
QIC/ f.ire Fighter Training AI\~a is primarily Gontaminated with TPH, (certain areas also 
contain lead). The estimated vQlume. of soil requiring removal at the Old Fire Fighter 
Training Area is approximately 62,000 cubic yards. The estimate cost for this option 
is apPCQxima,tely eight~e{1 million dollars .. Melville North Landfill contain metals, such 
as '1eall which exceeded TCLP, asbestos, PCBs, TPH, SVOCs, radioactive waste, 
etc. The approxim{flte volume, of oontaminated ,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 
f)ight rnillian cl,ollars~ , /3Gt/1 !:Jite were ,similar in regards to proximity to livater and depth 
of contammation. Please evaluate the cost estimates to ascertain the reason for the 
discrepancie$ in the cost of the,projects. ' ' 

Response: Comments on cqst !3hould be made given an understanding of the compllcations'at 
the site, which are described in Appendix I. A large portion of ~the cost for 
excavation at this site is interruption and replacement of utilities in Taylor drive, and 
rOqd ,and parking lot removal and replacement. Another' portion' is contingency 
which ~lIows for unfore~een circumstal'lces encountered'that may never come 
abou,t. Ple9Se rE;wi~w Appendix' I carefully. No revision is appropriate. '. . : 

43. Secfion 4.4.4, Soil Alternative 4, Soil Cover and LUes 
Page 4.23. 

Response: .. 

Please modify the cost to include yearly inspection and reporting requirements for the 
ELURs, as well as Yearly i~s8ectipf1s by RIDEM'\ Also gro(jndwatet~monitoring costs 
must be biannual for a period of thirty years. ' 

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

44.Seqtit:m 4.(#.4, 'soII.Altet:native 4, Soil Cover and LUCs 
pag~'4.~~.' .' , ',," ." . 
Please include an evaluation and the cost for the installation of a geomembrane caP 
over the site. . , , 

Response: Please refer to the response to comments 31 and 32. 

45: Section 4.4.4, Soil Alternative 4, Soil Cover and LUes 
Page 4.26. 
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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. 

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

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

Response: 

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

s,,~~ " , t 

This requested revision will be made. 

47. Sectlqn 4 .. 5, Oomparatlve Ami/ysis'ofSoiI'Alterriatlves, 

l;' ' 

Response: 

48. 

Response: 

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 
't;mfliroFfl1!Jent.?{' Please remove:iThiS'statement and state that this alternative will not 
meet· . RIQEM Site" Remediatlon Chemical" Specific ARARs, (leaching) and 
accQrdingly Il()t provide protection ofhClman health and fhe environment ! 

\ \ ~ : ..;,; \' •. ," , • -r~' • 
. , 

Please refer to the response to Comment 31, above .. 

SepticmS~2.2, Groundwater Alternative 2, Limited Attlon 
PageSw2. 

The report assumes that groundWater monitorfnfP'would be annually fat years 1-5 and 
then evety five years for years 5-30. Please be advised that biannuafmbrlfforing would 
be required for a period of thirty years. Please revise the report ;:J.ccordingly. 

> _ .' l" ,'--: 

Biannual monitoring is a matter' for discussion under tH~ LTM work plan after the 
ROD is completed. 

49. Section 5.2.2, Groundwater Alternative 2, Limited Act/on 
Page 5-2. " , n.· ,;.' , . . 

The report must note that monitoring for natural attenuation will fl.lso be reqvired at a 
minimum, yearlYl This will include monitoring of break down products ahp oth~r indices 
that natural attenuation is. occurring. The cost 'of thIS monitoring must alsb be evaluated 
in the report. 

Response: Natural Attenl:Jation is not an element in the' alternatives in the FS.. This can be 
included in the monitoring program at the LTM work plan stage. This will be clarified 
in the revised document. 

50. S~ctlon 5:2.3, Groundwater Alternative 3, Extraction and ExSltu Treatmerit 
Page 5-3. 

Please ,evallJate: use of the existing treatment bUilding in Tank Farm II 5 for batch 
treatment, of groundwater froin the 'site. Also please cohsidt;r use of this system for 
exsitu treatment of excavated soils. 
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Response: Tank Farm 5 is not expected to be available fortreatment of water. ' 

51. Section 5.2.3, Groundwater Alternative 3, Extraotion and ExSltu Treatment 
Page 5-3. 

Please evaluate the use of phytoremedaition for groundwater at the site. 

Respqnse: Phytoremedla,tion is presented in Table 3-3. 

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

Please include an evaluation ot both bfalogics/and chemical insitu treatment. 

Response: Thes~ technologi~s are evaluat~d in Table 3~3 

53. Section 5.5.2, Groundwater Alternative 2 Limited Action 
Page 5-11, ~ rd Paragraph , 

This "s'(3Qtion of the report staTes, fhat based upon a flusf:Jing model certain organic 
cQn(amln~hts will be re,quced in. the, groundwater. The report must also state whether 
this P(PC~SS will atf,ec;t the fr1f]tal contaminants found at the site. In addition, as the 
grouriclWater discharges to the bay the report must note that groundwater will continue 
to contaminate the adjaqept sedimentq; , 

Response: The flushing model, ls preqented in.Appendix K. Removal of metals through flushing 
is antiCipated to be 676 years. 

54. Se<;tiqn 5~5.2, Groundwater Alternative 2 Umited Action 
P~ge 5-15. ' ' 

Please revise the cost table to state that groundwater monitoring will be biannually for a 
Perjpej of thirty yel;'lfS (solid waste is present at the site). 

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

55. Section 5.6, Comp~rative A~alysis of Groundwater Altematives. 
Page 5-21. 

The re.port should note that comparep to a,ctive remediation, limited action would require 
increas~9 sediment and grpundJN~ter,monitoring as waste is left'in place 

" ~~ i'\' , 

Response: The need for monitoring will be reviewed and clarified if needed. However, the 
magnit!Jge, of the effort",should be. determined ,at the LTM work plan stage, after the 
HOD. ,,' 

56. Section 5.p, Comparative Analysis of Groundwater Alternatives, Short Term 
Effectiveness. ," \' 
Page '5-21. 

Plea,se remove" the statemer:lt 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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water that is undergoing active treatment both alternatives have the same degree of 
short-te,rm effectives. 

Response: This statement is based simply on the ul'lderstanding that restriction would remove 
exposure to the contaminated media immediately. Treatment would require the 
treatment train to be effective which would not be immediate. The text is correct as 
presented .. 

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

The report should stipulate that there would be a ban on the collection of both shellfish 
and lobster from both the intertidal and subtidal area. 

Response: '. BlOEM has pre,vi9usly objected 'to instltllti<5l'1 of"a shellfishin~ ban at NAVSTA. The 
J~Colvy, doe~ not believe, thaHor 'this site, a ban is' heedeCl based on the risks 
calculated for shellfish ingestion. 'Additlerial, discussions are"warranted on this 
subject. 

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

, ,'i 

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

, , 
Respons~: DElt~ils. of the monitoring program cEm be determined through the, process to 

develop a work plan for L TM, and based on the language In the ROD. ,1\10 revisions 
, to the plColn at this point are recommended. 

59,. Sect/on ".2.2, Sediment, Alternative 2, Limited Action 
Rage 6-4, Paragraph 1. 

Response: 

60. 

Response: 

61. 

The repc;'rr states that monitoring for ecological risk would continue, as a Single round is 
not sufficient to demonstrate that the contaminants no longer pose a risk. Accord('1gIY'i' . 
in ,addition to the monitoring stations proposed for human health rf~~; areas, whIcH 
previously exceeded ecological risk; must also he mOnitored. "', 

,', 

Details of the monitoring program can be determined through the process to 
develop a work plan ,for L TM, and based on th~ langLiage in the RO'D. Np revl!3ioris 
to the plan at this point are recommended. 

$ectlon 6.2:2, Sedimen~ Alternative 2l Limited :Aotion 
Page 6-4, Paragraph 1. ,.' 

Please, be, ,qdvised that both the inteltidal and'subtidal areas would haVlfI to under go 
monitoring untje,r-,the Limited Action scenario. 'The report should be modified to include 
mopitoring o/.bath areas. 

Details of the monitoring program can be determined thr9ugh thE! process to 
develop a wQr.klplan f-ol'l"-TM"andbased on the 'language in the ROD. No revisions 
to the plan at this point are recommended. 

$ection 6.2.2, Sediment' Alternative 2, Limited Action 
Page (Jr4, Paragraph 2. ' 
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It hCiS been noted that as the beach environment at the site is dynamic 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 includff 
collecting samples at the known depth of contamination). 

Response: Details of the monitoring program can be determined throu'gh "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 ~re r~commended: 

62. Section 6.2.2, Sediment Alternative 2, Limited Action 
Pag~ 6-4, Paragraph 2. 

Response: 

The report notes that monitoring would be reduced from annually to qnce evety five 
yews if there were Qot asigniticant change in contaminant concentration. Monitoring is 
typically reduceq when, there i$,a deereased in contaminant concentration. Therefore, 
please fTlodify this, section tQ st?te that monitoring will be reduced If there is a clear and 
'consistent trend of decreasing concentrations of contaminants. 

The text is correct ~s writtel1,," 

63. Sec'tlon 6:5:3,Seiliment JUternafive 3, Removal and'Disposal 
Page 6-15~" " '. 

Respqhse: 

64. 

Response: 

This section includes an estimate for the cost to dredge the site. The Navy plans to 
in,stall a new, revetm~nt along;the shoreline. As part of this installatioh process the Navy 
wi/I 'qe installing a Portadam. ,Drecjging ·while this, Portadam is installed will greatly 
reduce the cost of the dredging QP€!ration. Therefore, 11 Is recommended that the 
location the Portadam be adjusted such that all of the areas, which need to be dredged, 
are enclosed in the Portaqam (intertidal· anddf 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 
tl1,f!. P(Jrtadam rn,l!,st not be,inq[«dea in tbeestimate cost to dredge. 

The ,projt?pt~ may operate. ,®O,ourrently, 'and this WQ[Jld saC'e money: However, it is 
due iolack 'Of agreement on how to address sediment overall, it is unlikely that it can 
be arranged in that manner, and thus the costs are provided separately. 

Sectit;J'1 t;.5.,3,. ~edlment Alt,ernatlve ~, Removal and Disposal 
, Page 6.1'5. " . ;, \ 

The report indicated thqt dregge spsils would,be sent to a"/afrldflll. Please include a cost 
estimate for sending the spoils to the CAD cell. 

CAD Cell disposal is not an.ticipated to be available to' the Navy fO'r this 'material. 
Please ~efer to the respon~e to comments' to the Revised'Dtaft Final FS for The 
Former Robert E. Derecktor Shipyard. Costs for CAD, cell disposal' are provided in 
that document if the RIDEM is truly interested in the subject. 

65. . S~ction 6.5.3, Sediment Alter~ative 3, Removal and Disposal' 
Page 6-15. . c. 

. , 

The report proposes dewCitering en site. Similar to what was periormed at McAllister 
Point Landfill, please include a cost estimate for dewatering using the sY$tefrrat Tank 
Farm #5. 
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Response: 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
hanqling would be cost prohibitive. . 

66. , Section ';.6.3, Sec/imentAlternative 3, Removal and'Disposal 
Page 6-15. 

The report proposes dewatering onsite. Similar to what was performed at the Melville 
North Landfiq, please include a cost for liIewatering us/nt! onsite infiltration ponds. 

Response: The volume expected would not require infiltration ponds, but can be conducted on 
platforms or temporary containers at the site. 

6? Section 6.5.3, Sediment Alternative 3, Removal and DisPQsal 
Page 6-1,5. 

The estimate cost to dredge 800 cubic yards is $1,043,325~ This is approximately 
$1300 per cubic yard. ,Accounting for contingencies and factarS inflerenfin Feasibility 
Study (plus/minus error range) this estimated cost still exceeds the cost' for dredging 
performed by the military at other sites, such as Melville North Landfill, McAllister Point 
/..Emdfil/, Allen Harbor Landfill, etc. Please review tire cost estimate. ' 

Response: Qr~dgJ!1g, backfill, transportation, and disposal costs (With dew~tering and treatment 
of wate~) along, witli management cOsts, work plaHs, completion rep9rts, review 
cycles needed, is actually $521,499. The present worth cost qf $1 ,Q43,325 includes 
potential contingency . costs (unforeseen "complications), as well as thirty years of 
mOlli~oring sediment. The reviewer is directed at Appendix L fOr the breakdowns of 
cost items.. . 

68. Tables 2-1-2-3,4-3-6-12, ARARs. 

Pleas£! add the following RIOEM Regulations as ARARs for soils, groundwater and 
. sediments at the site.. . 

Chemica/Specific 

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Oil Pollution Contidl Regulations 
Gitatio.n:.Chapters 46-12,42-17.1 and 42.35 of the General Laws of Rhode Island 
Status Applica1:)le 
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 Storage Facilities Used for 
Petroleum Products and Hazardous Materials OEM-OWR-UST-08-07 
Status Applicable 
Synopsis of Requirement Addresses investigation and remediation of underground 
storage tanks. 
Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial efforts will be designed to insure USTs 
anc:! associated piping /structures are no longer present and releases from the USTs 
and associated structures comply with regulations. 

Reql,{ir.ement: State. of Rhode Island Solid Waste Regulations 
Citation: Solid Waste Regulations Number 1 General Requirements OEM-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 efforts must comply with remedial and 
monitoring requirements of the regulations. 

Requirement: State of Rhode, Island Site Remediation Regulations 
CitE)tion: Rules and Regulations tf)r Investigation and Remediation 'of Hazardous 
Materials Releases DEM-DSR-01-03, as amended 1996, 2004 
Stat(.Js Applicable . J 

Synopsis of Requirement Addresses investigation and'remediation of hazardous 
materials into the environment. Establishes standards for soil (direct contact and 
leachabilitY)!Jlrol./ndW{:Jter an<l. s£?«iments., . 
Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial efforts must comply with investigation, 
remediation and monitoring requirements of the regulations. 

(Note t~e.taPIe.~ incorrectly stqte that the regs are for non-NPL sites. Please remove 
this statement from the taPle). " " 
", , 

Re~uirement: State of Rhode Is/and Rules and Regulations for Hazi1rddus Materials 
'Management 
Citation: Rvles and Regulations for Hazar;dous;Materials Management DEM-OWM­
HW-01~d7 as amended, 1984,1986,.,19871, 1988, 1992;2001,2002;2005,2007 
Stcitus Relevanf and Appropria,te \" 
Synopsis of Requirement Reql;Jirements for transportatlon and' disposal of waste 
from 'the site (incluqes hazardous waste and special waste in the soil and/or 
sediments). RequirfJlnents 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' e·ffortsmust comply with waste 
transportation and disposal reqUirements of the regulations. Remedial action must 
ensure that hazardou,1? waste in the soli', 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 Eligible Facilities 
Operated by Reg(.Jlated Small MS4s RlD040000 ' " 
CitfJtion; General P~rmit for, Strom Water Discharge from Small' Municipal Separate 
Strom Sewers and Industrial Activities of Eligible Facilities 'Operated by Regulated 
Small MS4s,2003 T • 

Status Relev~(1t and Appropriate 
Synopsis 01 Requirement Reql,lirements operation of storm water discharges at the 
site. 
Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial efforts must insure thaUhere are no 
illicit dischArges of contaminated groundwater into storm waterat the site: 

Requirement: State ot'Rhode Island Discharge Elimination Permit Industrial Activity 
RI(JOSOOOO 
Citation: General Permit for Strom Water Discharge from Industrial Activities 
Status Relevant {Inq Appropriate 
. Eiynopslsof R~quirement Requirements operation of storm water dischcirges 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. 

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Discharge Elimination Permit Industrial Activity 
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Citation:, General Permit for Strom Water Discharge from Industrial Activities 
RID050000 
Status Relevant and Appropriate 
Synopsis of Requirement Requirements operation of storm water discharges at the 
site. 
Action to be Ta!<en to Attain ARAR Remedial efforts must insure that there are no 
illicit discharges of contaminated groundwater into storm water at the site. 

Require'ment: Stat~ of Rhode Island Discharge Elimination Perrhif'Storm Water 
Discharge Associated with Construction Activity . ' 
Citat(pn: • General Permit for Storm Water Discharge (foin construction activities. 
September 2003 
Status fJ~/evant and Appropriate 
Synopsis' of Requirement Requirements for storm water discharge during 
construction activities. , 
Aptian to b(!f ,Taken ·to Attain AFJAR As necessary, 'construction 'activities storm water 
eJischarge mu~t fTlflet tbese r(ftquiremef)ts. " 

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Water (J}l1ality Regulatiorfs\ , 
Citation: State of Rhode Island Water Quality Regulations, 2006 Inaccdrdance with 
9hapters .42-35,46-12, 42-17-1 of the Rhode:Ysland General Laws ' 
'Status'~pp,ljctible \ ' .". 
Syn9psisQf R6!Qu(remef)t·, ,Establishes numerioal :and narratilie standards the 
remedial effort must obtain. Establishes requirements for any dlscharge from a 
treatment facility on the site 
Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR ,Remedial 'efforts must m~et tfJe'/sqUiif?ments of 
the re,gulatiofls; any discharge from a.treatmetlt'system rIIus:(m~et the requirements 
of the regulations. ' . "';v " ' 

. " , 
','. , Location Specific 

; ;: 

RequJrem£!nt: $,tate of Rhode Island Watei"Quality Regulatioris 
Citation: State of Rhode Island Water Quality Regulations 2006'ln accoraance with 
Chapters 42-35,46-12,42-17-1 of the Rhode Island General Laws 
;$(fltJls' tf!pplicable ' 
Syn.0f(!.s,is,pfRl1.quirement Addresses all' aotivities . on' the coast, including, but not 
limited to dredging and construction of revetments. 
Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remediat efforts With respect to dredging and 
revetment construction must comply with requirements of the regulations. 

1. '\ " ' ;: 

\,',; ;., . "--' -\ ,~ . ) 

Requirement;· i State of Rhode' island Water :Odality' RfJgulations, Rules and 
Reg4

'
a(ipns fonGroundwater Quality'· ",' c •. 

Citation: Water Quality Regulations, Rules and Regulations for Grounc;J"Yater Qu,ality 
2005 ' ' , 
Status Applicable 
Synopsis of Requirement Establishes numerical and narrative standards for 
groundwater quality, surface water impacts, as well as, technical requirements for 
monitoring wells. 
Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Remedial investigation, actions and monitoring 
must comply with requirements of the regulations 

Requirement: State of Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council 
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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Action to be [akEin 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 Regulations for Dredging and 
Man~gement of Dredge Materials 
Citation Rules and Regulations for Dredging and Management of Dredge Materials 
DEM-OWR-DR-02~08' . 
Status Applic'able " 
SynopSis of Reqqirernent Addresses dredging activities and disposal of dredge 
spoils. '. I . 

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR Dredging must comply with the requirements of 
ttw regulations. " 

Requirement~ State of Rhode Island Underground1njection Oontrol Program 
Citation State of Rhode Island Underground Injection Control Program 2004 
Status Applicable 
SynopSis of Re,quirement Agdresses the investigation, remediation and operation 
of VIes. , I' 
Action to b,e Taken to Attain ARAR Any UICs at the site must be investigated and 
remediated in accordance with 'the requirements of the regulatlons. Any remedial 
p,ctivity inypl\{ing operation. of VIes must comply with the requirements of the 
regulljitions.. ,.I . • . 

. Ae9uirem.ent: State o( Rhoae Is/;{md Water Quality Regulations 
Citqtian,:': $tE#e of.Rhode Island Wa.ter Quality Regulations 2006' In aCcordance with 
Chapters 42-85,46-12, 42-17-1 of the Rhode Island General Laws 
Status Applicable 
Synopsis of Requirement . peals with point discharges from any treatment system 
and non-point discharges from groundwater. 
Action to be Taken to Attain ARAR,. Remedial efforts'must comply' with requirements 
of the regul{J,tJ.ons 

Response: RIDEM and USEPA need to meet and resolve the ARARs that are' applicable to 
the site. Appn;>priate revisions will be made when that effort iscorrlple~ed. 

69. Tables 2-6,2-7, 2-9, 2-11], 2-14, 2,.15, 2-16. 2-19,2-20, 

Response: 

These tables 'contain PRGs' for contaminants in the sediments, which are site related. 
",' As TPI;I is als9 a site re/~ted contaminant, and as a site specifiC PRG for TPH has not 

been developed, please employ a value of 500 ppm for TPH in· the sediment. 

Please refer to the response to comment 10 above. 

\. 

70 




