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TETRA TECH NUS, INC.
661 {Andersen Drive n Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15220-2745

(4125) 921-7090 w FAX (412) 921-4040 » www.tetratech.com
PITT-11-4:050

November 29, 2001
Project Number 4088

Ms. Meghan Cassidy

Environmental Protection Agency
Region | (Mail Code: HBT)

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 ]
Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2023

Mr. Iver McLeod

Maine Department of Environmental Protection
State House Station 17

Augusta, Maine 04333-0017

Reference: Contract No. N62472-90-D-1298 (CLEAN)
Contract Task Order No. 824

Subject: Preliminary Data Quality Objective (DQO) Data Package, Site 32 (Topeka Pier)
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS), Kittery, Maine

Dear Ms. Cassidy/Mr. McLeod:

On behalf of the U.S. Navy, Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. is pleased to provide to the U\.S. Environmental Protection
Agency Region | (USEPA) and to the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) 4 copies each
of the Preliminary DQO Data Package in preparation for the upcoming meeting on December 6 and 7, 2001.

If additional information is required, please contact Mr. Fred Evans at (610) 595-0567,.extension 159.

For the Community Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) members; if you have any comments or questions on
these issues, they can be provided to the Navy at a RAB meeting, by calling the Public Affairs office at (207)
438-1140 or by writing to:

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Code 106.3R Bldg. 44
Attn: Marty Raymond
Portsmouth, NH 03804-5000

Sincerely,

Project Manager
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Previous Investigations at/offshore of Site.32: :
e Estuarine Ecological-Risk’ Assessinent. (for‘prerabIea Unltz 4) (sampllng in 1991 to 1993)
included sampling locations in the offshore area near Site 32 referred to as the Back
Channel Area of Concern (AOC)
RCRA Facmtles Investlgatlon (RFI
itGri fided ng

e_d

-. A geophysrcal \’survey zMTADSr) was: condtjcted foria portlon of the:site.ini@ctober

. Interlm Offshore Morutorlng ,(Ftounds 1 through 4, 1999 to 2001) includes a monltorlng
o : W0V g By

appreciable rlsk to the environment or human health. Accordingly, the sampllng and analytlcal
rationale targeted source areas, that is samplingslocations were: tar “g;etedgthantrwere;most likely
to be contaminated by Site 32 activities. Based on exceedances of risk screening levels, it was
'determined that a release of hazardous substances may.:haveroceurréd; and thatan:Rliiwas
rrequiited for:Site :82:1i The recomméndations based:on;the.Site 32188l ‘(Fieldai!,nvestigation
.Reportz MNWUS,) March::2000)-is:that; addltlonal mvestlgatlen 18 negessary: to;define the: nature
and extent of contamination near BuﬂdrngaJSAffandt, Building:1 168 The rathna]er}ferrthls
recommendation is based on the detection of lead and arsenic contamination in soil and
groufidwatérat levels:exceedingifacility:backgroundiconeentrations-and-EPA-Region:liiriskeds
LDasediconcentrations..1Alsg, elevatedlevels of - PCBs:and-RAHSs: xwere-galso:,Qetected in¢the, soil
Near. Building:s4.58:-T hea{reportx|ndroatgs)’thatt additionals samplingto.-addresss ;sqrfacej soil
contamination at» other locationszwould; -also; be-considerey: s(as Partyof:the-: IQ@s ifor-the RI
rnvestrgatlon)

05

i eldrguitibng i i s gt i Bt elishvi AREET
zil?b[er;:MTASv ey W uconductedi, on the;ppertlon, 'ka, the SIte thatfgwas,pga‘qqessmle
(approximately a quarter to a third of the site). Significant portions of the site were inacgessible
because of equipment, fenced laydown areas, railroad tracks, and other structures. The
MTADS showed buried utility lines throughout the Site 32 area. Unjdentlflgblefpurledg objects
weremelasiextensive:as these shownsfor.the" other a,readsurveyedby, M]'A (the J]L seen?
WIS R TR TRt

Health{,ﬁtjsk Assessmentﬁgr pffshore, Media,, (I-I,I;IRA M
Eoglogical:Risk;Assessment(EERA, NCCOSE, 2000). .The:! Ug

wheregsghe,,EﬁRA evaluatedsOUA} by:-AQGCs..-Based,. on the, jnterrm Record;of Decis
for OU4, only offshore ecological risks pose a current concern for: OU4 , Specificall

Back Channel AOC, intermediate risk for sediment was identified. As part “of the mterlm
offshere monijtoring program f for; QU4 (TINUS;:October, 1999)~«g|ti.yya,sgd
monitering:was: required for. @U 4, which; |ne|ud§su§edlm fshore 32 Tihe
data from the Rounds 1 through 4 data for monitoring stations in the Srte 32 offshore aréa show
exceedances of the Interim Remediation Goals for OU4 (IRGs) for copper and nickel. Organic
concentrations overall appear to be low in relation to the IRGs. During Round 4, foundry slag
that is high in metals concentrations was found along the Site 32 shoreline. It is believed that

Laren/Hart, 99A)tg§!td
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the metalsiconcentratioris are from the slagj rathier than from’ groundwater 'migration from Site
32. The consistent'IRG exceedandes for copper and nickél noted in- the sediment at’ Site 32
suggests that éedrment ‘concentrationss are aboxie aoceptable nsk-based conoentratrons o
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Histori¢al Site Cheniical Data: 7% . | «oson 00w
Based'onfsite hiéto‘ry and'past: mveétlgatlon the: ché?‘mcal mix ig’ potentlally varied. In" '“éirtlcUIar
polyeyelic-aromatic’ hydrocarbens | (PAHs) ’polyohlohnated ‘biphenyls-- (PCBs) ahd’ metals weré
more frequently: identified in sellffill material at: the! 'site. “(*Seehattached soil -and: grouhdwater
data: summdry-tablésathatinclude: potentlal sereenmg IeVels for Site 32‘) Cor .

Site Geology/Hydrogeology:
* The thickness of fill is 2 to 15 feet across the site,
Fl“ is *underlglﬁ by hatural‘ r‘narine and glacromann“e srlt/clay (7to 35 féet fhrck)

o

‘o Silticlal is unhderlain by Glacial i ye- St et o

s Bedrock ranges from 15 to 57 feet below ground surface (bgs) and slopes toward the
offshore (Back Channel). L e A

* Groundwater flow is toward the offshore (Back Cha‘.hnel)
Groundwater is trdally mﬂuenoed
' f 't

y{w&
‘{éé er

sputhé asters

day or more) , Slug tegts of the F{\ QLweII ci:},gster indicated, hygjraullc conductuwty 5t.1300
€ B AT to feol s g D G'g Eﬁ Qﬁ) £ ra«,sv I SRS RO &

ntaminan *migratnon &mé ism O e
Groundwater transport from onshoré to offshore (lncludlng through sedimept& seeps -and
possibly sewer system)

L. Erosjoneof shorglrnego offshore.ar reas.
... Most of the site is-paved;or coyered:by buildings sg
..bea srgnrncgrg«igyrrem mxgranon ‘ecnanismr i
£V i biginians ) g s.s: HHIIE ¥ :
ewer. Di&eharge‘éformatron. . ol :
fore.,1970, waste. dischargeg tt royghksgyverS vars: n)j:\y have, |eaked [nto surrounqlng
sorl, éwhlch in turn, may, have, Je@c 1ed chemicals mto groundwgte §om§ seyers.are p,”ow)the;
groundwater table oand‘ieguld Ieak direetly into.gro ggwate ‘ome bugdingegpgveﬂpgsgments
pumped contmuousiy to the storm sewer system Additional .information;ion, the. storm. Sewel
system is needed to understand where the sewers and outfalis are located and how the storm
sewer system impacts, grqundw,ater flow (including seeps) Methaods for tracjng the, storm sewer:
flow{,x,ay‘be necessary ‘ . b

FAL) £

F ltratron o(ﬁpreo.pltgﬁqn, is
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It is believed that seeps in the mterzcidal area of the site ‘may ‘be tf;e outlets for some “storm
sewers although. this h%s not pgen confirmed. . Eu,r,thgmgor ;Qeregrsggégsplcron that water.from,
building., basemen s»ls elng Pumn ped tnrough the: storm..sewer system to.dhe, offshqreg .One:
indi catjon t!;ca icion is trug is a. “gusber”\seep that. hae ar. egrgogdinardy high, f,lg w.rate:
(agproximately; 40.,

gajgons per m}utxe),, which,.a ;;pearsjtoe be; a.storm ;water; ou tfalhgreguletegl«-
under PNS' storm v
Iooatnons other than,

er.permit, roundwater may & also be mﬂltr t}ngr}the storm.sewer syste
utldmg basemen}s Glyen th_‘_ﬁpotentlally complex. mixing sntuatron, it-is,
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believed not 1o be-cost-effective o, iry to separate theirelative, flow contributions from:the;various
potential seep water sources -at this;time.- Therefore, -all. seep water.will be:assumed to be
groundwater. for..planring-purposes:i:df any. corrective actions ‘more

are required-at Site :82;-3;
detailed analysis of storm water flows and potential mixing with seeps may be warranted.

Land Use (current):

PNS is a miilitary facility with restricted access. The current lapd. use-for. Site: 32: istoffice: and
ma|ntenar1 ¢e, parking(about 50: percent) storage; vehiclgand,rail.car, maintenance, transducer
repair;; boat Iaunch -an A;,emerary(, ousing: (H23 Aip th :southeast eorner;iis. used-for, transient
Nawy: personnel) -Based: .on; theq___ge of:the; srtea.arqhaeoleglcal resources ' may-need to: be
considered in the area: of investigation.: The.Shipyard -historiaih -needs:10.be, contacted:to

determine any constraints or requirements durlng investigation.

Land Use (future): Wl el e o i
The site uses..are. likely .fo; remain.. as rt |s\.current|y “:,owey‘,er unrestr;cted sresjdential,
recreational, commer0|al or industrial use of the site may.be posslble s¢ "r|os if tt;e Shrpyard
were to close do (o o

t’(

[

Ai exposure pathway - so

|n'

needs to be considered., The gurrent expos_u ( Ah&g‘g ing

sits ngeds o be'chnisidéred’* ™ =

SRR

Groundwater exposure pathway — Current exposure to’ gro“ ] ‘at'the srté rhay be from}th
constriictish AVEFKEY 'dighifg at thevaite at: 6r. beléw the' Troundwater tablet é;hd the ‘excavated
area being partially filled with shallow groundwatér:* “f} érefore Forthe Gurent'exposure’for the
construction worker, exposure to all shallow groundwater is consrdered Grour;dwate; at the

site appears to be mostly saline/brackish water with sore pockets ] W"* Cigi|

P E‘\t

original'shicrelirié.b G dterdt PNS' not used 16F°dri Ri‘ﬁd_ howéve) ,"fovrf
radidéntial =8 '”xp"c‘ssarféx athway® faffresment”buttlng' 4 king’ g
grdﬁﬁarrateﬁne 8t Bzﬁcaﬁ*s“iaered* ’

grouneWats i ’16‘ﬁfs‘id’eréd"*f‘
e

“THE only ElirrBiitse 'the'si \
and other receptors would not be exposed to surface soil contamrnants.“"’Any other’htfl’man!
receptors erI be consldered for poterrtlal future r|sk scenar|os

“’”rre’ﬁtly rnéluded:*as part of OU4; HiOWeVEF; ‘e

invéstigatior ay'be rmpacted by Site' (32‘wrll '*‘iﬁ‘olﬁ"é"’é
m‘\’/e‘strg”é’tlon ‘ ’F‘“Fi'gé“’ "lo@lcal‘ offdhote’ expdstire; - riskd *ha\'/‘é been_

dete h1inedf”that |rft“e‘ﬁrh‘ """ fitoring of sediffiént - wé‘é warf 4
ieligdirig“the of “Sité “32. PAIHB ugH HSHiONs' 16 be Ak Eb‘ d''ol i
rﬁor’r‘itoi‘i‘ﬁ@*fo‘r"‘ U4 ha "not bééh idénitifisd (actiohs Will‘be ideritified’ as' part of the" S-Vea"r’
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and soil along the shorel|ne of S|te 32 l'he high metals concéntrations™ *not believed to be
from mlgratlon of Site 32 groundwater to the offshore; however, this needs to ‘be_levaluate For

P a s

overlap between the ‘€6 ‘eptual rrsk‘model for§S|te 324
reflects the overlap to provide a comprehensive understandlng of r|sks for the Site 33" Gnstore

and offshore areas

IS IEEEE H

' P g
(thef Seepiwater |s1generally only exposed Betikeen mid and low tlde) | S
seeps may have very low flow that form very thin sheet flow. S*a‘r’nplmg méthods’ an "”sample
management methods will need to be considered to ensure that the analytical data for the seep
water reflects the chemicals present in the seep water. and not sediment entralned in the seep

water because of sampling method so that’ exposure 16 'séep water'can-be’ ‘evalliated. ) At

Problem Statement t ) 4

ko \) B T R T R =7 IR R LS IY ARE NI 4 R s e 1B
Human exposure to onsite contamrnants and-t6¢on Ants in'the offshdre intéertidal area are
a:concern, and offshore ecological exposure to contam|nants in the offshore area |s .a concern.
For hirhans'we ‘are céricériied abouf’ potentlal ‘Kealth ri 8 ‘
about: the potentialkfor:Site 32 gshtamindiits 1o havé:an-advérse impact on the ecology, by
mobilizing through groundwater transport after the asphalt cover and b’hlldrngs are removed.
Potential current impacts to the offshore from Site 32 are being evaluated as part of the interim

offshore monitoring program for OU4 (through sediment monitoring and trendingl.

T

with a slag prle The presence of more slag ist 'suspected along’ shorél |ne. “The extent
of th|s ‘metals: c0ntam|nat|on is“unknewn: ' We will corﬁblné the rhves 'gatlon of th_rs céncern wrth

sourceis determining the extént.of metéls: cofitafinatioh asseciatsd’

» i Py
4(,5‘».1 e L plEE TG

Onshore: i
An SSI was conducted and, based on that investigation; the s|te was eC
under:-GERCLA .because thére ‘is.a» hur“nan health rrsk co
contaminants onshore at Site 32. L i

Offshore: A o RS S e
A concern exists:that humans: could be exposed to offshore sed|ments and seep ‘water' in the
intertidal area of Site 32 in ways that would adversely-affect their héalth:: Current. OU4 offshore

ecological risks have been characterized under the EERA. Interim offshore monitoring offshore

Site 32 Preliminary DQO 5 B RYLY 7o &



of Site 32 (Rounds 1 through 4) indicates elevated metals. concentrations,. (exceedances of the
IRGs for copper and n|cke|) Ther re, onIy fufure, ecologlcal r|sks (from migration, of cherrucals
from S|te 3210 the offshore) need to be evalua ;di(based on .modellng~ of, contamlnant transport
from onshore to the offshore area) : . Sty fw L

Support of for Slte 32FES: ;..ﬁ P T U SR N N T ey

We would, l;ke to coIIect data durlng the S|te 32 RI to support any feas|b|I|ty study (FS) for S|te
'32 that mlght be necessary, |nsofar s the ddltlonal data can:be coIIected effrclently -and ;cost-
effectlvely ' P P T

T £ B gL e AN ,"

Specific information needs to support an FS for the Site 32 offshore area relate to defining the
nature and extent ofxthe elevated metals gongentrations.in sediment. . -Sampling and-analysis. as
part of the Intenm Offshore Monltorlng Program . revealed eIevated concentrations- (i.e.,

exceed|ng OUA4 Interim Remedlatlon Goals or.|RGs) of copper and;niekel-in the sediment.in the
intertidal area of Site 32. The elevated metal concentrations appear to be associated with slag
in the intertidal, area, of Site-82 anpd appear.to.be conflned to a;small.area; but this has. not.been
Ve[Ierd  Furt ermore the. b|oaya||ab|I|'|es of the metals appear to be. ]ow wh|ch indicates; the
.associate ;with _these metal contarmnants Low
' ,,In add|t|on the spatlal dlstrlbutlon of the eIevated

Principal Study Questions: | Y
1. Are current or future potential risks from Site 32 contamlnants unacceptable for
--humans onshore or.in the intertidal.zone.;;, .. R N VI

;}ca,use a f,u.tu,r-,e.( adyerse

2. "Gould "Site”'3:
' hanges: (e.g., lifting. the.

y |mpact to the,vo
asphaIt“cap”)”

N :‘{.’i

Secondary Study Question: ~
3 s suff10|ent |nforrr1at|on available to, support a comprehensive FS to address,all Site

p_tablejrpoth onshore and off hore” Sufflment-;

_c‘ludeszn ; 1y ERER ST RN

V' Determ, |ng> kthe nature' and e “.ent‘,of contamlnatlon suff|0|ently te evaIuate.,
potential remedies ;

Potential Actionsfor.Principal Questions;. Sre ot ' S nirves L
. acceptable risks: pased on Pr|n0|pal Questlons 1y and/or 2. |mplement anr FS that would
‘consider the' foIIowmg (and pOSSIbly more) remedies: ¢ Lot
e Limited action (monitoring and land use controls)
o Soil cap to prevent exposure of receptors to contaminants 4
. » Installation -of. ‘a--hazardous ‘waste cap o prevent |nf|Itrat|on of prec|p|tat|on and
exposure of receptors to contamlnants ' ~ w7

INBEEN Ay

is*

Ci =,—‘l:i
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o Installation of aicut off ‘batrier orhydraulic:barrier to-preverit-contaminarit-rigration
(and associated groundwater extractlon and treatment)

«* Linitéd-excavition to'remove contamrnatlon especraIIy the most contamlnated areas
Exsitu treatment-blologlcal soil washlng/separatlon ‘or other - B o

* Insitu treatment — bioremediation, soil washing, fixation/stabilization or other (e.g.,
funnel and gate) P

iy
i

Beie

FE

If acceptable risks based on Principal Questions 1 and 2 - No Further Act|on (NFA) for
onshore area.

Potentlal Act|ons for Secondary Questlon
FS Support

"Go'to an FS if'sufficient: lnfofmatlon avallable: |

'=Develop DQ@s for coIIectlng addltlonal“ data to support an FS if’ addltlonal

H r.l-;. ot

& e

et

Decision Statements L [ S

R T U B BT TSt S N LTS L B TN
ERE S S S SO & NS S 50 3 PRI § : : -

t

Note: Two pr|nC|paI dec|S|on statements are presented below. The term “No* Further Actlon”
applies to each decision statement individually. No further action i§irequired athIte 32 as a
whole only |f all decision statements yield an NFA cond|t|on :

‘éqg, ' P S . > :
v -tux- N T, {',M_’.- B i . x:».“-‘-1,‘_3}) EE I e L FEL I B S B

PrlnC|paI DeC|s10ns
1. Qetermlne ,whether current @H,;‘future potentlal r|sks from Slte,g 32u contamlnants are
eptable for humans. 'If-either;the: »eurrent QR future. potential risk-is unacceptable;an FS is

tunag
required;. otherwise: NFA-in:response; to this:question, .(Current -risks-will be:estimated for

onshore, congtrustion. workers and intertidal.area: recreationers, . Future. risks will.be:estimated

for onshore hypothetical civilian residents, occupat|onal 'worker, constructlon risk, and
onshore/mterLdaI recreatloners) R A U e v

‘Erﬂf 1y b Ay [

2 Determlne o "h ther an tunacceptable future. potential ; adverse_. |mpact I‘rom >S|te 32
contamlnants exists, for.ecological. sceptors insthe Slte 32 offshore .area (by: predicting furture
t tia[;surf,;ahgle, centre " ~Af it does FS§ is; requ|red,votherW|se take

Ambient Water; Quallty Criteria. (AWQC for surtace water) o et

\ (R A L e T

Havrng dedided that an FS is necessary,
pport an £S? If yes, movet he ES.
' ,supp' *rt the FS After coII

Leg W
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(353

Assumption: Any of the chemlcals prevrously detected at the srte could be, anywhere at.the site,
therefore we would want the same analyses at all areas of the site. ..+ . .

Degcision Inputs: ; e
All Decisions: o
.. Land survey.including the offshorearea . = .. .« . .. . -
o Water levels (wells) st
¢ pH, and well stabilization parameters, some of which may be needed for the modelrng
e Background analyte concentrations for media.of -interest: - Facility background. exists for
most analytes in all media of interest (except for dioxin, wh|ch does not appear to be an
analyte of concern for this site — see discussion.below).” .+, .. ..+, v 2 i L &

It is likely that existing data combined with the ngw data.would be;used to make the decrswn for
Site 32 where existing, and new sampling lacations.:do not overlap It is-likely: that where the
locations overIap, only the new data would be used. . However, the SpeleIC management of the
data would need to be determined for each decision and for each media.

Decision Statement 1 (human health risks):
¢ Risk models for receptors of |nterest both current and future as appI|cabIe {
. .Measurements: - .; O T N T L/UNE SN SRR Ebrs
. ¢ :SVOCs: |nclud|ng PAHs T I O I A
° PCBS ) I R L it ij"’ R EE T [
e Target Analyte List (TAL) metals. For groundwater and seep water totaI and d|sso|ved
metals. Sodaber 4 e

* Pesticides analysis is generally included with PCBs so ‘even though low pest|C|des
s concentratlons were detected at the’ sﬂeuwe*would Include ’peStICIdeS |n the"" nalytica

D|oxm/furan analyses does not appear to be necessary. AIth0ugh as i€
the oId t|mber basrn the basrn was f\IIed pr|or to 1945 wh|ch appears‘to be prior to use

. Human heaIth actlon Ievel - cumuIat|ve ‘sxcéss lifetime cance’r Fisk- for - reasonable
. maximum exposure (RME) = 1 x 10-5 or noncancer hazard index (HI) based on target
organ = 1 (evaluate each receptor based on this), and lead exposure act|on I|m|ts based

on modeling of blood lead levels. Exceeding any of these limits will triggér'dn FS:

e Sediment data from the interim offshore mon|tor|ng program and may be suﬂl ent to
"'3uppo thie risk assessmerit for hum h health ™ »
il'shieen observed in': some so|| Bori hgs® urrn@ h "’prevlous Ir!v
‘6n the- analytrcal ‘data,"VOC' were very-infrequently detécted and at low ‘concentrations.
PAHs were detected. The individual chemicals that are included in petroleum
hydrocarbon mixtures such as diesel range organics (DRO) or gasoline range organics
(GRO) have risk-based concentrations limits, whereas risk-based concentrations are not
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. available for the petroleum hydrocarbon mixtures. Therefore, data for the petroleum
_hydrocarbon mixtures-is not reqUIred 16 support r|sk assessment =

P

it

iy o

DeCISIOI'l Statement2(Future predlcted offshore |mpact) I oy

 Fateand transport modéling ptotocol. .+ " e
physical’ parameters (pH; TOG; CEC) someiof which' may ‘be needed for the modelmg
Adverse impacttriggers: IRG$ in‘sedimishitdnd AWQCS in‘surface Water. ™
Analytes for Decision Statement 1
Predicted surface water (at the end of the mixing zone) and sediment chemical
concentrations used in estimating future .impact will be.based on modeling. of
groundwater and its: ‘interattién with'-ongho and offshore sediment. No data will
need to be collected in the ‘offshore:area_'to support modeling. ;

Loy H

DecIS|on Statement 3 (Sufflcleht lnformatlon “for FS)

o Restilts of Interim Offshioré Monitofirig Program 5-year review for stat|ons offshore of S|te 32

-e  Toxicity tests??
Other data‘7‘7

-y

e metals in sediment (llkely screenlng analysls such as XRF would be approprlate for
determiningextent) . | o T e y

1 .. 3 .. o

"*r.g, it

‘e Sampling and Measgrément Methods:
o Sampling:. . ¢
. Groundwater sampllng - Iow flow for groundwater wells, temporary. wells if possible
w .fordhe:additional wells (in-additioh to’ existing monitoring wells). Consider ‘temporary
" wells (hydropunch)-whetevér: possiblé and try to limit addition of new mon|tor|ng ;
wells. '
e Soil" samp'llng = Ilkely geoprobe notf ' ‘slble because of possrblllty of, hlttlng debrls like
i bricks "
o - sedimint ame' as preVIous sediment sampl|ng (grab samples lrom 0 to 10 cm).
, . * seep water— need 1o, identify, appropriate method to sample the water to reduce |
"'~ htrainment 6f sediment particulates:and also identify appropriate sample handling to
remove particulates (filtration for metals and centr|fugat|on for organics).

t

-----

e Analyses:
We will use CLP methods if detection limits<are-low-enough (particularly’ felatéd to seép
water and sediment). We would not want to use NOAA methods just to be consistent
with past analyses if the CLP methods prowde adequate performaihce’ The IC :

, nd 2.,, Screenlng levels,for modellng are the surface \lvater E ‘d~sedlment“
g levels *

for seep‘ and 'groundllva{ter for human exposure Attachment 4 -tablés mcludes some_ )
possible screening levels for soil and groundwater. B
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Modeling — The, specific modeling method needs to be:determined. ‘Previous modeling for PNS
Used a worst case fate ,and -transport model:- based: on :maximum ‘'observed  chemical
concentrations and other conservative factors was used to estimate screening level .
exceedances. This method could be used initially to estimate potential AWQC exceedances in
surface water and IRG exceedances in;sediment: :However, if:there:are predictéd exceedances,
a second phase of modeling using a more realistic medel:would ibe :conducted (e.q:, tising more
realistic soyrce factt suchas, average or.95% UCL concentration-and .source: distance*from
shoreline and consr ng. dlsper3|on adsorptlon, and other- such factors that affect chemlcal

At :‘.’\

migration). R W BT

Most of the current and short t"'er‘rn“’ future ecological risks for the offshore area are currently
being addressed under OU4. The following table summarizes the various receptors, the
temporal risk considerations and whether the, risk will. be.evaluated . for. onshore;er roffshore
areas_as part of the Rl for Site 32, Partlcular envrronmental medla of |nterest for the. varrous
receptors are’also’indicated.” AL

Average depth to water table is expected to be 10 feet. Fill depth s about15feet We WI|| need
datd to the bottém ‘of ‘the fill' material ‘for modelrng tr 'fer of contamrnants from fill to
groundwater N

PR . . P ey $
B4 ob AL Lok !
B [ . .

Current Risk . Future Risk =~

Onshore |« Construction worker (Shallow |¢ Hypothetical civilian residents (0-2 ft below subbase
GW and soil to WT) plus any fresh GW presentatsite) . . ., .; .
LT H f‘ [AAREECE A 3

N

Recreatroners (0-2 ft below subbase) o
oo B I A SRR L A
b e e Constructron worker (Shallow. GW andsorl towater
AT ..+ .| . tableor.10t, whichever is shallower)

_ I LY Occupatlonal worker.(0-2 ft. below subbase)
Offshore -|s * Recreationers (0-10 crn ofily‘in[e ~ Hypothetical civilian resident (0-10 cm:in. intertidal SD,
SD and surface | and surface water/sediment during,re

B ‘watér/sedirm nt): v .

I I I LSS
4 (;};)-(} ? £ 4ir -

shorellne to,the current shorellnes The offshore aréa; extends fr mean hlgh trde to mean low
tide as determrned by. NQAA:- It.should:be understood that any’decrern uniit'should represent a
typical ‘decision, unit;-and :does, not> necessarrly delineate.‘an- actual’ ?physical ‘b undary of
residential plots. , AN “ v : Aty
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‘e Current and fiture conistruction worker (onshore only — The study area is-all soils overall
of Sité 32’ dowit to’ the groundwater table or 10 ‘feet ‘below the" asphalt suibbase,
whichever is shallower, and includes shallow groundwater). ‘The entire drishore:area Wil

be the exposure unit for this receptor.

¢ Current recreational — offshore sediment (0 to 10 cm deep) and surface water, over the
entire Site 32 offshore area. This area will be a single decision unit. ' We assume there
will be seven recreational events per year to be conservative.

e Future recreational — same as current recreational scenario, plus soil 0 to 2 feet below
asphalt subbase over the entire Site 32 onshore area.

o Future resident — same as current recreational scenario plus: surface soil 0 to 2 feet
below asphalt subbase, 1-acre decision units representing typical shorefront or near-
shorefront properties, énd inclusive of any fresh groundwater under the site, if present.

¢ Future occupational worker — Soil 0 to 2 feet below asphalt subbase, whole onshore Site
32 area

Storm sewer outfalls that appear as seeps will not need to be sampled explicitly to characterize
risk, but they could be needed to support an FS by helping to identify contaminant sources.
Therefore they will be sampled as a separate stratum.

Decision Statement 2:

Future Potential Impact to the Offshore

. For the first stage of modeling (the very conservative 1-D model that assumes that the
...maximum concentration is the concentration for the source area right offshore impact exists,
then NFA for future potential ecological risk (management of migration for eco risk). If
unacceptable future potential ecological risk, we need to evaluate more realistic model for
migration at site (3-D modeling versus 1-D modeling or more realistic concentration inputs).
The specific modeling approach needs to be determined. The 1-D modeling approach could be
the same approach that was used in previous modeling at PNS.

Onshore soil and groundwater data will be used as inputs to the model that will bé used to
predict offshore future worst case concentrations in sediment and surface water. Input
boundaries will be all soil and groundwater underneath the onshore footprint. The offshore
boundaries for sediment will extend from the shoreline of Site 32 out to the extent of sediments
modeled in the previous modeling as “near shore sediment”. Surface water will be the water
immediately downstream of the mixing zone.

The time frame considered to be the future will need to be determined.

Decision Statement 3:

FS Support:

The spatial bounds on information to be gathered extend across all of Site 32 and the offshore
data collected under the Interim Offshore Monitoring Program that are judged to be related to
Site 32. The entire Site 32 offshore intertidal area that may be affected by the slag piles or by
runoff from slag piles. Depth of concern for sediment is from surface to about 1 foot deep to
understand extent of contamination for possible depth of remediation.
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Data. Quakty Ob;ect:ve Step.6: State the Decision F?ufe' Data Qua!:ty Object:ve Step 6:

——————
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> Surface Soll Direct Contact o mjeje
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*Seep water will be treated as a separate stratum within surface water.

CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL
SITE 32 - TOPEKA PIER
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KETTERY MAINE
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TABLE 11

RISK SCREENING - COMPARISON OF POSITIVE DETECTIONS IN SURFACE SOIL TO
BACKGROUND AND REGION 9 PRGs
SITE 32-TOPEKAPIER

| “Freguency
s ot:De,teiztionS!’

Mimmum

Detectlon 4

| - Maximum
Detaction |-

. Exceeds .
Crit)e;la,:? ]

’V a'F‘e‘Organl"t:"CdrhpoU-

‘,-B'TA‘ONE“””"“ T

0002 J

0:004 J

0.002 J

T
3

0.003 J

0.002 J b

~0.002 J

.6.01-0:012

| 0.007 J

D.011-0.01

rP-,sses-e@ofe t'

T7J

 0.33-6.9: |

014 J

0:36-6.9

rP-ssog-oam -98-E|

. 0.33-6.9

 0.33:6.9

TR-S5:15:0004-98
TER-S§S15-0001-98)

f 0:33-6.9 [TR-SS15:0004-98, Lo :
; 0.33:6.9 | TiP-S815-0001-98): =N 390000 AN X Noro
0.36-6.6 | TP-S$515-0001-98] 29 1oL Yes.¥1 4 1.

TR-SS45- 00@1‘ )8}

[CliYes: ¥4,2.4{

01366161

Li 0. 29

Cl Yesi Y44

0‘073-6 9/

NOwan ]

0:076 J

7033:6:9}]

SS1 1-0004-98) :

TR Now .

"0.018 T

0.54

0.33-6.9

TP-§S15-0001-98

olzla

17"0.035 J

2.1

} -:"-76’16 -1

'TP-SS15-0004-98 )

w,Yes »Y4

DIBENZO(A, H)ANTHRACE

10.33-6.9

TP-5S15-0004-98|

DIBENZOFURAN

034

10:33:6.9, |

TP-$545:0001-98 |

DI-N-BUTYL.EHTHALATE .

77y W—

0:051 J

“0:33-6:9

1 TP=8S17-0001-98]"

FLUORANTHENE

13/14

3.8

6.6

FLUORENE

4114

. 048

- 0.83-64

INDENO(1,2,3-CD)PYREN]

10/14

0.93

0.36:6.9

Yes; Y1,4

NAPHTHALENE

3/14

0.25 J ... |

.0,33-6.9-

TP-5815-0004 -98 &

No

PHENANTHRENE

. 12/14

. 34

.0.36-:6.6

4 TR-8815-0001-98]. . -

No

PYRENE

13114

2:4

RN

TP-§515-0001-98]

ZlzIZ[olZ[Z[Z[Z[elo[0]=

7 PAFd [0 FA A FA B 31 [a)

No




TABLE 1-1

o RISK $CREEN1NG -»CQMPARISGN oproswweosmcnousan SURFACE. sou. T . ST

: f~‘~ PRI H Frgaﬁbn& J Pilinim;xt;; Maximum ¢
o Deteg@gm Detectlon E A

‘;3

) Exceeds
¥...| sstsDAF | Exceeds
o LCriteria.?.

J-YesorNo.

#,
B

No-
“NO e
o NG

1)"*"

‘0‘;07 J | 00834:0:03TP:SS01:0001798 e
0.3 40038-0.01FP:8517-:000198 .
0.67 _ |0038:0:04 TP-S547-000188] =

0.0016 J |0048-0:07|TP<SSH0-0004-98] =
U021 4 10.034-0.3] 3055040004208 e
3012 00342030 Jp’ssme@m-ssq —

EE e

e

. JN| Yesi¥1,2,3,
o L WBLM%NI 0.3 N[ Yesi¥4.3.4]
Gl ST |Gt [OIY RS, Y1,2,3,4
L. A‘uaeomml-«,ﬁaw I|Yesiy3,4.°
1G] - B | N|-- XS, Y342
04 N Yes ¥4
| ———— ,«,‘}N Y3
- Ye$; Y34
™ Yes:.¥34-1
INl Yes; Y3 |
o iIN| Yes; ¥1,2.3
AN yyne:’\flﬁ’)'ﬁ:
F1--Yes; ¥3. -
N~ N-Yes;Y1.3.-
e T - iNEYeS Y 45314
PRI ,-.,»Nm «Yes;,.ysm
0.3.. ~Yes; V3~
.2 N No

~ _[1 - No:

N[ Yes; Y3

300 |N| Yes; Y13
N Yes; Y3

2 ) w-emx-esﬁl 20284 ¢
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S SA7-000188H 143
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S ""*WM"’ I —  1TR:SS04:0001-98]
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13/14 157 LG8 Jr 212 TP-SSJ@-O@’M gavi
MAGNESMN S 4p4 1T 39200 | L 9810
‘ “"”m‘i?”""’m""“"'1‘1:';{0;?1» 4536 je
463 J  10.010.13]3 )9:( 1
67.6 J . |TP-SS02:0001-98]._ . .42._.
3070 £, s | TP-8502:0001-98.
0.93 025-064 TP-5S03-0004-98|
936 195:4:110.| TP=SS01-000%-98
“0.8T°F 10:51-14 | TP-SS09-0001-98
93.9 — | TP-8§15:0001-98
5,507 .o 1 —  {TP/8815-0001-981.. 5 * ¢
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RISK SCREENING - COMPARISON OF POSITIVE DETECTIONS IN SURFACE SOIL TO

TABLE 1-1

BACKGROUND AND REGION 9 PRGs

SITE 32 - TOPEKA PIER
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE
PAGE3OF 3
. Range of| Location of . . Region 9 Region 9 Exceeds
Chemical Freq"ef_'cvm Minimum | Maximum an_ Maximum s“e'sP"c'ﬁ‘j Residegntial Soll Ind?xstrial SSts ((,?-AF Criterla ?
of Detection Detection Detection | 1 otects Detection Background PRGs @ Soil PRGs R Yes or No
Total Petraleum Hydrocarbons (mgikg) :
DIESEL RANGE ORGANIC 10/12 19 3900 140-190 | TP-SS06-0001-98 — — - —- No
GASOLINE RANGE ORGA| 3/12 39 J 40 J 2.5 TP-SS06-0001-98 — —- - - No
Miscellaneous (mg/k
CYANIDE 1/13 4.6 4.6 2 FP-S811-0001-98- — 120 N 1800 N — N No
pH (unitless) 14/14 6 8.5 —_ TP-SS02-0001-98 — —- — - ---
TOTAL ORGANIC CARBO 14/14 9100 81000 e TP-8806-0001-98 3 — — —- Yes; Y3

1 - Samples included in this data set: TP-SS01-0001-98, TP-$S02-0001-98, TP-SS03-0001-98, TP-SS04-0001-98 TP-$S05-0001-98, TP-SS06-0001-98. TP-8S07-0001-98,
TP-SS08-0001-98, TP-S509-0001-98/TP-SS09-0001-98-D, TP-8510-0001-98, TP-5S11-0001-98/TP-SS11-0001-98-D, TP-SS12-0001-98, TP-SS15-0001-98, and
TP-S817-0001-98. Field duplicate pairs are counted as one sample,

2 - USEPA, November 9, 1999. "Region 9 Residential Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs)".

3 - USEPA, November 9, 1999. "Region 9 Industrial Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs)".

4 - Tetra Tech NUS, January 1999, "Draft Facility Background Development" Draft; Only background values for inorganic constituents were considered during the

‘screening process.

5 - USEPA, November 9, 1999. "Region 9 Soil Screening Levels (SSLs) (DAF = 1)."
Note: 1/10th PRG value used for noncarcinogens.
PRG - Preliminary Remediation Goal.
SSL - Soil Screening Levels.

NA - Not Applicable; No Non-Detects.
---PR(5s and/or Site-Specific background values are not available for this compound.,
Y1 - Maximum concentration exceeds the Region 9 Residential PRGs.
Y2 - Maximum concentration exceeds the Region 9 Industrial PRGs.
Y3 - Maximum concentration exceeds Site-Specific Background value.
Y5 - Maximum concentration exceeds Region 9 Soil Screening Levels (DAF = 1).

N - Nencarcinogeriic.

C - Carcinogenic.




TABLE 1-2

0.011-0:07

0.01:0:058

L i -~ _Exceeds.- .
< Ap i pan pum|-Maximum-| -Rangg-of- |-
;e Chemical ~ ™ tion|-Detection *Non:&qt\ep@s , ¥ Critec:':i‘ i Yes
Vola%rle Organic Compounds j_g_l_lg) : R - ~ L N
NG Tis 0007 3] 058 0.004-0.065 [ TP- INT-
1444 0.001 % | 0. 001 J :0.01-0:058 ; N
ACET@NE i 20048 8 145 10.011-3.4 N
BENZENE. 1046 © | 0.01-0:058 | TP IISE
CARBGN DISULFIDE . 20/46 Q.Oﬂﬁ””—@f()ﬁ& N
CHLORGFORM 0.01-0:068" -ACL,
E'ﬁH}ﬁbB?ENZENE i0,01-0:058 N
43 :0.01-0:058 - JNE
I ¥ o4 Npe
N
ra3

mﬁémeéﬁia:omﬂ: B

olz “)_j)z;:z’?izﬁ?

Semivolatile Organic Compouny

1:2,4-TRICHLOROBENZENE

1:.2-DICHEOROBENZENE
1,3-DICHLOROBENZENE |

1,4-DICHEOROBENZENE - : MTQrSBM-OVQQ-Q&» ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ v w4 W 1 -
4-DIMETHYLPHENOL TR S B14-6709-982 B L | e
Z-METHYENAPHTHALENE - TP-SB05-0810:08. L ... B I el
ACENAPHTHENE . |- 20040 ) 00249 1,24 1036582 | TP-SB02:0041:08.1 ' — ], " 370~ -]
L ACENA P}:EEJ%'ENE o
ANTEIRAGENE
BENZOGAANT HRACENE g Gl Yes¥A2:4
BENZO(APYRENE ; 'P-SBO?—‘@Q‘T‘T*QB E Yes:; Y1:2.4
BENZO(B)FLUGRANTHENE TP-SB02°091 128 gt Yes,_“( 1.2, 4“

BENZO(G,H,NPERYLENE

5| TP-SB05:030508

o Mo

zlzlzlolole|z|ololZlololalzZizizizlziolz]=

zzzooazoozdhézZzzzaﬁipf

[BENZO(KFLUORANTHENE ™ TP-5B02-0911-88 Yes; Y1.4
BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE TP-SB15-0703-98 No
BUTYLBENZYL PHTHALATE TP-SB14-1315-9 No
CARBAZOLE ' TP-S%? A Yes: Y4
CHRYSENE ~SB02-0041:98 Yes; Y4
DIBENZO(A HJANTHRACENE :5B02:094:1208" } Yeos; Y1,2.4 |
DIBENZOFURAN TP-SB02-0911-98 4. No
DEN-BUTYL PHTHALATE TP-8B13-1315-9¢ No
FLUORANTHENE TP-SB02:0911-98 No



- - - - TABLEt2- : e

- ) C RI8K 5CREENING CQMPARISGN OFPOSlT WE DETEC'!TONS IN SﬂBSURFACE SOILTO " o B
’ Gs

.. . ROQiONSG
Industrial PRGs 38Ls-(DAF1) ® |

Frequency

- SltaeSpaciﬁc

- Rangeof 1
| Bagkaround®|

7 | Non-Detects{™

Chemlcal

- FEUORENE 7
. HNDPENO{1:2:3-CD)PYRENE .
_[NAPHTHALENE'T
. PHENANQ'HRENE
IPHENGL: -
IPYRENE -
: Pesﬂctdesmmw
. |4.420B0 7 - : it 0:0087 J1 = B15-1315598 .
144-DBE... _ e oo 95 00025 J _.0.018. .J..1.0.0034:0.068}: TR-SB15°0305-88...
4 Vs Sl (845 .0 100027 41 0.069.. 10.0034-0.068}-TP-SB15°0305°98|
__ i ooias  1.0.002. ) 0.00:12-0.035]T2-SB05-0305-98-D)
! HA-CHLORDANE . ‘ 148, . 200200 1. ...} 0:00¥80:035: TP-5B14:0709-88.| -
ARQCLOR-1280 ! 7/45 1 00471 42 . | 0.034-0.074 |--TP-SB14-0305-98
DIELDRIN 145 0.16 ¢ 0.0034-0.068 *JPSB“M—&ZQ%Q&
JENBOSULFAN:SULFATE “ 344 " 03@054' 0:0034-0:068] TF
" Inorganics (mg/kg) - : f ik :
ALUMINGM -~ . 46146 2360 29000 .
TIANEIMONY - . 6726 ° ‘0,.36 J 18J |
[ARSENIC. 46/46 |- 44 4 | 2568 J 1"
. |BARIOM - : 46/46 " 1. © .88 | - 458
VIBERYLLIUM: - 3246 .02 .1 S 31
“ICADMIUM - . | 22/46 0.54 J: 156
CALCIUM ) 46/46 | 789 | 57200 J
CHROMIUM (Total) .. 46146 15.8 144 J °
COBALT - . 46/46 | 2.8 45.8
COPPER: 4546 1. 64 J 30600 J , . ) -
IRON. - [ NP NNECIN 1 ¢6146 8350 234000 — . T’SBO&-OSO?-QB |
JILEAD ;

TP SBi 4-0209-98 ]
-SBOZ-OQ‘IJ -98 -

"'NO"N a
- -,M.ANQ r
PN .NO.,. ——
Yes; Y1,2:
Yes; Y1.2-
e ,NQ,
Yes,~Y1 2 3
.- Yes; Y134
Yes; ¥4,2,3,4
... Yes. Y34
- Y88 ¥3,4-
Yes Y134
- Yes:¥3.
-Yes Y34
Yes; Y34
-Yes;:¥1.2,3
Yes; ¥1,2.3

z|ololo|ajaio]el] :
i)
2

ziololololololo

-
.

[5) L%

2z
%
|

. 74J | .2720.J | 38234 | TP-SB0S-1515-08 - — Yes; ¥1.2,3
MAGNESIUM... - 46/46 1 1320 ¢ 13300 - T.—.. TPSB1340709-98 — “Yes:; Y3

G g
< L) £
T

MANGANESE L4648 | 594 [ 1580 - — TP-SB14-0305-98 |
MERCURY™ © © oo frae 1003 4 1 108 J | 0.01-0.08 | 1P-SB14-0709-98
NICKEL 45746 13.6 1540 16.3 TP-5B14-0709-98
POTASSIUM 46/48 460 6330 — | TP-SBOT-0305-98
SELENIUM 1746 7 7o . | 0.48:24:5. 1 1P-SB08-0810-98
SILVER 10746 0.56 J 5 0.11:2.8- | TP-SB04 9B
SODIUM 39/46 169 5740 | 126:347 | TP-SBOBAS:
[VANADIUM 4646 | B8 J I 863, L. — TP-SB07-0305:88 .
ZINC 26146 15 J 9630 J — TP-SB11-1315-08

“Yes: Y1,8°
Yes; Y1.3
Yes; Y1,3.4
Yes; Y3
Yes: Y3.4
Yes; Y4
Yes; Y3
Yes: Y13
Yeos; Y1,3.4
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TABLE 1-2

RISK SCREENING - COMPARISON OF POSITIVE DETECTIONS IN SUBSURFAGE SOIL TO
BACKGROUND AND REGION 8 PRGs

SITE 32 - TOPEKA PIER"
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE
PAGE 30F 3
Frequency . . Location of . . Region 9 Region 9 Exceeds
Chemical of g"rt'":'t‘_‘m l:)la:(m;um NRarInget Ofts Maximum Slte-Spemﬂ:i) Residential |Industrial PRGs| SsLs (DAF1)® [Criteria ? Yes
. Detection™] o ocHon| betection | Non-Detec Detoction Background PRGs®@ @) or No

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (mg/kg)
DIESEL RANGE ORGANICS - 37147 7.5 6200 5.5-2000 | TP-SB02-1113-98 — — — — No
GASOLINE RANGE ORGANICS 12/49 2.8 J 61 J 2.5-3 TP-SB05-0810-98 — — — — No
Miscellaneous (mglkg)
'CYANIDE 2/41 7.6 10 2 TP-8B11-0305-98 — 120 1800 N — N| No
'HEXAVALENT CHROMIUM 1/7 0.5 J 0.5 J 0.55-2.2 TP-SB08-0305-98 — 30 64 Cj 2 C No
pH (unitless) 45/45 6.2 . 9.6 — TP-SB14-1315-98 — — — — —
' TOTAL ORGANIC CARBON 41/41 380 160000 — TP-SB14-0709-38 3 — — — Yes; Y3

1 - Samples included in this data set: TP-SB01-3505-98; TP-SB01-0810-98; TP-SB01-1214-98; TP-SB02-0305-88; TP-S5802-0911-98; TP-$B02-1113-98,TP-SB02-1517-98;

TP-SB-03-0305-98;TP-SB03-0507-98; TP-SB03-1315-98; TP-SB03-1305-98-D; TP-SB03-2325-98; TP-5B04-0305-98; TPSB04-0709-98; TP-SB04-1315-98/TP-SB04-1315-98-D;
TP-SB05-0305-98/TP-SB05-0305-98-D; TP-SB05-0507-98; TP-5B05-0810-98; TP-SB05-0305-98; TP-SB06-0507-98; TP-SB06-1315-98; TP-SBO7-0305-98; TP-SB07-0709-98;

TP-SB07-0709-98/TP-SB07-0709-98-D; TP-SB07-1820-98; TP-SB08-0305-98; TP-SB08-1820-98; TP-SB09-0305-98; TP-SB09-0507-98; TP-SB09-1315-98; TP-SB10-0305-98;
TP-SB10-0709-98; TP-5B10-0911-98; TP-SB11-0305-98; TP-SB11-0709-88; TP-SB11-1315-98; TP-SB12-0507-08; TP-SB13-0305-98; TP-SB13-0709-98; TP-SB13-1315-98;
TP-SB14-0305-98; TP-SB14-0709-98; TP-SB14-1315-98; TP-SB15-0305-98; TP-SB15-0709-98; TP-SB15-1315-98/TP-SB15-1315-98-D; TP-5B.16-0305-98; TP-SB16-1719-98;
TP-SB17-0305-98; TP-SB17-0709-98; TP-SS01-0001-88; TP-SS02-0001-98; TP-S504-0001-98; TP-5S05-0001-98; TP-SS06-0001-98; TP-SS07-0001-98; TP-5S08-0001-98;

TP-SS09-0001-98/TP-SS09-0001-88-D; TP-8510-0001-98P TP-SS11-0001-98/TP-5511-0001-98-D; TP-S512-0001-98; TP-SS14-000-98; TP-5517-0001-98.

Note that field duplicate pairs are counted as one sample.
2 -USEPA, November 9, 1999. "Region 9 Residential Preliminary Remediation Goals".
3 - USEPA, November 9, 1999. "Region 9 Industrial Preliminary Remediation Goals”.
4 - Tetra Tech NUS, January 1999. "Draft Facility Background Development” Draft. Only background values for inorganic constitusnts were cansidered

during the screening process.

5 - USEPA, November 9, 1999. "Region 9 Soil Screening Levels (SSLs) (DAF = 1)".
Note: 1/10th PRG value used for noncarcinogens.

PRG -Preliminary Remediation Goal.
SSL - Soil Screening Level.
NA - Not Applicable; No Non-Detects.

— PRGs and/or Site-Specific background values are not availabie for this compound. .
¥1 - Maximum concentration exceeds the Region 9 Residential PRGs.

Y2 - Maximum concentration exceeds the Region 9 Industrial PRGs.

Y3 - Maximum.cancentration-exceeds Site-Spegific Background value.
Y4 - Maximum concentration exceeds-Region 9 Soil Screening Levels (DAF = 1).

N - Noncarcinogen.
C - Carcinogen.
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TABLE 1-3

RISK SCREENING - COMPARISON OF POSITIVE DETECTIONS IN GROUNDWATER
TO REGION 9 PRGs AND BACKGROUND

SITE 32 - TOPEKA PIER
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

PAGE 1 OF 2
Chemical Frequency of | Minimum | Maximum | Range of LMoca:Ion of | Reglon 9 Tap | Site-Specific SB:-:':‘E::::: Chronic (E:xlct:eeeld:
Detection® | Detection | Detection |Non-Detects| ~2x" "™ |water PRGs | Background srouncs|  Awac mera
Detection E 3 | Saline Water® Yes or No
reshwater’
Semivolatile Organics (ng/L)
BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHAL 17 1 14 10-12 TP-MW-05-11 1 4.8 C 12 -— — No
DI-N-BUTYL PHTHALATE 1/6 0.8 J 0.8 J 10-12 TP-MW-05-11 360 N — No
FLUORANTHENE 1/6 0.6 J 06 J 10-12 TP-MW-03-11 150 N —- —- 11 No
Inorganics (ug/L)
ALUMINUM 2770 10-3610 TP-MW-05-11 3600 N 1020 65 87 Yes: Y2,3,4
ARSENIC 1.2 J 2.5-37 TP-MW-02-11 0.045 .C 10 ND 36 Yes; ¥1,2,3,4
BARIUM 128 J 16.6-17.45 | TP-MW-03-11 260 N 41.6 80.3 - Yes; Y2,3
CALCIUM 376000 ° - TP-MW-07-11 - N 48415 130000 - Yes; Y2,3
CHROMIUM (TOTAL) 23 J 0.68-23.8 FA-01-GW-10 — N 14 3.2 50 Yes: Y2
COPPER . 496 2.7-154.95 | TP-MW-05-11 140 N 2.6 4.2 3.7 Yes: Y1,2,3,4
IRON 17000 J 116-2360 | TP-MW-06-11 1100 N| 678 728 1000 Yes: ¥1,2,3,4
LEAD 195 J 1.3-26.2 TP-MW-06-11 -— N 2.3 2.7 8.5 Yes: Y2,3,4
MAGNESIUM .. 1230000 | = . TP-MW-07-11 — 5942 23100 - Yes: Y2,3
MANGANESE, ~ ~ 1070 J 3 TP-MW-06-11 88 N 3140 340 120 Yes: Y1,3,4
MERCURY. 0.46 J 0.01-0.07 TP-MW-02-11 1.1 N 0.1 0.06 1.1 Yes: ¥2,3
NICKEL, .. 128 9.4-63.9 TP-MW-06-11 73 N 3.1 4.2 8.3 Yes: Y1,2,3,4
POTASSJUM f e 448000 — TP-MW-07-11 - 5180 17200 --- Yes: Y2,3
SILVER.... . ke 10,2, dueepfin 2.7 FA-01-GW-10 18 N - == 2.2 Yes: Y4
SODIUM. ... “|..9580000..4, . . TP-MW-07-11 o 122482 15400 -— Yes: ¥2,3
THALLIU] L 66.1 J TP-MW-07-11 - N| 5 ND - Yes: Y2,3
JVANADIUM . ... 0.68,J, .4 FA-01-GW-10 26 N 1.9 0.87 - No
ZING™ L. . © 532 TP-MW-05-11 1100 [N 20.1 15.7 86 Yes: Y2,3,4
Dlssolved Metals (gg!J.)
CALCIUM TP-MW-05-11-F Yes: Y2,3
) F P:NW-05-112E: acYes: Y2,3,4
MAGNESIUMM TP-MW-05-11-F Yes: Y2,3
MANGANESE TP-MW-05 1-F Yes: Y1,3,4
[POTASSIUM- . Yo Y2 ETT}
"~ Yes: Y2 3

IDIESEL RANGE ORGANICS |

-

[TP-M

5/10 T 70 ] 50-100 |
Miscellaneous (mg/L) 9 f T,
BROMIDE 9/10 1
CARBONATE ALKALINITY o :
CHLORIDE* ™ ™

NITRATE, AS NITROGEN

Ype Y1 'i

pH

Sy

No

SALINITY N
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