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~Summary of Conference Call 5/28/09

RIDEM Evaluatlon of Response to

Comments on the o
e Draft Study Area Screening Evaluation Report
Former Melville Navy Water Tower IR

R Y [
g

4

1 Section 2.0, Previous Studies
Page 2-2,

This section of the report summarizes the results of the previous investigations
.conducted at the site. The report, does not include a discussion of the. collection of
soil samples west of the tower by the United States Navy, which:was the first
mvestlgatlon conducted at the site. Pleese include a discussion of this mvest igation
in llhIS section of the report : .

Evaluat:on of Response fo Comments
Comment has been addressed/

2 Sectlon 2.3.2, Paint Chlp Sampling
_Page 2-5, 2nd Paragraph.
The report states that the concentratlon of PCBs found in the sample from the drum
was due to incidental presenceé of PCBs and not due to its presence in paint. As this
is a public document please expound on the incidental presence of PCBs, (that is
whether the observed concentration represents what is typically found in soil, is a
contaminant that was in the drum from another location, represents PCBs from a non
paint source at the water tower, etc). If the source of the PCBs is not known this
should be clearly stated in the report. LoShe

Evaluation of Response to Comments
Comment has been addressed/. . - T
3 Sectlon 2.3 2, Palnt Chlp Sampllng e

- Page 2-5,4thParagraph . . .. . .. ‘

This section of the report includes a discussion of the lead and arsenic results found
in the paint and in the soil. Please add the following to.this section of the, repart:

~ Elevated levels. of arsenic were found in.paint chips samples collected at the site. In
~ addition, one soil sample collected immediately adjacent to the fower had an arsenic
concentrat(on of 1311 ppm. This is the highest concentration.of arsenic abserved in
a soail sampe collected from any site located in the State of Rhode Island. . The
dlstnbutlon of arsenic at the site was slmllar to.lead with the highest eoncentratlons

being found in the immediate vicinity of the tower.

Evaluation of Response to Comments
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e The Navy agreed that the proposed revised section 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 discussing
the limitations of XRF analysis was not needed in the document and will not be
included.

» RIDEM recognized that the concentration of 1311 ppm arsenic is already stated
in the report and no additional information on that item needs to be added.

¢ RIDEM and the Navy agreed that the soil used for fill ‘at the tower site could not
be conclusively defined.

4 Section 2.3.3, Soil Sampling
Page 2-7 3rd Paragraph

The report hotes that paint chips were not evident in the soil samples |nd|cating that
that potential source of ‘céhtamination may have been associated with sand blastmg
Please be“ddvised that the investigations and actions conducted at thls site’ were
prompted when a child brought home a paint chip contammg léad. “The Navy
subsequently engaged in a daily activity of removing paint chips from the grassed
and gravel areas surrounding the tower. This daily activity was deemed necessary as
paint chips continued to peel off the tower and land in the surrounding play areas.
Despite this effort paint chips still were found scattered throughout the site during the
investigation conducted by RIDEM. The Office of Waste Management agrees that
sand blasting operations may have been a source of the lead found in ‘the area.
Another clear source (which is known to the public) would have been peeling paint.
Therefore, the report must note that the known source of lead observed at the site is
peelmg palnt and a potentlal source is sand blastmg operatlons

-Evaluatlon of F?esponse to Comments

¢

Comment has béen addressed

5 Section 2.3.3, Soil Sampling
Page 2-8, 3 rd Paragraph

The report notes that the elevated levels of lead found adjacent to the fence is more
likely a results of traffic from the adjacent road. Please be adviSed that prior to the
removal action blue paint Ch!pS were found in this area. Further, elevated levels of
lead were typically not found in soil sample collected elsewheré adjacent to the road.
Therefore, please remove this statement and simply note that as paint chips were
found in this area the elevated levels of lead may have come from the tower.

Evaluation of Response to Comments

In the résponse the Navy has stated that the comment is noted, however the text is

“correct and will not be changed. The observations at this ‘site are that pa/nt chips
were observed in the vicinity of the fence and elevated levels of lead Were fourid at
these locations. Where paint chips were not present and alorig other location on the
road, elevated levels of lead were not found in the soil samples. Therefore, the
statement attributing the observed lead concentration fo road traffic must be
removed, (unless the Navy has performed an investigation to ascertam lead levels in
soil samples along West Main to support their postion).
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The Navy has stated that the text is correct as written. Please be advised that
representatives from the US Navy provided this information directly to RIDEM during
a field inspection. Therefore, please modify the section as requested. - -

Discussion 5/28/09:
e« The Navy agreed to remove the second sentence of the-last paragraph ‘on Page
2-9 of the draft document, and state that the soil was covered in place.

9 . Section 2.4.1, Valve Chamber Excavatlon .
Page, 2-1 0,1 st Paragraph S
The report notes that the elevated tevels of lead observed next to the fence are from
road run off. Please remove this statement and any other similar statements from
this section and other sections of the report. . .

Evafuat:cn of Response to- Comments
. See prewous response

B 10 Sectlon 2 4 2 Demolitron of Water Tower
Page 2-10, 2 nd Paragraph

\\ “Demohtton of Tower was conducted in. August of 2006 o
Please change 2006 to 2007
Evaluatlon of Ffespcnse fo Comments
Comment has been addressed

11 Section 2.4.3; Soil Excavation

Page 2-10, Whole Seetlon
Sorls at; and in the vncmlty et the present day valve building wae removed as part of
this effort. Please include a dlscueerqn ©of -this-removal and the approximate yards
taken off site. ] L oo

. Evaluation of Response to Comrnents

The function of the SASE is to identify. potentlal source areas and ascertam whether
_ additional mvestrgatton and/or remediation are required. Therefore, piease provide
the requested information. v

Dis¢ussion 5/28/09:
o RIDEM stated that .they need documentation of the volume and disposal
lnfcrmatlon for soil removed dyring the installation of the valve chamber. The
Navy agreed to supply this information to RIDEM from NAVSTA, but not as part
* of this report since it was conducted as a utility. excavation for water connections.
It was understood that post excavation data is provided in the report.
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s No resolution was reached on the new comment: The Navy’s position is that the
final confirmation samples meet the cntena, and the risk assessment shows that
there is no risk-to receptors. - "

14 Section 4.2, Evaluatlon of Arsenic -
Page 4-5.

The report proposes using soil types SE and NE in the assessment. Please be
advised that in order to use these. soils types the following infofmation must be
included in the report: A US Soil Survey map depicting the soil types in the
immediate vicinity of the water tower. A map deplctmg the location of the son types
which were used in comparison.

Evaluation of Response to Comments

Based upon information presented in the response to- comments, it is now evident
that the NP soil type is found immediately adjacent to the site (it is found along the
entire southem portion of the site). According!y, in order to conduct a background
analysis, this soil type must be included in the assessment (please modni/
accordingly, and submit proposed background: samp!e Iocat:f)ns for approval)

The background location for a portion of the NE soil type is close to the site. The
background location for the SE soil type is not (it is over 5 miles away). Further, the
data group used for the SE soil type was found to be unacceptable unless outliers
were removed. Therefore, in order to conduct a background assessment an SE
location close to the site would have to be employed. Be advised that based upon
the information presented in the response to comments suitablé locations are found
near the site.

Discussion 5/28/09:

* RIDEM does not believe that the background il conditions local to the water
tower site is adequately characterized using the' basewide backgrourd study. In
particular, the soil bounding the site to the south is characterized as NP, which
- could be made up of any amount of five 'soil subtypes, and only three of these
are characterized in the baséwide background study.

» The Navy believes that the background study characterizes the sail present but
would follow up on the two soil subtypes not evaluated.

s It was agreed that the actual soil type(s) predominant at the tower site prior to
construction cannot be determined now.

e The Navy agreed that speculation on-the construction activities at the reservonr
and water tower are inconclusive and do not need to be mcluded in the SASE
report.

Follow up:

e The two Newport soil subtypes not evaluated are NOC and NfB, nenther of which
are mapped ‘anywhere in the vicinity of the site (they are not found' dn the soil
maps of Aquidneck Island), indicating that they are very unl:kely to be patrt of the
NP soil mapped south of the site.
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The Navy has stated that it is not possible for all of the arsenic observed at the site to
come from the paint. .It is agreed that the arsenic at that site may have come from
the paint, application of pesticides or a combination of sources.' The intent of the
comment was merely fo staie that the observed arsenic may have come from the
paint, application of pesticides or other tower related sources. Therefore, please
modn‘y the text to reflect this.

Dlscussmn 5/28/09 : ' :
¢ Not resolved .during the phone call. ‘Navy proposes to revise the statement to
say: “Analysis of the paint chip samples shows that arsenic was not a-primary
ingredient of the paint on the tower, suggestlng that arsentc in soil was not Wholly
assomated with the paint ? :

- 18 Set;tlon 5 2 Presence of Arsemc
. Page 5-83. ,
“Overéll soifaéonceritrations« are within the range of background concentrations™
A report states in- Appendix G that the following areas A; B and C are elevated with
respect to :background; Areas D .is. not elevated with respect to background.
Therefore, please removed the quoted statement and 81mp|y state that Areas A B
and C are elevated with respect to background and Area D is not.
Evaluation of Response to Comments
The Navy refers to Attachment C which contains a s:gmf:cant rewtrite of Appendix G.

E Please revise the modified Appendfx G as follows:

Section 3.2, Background Soil
Page C-2 .

Bullet 1

The report states that NE soils abut the site to the south and east.and SE soils
abut the site to the west. Please modify the report to state that NP soils abut the
site to the south. SE soils do not abut the site, however they do abut the UD
designation for the general area. NE soils abut the site to the east.

Bullet 2

The report notes that soris from the reservo:r may have been used to fill in the
area of the water tower. Further, the soils which abut the reservoir are SE and
therefore SE soils may have been used as fill.

The soils which abut the reservoir are not limited to SE (MA and NE so:l types

also aput the _reservoir). Therefore, using this line of reasoning the report would
have to state that SE, NE and MA soils may have been used asfill.
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reveals that, .at a. minimum, site samples in Areas. A, B and C are elevated with
respect to background. In light of the above the report should recommend further
action under CERCLA. » S ‘ o

. Evaluation of Response to Comments

In Attachment D the Navy has indicated that the concentration of arsenic observed at
the site is not due to paint. The Navy questions the validity of the XRF analysis, the
probability of the arsenic coming from the: pamt and the I:kelfheod that the observed
arsenic is from natxve bedrock.

See comment 3 concerning the V&lldlt’y of the XRF analysis. ln regards to the source
of arsenic at the site, it may have come from the paint, application of pesticides or
other tower related sources. In either case the distribution of lead and arsenic at the
site is similar. In regards to the background study, as-indicated in the attached
comments, there are a number of problems with the validity of the study. The study
itself conclude that depending upon the soil type which was assumed to be at the
site the observed:concentrations may or may not-be above background.

Lead is still present. at the site at concentrations-above regulatory levels. Therefore,
at a minimum an ELUR to address lead will be required for the site. In lieu of
performing a- site specific background study and addressing the other concerns
noted in this comment package the Navy may elect to employ the -ELUR for arsenic
as well as lead.

Discussion 5/28/09:

¢ Regarding the XRF analysis, refer to the discussion on Comment 3.:
Regarding the source of the arsenic m sonl refer to the dlscusswn on comments
21 and 14. =
¢ RIDEM is not in agreement with the conclus:on statement (last sentence) of the
proposed revised Section 5.3.
Navy does not think that an ELUR is needed since the lead and arsenic does not
pose an unacceptable risk.

*

20 Appendix G,
Page 1.

o

* Please iriclude a figure depicting cufrent arsenic distribution at the site.
Evaluation of Response to Comments

The Navy has not provided the requested figure. Please be advised that this figure
is typ;ca!!y provided as it offers mformatton concemmg the present d:str:but:on of
arsenic at the site.

Discussion 5/28/09:

« The Navy stated that such a figure is not planned. Thie concentrations or arsenic
measured are presented in Table 3-1, as were the cohcentrations of lead, There
are over 300 samples listed, mapped concentrations are unnecessary. Lead
concentrations are not mapped either.
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Evaluation of Response to Comments
Comment has been addressed.

24 Appendix G, Section 4-2, Statistical Methods
Page 3.

Please include descriptive statistics, (range, average, medium, mode, kutortosis, etc)
and list data in ascending concentrations for both the site and background samples.

Evaluation of Response to Comments
Comment has been addressed.

25 Appendix G, Section 4-2, Statistical Methods
Page 3.

The report list a series of test, Student t test, Mann Whittney test, etc. As this is a
public document the report should indicate which tests are parametric and which test
are non parametric.
Evaluation of Response to Comments
Please indicate which page contains the requested information.

Discussion 5/28/09:
¢ The information is provided on Page C-4, Paragraph 3 of the April 9, 2009 letter.

The comment was resolved.

26 Appendix G, Section 4-2, Statistical Methods
Page 3.

Please provide additional information concerning the upper ranks test, including but
not limited to a literature citation for the test employed, the equations used in the test
and an example calculation.

Evaluation of Response to Comments

Comment has been addressed.

Conf Call Summary 5/28/09 Page 13 0of 13 Melville Water Tower





