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SITE 15 - SPENT ACID STORAGE AND DISPOSAL AREAAND SITE 18 - SOLVENT 
STORAGE AREA GROUNDWATER, AND SITE 16 - HOSPITAL INCINERATOR AND 

SITE 18 - SOLVENT STORAGE AREA SOIL - OPERABLE UNIT 11 
PROPOSED PLAN 

Introduction 
In accordance with Section 117 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 
the law more commonly known as Superfund, this 'Proposed Plan summarizes the Navy's preferred remedies for the 
groundwater at Site 15 - Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area and Site 18 - Solvent Storage Area (Building 33), and the soil 
at Site 16 - Hospital Incinerator and Site 18. Sites 15, 16, and 18 are three of 25 sites'at Naval Submarine Base - New 
London (NSB-NLON), Groton, Connecticut (Figure 1) being addressed by the Navy's Installation Restoration (IR) Program. 
'The IR Program is being conducted to identify and clean up sites created by past operations that do not meet today's 
environmental standards. A total of 11 Operable Units (OUs) have been defined to date at NSB-NLON to address portions of 
the 25 IR Program sites. 

The groundwater at Sites 15 and 18 is only a portion of the Basewide Groundwater OU 9. The proposed remedy for the 
groundwater at these two sites is the first and final action and the remaining portions of OU 9 will be addressed in future 
decision documents. The soil at Site 15 [OU 6] was addressed previously in a separate decls.ion document. The soil at Sites 
16 and 18 has been designated OU 11. The proposed remedy for OU 11 is the first and final action. 

Detailed descriptions of Sites 16 and 18 are proVided in the Basewide Groundwater Operable Unit Remedial Investigation 
(BGOURI) Report. A descnption of Site 15 is provided in both the BGOURI Report and In the BGOURI Update/Feasibility Study 
(FS) Report. Both documents are available in the Information Reposltones at the locations il:Jentified on page 7. The soil 
associated with Site 15 (OU 6) was addressed in a No Further Action (NFA) Source Control Record of Decision (ROD) in 
1997. 

This Proposed Plan recommends NFA for these sites. The BGOURI and BGOURI Update/FS Re~orts did not identify exces­
sive nsks to human health or the environment from these sites. 

U 
The Cleanup 
Proposal. .. 

: After careful study the Navy proposes 
NFAfor: 

• Sites 15 and 18 groundwater 
(portion of OU 9) 

• Sites 16 and 18 sOil (OU 11) 

What Do You Think? 
The Navy is accepting public com­

ments on this Proposed Plan from May 
_, 2004 to June _, 2004. You do not 
have to be a technical expert to com­
ment. If you have a comment or con­
cern, the Navy wants to hear it before 
ma"ing a final decision. 

,::' rt~~~'S _' .~. :\!;,\'.:: .,,' ::::' .: ~ ,:~ .,:' . 
Technical terms shown in bold print . 
are d~fine.a in the glossary:ori Pages 
n~,~~~)~:Z:~·.~ ;~~~:::' '¥·j:'·~~·t\:~.;~:-~·(., 

There are two ways to formally register 
a comment: 

1. Offer oral comments during the 
June _, 2004 public meeting, or 

2. Send written' comments post­
marked no later than June _, 2004 
following the instructions provided 
at the end of the Proposed Plan. 

To the extent possible, the Navy will re­
spond to your oral comments during 
the June _, 2004 public meeting and 
hearing. In addition, federal regulations 
[40 C.F.R. §300.430(f)(3)(i)(F)] require 
the Navy to respond to all significant 
comments in writing. The Navy will re­
view the transcript of the comments re­
ceived at the meeting and all written 
comments received during the formal 
comment period before making a final 
decision and providing a written re­
sponse to the comments in a docu­
ment called a Responsiveness Sum­
mary. The Responsiveness Summary 
will be included in the ROD. 

Learn More About the 
Proposed Plan 
The Nayy will descnbe the Proposed 
Plan and. hear your questions at an in­
formational public meeting. A formal 
publiC hearing will Immediately follow 
this meeting. 

For furt~~r' information on the meeting, 
call Ms. Melissa Gnffin at the NSB-NLON 
Envior8rDentai Deprtment, (860) 
694-5191' 
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Figure 1. Site LocatIOn Map 
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History 
Site 15 is located in the southern portion of NSB-NLON (Fig­
ure 1). It is centrally located between the southern sides of 
Buildings 409 and 410 (Figure 2). This site was used be­
fore and after World War II for the temporary storage of waste 
battery acid In a rubber-lined underground tank. The tank 
was reportedly 12 feet long by 4 feet wide by 4 feet high. The 
batteries were placed on a concrete pad next to the tank 
onto which some acids occasionally leaked. No major spills 
were ever recorded. A 1951 aerial photograph shows that 
the area around the tank was not paved. Acid from the bat­
teries was stored in the tank and was subsequently pumped 
into a tank truck and disposed in the Area A Landfill (Site 2). 

Historical investigations completed at Site 15 include the 
Phase I Remedial Investigation (RI) (1992), Focused Feasi­
bility Study (FFS) (1994), Phase II RI (1997), Supplemental 
Sampling Event (1997) and BGOURI (2002). Based on the 
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results of the Phase I,RI and FFS, it was determined that a 
time-critical removal action (TCRA) was necessary for Site 
15. The removal action was completed In 1995 and included 
removal of the tank, its contents, and 318 tons of lead-con­
taminated soil. Subsequent to the TCRA, completion of the 
Phase II RI, and confirmation sampling, an NFA Source Con­
trol ROD was signed for OU 6 at Site 15 in 1997. Additional 
groundwater samples were collected at the site during the 
BGOURI in 2000. A data gap investigation (DGI) that included 
soil and groundwater sampling was conducted at the site in 
the fall of 2002 for the BGOURI Update. 

Site 16 (see Figure 1) consists of the two locations where a 
mobile inCinerator was used at Naval Hospital Groton. In the 
1980s, the Naval Hospital Groton operated a skid-mounted 
waste incinerator at two sites adjacent to the hospital. The 
two sites (16A and 16B) are located west of Tautog Road, 
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adjacent to BUilding 452 and Building 449, respectively (Fig­
ure 3). According to the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA), the 
incinerator was used to destroy medical records and medical 
waste contaminated with pathological agents. Ash generated 
by the waste incinerator was transferred to dumpsters for dis-
posal at the municipal landfill. . ) 

Site 16 was evaluated during the Initial Assessment Study 
(lAS) conducted for NSB-NLON (March 1983). No sampling 
activities were conducted as part of the study. The study's 
recommendation for this site was to not pursue further In­
vestigation of the site because, at the time of the lAS/study, 
the site was still operational. As a result, no investigation of 
Site 16 was conducted during either of the early'Rls con­
ducted at NSB-NLON, i.e., the Phase I or Phase II RI. The 
Navy subsequently ceased operation of the incinerator at the 
hospital and investigated the site during the BGOURI (2001) 
to determine the impact of the operation of the incinerator. 
Only soil samples were collected at the site during the BGOURI 
because of site conditions. 

Site 18 consists of Building 33, the Solvent Storage Area. 
The location of BUilding 33 IS shown on Figure 1 and Fig­
ure 4. This building has been used for the storage of gas 
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. \ 
cylinders and 55-gallon drums of solvents such as 
trichloroethene (TCE) and dichloroethene. 

The Solvent Storage Area at Building 33 was identified dUring 
the lAS. The site was identified as Study Area F in the FFA and 
.is now identified as Site 18 for the IR Program. Soil and 
groundwater samples were collected from the site during 
the BGOURI (2002). 

Findings of the Field 
Investigations 
After the TCRA at Site 15, groundwater samples were col­
lected at the site during the Phase II RI and BGOURI. The 
BGOURI identified TCE, a chlorinated volatile organic com­
pound (VOC), and metals as the primary groundwater chemi­
cals of potential concern (COPCs). TCE had not been de­
tected in previous sampling events. Additional soil and 
groundwater samples were collected during the DGI in 2002 
to confirm the results of the BGOURI and further define the 
nature and extent of contamination at the site and to deter­
mine the risks to huma'n receptors from exposure to Site 15 
media. TCE was not detected in the DGI groundwater 
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MEASURED ON JUNE 14. 2000 

....... GROUNDWATER FLOW DIRECTlON 

1 
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samples, which indicated that the detections of TCE found in 
groundwater samples dUring the BGOURI were anomalies 
and not indicative of a site or upgradlent source issue. The 
metals cadmium, chromium, lead, nickel, silver, and zinc 
were identified as groundwater COPCs at Site 15 during the 
BGOURI. The results of the DGI showed that the chromium, 
lead, nickel, and silver concentrations were anomalies and 

- that the elevated concentrations may have been caused by 
the groundwater sampling technique. 

The DGI results showed that there is no contamination re­
maining in the soil that is acting as a source of contamina­
tion to the groundwater and that there is no significant ground­
water contamination at Site 15. Comparison of historical 
and DGI analytical results to the BGOURI results indicates 
that the BGOURI results were anomalies and were not repre­
sentative of site conditions. The cause(s) of the BGOURI 
anomalies may have been the field sampling methodology 
and/or laboratory issues. ) 

The human health risk assessment (HHRA) and data screen­
ing results showed that there are no SOil or groundwater 
chemicals of concern (COCs) for Site 15. The HHRA per­
formed for the BGOURI Update included construclion work­
ers, full-time employees, adolescent trespassers, and fu­
ture child and adult residents as receptors. The results of 
the HHRA indicate that all incremental cancer risks (ICRs) 
from exposure to soil at Site 15 were less than or within the 
Uniled States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) tar­
get risk range of, 10-4 to 10-6 and less than the Connecticut 
Department of Environmental Protection's (CTDEP's) accept­
able level of 1 x1 0-5 for cumulative exposures. Although all 
ICRs were less than CDTEP's target level for cumulative 
exposures, chemical-specific ICRs for arsenic (full-ti'me em­
ployee, adolescent trespasser, child resident, and adult resi­
dent) exceeded CTDEP's target level of 1 x1 0-6 for individual 
chemicals. Only--one detection of arsenic exceeded the 
CTDEP RSR for residential exposure and the remaining de­
tections were all less than the NSB-NLON background con­
centration. Consequently, arsenic was not retained as a 
COCo All hazard indices (His), which provide an indlcalion of 
the noncarcinogenic risks from exposure to the chemicals in 
the soil at Site 15, were less than or equal to EPA's and 
CTDEP's acceptable level of 1.0. The results of the HHRA 
also Indicated that all ICRs from exposures to groundwater 
at Site 15 were less than or within EPA's target risk range of 
10.4 to 10.6 and less than CTDEP's acceptable level of 1 x1 0.5 

for cumulative exposures and 1 x1 0-6 for indiVidual chemi­
cals. All His for exposure to groundwater at Site 15 were less 
than or equal to EPA's and CTDEP's acceptable level of 1.0. 

The maximum detected concentrations of antimony and ar­
senic in Site 15 soil exceeded screening criteria for the mi­
gration from soil to groundwater. Antimony and arsenic were 
not detected in DGI groundwater samples, which indicates 
that antimony and arsenic are not migrating from soil to 
groundwater. Based on this information, the metals were 
not retained as COCs: The maximum detected concentra­
tions of cadmium and zinc in Site 15 groundwater exceeded 

What is Risk and How is it 
Calculated? 

( 

• 
A human health risk assessment estimates "baseline risk." 
This is an estimate of the likelihood of health problems oc­
curring if no.cleanup action were taken at a site. To estimate 
baseline risk at a site, the Navy undertakes a four-step pro­
cess: 

Step 1: Analyze Contamination 
Step 2: Estimate Exposure 
Step 3: Assess Potential Health Dangers 
Step 4: Characterize Site Risk 

In Step 1, the Navy looks at the concentration of contami­
nants found at a site as well as past scientific studies on the 
effects these contaminants have had on people (or animals, 
when human studies are unavailable). Comparisons be­
tween site-specific concentrations and concentrations re­
ported in past studies helps the Navy to determine which 
concentrations reported in past studies helps the Navy to 
determine which contaminants are most likely to pose the 
greatest threat to human health. 

In Step 2, the Navy considers the different ways that people 
might be exposed to the contaminants identified in Step 1, 
the concentrations that people might be exposed to, and the 
potential frequency and duration of exposure. Using this 
information, the Navy calculates a "reasonable maximum 
exposure" (RME) scenario, which portrays the highest level 
of human exposure that could reasonably be expected to 
occur. 

In Step,3, the Navy uses the information from Step 2 com­
bined With Information on the toxicity of each chemical to 
assess potential health risks. The likelihood of any kind of 
cancer resulting from a site is generally expressed as an 
upper bound probability; for example, a "1 in 10,000 chance." 
In other words,' for every 10,000 people that could be ex­
posed, one extra cancer may occur as a result of exposure to 
site contaminants. An extra cancer case means that one 
more person could get cancer than would normally be ex­
pected to from all other causes. For non-cancer health ef­
fects, the Navy calculated a "hazard index." The key concept 
here IS that a ''threshold level" (measured usually as a haz­
ard index of less than 1) exists below which non-cancer health 
effects are no longer predicted. 

In Step 4, the Navy determines whether site risks are great 
enough to ca~se health problems for people at or near the 
site. The results of the three previous steps are combined" 
evaluated, and summarized. The Navy adds up the potential 
risks from the individual contaminants to determine the total 
risk resulting form the site. 
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screening criteria for the migration from groundwater to sur­
face water. However, Site 15 is not located close to any sur­
face water bodies; therefore, these exceedances were not 
considered significant and neither metal was retained as a 
COCo 

" At Site 16, the nature and extent of contamination and HHRA 
results from the BGOURI indicated that the past operation of 
the skid-mounted incinerator did not significantly impact the 
surrounding soil and that site soils do not pose significant 
risks to any potential human receptors. The HHRA consid­
ered construction workers, full-time employees, older child 
trespassers, and future child and adult residents. All ICRs 
from exposure to soil at Site 16 were less than or within 
EPA's target risk range of 10-4 to 10-6 and less than CTDEP's 
acceptable level of 1 x1 0-5 for cumulative exposures. Although 
all ICRs were less than CDTEP's target level for cumulative 
exposures, chemical-specific ICRs for arsenic (full-time work­
ers, older child trespassers, child residents, and adult resi­
dents) and benzo(a)pyrene (child residents) exceeded 
CTDEP's target level of 1 x1 0-6 for individual chemicals. It 
should be noted that the maximum detected concentrations 
of arsenic and benzo(a)pyrene were less than their respec­
tive CTDEP RSRs for residential exposures. All His for expo­
sure to soil at Site 16 were less than EPA's and CTDEP's 

/' acceptable level of 1.0. 

Even though several chemicals at Site 16 were detected at 
concentrations that exceed screening criteria for contami­
nant migration from soil to groundwater, it is unlikely that the 
groundwater beneath this site is impacted because the 
CTDEP pollutant migration criteria used to identify migration 
COPCs are very conservative, and the COPCs at this site [(I.e., 
dioxins/furans, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and met­
als)] are not typically mobile in dissolved phase. In addition, 
asphalt pavement covers a majority of the site and limits 
Infiltration through the soil and erosion of surface soil. Fi­
nally, relatively competent bedrock is very shallow at thiS site 
and it is likely that it would impede vertical contaminant mi­
gration. 

At Site 18, the nature and extent of contamination and HHRA 
results from the BGOURI Indicated that past storage of sol­
vents at BUilding 33 (Site 18) did not significantly impact the 
surrounding media and that the 'site does not pose Signifi­
cant risks to any potential human receptors. No groundwa­
ter COPCs were identified at Site 18. The HHRA determined 
that health risks from exposure to soil at Site 18 were Within 
target risk ranges. Potential receptors for exposures to soil 
at Site 18 included construction workers, fulltime employ­
ees, older child trespassers, and future residents. All ICRs 
for exposures to soil at Site 18 were less than or within EPA's 
targ~t risk range of 10-4 to 10-6 and less than CTDEP's ac­
ceptable level of 1 x1 0-5 for cumulative exposures. Although 
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all ICRs were less than CTDEP's target level for cumulative 
exposures, chemical-specific ICRs for arsenic (full-time work­
ers, future child residents, and future adult residents) ex­
ceeded CTDEP's target level of 1 x 10-6 for individual chemi­

. cals. It shoul~ be noted that the maximum detected concen­
tration of arsenic was less than its CTDEP RSRs for resi­
dential exposures. All His for exposure to soil at Site 18 were 
less than EPA's and CTDEP's acceptable level of 1.0. 

Site 15 is located in a paved parking area; Site 16 is adjacent 
to a hospital; and Site 18 is a storage building surrounded by 
a parking lot. All three sites are in well developed portions of 
NSB-NLON. None of these sites nor the areas near these 
sites represent habitats suitable for supporting a wildlife 
population. Given the site conditions, it is unlikely that eco­
logical receptors are at risk as a result of contaminants as­
sociated with Sites 15, 16, and 18. 

The Navy's Proposed Remedy 
Based on the results of the BGOURI and BGOURI Update, it is 
the Navy's current judgment that NFA is required for the 
groundwater at Sites 15 and 18, which make up a portion of 
OU 9, and the soil at Sites 16 and 18, which is &designated as 
OU 11. These sites pose no current or future potential threat 
to human health or the environment; therefore, the Navy pro­
poses that no treatment, engineering controls, or institutional 
controls be implemented at these sites. The EPA and CTDEP 
concur with the, Navy's preferred remedy. 
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The Public's Role in, Alternative Selection 
Community input is integral to the selection process. The 
Navy, EPA, and CTDEP will consider all comments in select­
ing the remedy prior to signing the ROD. The public is en­
couraged to participate in the decision-making process. 

This Proposed Plan for Site 15 groundwater, Site 16, and 
Site 18 is available for review, along with supplemental docu­
mentation, at the: 

Groton Public Library 
52 Newtown Road 

Groton, CT 06340 
(860) 441-6750 

Bill Library 
718 Colonel Ledyard Highway 

Ledyard, CT 06339 

(860) 464-9912 

Hours: 
Mon. - Thur.: 9:00am -

9:00pm 
Fri.: 9:00am - 5:30pm 
Sat.: 9:00am -'5:00pm 
Sun.: noon - 6:00pm 

Hours: 
Mon. - Thur.: 9:00am -

9:00pm 
Fri. & Sat.: 9:00am -

5:00pm 
Sun.: 1 :OOpm - 5:00pm 

For further Information, please contact: 

Mark Evans, Remedial Project Manager 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Engineering Field Activity Northeast 
10 Industrial Highway 
Mall Stop 82, Code 1823/ME 
Lester, Pennsylvania 19113-2090 
Tel: (610) 595-0567 ext. 162 
Email: Mark.Evans1@navy.mil 

Glossary of Technical Terms 
Chemical of Concern (COC): A regulated chemical that is 
present at a concentration deemed to pose an unacceptable 
risk to human health ,or the enVironment, taking Into account 
the acceptable level of risk, land-use definitions (i.e., current 
and reasonable potential future), and exposure scenario (i.e., 
completed pathways). 

Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs): Chemicals iden­
tified as potential concerns to human health or the environ­
ment through a screening-level assessment because their 
concentrations exceed regulatory criteria. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA): A federal law passed in 1980 
and modified in 1986 by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA). The act created a special tax 
that goes into a trust fund to investigate and clean up aban­
doned and uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. 

Melissa Griffin 
Installation Restoration Manager 
Naval Submarine Base - New London 
Building 439 
Groton, CT 06349-5039 
Tel. (860) 694-5191 \ 
Email: grlffinm@cnrne.navy.mil 

Kymberlee Keckler, Remedial Project Manager 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
1 Congress Street 
Suite 1100 (HBT) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 
Tel: (617) 918-1385 
Email: keckler.kymberlee@epa.gov 

Mark Lewis 
Environmental Analyst 3 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
Eastern District Remediation Program 
Planning & Standards Division 
Bureau of Waste Management 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-5127 
Tel. (860) 424-3768 
Email: mark.lewis@po.state.ct.us 

Connecticut Remediation Standard Regulations (RSRs): 
Connecticut regulations (Sections 22a-133k-1 through -3 of 
the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies) concerning 
the remediation of polluted soil, surface water, and ground-
~~~ . 

Contaminants: Any physical, biological, or radiological sub­
stance or matter that, at a certain concentration, could have 
an adverse effect on human health and the environment. 

Data Gap Investigation (DGI): A follow-up investigation per­
formed to address data gaps identified in the results of the 
previous investigation. 

Dioxins: A family of 75 organic compounds known chemi­
cally as polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins. The individual 
compounds are technically referred to as congeners. Con­
cern about them arises from their potential toxiCity as con­
taminants and their hydrophobic nature and resistance to­
wards metabolism. Dioxins are typically created and released 
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Into the air during, combustion processes such as commer­
cial or municipal waste incineration and from burning fuels 
(e.g., wood, coal, or oil). They can also be created in small 
quantities during certain types of chemical manufacturing 
and processing. 

Furans: A family of 135 organic compounds known chemi­
cally as polychlorinated dibenzofurans. The individual com­
pounds are technically referred to as congeners. TYPically 
found with dioxins and having similar properties, concern 
about furans arises from their potential toxicity as contami­
nants and their hydrophobic nature and resistance towards 
metabolism. 

Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA): Scientific method 
to evaluate the effects on human receptors from exposure to 
contaminants in site-specific media. 

Installation Restoration (IR) Program: The purpose of the IR 
Program is to identify, investigate, assess, characterize, and 
clean up or control releases of hazardous substances and 
to reduce the risk to human health and the environment from 
past waste disposal operations and hazardous material spills 
at Navy activities in a cost effective manner. , 

Metals: Metals are naturally occurring elements in the earth. 
Some metals, such as arsenic and mercury, can have toxic 
affects. Other metals, such as iron, are essel)tial to the me­
tabolism of humans and animals. 

Operable Unit (OU): Operable units are site management 
tools that define discrete steps towards comprehenSive ac­
tions as part of a Superfund site cleanup. They can be based 
on geological portions of a site, specific site problems, initial 
phases of action, or any set of action performed over time or 
concurrently at different parts of the site. 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs): A family of 204 organic 
compounds, formerly used in the manufacture of plastics 
and in electrical transformers. They were used because 
they conducted heat well while being fire resistant and good 
electrical insulators. PCBs tend to bioaccumulate in fish 
and other animals. PCBs are probable human carcinogens. 
Studies also suggest non-cancer effects on humans and 
animals. 

Proposed Plan: A public participation requirement in which 
the lead agency summarizes for the public the preferred 
cleanup strategy and rationale for preference and reviews 
the alternatives presented in the detailed analysis of the FS. 
The document IS used to solicit public review and comment 
on all alternatives under consideration. 
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Record 9f Decision (ROD): An official document that de­
scribes the selected remedy for a site. The ROD documents 
the remedy selection process and is typically issued by the 
lead agency following the public comment period. 

Remedial Action (RA): Activities to control exposure to, treat: 
or remove contaminated media, waste, or material. 

Remedial Investigation (RI), Basewide Groundwater Oper­
able Unit RI (BGOURI) and BGOURI Update/Feasibility Study 
(FS): A Remedial Investigation report describes the site, docu­
ments the nature and extent of contaminants detected at the 
Site, and presents the results of the risk assessment. An FS 
report presents the development, analysis, and comparison 
of remedial alternatives. 

Responsiveness Summary: A summary of written and oral 
comments received during the public comment period, and 
the Navy's responses to these comments. The Responsive­
ness Summary is an important part of the ROD, highlighting 
community concerns for decision makers. 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): Carbon-based chemi­
cal compounds that have high vapor pressures and evapo­
rate readily at normal temperatures. Examples of VOCs are 
the components of gasoline (i.e., benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene, and xylenes) and solvents (e.g., 
trichloroethene). 

) 

L 
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USE THIS SPACE TO WRITE YOUR COMMENTS 

Your input on the Proposed Plan for Site 15 groundwater, Site 16, and Site 18 at Naval Submarine Base - New 
London is important to the Navy. Comments provided by the public are valuable in helping the Navy select the final 
remedy for these sites. 

You may use the space below to write your comments, then fold and mail. Comments must be postmarked by 
May _,2004. Comments can be submitted via mail or e-mail and should be sent to either of the following 
addresses: 

Mr. Mark Evans, Remedial Project Manager 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Engineering Field Activity Northeast 
10 Industrial Highway 
Mail Stop 82, Code 1823/ME 
Lester, Pennsylvania 19113-2090 
Tel: (610) 595-0567 ext. 162 
e-mail: Mark.Evans1@navy.mil 

Ms. Melissa Griffin 
Installation Restoration Manager 
Naval Submarine Base - New London 
Building 439 
Groton, CT 06349-5039 
Tel: (860) 694-5191 
e-mail: griffinm@cnrne.navy.mil 

If you have any questions about the comment period, please contact Mr. Mark Evans at (61 0) 595-0567 ext. 162. 

Name ______________________ _ \ 

Address ___________________ _ 

City _________ _ 

State ____ Zip ______ _ 

Telephone __________________ _ 
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