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RESPONSES TO-TECHNICAL GOMMENTS. - ...
DRAFT FEASIBILITY. STUDY RERORT FOR OPEFIABLE UNIT 2
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE: . , -~

The comment responses presented- below. have been.:developed:to reflect the. action:items
identified during:"the ‘November. 17 to 20, 2008 conversations: held ‘between ‘the ‘Navy,:
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP), United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. (TtNUS) and
resolution of MEDEP and USEPA comments on the September 2008 Draft OU2 Supplemental
Remedial Investigation (RI) Report. Notes capturing the November 2008 discussions and
action items are presented as Attachment A to this response to comments letter. OU2 RI
comment resolution, including responses to comments and meeting rminutes, are documented in
Appendix D of the March 2010 Final OU2 Supplemental Rl Report. These responses to
comments on the OU2 Feasibility Study (FS) Report provide specific responses and text
revisions, where appropriate, related to the development and evaluation of remedial alternatives
for OU2. Responses to comments'that are related to, risk or Rl issues refer to the resolution of
comments as provided in the OU2 RI.

As a result of FS related coﬁversations and resolution of Rl issues, the following major edits will
be made to the alternatives in the Draft Final OU2 FS Report. A more detailed description of
the alternatives is provided in Attachment B in these responses to commenits.

1. The FS will be revised to clearly indicate that areas within the footprints of the buildings are
within the limits of OU2 and are considered a part of the remedy, Alternatives will be revised
to include Land Use Controls (LUCs) for the soil beneath building footprints if soil beneath
the buildings is not removed or treated, .

2. Alternative DRMO-3 will be revised to include the removal of all material within the DRMO
area limits (including the existing |n im cap area), with the exception of the material that is
located beneath Building 298. Cs would be used to prevent unacceptable human
exposure to contaminated soil Iocated beneath Building 298. Groundwater monitoring
would be conducted following removal to address uncertainties related to contaminant
migration.

3. Alternative DRMO-4 will be revised to include the removal of all contaminated soil exceeding
the construction worker cleanup levels, including the interim cap area, with the exception of
the material that is located beneath Building 298. LUCs would be used to prevent
unacceptable human exposure to contaminated soil. Groundwater monitoring would be
conducted following removal to address uncertainties related to contaminant migration.

4. Alternative DRMO-5 will be revised to remove the contaminated soil outside the interim cap
area with concentrations exceeding the construction worker cleanup goals and transporting
the soil off-yard for disposal. A permanent cap (RCRA C) would be constructed in the area
where the interim cap is currently located. The permanent cap would meet the requirements
established for the closure of landfills within the State of Maine. LUCs would be used to
prevent unacceptable human exposure to contaminated soil. Groundwater monitoring
would be conducted foliowing removal to address uncertainties related to contaminant
migration.
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5. The western site limit lines will be dashed to indicate’uricértainty in the-limits of the site in
this area and language will be addedto the FS:te-indi¢até:that a pre-design: lnvestlgatlon WI||
be performed to determine the need to-extend the'limits ‘6f the site in this-area.: -

Attachment.C provides revised-text for Sections 1 and 2 that reflect revisions based on the
responses to MEDEP and USEPA techrical corfiments and USEPA Legal comments.

v 3 RERAN
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RESPONSES TO MEDEP COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23, 2008

DRAFT FEASIBILITY: STUDY REPORT FOR'OPERABLE UNIT 2

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY; MAINE - ~

Gener‘al’COmmehts CoeE e e B e

L, EIES I v b, vt Tae i . o R S S [ ' Y f

1. Comment In Section 1, the text notes in several pIaces that the DRMO cap'is “|nter|m” In
discussion with Navy at the November 20, 2008 technical meeting there was agreement to
provrde supportlng information that would:-demonstrate- that the cap can-serve-as a
péfmaneht' remedy for that portion’ of the DRMO.{ This information. must be reviewed by
MEDEP éngineering’staff to ensure the:cap'is sufficiently protective.Until we ‘agree with:the

. Navy's supporting infofrmation'the existing intérim cap should not be consldered an effectlve

alternative or component of an alternative. R .

Respoiise:’ ‘Baséd on'the Not/emberw2008 teehnical meeting: the:Navy agreed:that-the
* sgxisting-‘cdp at' the: DRMO’ wds an interim measutre:and-that alternatives for addressing
contamination under ‘the :cap will- be-reviséd. -Revised ralternatives' are préovided in
Attachment B attached to these responses to com ments
2. Comment. According to data from preV|ous |nvest|gat|ons there are conoentratlons of Iead
“as'high as 255,000 mg/kg — 25.5% - at the southwest corner of ‘Building 298 in-the top six
* inches of soil.+- Other' neatby”locatioris have.soil- coneentrations. of ‘130,000 ‘mg/kg.:and
-+110,000 migikg-in the 'top.two feet of soili “MEDEP’s Remedial Action Guidelines do not
. allow any anthropogenic compounds in soil-at.concentrations: greater than 10,000.ppm:(1%).
The interim cap does cover these locations however, regardless of the cap, either interim or
permanent i$uch hlghlywcontamlnated soll must -be. removed and transported to*a proper
disposal ’facrllty “In ‘additén to” MEDEP p policy regardlng *soil* contamination, ‘the
condentrations ‘are too -high to figk'any possible erosion into:the river due to* potentlal future
catastrophic flooding resulting from global warming.

‘Response: - ‘Based-on the*Novernber:2008 tethnical meetings-alternatives will be ‘revised so
“soil with h|gh lead (greater than cleanup- levels:for. the: protection. of conistruction workers)
- wolild gither be' removed or capped-with:a permanent ‘cap-system that:would meet MEDEP
published perfofmanice’standards and wolld prevent the erbsion:éfthe soil beneath the'cap
system. For these alternatives the MEDEP performance standards for cap constructlon
‘would beceme an applicable actiotispecific ARAR. - .~ « L . 4

3. Comment: There are several places in the text, especially the tables in Section 5, where
the -word “ifnplantation™ "has’ béen- used where |mplementation”: should be used. Please
-correct these‘errors. = = .7 eatye e :
Response: The text will be corrected:

PR
IR T

Specific Comments

4. Comment: 1.4.2 and 1.4.3, pp. 1-4 — 1-5: Based on discussion at the technical meeting
régarding the removalof contaminated soil‘andsregrading of the area near Building 348, the
text needs to reference this area as it is likely a part of past DRMO activity. If the evaluation
of this area determines residual impacted soils remain, then the figures and calculations of
areas/volumes may need to be revised.
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Response: The Navy concurs-that there is uncertainty: regarding: the: site boundary:-and
remedial areas in this western’portion .of. QU2. The:text:in Sections 1.0 and. 2.0 will be
revised, based on the March 2010: Final ©OUQ :Supplemental- Rl Report, to..reflect that
uncertainty. The alternatives text in Section 4.0 will be revised to state that pre-design
samples will be collected prior to the implementation of a remedial action to resolve the
uncertainties associated with the western limits of OU2 contamination.. ‘' The-western area
will be included in the 3|te boundary as appropriate based on the results of the pre- design
; mvestlgatlon Wi C

5. Commgnt 1 5 p 1 9 “ thef.»treng-h ,is considered;a, cIean area within @Ug.’t\‘l’heNl_EDEP

has no-record:of ever receiving the November 2005 Building 298 Trenching Closeout Report

> in‘which.the. clean designation-was made. Please.forward a copy of this document:to us. If

. contamination -exists below the depth:of:the trench: land use: controIs will be;: necessary to -
prevent excavation into contaminated soil. s e Ca s

. -Besponse: . This;information ~was. dlscussed .inthe QU2 Additional.. Investigation -QAPP
- (TINUS, October 2007). The November 2005, Building-298 Trenching Closeout Report is
available in the. Administrative-Record as document NO0102.AR. 001510 Y

~Based on the concentrations W|th|n the resndual sonl under the trench LUCs are not

.necessary for this area.. Soil borings in.the area.of the {rench,were targeted to:a.depth of 10

.. feet below.;ground . surface.(bgs). The trench was, excavated to- 4: feet-bgs. ~Only one

exoeedance of: PRGs was detected in‘the 4.to 10-foot. depth: -©ne sonl boring from.8 to 10

. feet bgs-exceeded. the! residential PRG:for lead (400 mg/kg) with a value -of 438 mg/kg
Therefore LUCs are not required for th|s area TR B i )

6. .Comment 2.1 2 2 6 fli’St paragraph s there are no wetlands After this phrase
.please:add ‘as defined intEO11990...” to-differentiate it-from.the def|n|t|on of wetlands as
.défined in MEDEP Ch.. 1000.: ‘As deflned in. Ch 1000 the shore||ne at OU2 is conS|dered a
wetland. ' REPETIE N RPN AN T
Response:: The referenced paragraph .on-the: Federal. Protection of:Wetlands:-Executive

. Order 11988 will be removed from-the text-because:the requirements of;the, Executlve Order
have been removed from-40 GFR :Part; 6..:Reference to. MEDEP .Ch.- 1000. will, be :added to
the discusS|on of the Maine Wetlands Protection Rules (06- 096 CMR Part-310).-

7. Comment 2. 5 p. 2 17 1 paragraph The. area around,;Bunding 348 was not: included
"See Comment 4 above.
. Respgnse: The rtextaV\riII .be, revjsed:;to indicater the.uncerta-in,ty ] |nthewestern ‘ a'rea including
Building 348 and that a pre-design will be conducted to determine the appropriate boundary.
Please see the Navy’s response to MEDEP Comment No. 4.

8. Comment: 2.5, p. 2-17, last sentence: Change 1, 6000 to1 600

Resgonse The |nd|cated error WI|| be corrected
9. Ctomm,ent 2 5 p 2 18 15‘ paragraph “The area, includlng the bedrock eutcrop to. the
© west...” w , R .o
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This-text appears to:contradict the. later evaluation of remedial options (WDA-3 and WDA-4)
that include removal and-: or-consolidation of these pockets of: soil‘into the’ main portion of the
Waste Disposal Area. Please revise as:needed; or simply hote that they:were.not included
|n the volume calculatrons

Respons The pockets of: sorl were |nc|uded i the VOIume estimates. The text in Sectron
-2.5:indicated: that the pockets of s0|I in«the bedrock outcrop |s not rncluded m the estlmate
W||I be deIeted P soby 13t o ~ : y o c

10. Comment 2 5 p. 2 18 2"d paragraph’ “Addressrng the area eontamrnated W|th lead at
concentrations greater than 4,000 mg/kg would likely result in exposure concentrations less
than-the:. constfuction: worker PRG:.based on. 60-day: exposure...”:= Please- clatify this
~statement. . I'he tab|e on p 2-15 rndrcates that the- 60 day constructron worker PRG for Iead
is.2,000. mg/kg :

'a':-\ oy

- -Regpense: The Navy apprecrates the opportumty to- cIarrfy th|s pennt As fprovided in
Section 2.3, “The PRGs‘are the ~chemicalspecific:rgoals - for <.representative : site
concentrations (based on the exposure concentration) that, when achieved, will result in site

“~.conceéntrations-that pose.an :acceptable risk for the targetéd receptor.. PRGs. have been
developed on a receptor-specific basis for protection of human health from:exposure to soil

contamrnants N

Lod [N Yy B . .%S;.\/‘-, : M~>}.

The . remedlatlon areas were deveIoped $0 that.remediation®of the |dent|f|ed darea. wouId
result in an exposure concentration equal to or less than the PRGs. There area-few
isolated sample locations outside of the area delineated based on 4,000 mg/kg of leadthat

 -had concentrations’ greater than 2,000'mg/kg. Therefore, itiis'expected that remediating the
soils within the area: delineated "based .on 4,000 .mg/kg wotlld reduce ‘the. exposure
concentration for lead to 12,000 mg/kg or less (i.e., Iess than the PRG based on 60 -day
_,rconstructron worker exposure); N L T N o e
11r.;Comment Table 2-1:. In the OU1 Feasrbrlrty Study the chemloal specrfrc ARARs |ncIuded

“Recommendations -of' the* . Téchnical ‘Review “Workgroup for.Lead-for an Approdach to

Assessing Risks Associated with Adult Exposures to Lead in Soil, USEPA, Jan. 2003.”

aPIease |nelude thls |n the OUZJAHAHs tabIe or explarn whyflt is not mcluded Foooomy

A

Respons The TRW reference will: be added to Table 2 1 v s

12. Comment:  Table 2+, USEPA Regron 9 PRGs The reference should be to the updated
: September 12008 table..; - A T R 3 o

N T
vl A R

Response USEPA Region 9 PRGs (rrsk-based screenrng IeveIs) were used in the risk
assessment as screening levels and were included in the ARARSs sections as TBCs. USEPA
Regional Screening Levels (RSLs):.are now.beingiused as the risk screening levels;:which
. are similar to the Region 9-PRGs.  The‘text.on Page 2+4 will be ‘revised to-indicate that in
'2008, USEPA replaced region-speéific risk-based screening levels (e/g.; Region 9 PRGS)
. with RSLs. The USEPA:risk-based-screening levels were used ds: screening levels-as-part of
the. HHRA: for OU2-and"can.be used to-develop soil clean up goals::. This information will
.~also.be: prowded in Table 21: Thislis:consjstent With the -June 2010 Final Portsmouth. QU1
FS- Report.” : The most: recent: changes: in>:RSLs:.did not! include “lead... Because the
remediation areas are being driven by lead cleanup levels, it is not anticipated that the most
recent change in RSLs will-affect the remediation-areas for OU2. . -However, .the: Navy will
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evaluate .whether the most recent change in the RSLs have affected the list of ©U2 COCs
and PRGs. Following this.evaluation the Navy will-confirm whether there-are. any changes
to:the remedlatlon -areas. The results will be provided in-the Draft Flnal FS Report.

13. Comment: Table 2-2, Location-Specific ARARs: The OU3 ARARs table |nc|uded the RCRA
. Floodplain Restrictions for Hazardous Waste Facilities, stating, “Remedial alternatives: that
-involve. construction :in the- 100-year floodplain:would-be designed, constructed, -operated,
and maintained to prevent washout of any hazardous waste by a 100-year flood and to
result in no adverse effects on human health or the enV|ronment if washout were to occur.”
This should be- |ncluded in: the ou2 ARARs tablet R L

Resgons Constructlon act|V|t|es in the 100 year floodplam, W|th|n the ®U2 shorellne area,
- are not-anticipated as-part of-any -alternatives for OU2. -Therefore, the 100-year floodplain
ARARs will not be added to these action specific ARARs tables. However because.of.the
proximity of the construction zone to the Piscataqua River, emphaS|s on the erosion and
sediment control ARARS have.been added. and are reflected in. the revised Sectlon 2:0'and
:Table 2-2 |ncIuded in: Attachment C to- these responses to.comments. .

14. Comment Table 2 3 p 3/5 Malne Air: Pollutlon Control Laws should-be under State :not
- Federal, ARARS. . N Ce S 9

Response: The indicated ARAR will be replaced by the Maine VisibIe; Emissions

: Regulation: (38 MRSA '584; 06 096 CMR 101) and- |nc|uded in TabIe 2-3 under State
,ARARS © i ' H B A

15 'Comment Table 315 p.- 2/4 The screenlng comment for ex =situ chemlcal flxatlon shouId

be. the same as: for-in- SItU chemlcal flxatlon but is not: Please cIarlfy = :
Response As a result of |ncIud|ng the |nter|m capped area within the limits of excavatlon
for offsite disposal, ex-situ chemical fixation will not be retained. The main reason in-situ
chemical“fixation.is :eliminhated is ibecause::of.the. difficulty to control.the treatment,within

. heterogeneous soﬂrmlxtures The screehmg comments W||| be revrsed as:follows:-

R

In- SltU chemlcal frxatlon screenlng comment “Ellmlnate because the use of this: technology
to reduce the mobility of contaminants or to prepare a surface barrier by in- srtu appllcatlon
would be difficult to control due t6 the heterogeneous: nature of-the soil.” O

’Ex-situ-éhemical fixation sereening commiefit —“Retain; the use-of this technology.gould help
to reduce the mobility of high lead concentrations in soil excavated from-the .interim-capped
area. This reductlon in mobrllty would aIIow a potentlally hazardous soil to be d|sposed as
non- hazardous R T P Y : : _

16. Comment 3 5. 2 p 3—20* “The depth of-waste and contarrunated sonls W|th|n the DHMO

. area-extends 6 feet below ground surface-...” MEDEP.agrees:with the statemernit in. general
but notes-that there are:locations :at:the: DRMO (DS$B-5, FC8-50; Qu2- -131) where the:data
indicate:lead >1;000 mg/kg is found bélow 6-feet: The-confirmation:sampling proposed for
~any -of the excavation. alternativés :could-be applied-to potential -areas extending:below 6
feet: Please revise the 'sentence ‘to: “The depth .ofthe: majority :of waste. and.contaminated

so|Is ” or S|m|Iar to reerct the I|m|ted areas‘ where contamlnatlon may extend below ‘6 feet.

;o Respons The Navy concurs W|th the suggestlon to add “the maJorlty‘ to the text
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17:

Comment: 4.2.2.1; p. 4-7, last sentence: LUCs are critical to the success of Alternative

- "WDA-2.. Therefore, verification of the continued effectiveness of LUCs: should be on at Ieast

18.

19.

a quarterly basis in the beginning.

Response: ‘The [FS identifies the need:for LUCs as'part of any alternative that |eaves
contamination in-place. The text will be revised to indicate that frequency of inspection
would be in accordance with the LUC RD. For costing purposes, the FS will be revised to
indicate LUCs reviews would be conducted on an annual basis.

Comment: 4.2.7.2, p. 4-22, last sentence: “...there are no active treatment technologies to
reduce contaminant toxicity, mobility, or volume associated with Alternative DRMO-3.”

Soil washing/screening should reduce volume. As stated in p. 3-10, “The use of soil
washing along with screening would yield clean material that could be used as backfill on
site...” '

Response: No changes to the FS are warranted. Screening and soil washing do not
reduce contaminant volume or toxicity through treatment. These processes simply remove
the contaminant that adheres to the smaller soil partials from the larger rock fragments. As
a result, screening and soil washing allow you to remove the soil particles that contain the
contamination rather than the larger rock that is not contaminated. The separated soil
streams will still require handling as if they had not been screened or washed unless
characterization samples indicate otherwise.

Comment: 4.2.8.1, p. 4-24: “...capping the portion of the DRMO area adjacent to Building
298 causing unacceptable industrial risk...” The highest concentrations of lead in soil at the
DRMO are found at the southeast corner of Building 298 and must be removed.

Response: Decision to remove contaminated media based on unacceptable risks for a

- receptor are based on the exposure unit and not individual soil sample locations. Remedial

20.

21,

option for capping would prevent unacceptable exposure to soil, and therefore, is a viable
alternative for evaluation in the FS.

Comment: 4.2.8.2, Implementability, p. 4-27: This section states that Alternative DRMO-4
would require a significant amount of planning to implement. However, Alternative DRMO-3,
which requires significantly more excavation, is considered “relatively simple to implement.”
Please explain this discrepancy.

Response: The Navy concurs that there is inconsistency in the description of
implementability for these alternatives. However, the alternatives use the same

technologies (excavation and off-site disposal) for implementation, so the amount of

planning is similar as far as the physical remedial action portion of the alternatives is
considered. With the newly revised alternatives discussed in Attachment B the only
difference between the alternatives is the volume of soil excavated. Implementation of the

.alternatives will be revised to indicate volume and workspace are the two major components

contributing to the implementation evaluation.

Comment: Table 5-2, p. 1: The table states that under Alternative DRMO-3 LUCs and
O&M would not be required. The depth of excavation for this alternative is six feet although
there are high levels of contamination in the soil deeper than six feet. As long as any
contamination over unacceptable risk levels remain in the soil LUCs will be required to
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ensure that contact with those contaminants- do not occur. Likewise, LUCs wijll* be
<-necessary to- prevent future'. potential - contact with - any:'contaminants below ‘existing
buildings. P G

Response: . The Navy concurs that LUCs are necessary and'Table 5-2 will:be revised.; .
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RESPONSES TO USEPA COMMENTS DATED MARCH 9, 2009
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT FOR-OPERABLE UNIT 2
PORTSMOUTH 'NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE - :

‘Comment: Based upon review:of this Feasibility Study there is concern relative to the- Navy
mterpretatlon that ground water |s not a medlum of ‘concern for risk.

-~ \While ground water at Site"6 may not be ‘a concern for drinking or dermal exposure durlng
future construction activities, - there is-:-¢learly - potential for migration - of suspended
contaminants to the near/off shore Operable Uhit 4. Assessment of ground water’ impacts

* cannot be dismissed. if lt is a source of contamlnants for a down gradlent receptor. o
This issue is of concern when conduct|ng an anaIys|s of remedlal alternatives. There has
been little consideration to lateral mrgratrbn of ¢ontaminated fine grain material from OU 2 to
the nedr/off shore envitonment. ' This has- resulted i lack: of in¢lusion -of techhologies or
formulation of alternatives -that consider:this: migration- pathway. While there 'is ‘one
alternative provided in this"feasibility study to replace‘the entire revetment along OU 2:(SL-
3C-Sea Wall) it is not clear-that the-intended to be:achieved from. implémentatiorr of any of

' the 'shoreline stablllzatlon alternatwes is’ the prevention of potenttal fines migration.: = -
Th|s feaslblllty study s|mpIy addresses the actlons "of waves on the OU 2 shoreline that'can
cause-erosion-‘and thus; transport of contaminated 'soils. According to 'EM 1110-2:1614
“Design of Coastal Revetments, Sea Walls; and Bulkheads” a revetment has to be designed
and cohstructed to-perform two functions. One is to prevent erosion from wave action, and

+ ythe" séeond'is to* prévent migration of fine-grain’ particles through-the  revetment: from" the
-onshore':side of the'révetment. . ‘Without this filteting componént there is: potential for

* migration of contamiination either ds ¢éntamination:in- partloulate form such as ash or as
-?contamlnatlon attached to flne gralnt s|Ze partlcles s .
i That sa|d |f this can rbe documented through existing- deS|gn and “as built*: documents this

E requlrement ‘could be satisfied: In:any. event this contam|nant migratlon pathway needs to

" be’ |ncorporated for evaluatlon into the feaS|b|I|ty study i
Response I'he Navy acknowledges USEPA concerns regardlng mlgratlon ‘of suspended
fines-from ‘ofishore OU2 ‘to' hear/offshore OU4. *Basedon resolution of comments and
revisions reflected in the March:2010: Final OU2:Supplemental Rl Report‘and the-July:2010
Draft OU4 FS Report, the Navy is proposing revisions to OU2" alternatives to address

» . coricerns ‘for ‘future potential migrétion:’ Data ‘evaluation ‘petformed as part:of the-OU2
Supp‘lemental‘ Rl :Repoit -demonstrates that migration of "contaminants (dissolved and
suspetided) in“grouridwater under Gurrent site conditions do ‘not result in unacceptable risk
to the -offshore -and would not: likely. results iffutiire risk based on the: twice-daily flushing
over-50-year§'or‘more ‘since contarmination was reléase at-OU2 and the high rate:of mixing
in the offshoreraréa. In addition; as diséussed in-the March.2010 Final OU2 Supplemental
RI Report;:August 2007-Final :Additiorial Scrutiny Report:for ©U4,. and February-2010 Final
Interim:Offshiore Ménitoritig-Program Rounds 1 through+10 Report for OU4; it was concluded
‘that elevated ¢oncentratiéns of metals’(copper; lead, and-nickel) detected in sediment ii. the
small intertidal area-in" MS-11 (located- edst of the OU2:shoreline)- wers::likely. from’ past
erosion from OU2 (before erosion contréls were placed in- along the - adjacent OU2.shoreline
in 2005 and 2006), not from groundwater migration. Subsequent sediment sampling (as
part of OU4 Interim:Offshore Monitoring Rounds-8; 9; or 10 or:as part.of the OU2 Additional
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Investigation) was not required because there:is.not sufficient amount of sediment located
within MS-11 to cause an-unacceptable: risk to.ecological receptors. Whether. the lack: of
sediment at MS-11 is the result of mixing zones within:the river or.minimal migration.of fines,
there are no current unacceptable risks to human health or the environment in the sediment
offshore of OU2. However, there is uncertainty for risks due to future migration from the
area with an:impermeable cap, if the.cap' is.remayed.and high- contamination-remains in
place. Future potential. migration from,unsaturated zone soil to groundwater in the_ capped
area will be addressed by the addition of an RAO in the Draft Final OU2 FS Report. In
-addition; the remedial-alternatives will-be revised.to include components to-address the:RAO

. as-agreed to by the:Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP. The revised:alternatives' are- provided in

- Attachment B to these responses to: comments Revisions to. reflect. the:March-2010 Final
OU2 Supplemental Rl Report were made to Seotlon 1.0 for the Draft-Final QU2 FS Report
and are included in Attachment C to these responses to comments

During resqut|on of comments on the September 2008 Draft OU2 Supplemental RI Report
. the: Navy. indicated that implications:.relating -to" risk : from--the. ;. revetment. design; and
construction: are:limited: to -erosion. and transport of sediment to the‘,_off shore and that.the
-Draft Final ©U2:FS Report would -address,:this issue.. . /As; provided: in: responses to
comments on.the- September:2008 Draft OU2 - Supplemental Rl.Report (see Appendlx D.3in
.the March:2010 Final :0U2:Supplemental Rl Report); the.revetment was not designed to
prevent migration of all fine-grained material to the offshore area, and as demonstrated by
the groundwater, surface water, and sediment data-and risk -evaluationfor. QU4 the risk to
the offshore.is .acceptable under current .conditions. Based -on.risk evaluation-conclusions
provided:in the March..2010 Einal- OU2 Supplemental Rl Report, groundwater migration off
site-does-not.pose unaggeptable risks based on.current conditions and therefore. there is no
need to-prevent particulate mlgratlon ; However; it:was.agreed that there: wassuncertainty in
the long-term stability- and -funectiening . of- the shoreline .controls. . Because :design
decumentation: and- “as-built”. revetment:-doguments ;are--not ;available, a- performance
evaluation cannot be conducted on the existing revetment structures. A technical:evaluation
of the shoreline revetment was conducted and included as Section 2.9 in the March 2010
Final OU2 Supplemental-RJ-Report.. -An_RAQ, for.future potential ‘erosion. and. remedial
alternatives;to address: this;potential were aiready-included:in the. November 2008 Revised
Draft OU2 FS Report. During resolution of comments on the OU2-Supplemental: Rl Report,
the Navy agreed to include inspection of the offshore area for sediment accumulation as .
part of shoreline-inspections. -For. the-Draft Final OWU2 F8 Report, this.monitoring.component
for the shoreline controls will:be added to 1:UCs.component of: DRMO and WDA- aIternatlves
.as-provided in- Attachment B to these: responses to comments: . i
EM 1110 2- 1614 states that structures (revetments,iseawalls and bulkheads) are often
needed along.shorelines to provide protection from-wave action, or, to.retain in situ-soil or
fill. A seawall is: a-massive structure.that is designed:primarily to resist wave. action-along
high value coastal property. - Bulkheads.are retaining. walls whose-primary purpose is to hold
-or prevent the backfill from.sliding while providing protection-against light-te-moderate wave
action.. A‘revetment is'a facing of erosion. resistant. material;; such as.stone or concrete, that
ig built to-protecta scarp; émbankment, or:other shareline features against erosion...Seawall
.- .and-riprap extend along. the' shoreline to protect the WDA and:-Building .310,' “Revetments
" with pre-cast interlocking concrete:blocks protgct the. shoreling-by-Building 298.- Revetments
with-riprap protect the interim.cap and-the DRMO:storage yard. Please. refer to Figure 1-2 of
sthe November 2908 Revised: E)raft~.U2 FS Report .,

\ e Gt

: There* are many deslgn factors.to consider when selectlng .a shoreline~ structure -as well as,
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- both - temporary ‘and: perméanent. “potential -environmental - impacts: ‘from construction.
Temporary impacts include turbidity, sedimentation, vegetation removal;” and potential
smothering of near-shore habitat. Permanent impacts may include changes to the shoreline
-adjacent to the-project ‘and ecological impacts: to the ‘rivér -in¢luding *hardening -of the
shoreline. ‘Design: factors and net ‘environmental -benefit: will -be: evaluated along’iwith

* potential- ‘Uinédcceptable * risk “to *human «health and: ithe' ‘environment: - when:. selécting

» alternatives. -Based:-on the: March:2010:Final:@U2: Supplemental RI: Report, ‘revisions:are

#Loproposed to' Sections 1 and 2 and are prowded in: Attachment & to these responses to

.comments. i 0 . ¢ ‘ . - S .

2. Comment: There is a noted inconsistency in the distribution of contaminant:mass and -how.it
|s descrlbed has been presented |n thrs feasrbrlrty study compared to the or|g|nal OU 2
recent Supplemental Remedral Investlgatlon Study prowde frgures that suggest reIatrver
minor:zones ‘of contaminated: matetials exist: beneath OU 2:.7The previous feaslbility study

* .published"in2004: and $0il boring:logs and-soils .contaminant analyses-for the site ‘clearly

. show Signiﬂ“cant‘ ‘éontamination to:depth beneath-the:©OU-2 site.” .For example,dreas: now

. presented as'“Surface-Fill”-and-“Rock: Fragment F|II” were: prevrously presented as “dump fill,
ash; wire, glass; métal, cinders, -and: Wood” ML i Cowt R H

Response: Although the Navy recognrzes that th|s comment was provrded prior to the
1 »resolution:of .comments:on .the: September 2008 Draft- OU2-Supplemental RI-Report, the
Navy: takes:reservation with-the-implication that data‘have :been-disregarded-in the Navy’s
““linterpretation of site:conditions: *With:that said, in USEPA Coniment No:.:5-datéd«February 9,
v 2009 wnthe-September 2008: Draft QU2 Supplemental- RiReport;ia similar comment-on the
: cross‘sections-was made. 'As provided inithe Navy’st response. to USERA:€omment No. 5
~~zon the September:2008-BraftiOlW2iSupplemental-RI-Report {included.in Appéndix D.1 of the
.« Mareh-2010°Final:QU2:Supplementali Rl Report); cross:sections in the November 2004 Draft
OU2 FS Report were: updated after conducting the OW2: Additional*Investigation in-2007 and
2008. The Additional Investigation included installation of approximately 100 soil borings, 2
i testipits,and: 5 ‘groundwater mohnitotingiwells; swhich- providéd -a better understanding of
':geological.¢onditlons.-:Thelipdated.cross! séctions provided:in‘the November:2008-Revised
~+ ~'Draft OU2:FS:Report:were also provided in-the September 2008:Draft @U2 Supplemental RI
i Report;:and-are ‘consistent:with. the igeologicaliconditions-at :©@W2. As: part:of-fesolution of
"USERA’s’commenit on:the. Septembar 2008 Draft OU2 :Supplemental RI Report, the:Navy
. .prepared:-‘additiorial* cross-isections: with::data. ffomthe: beringlogs:*and :soil #lead
... .concéntrations‘to*.show. that :the ‘Navy's wtross: sections:.aré: accurate;: however, : text
clarifications: were :made .to' provide additional: description-.of. the *surface. fill and. rock
fragment fill and the types of debris or waste materials identified within these:zones. The
text in Section 1.6.1.5 of the Draft Final OU2 FS Report will be revised to reflect the text
« .-clarificatiohs made’in the. Maréeh' 2010-final OU2 Supplemental Rl-Report.i Attachment:C to
~theserrésponses: to ;comments on'-the Novémber.-2008 Rewsed Iraft OU2 FS Report
. tincludes: the proposed textfrevrsuns for Sectron 1 6 1 worn D L apes aee ey

b “,.? Vi ’h‘; r[ o S o .

3. Comment: This feaS|b|I|ty study is Iack|ng at Ieast one addltlonal remedlal aIternatlve that
involves vertical as well as horizontal containment. Unless all contaminated materials down

" - to theilow tide incursion devel beneath OU:2 are excavated, all 6f the remedijal-alternatives
- ‘arex not.ilikely“to - result-:in' the highest:ilevel . of:s protection. -of ::human -health-zand . the
.environment. 2. Therei: Will ‘rémain a “significant potential for.-long -térm:: migration of
contamination -as+suspended materials.with the outgding-tide. :Therefore,-at least-one
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alternative must be mcluded that fuIIy recognlzes th|s potentlal and. specifically includes a
vertrcal barner ' s o

Flesgonse Please 'see the Navys response to USEPA Comment No 1 related to risks
from contaminant migration:to- the off.shore. -The Navy believes- that the revisions to
alternatives:based on resolution of comments on-the: OU2 Supplemental Bl Report.and the

. -agreement to.include inspection :and manitorirg-address USERPA .concern:for future potential

migration. Further, as discussed-during.resolution of comments on.the.OU2 Supplemental
Rl Report, uncertainties related to future potential migration do not warrant evaluation of a
vertical containment option in the Draft Final OU2 FS Report.

Specrflc Comments

1.

Comment Page ES-1 2”" Paragraph 6th Sentence I'he conclusron that there is no;risk
from:ground water is not concurred with. Contrary-ta the. reference to the Supplemental

- Remédial - Investigation supporting:: that-interpretation, . there .has: not: been. any.recent

.. sampling:of near/off:shore sediments. . Past-sampling.prior to: limited remedial -actions;has

indicated:the..presence of -elevated and:inereasing:trends. of-lead...-While dissolved.phase

. metals. may not:have been detected in -significant- concentrations, .there’ has not been an

evaluation of transport as suspended conceritrations with likely subsequent deposition to

’ sedlments anng the’ Operable Un|t 4 shoreline.

Sax 1

- The materlals prewouslytdescrlbed in. Slte 6 subsurface sorls have. the potentlal to mlgrate to
the near:off shore aréa- ifzan -adequate. filter is not-a;component of-the:revetment: along the

Site ‘6- embankment.. Further, where thése materials: exist- over :zones; of “rock fragments”

. there is the tendency to migrate vertically:downward over time:" This:will provide a potential

constant supply: of ‘contaminated: fine. grain-material for: transport.in the suspended. form, if
not in the.disselved form. “This sis-especiallylikely .given the .exchanges-of tidal water.and
resulting turbulent conditions in.the.“rock fragment:fill%.. Unless. these.fine-grain materlals are
adequately flltered they can’ contrlbute to near/off shore contamrnatron

I -.-;S "

In addrtlon to prewous (2004 FeaS|b|I|ty Study OU 2): flgures as: weII as soll borlng Iogs
indicating the presence of:fine grain- material;. inspection of the Tteatability Studies-indicates

' that.significant:pércentages: of fine. grain material.éxist: .For the.study..eenducted in 2006

(Appendix E1):Table 2:4"shows-sighificant fractions:ofiseil -with-grain size:smaller than fine
sand: (0:40-mm). . The average .“ds received”:percentage"of . soils less-than.0:50 hm in
diameter was 19%. The: average “as. received” percentage of silt/clay:fraction: (less:than
0.075 mm) was 7%. - These:results indicate potential for migration .of fines both-downward
into'the coarser intervals and mlgratlon through the: revetment if'an: adequate fllter system is
not in pIace E S, . : e ; ‘ M AL

Resgonse‘ Please see the Navy’s. response to USEPA Comment No 1 for |nformat|on
regarding ‘risks from .groundwater and:USEPA concerns regarding migration .of suspended
fines from onshore OU2 to near/offshore OU4:: The: referenced. text-will-be:revised based on
the resolution of comments and reV|S|ons reflected in the March 2010 Flnal OU2

Supplemental Rl Report . SRR

Comment: Page ES-2 2. Bullet The conclu3|ont that ground water erI not |mpact down
gradient'near-off shore‘locations is not concurred.with. While:lead:is poorly:seluble in.water
the. permeability of the subsurface rhaterials.-and the ‘-magnitude of tidal. (ground: -water)

. fluctuations into -and out ‘of :the site. provide “a potential mechanism for migration of
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»

contaminants absorbed to: fine: grain-soil.particles. " It has<not been .-decumented: that.the-
- existing revetment along.the!:Site6. embankment has a; f||ter deS|gned to prevent mrgratlon
‘and transport of these part|cIes ' T AN R 3
Response As a resuIt of the technrcal meetlngs heId and the resolutlon of: comments on
the September 2008 Draft OU2 Supplemental Rl Report, the USEPA concurred with the
Navy that there are no .current tisks from groundwater and the -Navy: concurred with -the
USEPA. that there is uncertainty-withi the. potential for- future::groundwater: risk; .- The
~referenced text will be reviséd based-on the resolution:of comments :and revisions-reflected
. in-the:March 2010 Final OU2 Suppleémental Rl Report:: Please:seeithe Navy's response to
'USEPRPA Gomment No. 1 for additiohal:information-on . resolutlon of th|s issue-and proposed
revisions for the Draft Final OU2 FS Report. L e i

3.:.Comment: Page E8-2,-37 Billet: The statement that.contaminated sediments :are. derived
from erosion along the shoreline is not supported. As noted in EM 1110-2-1614 “Design of
Coastal Revetments, Sea Walls, and Bulkheads” a well designed filter is needed to prevent
‘migration=of fine soil .particles through the: revetment EPA fbelieves that .the:8Site 6
- revetment was deS|gned absentafllter Co s N

Itis- aIso not:clear whati is. meant by “evaluatlon of: the off shore. data”' ‘Previous data:has
shewn:an increasing trend-in léad in;sediments. While.remedial-actions were subseguently
' conducted, review of the QU 2 Additional Scrutiny Report: and: the':8upplemental:Remedial
Investigation Report indicates that there does not appear to have been any post remedlal
sediment sampling conducted.. I L I I 2 A L SR s e

. ~Responsei As indicated in"EM 1110+2-1901 and EM 1110-2-2300 filter layers are:reant to-
1 minimize-the migration:.of fine soil:particulates through-a-revetment... These docu,ments
+vindicate that revetments are shoresparaliel structures built.on.a:slope, typically from- layers of

stone with increasing size from the land towards the«water. A typical revetment has at:least
two distinct layers — an underlayer and armor layer, each at least two stone diameters thick,
placed on top of a geotextile~fabric»tci)" ‘minimize: the: migration of fines.through the-strueture.
Both layers are sized for stability in the design wave climate and to limit the structure
porosity..-A key:element in' the construction of.a revetmient is théplacement: of: 'mor
layer; which-must:be-done piece by-piece; with:verification of interlocking-and at leastithree

. -points of contact:«The:voids-between the-stones:must-be maintained.(not- concreted or; filled
-1 with'smaller:stone)-to-allow for wave:energy to ‘bourice around”.betweenstherstone.and. for
=, the structure.tobe-able to “self-heal” inithe:caserof.damage-to one areai- If a stone is
« -rémoved.from-a certain :area;:the: adjacent:stones:tend:to: collapse into the. vord and malntaln
: the functlonalrty of the revetment untrl*repalrs can.beimade: - N A T

KTV B « R IS s N RV rfr_;r:;,‘ i e i LY
A filter is a trans|t|onal Iayer of gravel smaII stone, or fabrlc pIaced between the underlylng
.+--soil'and the:structure::The filter limits:migration ofthe fine: soil parti¢les:through:voids i |nvthe
wvtructure, distributes-the weight -of the -armor units:to: provide: more- uniform: settl
¢ sperits relief-of ‘hydrostatic pressures:within.the soils. For.areas.above the watérline; flIters
i+ ~alsosdprevent-surface water from:¢ausing erosion ° (gullles) beneath:the:.riprap. .. Specific
..design-guidance-for:gravel:dnd stone filters: is-contained-in-EM 1110-2: 1901 and EM:1110-

2-2300‘and‘guidance for.cloth-filters is céntained .in-GW.02215.. : . - o i o0 4

Please also refer to the Navy’s response to USEPA Comment No.1 for changes to the FS to
address potent|a| forfine: sonl partlcle mlgratlon through the revetment structure. st

A T R T :~‘;;z RS

s ‘2;13
e B
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4. Comrhent: Page ES-2, 4" Bullet:. The tisk.assessment has not demonstrated that:there is
no risk due to migration-of ground-water..- While the -Supplemental-Remedial Investigation
did not result in detection of elevated metals dissolved in the:near-off-shore surface: water
there has been no assessment of potential transport of contamlnants absorbed to f|ne soil
partloles through the revetment ‘. : : : A o

. For Slte 6 the Supplemental Remedlal Investlgatlon (Flgure 3- 2) |nd|cated e|evated totaI

" copper-and lead:in:near-shore monitoring .wells DW-6:and DW-7S-while nickel is'present in
the dissolved.phase for-several ‘near:shore wells: For:Site 29 elevated lead-and:copper was
detected at.DW-8:iWhile.a new revetment of limited :extent'was recently .constructed at Site
29, which did include a filter.fabric, the Supp|ementa| Remedlal Investlgatlon st|II resulted in
the detection of total copper in SW-06 S ; o

Response: - Please:see:. the ”Navys responses tb USEPA Comment No 1 and- USEPA'
Spec1f|c Comment No 2. . :

5: Comment' Page ES-2 Item No 2 It does not- appear that the intent to- prevent eroS|on of
Soils from OU 2 to the near-off shore environment includes: prevention of -migration;of-fine
grain particles potentially carrying contaminants is included in this feasibility study. The

- prevention -discussed in this *feasibility- study .appears to-be focused -solely: on potential

.+ erosion:-of the:embankment:soils-due to wave-action.: Preventlon of mlgratlon of partlcles

‘through the revetment |s also needed e by s 2 :

T A RS

Response: Please see the Navy s response to USEPA Comment No 1

6.. Comment Page E8.3, Last Paragraph: It is not clear from this feasibllity study. that:the:goal
of: protection of the-environment;will:be met: The-alternatives:developéd do:not appear to
consider the potential for:migration of:fine: grain- materials carrylng contamrnatron that could
m|grate through the revetment to the near—ot'f shore i ; . ,

LAY

Resgonse Please see the Navy s response to USEPA Comment No 1

8-6 1St Paragraph 15’ Sentence EPA does not concuruwnh the
--gtatement that -the:shereline: stabilization. measures ~aré.; not- a :.component-.of OU 2
‘femediation.: .Becauseof: the potentialfor transport:of-contarninated ‘soilparticles -with: tidal
cycles; -including contiriual generation:of thege-particles-dué to:settlement;:tidal:action;-etc.
containment of -this zcontamination-“must “be '‘considered. when " evaluating: --remedial
alternatives. Without verification-ofsan :enginéered filter. already:in place-(i.e. along:the: Site 6
revetment), and considering that.all:contaminated::soils are:rnot proposed for. excavation,

there is potentlal for contlnued mlgratlon of contamlnants as suspended materlals over tlme

7. Comment Pag

.;éz:y b y

0
iResponse Basedon resolutlon of comments +\on the September, 2008 Draft ®U2
Supplemental RI Report relatéd to: potential future erosion, the alternatives in the Draft Final
QU2 FS! Repoit will:be ‘revised to.-address- potential: future erosion“through: LUGs: and
«'structuraleemponents-of WDA and DRMO altérnatives. - Separate. shoreline  stabilization

- dlterhatives (SL+1, SL+2, and $L-8).will'not be‘included in the Draft Final QU2 FS:?%Heport
Please also see the Navy’s ‘réspohses.to'USEPA: Gormment No. 1..and. USEPA"Specific
Comment No. 2

8. Comment Page ES-6, 1St Paragraph 2", through 4”’ Sentences It has not been
demonstrated that the existing shoreline stabilization measures Alternative SL-1 and SL2
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9.

are currently “operating effectively”. This assessment appears to be based on wave action
erosion only. L, e S ) Ve 9

Response: Please seé¢the Navy's response to USEPA Comment No. 1.

Comment: Page 1-7. 6" Paragraph: It should be noted that the emergency actions

"implemented tp “6ovér erodirig Soils™: “following the' initial construction of the revetment may

have- been necessary dué¢ ‘to-migration of- ‘$oils from~the revetment. This is a major

mechanlsm for eroS|on and'failure of revetments in addltlon to that of wave actlon

1 e
¢ .

4

Resgonse I'he Navy éilsagrees W|th the need to note that the migration- of f|nes may have

" béen the reason fof the tevetmient updates: The existing shoreline: stabilization revetment

was placedalorig :Site -6 and ‘Site 29 to-allow:this.area-to be used.as it is-today. ‘Subsequent
findings of contamination within the soil behind the shoreline stabilization structures have
lead to the agreemént thatittiése shoreline stabilization structures arealso impertant-for the
protection of the offshore area from migrating contamination. The need for the more recent
upgrade of the original stabilization structures was determined t6 be a restilt:of.soils eroging
from the top of the shoreline. Alterations were performed to a portion of the revetment (east
of Site 6 &nd west -of thé seawall at" Site29) becalise-of the steep' slope at:which’the
revetment was constructed. No voids were found below the revetment stone indicating that

- thé ‘migration. ‘of - flnes through the revetmient: was not the reason for ‘thet*most recent

10.

revetment repalrs R B,

Comment Page 1 10, 2”" Paragraph Iast Sentence The 'stated: protectlveness of the
current-slope:stabilization medsuresiis unsupported by sampling. ' -

Response: The referenced pdragraph provides theconclusion- of the August:2007:Final
Additional Scrutiny Report for OU4. Although the Navy recommended combining onshore
and offshore |mpacts at all Shipyard IRP sites, sampling required to monitor sediment
offshore of OU2:is:being monitored as' part: of the.OU4 Interim ‘Offshdre Monltorlng Program
(October 1999 Final Plan:and June '2010-Draft Plan Update)-and: addressed as part of the
July 2010 Draft OU4 FS Report. The Draft OU4 FS Report evaluates MNR for the offshore

~area of OU2, idéntified:as:MS+=11. WUnder current conditions concentratiofis of-one:or:more

1 COCs exceed PR@s. However, there is not a $lifficiert-amount of sediment lo

 MS:11:to cause an undcteptable risk to-ecological receptors. Whéther:the lack:of sedifment

forssampling is: the result'of. mixing Zones'withif the riverior-minimal:migration of fines, there
‘are.-no‘icurrent: Unacceptable risksto humant health or'the ‘epvitonment-in-the sedirient
offshore of OU2. * As-disdussed: in the referehced.text, sampling:as part of the' Interim
Offshore: Monitorihg Program-indicate:an: insufficient:amount of sediment:offshore.of OU2 to
warrant collection of samples. Please also see the Navy’s response to USEPA Comment
No 1

C vy e, i : |
! & "rt

.‘Comment' Pagé 1 10 last Paragraph 5”' Sentence It is unllkely that Iead contamlnatron in

- soilsiin tHe residential‘area‘is:due-to:housepainting given the- documented nature of storage

activities at OU 2.

Besp'ons_e: Regardless of‘the uncertainty regarding: the source of-lead-contaminated-sail,
the Navy, with concurrence of the USEPA and support agency, is conducting a non-time

© Jeritical removal action: in the vicinity of Quariers S:and N. An Engineering Evaluation/Cost

Analysis (EE/CA), Action ‘Memorandum, Removal ActionWork Plan,-and«Removal Action
Report will be prepared to support the removal action for the DRMO Impact Area.
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12. Comment: Page 1-10, Last Sentence: See“S'pectfic Commentf 10. | ' : . .

Response: Please see the Navy's. responses to USEPA Comment No. 1,and USEPA
Specrfrc Comment No. 10.

13. ggmment.sPage 1 16 Lasz‘ Sentence. The statement that,x in effect beoause lead twas
. found in an area not-associated, with. DRMO source area means: that.it was derived:from
other sources such as house painting is not.goncurred with, - In particular, it. should:be_noted
that transport of lead contaminated soil particles can and does occur through the effects of
wind.  Given. the.extensive«use of -OU 2 for drsposal and-storage of materialsicentaining
lead, it is-highly probable:that the detected lead in soils.originated frem OU 2. E)rsmrssal as
originated from other retatrvely rrunor hkely centr butory ‘sources jsnot. appropnate

3 g i IO B

Please see the Navy s respense to USEF‘A Speen‘rc Cemment No 11

14 Qommentt Page 1 17 15*‘ Parag,raph See Specrflc Comment tS ’ ;;Nf
- = o §~ RS 2t B G

Reggonse' Please see: the Navy’s response to USEF’A Specrfre;Comment No 13

ent Page 1 1 7 37 Paragraph’ The etatements in thrs paragraph underscore
concerns regarding the potential for migration of fine grain soil particles:containing absorbed
contaminants to near-off shore areas through the revetments if those revetments are not
adequately designed and-conistrueted to filter those pérthtes fromithe greund water:-That is;
migration of contaminants is not through-the:dissolved phase in ground water onlyi ..
Resgonse Please see the Navys response to USEPA Comment No 1 AL

16.- Comment !Page 1- 17 4”’ Paragraph Iast Sentence I'hereeha,s been no near/off shore
sedlment samphng to support the statementtmaﬁie in thls sentence .

Resgon The referenoed text is- the first sentence of Sectron 1 6 3 WhIGh provrdes a
summary; of the evaluation of fdte.and.transport of contaminants conducted as part:of: the
+QU2-8upplemental Rl (see Section 4.0 in the, March.2010-Final OU2:8upplemental RI
‘Report). Sediment.sampling-at,MS-11° (Location 8) was . condycted as; part:-of .the: Interim
-~@ffshore Monitoring: Program: (Rounds 1 to 7). Please: see:Section.4.0 and -Appendix A of
‘the: March- 2010 Final QW2 Supplemental Rl Report for. additional ‘information on how, the
. -sediment-data were-évaluated as-part of the«fate and tranSPOI't evaluatron and for- sedlment
‘data:for MS-11, respectively. .vi. -ri: - .. . R I

17. Comment: Page 1-17, Last Paragraph: There has been no assessment to support the
interpretation that there“is 'no transport:of:particulate. matter .containing-contamination in
outgoing:tidal ground:water. - The .rhodeling that has been.condugted- appears to have been
based on dissolved phase metals only. _ st -

Resgon Pteases see the Navy St response to USEPA Cemment No 1

18 Comment Page 1- 19 1“‘ Para@::aph 3"’ Sentence There has eeen sno recent sampt ng of
-sediment, albeit “limited and between rocks™to support this interpretation. . . &

. ) o
Coeg w s i N Vi AN )
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Respon PIease see the Navy s response to USEPA Comment No. 1.

19.

Comment Page 1-19, 2"" Paragraph Last Sentenoe It: lhas not been demonstrated that
migration of ground water off site does not pose unacceptable risks for OU 2.

Resgon PIease see the Navy S response to USEPA Comment No. 1.

20.

”

Comment Page 1- 19 3 Paragraph It has not been demonstrated that ground water is not
a medium of concern for OU 2 in regard to transport of contamlnants to near-off shore

s .areas.: . i P Lol

21.

22.
« sampling has-shown that elevated: ¢oncentrations-of lead following an increasing trend were

23.

Respon Please see the Navy s response to USEPA Comment No 1

Comment Page 1-20 3’” Bullet ThlS assessment appears to have focused on the
migration of dissolved phase rmetals only. It has not been demonstrated that migration of
metals absorbed toifine particulate matter does not occur.: . :

Response: The assessment considered drssolved and suspended contamlnants PIease
see the Navys response to USEPA Comment No: 1. Co < ;

:r - P

Comment Page 1-20 4"’ Bullet I'hrs assessment appears to-be: subjectlve Previous

present in'the near-off shore environment:- - Subsequent to::any removal actions.that have
been performed there has been no additional follow up conflrmatory sediment sampllng
oonducted As suoh the statement made is not supportable‘by data ,

i,

Response PIease see the Navys response to USEPA Comment No 1.

Comment Page 2~13 Seotlon 2.2: -Given the potent|a| for mlgratlon of fine graln soil

particles?to the .near-off- shore--environment through the: existing:.shoreline. -stabilization

. structures, ground water-also should be considered as a medium of concern, unless it can
. ~-bet demonstrated that :the- ‘existing :shoréline.:stabilization: measures effectlvely prevent
: zmlgratlon of f|ne gra|n material through the revetments R : S

‘ Ftesponse PIease see the Navy s response to USEPA Comment No 1

24,

: ‘Resgonse. PIease see‘the Navy s response to USEPA Comment No 1

25

Comment: Page 2-14, ltem No. 2: The protection or the off shore envrronment cannot be

achieved by-consideration-of ‘ergsion of the OU:2 soils by. wave actiori'alone. The feasibility

study -has to include -either a .robust .decumentation ‘of the .current effectiveness of the
shoreline . stabilization - measures to prevent' migration: of: fine grain material through the
revetment or consider this as a specific objective in‘the:formulation of remedial. alternatives
for shoreI|ne stablllzatlon Th|s does not appear to have been done i in th|s feaS|b|||ty study

% _;f‘; -

Pig

Comment Page 2—15 3 Paragraph Last Sentenoe What is the rat|onaI for provndlng two

~ durations for construétion worker. »exposure'? It woutld .appear that-a.worse case duration

should be considered, or at a minimum, the-focus should be on the 60 day duratlon |f |t is

be|reved that th|s durat|on is potentlally I|ker

Further how .does thls relate to the poSS|bIe constructron actlvrtres of the . shorellne
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26.

o7:

stabilization measures? For. Altéinative. SL-3C, . it would appear that the .duration of

exposure would potentially be longer than 60 days. Since implementation of this alternative

is potentially: feaS|bIe a I|ker Iohger duration of time shouId be evaluated rather than the 60

days.

Response: The text will be clarified :that construction work is expected to be:less than 60
days and a PRG for lead based on 60-day exposure (2,000 mg/kg) will be used as the PRG
for QU2. . , ,

PRGs are based on site exposure concentratlons that need to be met after remed|at|on
therefore, durations for remediation work are not considered in the PRG development.
Remediation work- will follow the appropriate  health-;and safety requirements - for: the
remedlatron (i.e., PRGis to protect general worker and not remediation worker)

( -
1

Comment, Figure 2-3: Why does the area of “unacceptable risk.— constructron worker” not
include the shoreline protection areas? It would appear that if remedial alternative SL.-3A-C

was to be |mplemented th|s wouId be a concern.

Response Please see the Navys response to USEI'A Specmc Comment No 25 A
construction worker performing utility work most likely would not be exposed to the soil

-under the:shoreline revetment. Remediation- work -is* not considered™as part of :the

construction worker exposure risk- assessment. . Remedial action .contractors follow the
appropr|ate health and:safety requnrements when conductlng remedratlon work

Comment Page 3—4 Retalned @ptlon for Soil Stablllzatlon Contalnment should lnclude a
vertical barrier to prevent horrzontaI mlgratlon of contam|nated soil through the revetment.

Resgonse As |nd|cated in the responses to USEPA Comment Nos 1 and 3 the Navy
recognizes the uncertainty.associated with the revetment structure:and will add components

. to thesremedial-alternatives within the FS. to-address the uncertainty.- The revised. remedial
- alternatives will-include=the .monitoring of. existing shoreline :stabilization structures under

28.

LUCs:  The-specific:alternatives:addressing the shoreline.stabilization, including technology

screening for shoreline stabilization,*have been removed from the text,. The Navy does not
see the shoreline stabilization structures as a component of the OU2 remedy. Rather the .
Navy sees the shoreline stabilization -structures” as: ngeded to protect the integrity of the
proposed remed|es

Comment: Pagé 3-4, Retalned Optlon for So:l Stablllzatlon Containment should have been

included on- this: table: Installation. of a .vertical barrier. using:sheet:piling would prevent

- migration of contaminated. soil‘through the revetment. rhe current focus appears to address

shoreI|ne erosion from wave act|0n only..

Response A vert|caI barrler will be added to Table 3-1 (the preIiminary technology
screening table). There. are numerous*design considerations :to- evaluate- to-retain this
technology as a component to a viable alternative. Due to the presence of blast rock, the

“sheet-piling .cannot.be*advanced with control..of location; to provide & vertical barrier: below

~ the -depth of-the fine grained material-ptésent above the blast-rock, which is-at an average

depth .of -6 feet below .ground surface. - .Sheet piling. will be screened out in Table 3-1
because implementability issues and because. there-are no current-risks-associated with' the
migration of contamination through the existing revetment. Monitoring of existing shoreline

. stabilization features have been added to the LUCs component of each  remedial action

RTC for revised draft OU2 FS - technical 18 o e October 25, 2010



specrfrc shoreI|ne stab|I|2at|on alternatrves W||| be removed from the text

alternative. As indicated in the Navy's response to USEPA Spécific ‘€omment No. 27 the

!

i . v
RS Tt v

29 Comment: Page 3-6 Sectlon 3 3. 3 See Spec:flc Comments 27 and 28: -+

'Response PIease 'see. the Navys respenses ‘to. USEPA Specrflc Comments Nos 27 and

" 28

30.

31.

Oomment Page 310, 1St Paragraph 2”" Sentence Thls sentence underscores GF CcDW
congerns for migration of- contaminants:with fine grain' materials:These finegrain: materials

‘Which exist in significant-percentages as:documented by- the treatability.study results.

These materials evén.if found'initidlly:at the shallower intervals:will- migrate vertically into the

- deeperrintervals :of thie* mére' coarse: fill;-ete. This downward vertical ‘migration-hds been

documented by analyticil results:provided in analytical tables of the: Supplemental Hemedlal
Investigation Report. v

Response: PIease 'see the NaVys respohse to’ USEPA Comment No 1

Ry 5 “ *
,,,,,, YE . Y,

Comment: Page 3-14 Sectron 343 Revetments should aIso be deS|gned to prevent
migration of fine grain séils from the onshore-location: of the revetment TN

0
J ’ Hd

Response: Revetments should be designed to minimize the mlgratlon of f|nes However

- as ‘Indicated +inithe' Navy's response -to USEPA Spécific ‘Comment.No.. 27:"shoréline

‘stabilizatiori-alternatives are- being removed. from the:FSand addresséd in‘the LUCs of the

* . remedial aIternatives “As a resuIt of th|s change Sectlon 3 4 of the November 2008 Draft FS

- will berrémoved: * T . - ¥

exrsts for the revetment anng Site 6.

t“wf 5

- Comment: Page 3-14, Section 3.4.3.1: The description of revetments is correct in noting the
“néed for'a filter layer. However; to date, there has'been nd.submission’ of either:design

information or “as built” documents that provide verification that an adequate-filter -layer

Response PIease -5ed: the Navy’s response to USEPA Comment No. 1. A, technical
evaluatlon of the shore||ne revetment was |ncluded in the March 2010 FinaI OU2

Comment No 27 shor‘eline stabrllzatioh aIternatives W||| be removed from the FS and

, ~replaced with' monltormg as part of‘LUCs ot vt

33.

< B R RN

R il T Vo

Comment Page 3—18 Sectlon 35 Inciusion of a vertlcal barrrerk for purposes of -soil

.+ containment sholld be included. ™ Th|s functioh - may be achleved by -an appropriately

designed shoreline stabilizatior‘measure.. . . - 3 i

' !ResgonSe. Pledsesee the Navys responses to: USEPA. Cornment No 1.and" USEPA
' e’SpeCIfIG Comment Nos 27 and 28. T e :

34

“in the IHM@ area extended onIy to'2 féet below the ground surface

i , EONTT

sComment‘ Page 3-20 R Paragraph 3rd- Sentence Re\new of the data |nd|cates that the

depth of waste and contaminatedssoil -extends deeper than 6 feet:below the ground surface
in the DRMO area. If there is a limitation it appears to be that many of the samples coIIected

“ | 4 , ~.-){'," !9,/. EES ;, ‘

Iescrlptlons in the sell borlng l6gs and figures provrded in the 2004 Feasrbrlity Study for OU
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2 shows ‘waste extending to-at-least 10 feet,;bellowi ground surface (DSB-2, DSB-6C, DSB-
7DB, FCS-50, 29SB-14) and 15-feet-below ground.surface.(D$B-7, DSB-7D, FCS-48, FCS-

"~ 51). The location of FCS-51 and FCS-52 had elevated lead at depths of 16 feet below

35.

36.

:Response:
‘generated during the 2007 Additional Investigation in addition to the information presented

ground surface with elevated nickel present at 20 feet for FCS-51.

The determination on. excavation.depth is ‘based on.the ‘latest information

in the November 2004 Draft OU2 FS Report. Most of the borings in the DRMO extend to 6
feet.bgs. or deeper based. on.the collection-of*data.in. 2007 as part of.the OU2 Additional
Investigation. Contaminated:soil:was:found at shallower and: deeper. depths; however, the

-average depth-of .contantinated .soil was-estimated 1o be :6 fegt:bgs. The November 2004

Draft,OU2-FS -Report referenced in this‘comment was updated-in.-November 2008 (Revised
Draft: OU2-FS Report) based- on. the.information.from the QU2 Additienal Investigation and
the :September~2008 Draft. OU2 Supplemental Rl Report.--. Please: aIso see .the- Navys

response to USEPA Comment No. 2. .
Comment: Page 3-20; 2% Paragraph: An: additional bullet should be provided with .vertical

contalnment to prevent IateraI mlgratlon of contaminated fine gra|n particles.

Resgonse Ptease see. the Navys responses to USEPA Comment Nos 1 and 3 and
USEPA Specmc Comment No 28.

Comment Table 3-1 Page 1 A “vert|caI barrler” remedlal technology shouId aIso be

- included in this table.- This technology. is needed to complete. the “containment’:approach to

. prevent;potential horizontal-migration of contaminated particles with. the:tidal cycles:through

the revetment unless it can be demonstrated that the revetment (either-in ‘place.or.with
upgrade) will prowde effectlve f||trat|on

Res onse', PIease see Navys responses to USEPA Comment No: 1 and USEPA Specrflc

. Comment-No. 28.

37.

Comment: Table 3-1, Page 1: What is the purpose of |ncIud|ng “Blologlcal Treatment” in th|s
table: and the screenlng process ifzit |s known to be mapphcable for Iead'? Ny ¢

.'(zg" .

v Res v,onse No: changes to Table 3 1 are. warranted Table -3~ 1 |s a preliminary. screenrng of

technologies -conducted :to -identify.-publically ..available technologies..and. innovative
technologies that are known environmental - remedial .-technologies:-and- show which
technologies were eliminated and retained for further evaluation in the next step of

- .. technology: evaluation -(see Section 3.3). The preliminary ;scrgening..of. technologies ‘is

38

.consistent with the ‘screening: step. described .in the . Guidance: for.Conducting Remedial

Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (EPA, Qctober 1988). .

.Comment: Table..3-1, Page 2: It is unclear why “Dynamic:Underground Stripping”, “Soil

Vapor Extraction” and “Vitrification and Radio Frequency. Heating” wererincluded in:this table
if there were not applicable to the contaminants of concern. Technologies should not be
included.when it.is:obvious-at:the‘beginning- that they-are.not Suitable:for the site.: aSlmllarIy,

f-the ratlonal for elrmlnatlng “Chemlcal leatlon/Solldlfrcatlon is not clear.:

Resgonse Please see the Navys response to USEPA Specmc Comment No. 37 regardlng
technologies not applicable to the contaminants of concem. Please see the Navy's
response to MEDEP Comment:/No: 15 for text clarifications for.eliminating in-situ:Chemical
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39.

F|xat|on/SoI|d|f|cat|on and retarnrng ex-situ Chemrcal F|xat|on/SoI|d|f|cat|on
Comment *Table 3-1, Page 3 Agaln it is ent|rer unolear why many of the Ex Situ
Treatment technologies listed were even:-included glven that they are- cIearIy |nappropr|ate

- . for the contaminants of conéern, i.e. meta|s o na

40.

Response PIease see the Navy’s response to USEPA SpeC|f|c Comment No. 37.

Comment Table 3-2 Page 1: The descrlptlon of process optron for “Rip Rap Revetment” is
of concern. It suggests that all this is needed for an effective revetment is placement of a
layer of-‘fock. ” This is net-an ‘accurate description of a viable, engineered revetment. All

¢ revetments require an engineered-filter-layer.. Further, if the description provided applies to
-1’ the existing revetment adjacent to ‘Site 6 then that revetment is inadequate to prevent lateral

Amlgratlon of fine: graln materlals:to the near shore envrronment W|th trdal cycles

[

Resgonse The Navy concurs that there is more to an effectrve revetment than the

" placement of a layer of rock. In addition the Navy:agrees that.a shoreling:revetment

contains elements. that:résist the erosive forces associatéd with the ‘shoreline’ and provide
filtration to minimize the migration of fines to offshore areas. 'However; with'the removal of
shoreline stabilization alternatives from the FS as indicated in the Navy’s response to

- USEPA Specmc Comment No 27 ‘Table-3- 2‘ has also’ been remoVed from the text

41.

Comment Table 3-2: Page 1. A modlfred “Bulkhead” shou|d be |ncIuded as an addltlonal

technology/process option should be included. This would consist of driving sheet piling
behind the exXisting revetment -at"Site -6. * The existing’rip: rap would be left in place* The

"ipurposefwould be- to prevent m|grat|on of contamlnated flne graln materral from the site. -

42.

Al I

Resgonse Please refer to the Navy s responses to USEPA Specrflo Comment Nos 27 and
40

o

Comment Table 3-2; Page :2: G|ven the knowledge of the site what is the purpose of even
including-“Off Shore Erosiofi Contiols™especially since all- were e||m|nated7 "

Response: Please see the Navy’s response to USEPA Specmc Comment No. 37 regardlng

.. /= sereenifig-of technologies:* Please refér to Navy’s résponses to’ USEPA Specrflc Comment
Nos 27 and 40 regardlng the removal of Table 3-2 from the FS. .

43.

Comment ‘Figure: 3—2 Fhls flgure is somewhat mrsleadrng It shows ISB 8 as part of the
‘cross.Section when Figure-3-1 shows crosg:section A-A™extending to DSB-9: only: - Also, he
depiction of “Surface 'Fill” and “Rock: Fill” give the impression that these areas are relatively

-clean. TFhis is not what is.interpreted when reviewing the soil boringand analytical data for

the Site29 area. :Cross Section:€-C’ of the 2004 Feasibility»Study for' OU-2 which lies
approximately along the line of A-A’ shows “sand cinders, dump f|II” extendrng to 12 feet at

2988805 and to 9 feet at FPI SB~01

g

' Resgonse Cross seotlons A-A' and I—B’ in the FS Report are’ the same -as cross sectlons

D-D’ and:B-B’iin: the Rl Report, respectively. - Information:from boring DSB-8 was: projécted
on to cross section A-A’ as indicated by the dashed lines, to provide information for the area

- - between:OU2-113 and DSB-9. Fhe' cross section figures in. Séction 3,0:0f the:Noverhber
* 2008 Revised'Draft OU2-FS Report-will be replaced with the. revised.cross sectlons prowded

in Section 2.0 in the March 2010 Final OU2 Supplemental RI Report.
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The Navy's interpretation of soil boring and anaIyticaI data for the Site 29 area as shown on

-. the cross section in the.November 2008 Revised Draft OU2:ES Report.is-consistent with the

44,

March 2010.:Final.-OU2: Supplemental:Rl Report. Please:;see -the Navy's response to
USEPA Comment No. 2 for information on reselutioni of WSEPA's -similar:concern- on the
September 2008 Draft OU2 SuppIementaI RI Report

Comment Flgure 3—3 Why was th|s |ocat|on chosen as a representative” cross section? It

’ appears to lie at the boundary of the affected Site:6-and: Slte 29 areas'?

o -t i -

o Res onse: ‘Figure 3- 3 was chosen asa representatlve cross sectlon for the D IRMOsarea as
it. crosses :the: DRMQ: area; including .the. -capped area.: It.illustrates: ¢onditions:ithat. are

--;'~typlcally found in: the DRMO area..-For -additional |nformat|on "¢ross; section-C-C. from the

-impression that:Site -6 consists éssentially of clean “Surface.Fill’- and “Rock Fill% when the
fdata |nd|cates otheanse See- Specmc Comment 34.. . & a0 SR Ry

March 2010 OU2 ‘Supplemental RI ‘Report :will. also be .presented . torshow :inforrhation
regardlng the shorellne/revetment This cross sectlon is perpendlcular to cross sect|on B-B'.

Cemment Frgure 3—4 As w|th Flgure 3-2 thrs flgure is somewhat m|sIeadmg It conveys the

i

Response The mterpretatlon of geologlcal condltlons on F|gure 3 4is correctﬂ I'Iease see

46.

the Navy’'s responses to USEPA Comment No 2 and USEPA Specmc Comment Nos 34
and 43 T , i s e ,

Comment Page 4, 4, ;Sectlon 4 1.2: UnIess |t can be demonstrated that there W|II be no
lateral: migration 'of’ contammants from:.the OU 2. area;: the-first threshold: eriteria: “Overall
Protection of Human Health and the Environment” cannot be met. Merely discussing
revetments. and referéncing existing revetments at Site 6 does not satisfy this. reqU|rement

Response: Please see the Navy's response to USEPA Comment No. 1. The aIternatlves

< will be: revised: to: meet .their RAO@:ithat addresses- the: future potential -:migration of

47..

contaminants from-unsaturated zone-soil.to groundwater-in-the capped. area.that may-result
in unacceptable r|sk to the offshore

i SR L

Comment Page 4 -5, Sectlon 4.2; Fhere.is no alternatlve prowded for either- of the two: sltes

e

that addresses potential for: lateral: migration of contaminants:with tidal cyoles: While:there
are alternatives provided for shoreline protection those alternatives focus on erosion of the

+it shoreline . by, wave-action and- do.-not-iaddress-:the :potential of lateral:;/migration of
+ contaminated: fine grairn:material-from the:site with tidal flushing. Continued shifting::and
* rgettlement. of soil-materials:in the proximity :of coarse fill,-i:e. “rock fragments”-is-likely to

Res onse:

provide-leng term-downwatd vertical soil:migration.: “This is:especially. likely sincé there:is no
englneerlng filter to prevent such downward vertlcal mlgratlon of fme graln materlals
For the WDA AIternatlves two are descrlbed as havmg a. cap as a component Yet m the
text for the WDA and DRMO alternatives, a distinction is made between a “cap” and a

Ycaver’:system.. Therefore; the desériptions for- Alternatives WDA=3 and: WDA-4+ should be
vohanged to reerct that a. “cover” wrll be: lmplemented asa part -of that: alternatlver

3 i

As provrded in.the: Navy S response to USEPA Cornment No.1, components will

» bev-added to;the aIternatlves to address thls concern for Iateral mlgratlon through the

revetment. N N L
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For the WDA Alternatives the text will be reV|sed to |dent|fy the components of the WDA

: aIternatlves ascovers- rather than caps oo ;

48,

LS A

Comment Page 4-10, Alternat/ve WDA 3: The rational for placement of a soil cover in this

* area is not.understood when reviewing the.rational for placement -of -a cap.-system as

described. for. Alternative DRMO- 5 below. UWnder. that: -alterndtive, it Is: stated that
contaminated soils-exist above thé ground water table: It is interpreted that this creates a

.. concern’ for downward ‘migration of contaminants -under -the influence of infiltration of

49.

5

50

precipitation. - Inspection of the .site data*shows that contaminated soils exist in the waste
- disposal area:above-the -ground water table-as well. i Therefore, it would appear that a cap,
-rather than a cover system is appllcable for th|s Iocatlon aIso . . :
Response The Navy agrees that there is some waste above the groundwater tabIe W|th|n
‘the limits of the WDA..-However,the majority of the WDA waste is located at depths that are
in constant contact-with the ‘groundwater.and within the-tidal zone. Based-on the number of
years that this material has been in place and that there are no current risks from
- groundwaterumigration (see the Navy's response to . USEPA Comment No.: 1) a cover
- system with monitoring.is an adequate remedy for the WDA area - .

D L “ £

Comment: Page 4-13, Alternat/ve WDA-4 Wh||e the top 2 feet of s0|I wouId be removed
. there’ would-still ‘be a*slgn|f|cant ‘thickness ofcontaminated soils above the ground  water
: table at-this'location.” Therefore, a cap rather than a. coven system appears to. be warranted
See Specific Comment 48. . , ¥

Response PIease see the Navy s response to USEPA SpeC|f|c Comment No 48
Comment Pages 4-23 and 4- 27 “Implementablllty” The discussion of the effort reqwred to
implement the excavation alternatives is..not>consistent. On-‘Page 4-23- it is noted 'that
“Alternative DRM® 3 would:- be relatively :simple to implement’. - It also just notes that
staging will be required so as to not interrupt ongoing site activities. However, on Page 4-27

it is 'noted that “AlternativeDRMO* 4- wouldrequire a significant amount of: planning to

51.

implement”. Since Alternative DRMO 4. requites less .soil excavation, it would appear that

this alternative should be easier-to implement. . Further,” based: upon the. discussion for
AIternatlve DRMO 3, it would appear that excavatlon actuaIIy can be |mp|emented W|thout
excess dlffrculty o . : e
Resgonse The |mpIementab|||ty d|scuss|on on aII aIternatlves wnII be reV|sed to reerct the
currént usage .of ‘the area:and:the:need to perform- alternatives without. disrupting the
activities of the Shipyard in these areas. Please see the Navy's response to MEDEP
Comment No. 20 for. add|t|onal |nformat|on regardlng revnslon to the text. e
Comment Page 4-29 1St Paragraph The ratlonal for-a- cap system rather than a c0ver
system is not followed. First, contamination at both sites is located above. the ‘ground.water
table. If it were not, then there would not likely be a need for a cover system where it is
currently in place and-proposeéd’ under the waste 'disposal area alternatives to-address fisks.
Second, the:intent to:place a cap :system.over-areas: of the: DRMO ‘appéars.to acknowledge

ithe need te prevefit infiltration and further migration of contaminants vertically downward. It

also suggests that placement of a cover system is not adequate for the waste disposal area.
While there is likely downward vertical migration of soil particles from shallower intervals

- .without infiltration, i.e.: due.to-:shifting "soils ~overlying. “rock :fragment” fill, infiltration of
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52.

preC|p|tat|on is likely to exacerbate this problem

Resgonse Based on the revisions to the remedlal aIternatlves that WI|| be evaluated in the
Draft Final QU2 FS Report, the only alternative that includes a cap is an alternative that
replaces the existing interim impermeable cap.- A cap.rather than a.cover.is proposed for
this area. because: of;the:.lead ‘coneentrations, (greater than:10,000 mg/kg) found:in the

-overburden soil in this-area: These.concentrations as: likely to.leach:to the groundwater if

the area is .not.addressed by complete:iremoval of the contaminants.or installation of an
impermeable cap.:The WDA.contains 'minimal contamination.within the.overburden:soil and
the majority of the contamination-and ‘waste. are located within the groundwater:. The
contamination -has been in.contact with’ groundwater over 50 years-and.groundwater data
show that there are no unacceptable risks for groundwater. ‘Therefore, it is-considered
unlikely that contamination in the WDA would leach in the future at levels that would cause
an unacceptable risk. -As a'result.a permeable soil cover has been.proposed:for the:-WDA
area. ‘However,.because . contamination will :be- left"in theplace for seme' of the WDA
alternatlves groundwater monltorlng is included in. these WDA. aIternatlves y

Com ent' Page 4-31, Sectlon 4. 3,. 15t Paragraph:.It has not-yet been demonstrated that the

current shoreline stabilization*sttuctures ‘are. effectively.preventing erosion and transport of
soils from W|th|n the OU 2 slte to the near/off shore envrronment

JaN . . v

: ﬂResponse As mdrcated in. the Navys response to the - USEPA SpeCIfIC Comment No 27

the shoreline stabilization-alternatives are being removed from.the FS -and:the 'monitoring of
the existing shoreline stabilization alternatives are being added..to' the LUCs to be..more
consrstent W|th OU1 As a result Sectlon 4 3is berng removed from the FS

53. Comment Page 4-34 Sectlon 4.3.3.1, 1sr Paragraph 2""’ Sentence The d|scuss|on of

-implementation- of -shoteline .upgrades-being. dependent’upon a future inspection.is vague.

This..statement suggests that ‘Alternative’ SL-2, Monitoring and:.:Maintenance. of- Existing

Structures will be selected: and maybe inthe future some addltlonal work will be. performed

oty ¥
Resgonsg Please refer to the Navys responses to USEPA Comment No. 1 and USEPA
Specific Comment No.-27. :The diseussion on. future:- shorellne upgrades .and future

. shoreline |nspect|ons wiII be: addressed ass part of LUGCs.:

54.

H FIcIE 814

Comment: Page 4- 34 Section 4332 Th|s sect|on prowdes no analysrs of the
effectiveness of the existing structures to prevent lateral migration of fine grain material

" through the existing revetments and ‘seawall: As:.sueh, -it: cannot: be assumed:that the
: eX|st|ng revetments and.seawall are: adequate for |mplementat|on of AIternatlve SL-2*

AR

Besgonse Please see. the Navys responses to USEPA Cornment No» 1 and USEPA
Specific Comment No. 27. The shoreline stabilization alternatives will not be included in the
Draft:Final-OU2: FS Heport, the effectlveness of the shorelrne stablllzatron features WI|| be

’ monrtored asa: part of. LUCs

55: C

HES
Cd Ty reL ' gt

Co,-.ment' Flgures 4 6 and 4 7 The area proposed for excavatlon on Flgure 4-7 is

- significantly*smaller-than that:shown:on:Figure 4.6 and-is for the same.depth. Why is the

area-shown-on Flgure 4 7. descrrbed as: berng dlfflcult to |mp|ement’? See Specrflc Comment

50. S O Ly 1 EEE ST O T [N A Col g 44

\,
1

Respon’se:'-- Please seeuthe N‘avy’s\;response to the ;USERAf Specific Comments No. 50.and

\
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MEDEP: Comment No. 20. The figures will be revised.The discussion on implementability

-« will be‘updated-to reflect the current use of the DRMO:- Based on currént-usage’all*of the

56.
. DRMO-5?: See- Section 4.2.9.7 in the feasibility study Accordrng to the Iegend thexarea
' next to Building 298-is indicated as:b&ing ‘excavated.. 4

alternatives will be evaluated under the same DRMO operations scenario.- ‘As: a result
alternatives with smaller excavation volumes will be cons|dered easler to |n|p|ement than

-excavation’alternatives with largér voltimes of soil. B e e

Comment: Figure 4-8: Where is the second area that needs to be capped under Alternative

(ST BT

Response: Based on the revised alternative, there is no Ionger a second area that needs

- to be capped:under any of the DRMO.alternatives. " @ '«

57.

Comment: Figur-e 4-10: If present, the filter bedding layer shown on this figure needs to be
documented for'the existing rip rap. [t cannot be assumeéd that-there isvan effective barrier,

-already inplace;-to preverit lateral migration. of contaminants migrating as or: absorbed to

.-fing grain matenal W|th the tldal cycles t0‘ the near/otf shore enwrohment

" Comment No. 27. :Figures 4-10;.4-11) and:4-12: Rave beeh removed from the FS

58.
.. place rip‘rap revetment. See. Spéclflclcomment 57 i

59.
+d-“capping” to “covering™since thetfeasibility study makes a: drstlnctlon between these ‘two
‘terms See Specmc Corrrment 47 2"" paragraph : Yk SRRV B

60.

Response: PIease see the Navys responses to USEPA Comment No. 1 and Specn‘lc

W g

Comment: Figure 4-11: It has not been documented that a filter Iayer eX|sts beneath the in

Response: Please see the Navys responses to USEPA Cornment No 1 and USEPA
Specific Comment No. 27. Figurés-4-10,4-11,:and 4-12 have:been.removed from:the FS.

Commerit: Page: 5-1, ‘Section ‘5.1, -8%-and 4" Bullets: The. téxt ‘should be ¢hanged from

J

Response The text in Sectlon 5 erI be changed to |ndent|fy the WDA alternatlves as the

cover aIternatlves and the DRMO aIternatlves as the cap aIternatives

‘ i

'contr|bute to preventlon of erosion of surface soils, it erI still aIlow |nf|Itrat|on |nto the sorIs

with commensurate continued mobilization of fine: grain:matérial into-the. “réck:fragment” fill
material beneath. Existing “surface fill” material overly the coarser “rock fragment fill” with

- .novinterveriing barrier. <This overlying finer:material will-migratesto depth over:time>as‘tock

and soils-shift.- This feasibility -study and .previous remedial:investigation. studies:have: not
documented that:lateral-migration ‘of icontaminated: fine -grain- pdrticulate ‘material will: not

-oceur. ‘Therefore; it-cannot:be statedtHat the: oover systems descrlbed will: prevent mlgratlon

of s|te contamlnants to the P|scataqua Ftlven : .
g M Please see the Navys response to USEF’A Comment No 1 :

61.

0

g

Comment: Page 5-4, Section 5.2.1: None of the aIternatlves |ncIud|ng DRMO 2 through 5

will -assure that there will- not -becontinued migration. of contaminant§ te'near/off: shore
environments. .\While dissolved phase contamination: may: be minimal; there:has:not ‘been

-any:documentation to' support-that, the :existing-systems. (revetments) will:prevent the lateral

migration of suspendéd particulate maiter. Past near/off-shore monitoring has indicated that
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‘metals. were increasing in concentrations. : Further, there has not been any supplemental

. sediment sampling to: substantlate Iack of: .such. transport- since removal actlons were
_ conducted N X \ o

62.

aIternatlves

Response PIease see the Navys response to USEPA Comment No. 1 for the revisions to

, s
Comment Page 58;: Seotlon 5 3 1: It has not yet: been documented that the exlstlng rip rap
revetment is effective at preventing /lateral migration.of contaminated find: grain material
through the revetment.

Resgonse PIease see the Navys responses to USEPA Comment No 1 and USEPA

Specrflc Comment No. 27

63.

Comment Table 541: AIternatrves WDA-3 and -WDA-4 would not be protectlve of human
health and the environment since all human and ecological receptor pathways will.not have
been removed. Infiltration-will still occur as well as tidal.fluctuations: that could mobilize and

transport contamlnated f|ne gra|n materlaI to the near/off shore environment.

64. ¢

65.

5 o

66.

o peri
. “

Response Please see the Navys responses to USEPA Comment No.’ 1 and USEPA
Specmc Cornment No. 48

Comment Table 5-2: AIternatlves DRMO-4 and lFtMO 5 wouId not: be protectlve of human
hea|th and the enV|ronment See Specmc Comment 63.

Resgonse. Please see: the Navy s response to USEPA Comment No. 1.

Comment: - Table 5-3:There :appears to be several evaluation criteria missing-from this

- table.. ‘The: shoreline: stabilization alternatives are to be considered- part of the remedial

systems for OU 2. Part of the function of these.systems is to be designed to prevent: lateral
m|grat|on of contamlnated f|ne gra|n partlcles from OU 2 to the near/off shore enwronment

)

Response As mdlcated |n;_the Navys response to USEPA SpeC|f|c Comment No 27 the
shoreline stabilization alternatives are be|ng removed from the text. As a results Table 5-3
will be removed:as well C e .

) B

Comment Appendlx A (PRG levelopment)

:"'Page 1: In the second paragraph -of the section entltled Pre||m|nary Remedlatlon Goals it is

mentioned: in. the-second:sentence that exposure to-surface: and-subsurface soil (0410 feet

-: bgs) was:considered for construction workers: .. Exposure-to. surface and subsurface soil (0-
110-feet-bgs) .should also:be.considered for:residential receptors because of the possibility

that future residential development could -invelve, excavation of. soil to-10- feet rbgs,
stockpiling of soil on top of surface soil, and then re-grading of the mixed surface and
subsurface soil around the:new:residences:: Please ensure that the PRGs for 0-10 foot soil

are protectlve for reS|dent|aI use.

[T NY

-’-F’age 3 In the 3 paragraph about copper concentratlons it.is unclear whether remedlatron

to ‘achieve. the- residential lead : PRG.. will itake care; of. copper -levels that exceed the

- residential PRG for.copper: Piease clarify, particulatly:since:Figure A-8.indicates that some

-of-the locations with.copper-greater.than 7300 mg/kg may be-less than 400 mg/kg lead: ..
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a Page 4: ~Fhe flrst paragraph mentions that- F’AH’concentratlons outsrde the areas- referred to
were all less than- 1:mg/kg, and were within: the'.range of facility. background: :Please provide
a reference to the documentation that demonstrates facility background for PAHs and any of
the -other COCs..: Please -¢larify -the 'last "senterice to make "it:more- ‘understandable how
o remedlatlon based ¢ on Iead wouId address PAH and PCI contam|nat|on |dea|Iy W|th a map
: Attachment 1 Development of F{lsk-Based Prellmlnary Ftemedlal GoaIs EPA concurs with
. the.-general: mathematical -approach; ~however, the reviewer was- unable to ‘'¢ancel the
* appropriate. units#in-the intake equations. : In addition; the:intake units were:expressed as
kg/kg/day;. rather:than, mg/kg/day. ' Please correct: this: if -appropriate;-énd- provide an
example with one chemical ofthe; PRG :calculation for ingestion;. dermal; and ‘inhalation,
using the selected values for-each parameter and showing:eancellation.ofunits; so:that EPA
can confirm the accuracy of the calculations. Also, please provide a working electronic copy
= of the Excel-spreadsheéts so that EPA can ‘check the formuIae and caIcuIatrons .

Please explain why the exposure frequency for the |ndustr|aI worker is 150 days

Please explain why the soil ingestion rate for the construction worker is 50 mg/day for Iead

’ *(TabIe 1);but: 330fmg/day"|n the prlntout ‘of the spreadsheets l T o
. R E LR SR T
PIease provide an attachment to :the FS report”that prowdes a sumimary of the exposure
assumptions and toxicity factors for the receptors that were used in the RI risk assessment
"and carried through:té the:FS-and:calculation of ‘PRGs. ' -EPA Région | expécts, going
forward; that national:level exposure assuniptions (e.g. residential exposure ‘period of 350
days per year) will take precedence over outdated EPA risk assumptions from the regional
risk update reports (e.g. residential exposure period of 150 days).

Response page 1: The estimation of volume of soil for residential does account for surface
and subsurface soil as discussed on pages 5 and 6.

Response page 3: Remediation to achieve residential lead PRGs will not take care of all
copper residential PRGs exceedances in the backyard of Quarters N (in the DRMO Impact
Area, north of former Building 146); therefore, as noted in the 2™ paragraph on page 4 both
copper and lead were used to estimate remediation areas and volumes. Please note that
Figure A-8 only provides copper results and does not provide information on lead
concentrations.

Response page 4: A reference to final Facility Background Development Report (TtNUS,
2000) will be added to this paragraph. Figures A-9 and A-10 will be revised to also show
where PAHs and PCB concentrations exceeded the residential and occupational PRGs.
There were no exceedances of the construction worker PRGs for PAHs and PCBs;
therefore, no change is required for Figure A-11.

Response Attachment 1: Intake units for calculating risks are expressed as mg/kg/day.
When calculating clean-up levels the intake units are expressed as kg/kg/day. A sample
calculation will be added as requested which shows the selected input values for each
parameter and the cancellation of the units. An electronic copy of the spreadsheets will also
be included.

\
\

The exposure frequency of 150 days/year for the industrial worker was the value used in the
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OuU2 HHRA and was the USEPA Region 1 default value at the time the HHRA was
s+ prepared... This exposure frequency.is also Gonsistentiwith typical-number. ofwork days: that
,sorl would beiexposed consrderrng typlcal -amounts @f SNOW. faII for*the area. .., 4. i -
3k SRy RN T o i

X ,«The soﬂ |ngest|on rate for lead used dlffers from the son rngestlon rate for. other chemicals
_The, adult lead model:spreadshieets (Tables -10..5; Calculation :of ‘PRGs ~ Construction
Worker) contain columns that present PRGs for various regions and various ethnic groups.
The “Northeast/All*.column cofitains:the estimated RRG forra:construction werker:at:OU2.
¢ This-ingestion rate is- 100-mg/day. -For lead-theradult:lead -model:guidance recommends the .

. .use of-CTE assumptions .in:eyvaluating -adult expesures:to-Jead.in.soil:and 100°mg/day-is the
= re¢ommended:yvalue for;a construction worker-(USEPA, January 2003 and: USEPA, 2009).
For .non-lead: compounds;: RME: assumptions.-were used::and: an lngestron rate -of 330
: mg/day was- used ferfthe censtructlen werkerfor aII other» COCs N

wry iy

"~ An attachment to the lraft Frnal FS I'teport erI be prowded that summarrzes the exposure
assumptions and toxicity factors used to calculate the PRGs.

References: :. 3 ‘

USEPA, January 2003 Recommendatrons of the Technlcal -Review- Workgreup fer Lead for
an Interim Approach to Assessing Risks Associated with Adult Exposures to Lead |n Sorl
EPAs 540 R 03 0@1 lecember 1996rflnalrzed January R WL e

| USEPA 2@09 USEPA Technlcal Revrew Workgroup for Lead Frequently Asked Questron
. '(FAQs) on the Adult Lead Medel June 8. http //www epa: gov/superfundllead/almfaq htm
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RESPONSES TO USEPA LEGAL COMMENTS DATED APRIL 29, 2010
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR OPERABLE UNIT 2
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD KITI'ERY MAINE

1.

o\

Comment: Page ES-1 a4 Paragraph 7 sentence Identify which eperable unit is
addressing the contamination indentifiéd in the residential lot N of the DRMO and the
capped portion of the DRMO. If not addressed by a separate OU, these areas should be
incorporated into the final remedy for QU2 (even if previously subject to a removal actlon) if
contamination above un-restricted use risk levels is left in place.

Response:- The Navy concurs that the two areas-identified in the comment need to be a
part of the final.remedy-for‘OU2... The Navy notes that the referenced statement on page
ES-1, with respect to the capped portion; is inaccurate. The DRMO capped area is included
in the FS alternatives- for :the: DRMO. The text in. the: referenced sentence in-the 2"
paragraph on page ES-1 will be corrected by deleting “and the portion of the DRMO area

: capped area-is addressed in the OU2 FS and how the residential area of OU2 will be

addressed,in the remedy. . S

DRMO Capped Area — In the November 2008 Revised Draft OU2 Feasibility Study (FS)
Report.‘the capped portion of the DRMO area was considered &a“final cap as part: of: the
remedial- alternative development.. The FS. alternatives: for the ' DRMO. included the ‘capped
area within the footprints for land use controls, periodic monitoring, and periodic inspection.
Since the submission .of thé: November 2008 Revised Draft OU2 FS Report;. several

.. technical meetings were held concerning the OU2:.and OU2 FS-alternatives: As.a result of

these:technical meetings; the. Navy -agreed:that the existing cap for-the:DRMO capped-area

-*was-meant to be -an.interim -measure-and-not a permanent:remedy. for the area. . For the
, Draft -Final: OU2 FS-Report, the: Navy will revise the DRMO:areas alternativesto include

other options to address contamination within thé capped area: in. the . altemative
development process. The revised alternatives, provided in Attachment B to these
responses to comments,will be |ncIuded in the. Draft Final, OU2 FS Report '

Residential Area - The Navy believes that no change is reqi.ured to |nclude the residentlal
area in the FS. The Navy is implementing-an interim-removal action.for-this area and it is

- anticipated that:the..interim removal action will: result .in- unlimited use of and unlimited

exposure to the:residential area.: The residential area:will be included in:the final remedy for
OU2, but-at the time the Record .of-Decision (ROD). is produced, the Navy:-believes that the
final remedy for the residential area will be-no further action (NFA). - R

Comment: Page ES-2. 3rd Bullet: Regarding the last sentence, maintenance of the
shoreline erosion control needs to'be a.component: of the ;remedy to ‘prevent future risks

. from-the erosion of soil from the QU area. -If the revetment isa.component of the remedy

then long-term monitoring of: the sediment -needs to. be a component ‘of . the remedy to

: >ensure that the revetment rémains effective

Resgonse I' he referenced text is part of the discusslon of the conceptual SIte model and it
indicates that.erosion is.not a.current concern. . However,-the Navy recognizes that erosion
is a future concern. As discussed furttier in the November 2008 Revised Draft OU2 FS

‘Report, :there .is :a ‘Remedial Action Objective .(RAO) that calls for. the.protection .of:the
- offshore -environment- from. erosion -of .contaminated soil from .the OU2 shoreline: (RAO

number 2,:pages ES<2 and 2-14). Each .alternative. that leaves contamination:on site
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identifies the shoreline stabilization features currently-along the QU2 shoreline as important
to the integrity of the alternative. For:the Draft Final-QU2 FS Repont, the Navy will include
shoreline erosion controls within the land-use controls (LUEs) component of each alternative
along with the structural components of each remedy to satisfy the erosion protection RAO,
as appropriate; The revised alternatives, provided in.Attachment B to these responses to
comments, will be |ncIuded in the Draft Final OU2 FS Report ‘

.As for monrtorlng the shorellne stab|I|zat|on features the LUCs for each a|ternat|ve WI|| be
revised to include the following;- ; .

-o Periodic.inspections to ensure:that the:shoreline stabilization structures:remain along
.the-OU2 shoreline- and ithat- they appear'to ‘be in good cond|t|on (vrsual |nspect|on)

bl . ¥

The offshore -area: erI be perlodlcally |nspected for sedlment accumulatlon

‘However because of the. USEPA’s preference to keep the onshore and offshore remedies

. separate for Portsmouth::Naval - Shipyard (RNS), - monitoring: offshore -'sediment - for
contamination is not included with shoreline stabilization inspection. . Any remedial activities
for offshore sedlment are belng addressed as part of OU4

3. Comment Page ES-3. 2nd and 6th butlets T here cannot be solely a LUC opt|on At the
. very least there must be: Iong term monltorlng to ensure the remedy rema|ns protectlve

MRes onse:- As lndlcated in the Navy’s response to: USEPA LegaI Comment No 1, several
technical meetings:focusing on the-alterhatives presented in the ‘FS have ‘occurred:sinice the
submission of‘the-November 2008 Revised: Draft: QU2 FS: Report ‘and the -receipt: of these

- comments. -The:Navy: has: agreed to ‘revise -the-alternatives ¢to-include monitoring. -+ The
revised alternatives, provided+in: Attachment B to these:: responses to comments will be
included in the Draft F|na| 0U2 FS Report ; T .

4. Comment Page ES-4 2"" Paragraph and 3rd Sentences Should state ‘more. clearly
the WDA-2 wouId not be protectlve of the enwronment

Response As rndlcated in. Section 1 6 4, there -are"no. onshore ecologrcal risks associated
withrthe WDA and no.current offshore risks. Theonly-environmental rigk :associated with the
WDA:-isifrom potential:future- erosion of..contaminated :soil to:ithé offshore area. - LUCs,
including - shoreline -and.-offshore. inspection, are-ircluded in WDA-2; therefore; Alternative
WDA-2 would be protective of the. environment: - The<referenced:text has been revised to
read as foIIows

‘ ‘WDA-2 WDA 3, and WIAa4 wouId provlde protectlon of human health with AIternatlves
~«~WDA=3 ‘and-WDA=4 providing:the mostprotection. With the -implementation of LUCs ©OU2
- would-be prétective of 'the:environment:because the-shoreline stabilization structures would
be present to protect against the future potential* ofveroding -soil<to the" éff-shore area.
Alternatives WDA-3 and WDA-4 wouId aIso protect the envrronment wrth AIternatrve WDA-4

" ~providing the most protection.” <2
5&2‘L:,Comment Page ES-4 2 Paragraph 4"’ and 5‘” Sentences. WDA~2 erI not meet ARARs

Res onse: As |nd|cated in the: Navys response to USEPA LegaI Comment No. 1, several
. -techrnical meetings focusing on:the ‘alternatives presented in the' FS have:occurred: since the
- submission. of-the: November 2008 .Revised Draft OU2 FS'Report and the receipt of these
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" comments.. The Navy-has’agreed to revise the alterndtives, including WDA-2. The Navy
believes that USEPA concerns with WDA-2 have been addressed withthe revisions to the
alternatives agreed upon between the Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP. Please see the revised
alternatives, provided'in Attachment B to these responses to comments, that will be included
in the Draft F|naI OU2 FS Report

6. Comment Page E8-4 2 Paragraph 6th Sentence WDA 2 does not meet the threshold
criterion.
ResponSe! -As indicated in the Navy’s responsé to :USEPA Legal Comment No, 1, several
techinical meetings‘focusing on the“alternatives presented.in the:FS-have occurred since the
subrnission of the Novemiber 2008 Revised:DraftOU2 FS Report and the receipt-of these
commients: The-Navy has agreed to fevise-the ‘altetnatives, including WDA=2:" The ‘Navy

" believés that' USEPA.concérns with WDA-2 have been addressed with the revisions-to the
alternatives agreed upon between the Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP. Please see the revised
alternatives, provided in Attachment B to these responses to comments that WI|| be mcluded
in the Draft Flnal OU2 FS“Report IR : b AN

7. Comment: Page ES-4. 2”” Paragraph 7th Sentence WIA-2 does not meet the Iong-term
effectlveness and permanence crlterlon
—Response- As mdrcated in the’Navy’s response to- USEPA Legal Comment No 1 several
- tethnical meetings focusing oh thé alternatives presented in the'FS. have ‘occurred since the
" submission of the ‘November 2008:Revised Draft: OU2' FS- Report-and: the. receipt .of these
comments. The Navy has agreed to revise the alternatives, iricluding WDA-2. - The: Navy
believes that USEPA concerns with WDA-2 have been addressed with the revisions to the
~ alternatives agreed upon’ betwéen-the Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP. Please see the revised
alternatives, prowded in Attachment B to these responses to cemments that will be included
|n the Draft Final- ®U2 FS Report o : : C Co
8. Comment Page ES-4 Table There are flve-year ‘review costs for WDA 1 that shouId be
mcluded AIso Spell 0ut what"‘NPW” méans. i S

Response Fhe Navy respectfully dlsagrees that flve-year review costs should be mcluded
for the No Action alternative, and no changes to the cost assumptions are warranted. The
“Navy coricuts that if a remedial attion is selected:in a ROD that results.in, hazardous
substances; - poIIutants 8t contaminants rémaining at' the-site:above- levels: that allow for
unlimited‘use and: ‘Unrestricted exposure, afivesyear review is statutorily required:  “The:Navy
also “agrees that in‘ ‘previous FS8, we haveincludedthe language (USEPA -séeks -here.
Recently, however ‘the. Navy ré-évaluated-this language::and: realized that'the:"ro: action
altetfiative" -- as thatterm is Gsed ir“an FS - is: meant only+to; serve ‘as a baseline: from
which to compare other alternativés. Itis rot the same."no -action™reflected in a-final:ROD.
This is consistent with the June 2010 Final OU1 FS Report. The Navy believes this
- ‘intetpretdtion ‘ is ‘supported- By OSWER ‘Direétive 9855:3:01: dated: October- 1988, .which
- stateésithat ‘dlthoughi a' no-actién” alternative ‘in an :FS may includé some type of
‘efvironental -mofiitoring, ' “actions ;taken to:reducé:the- potential -for exposure. (e.g., site
fencing, deed restrictions) should not "be included -as: a coernponent of the. nozaction
alternatives. Such minimal actions should constitute a separate 'limited' action alternative."
The ‘Navy-bélieves the term "no-‘actioh®in'the FS:context means-literally ng :agtion.at all,
including no five year réview. - See Appendix. F, Case Example of Detailed Analysis, in
OSWER Directive 9355.3-01, which includes the phrase “This alternative also would require
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a 5-year review".for several of:the. example aIternatlves but does, not use this wording for
the “no act|on example alternatrve 4 ; o o

NPW on Page ES-4 wil be replaced with “Net Present Worth (NPW) "

9. Comment: Page ES-4 — 5: In the DRMO section all of the comments regardrng WDA-2,
¢ . above also pertain the. DRMO-2. Also there ‘are five-year review costs for. DRMO~1 that
should be included.

- Response: - ‘As indicated in the:Navy's response.to USEPA Legal Comment No. 3; the
Navy, USEPA, andMEDEP have had:several -technical meetings-since: the ‘submission of
the November 2008 Reyised :Draft-OU2 FS. Report .and" changes. will be, made to the FS
alternatives, With the. agreed upon alternative changes; the:Navy;beligves that the issues
raised.in the USEPA Legal Comment Nos. 4 to: 7 also. pertalnlng to DRMO-2 have been
addressed : . : .

W|th regards to the f|ve -year reVIew costs for the DRMO 1, the Navy respectfully d|sagrees
with the need for these five-year review costs. Please refer to the Navy’s response to
‘USEPALlegal CommentNo:8.- - - . . .. T v e e

10. Comment: Page ES-6: The analysis for the Shoreline stabilization needs to meet all of the

1.+ NGP ‘criteria.if the revetment serves as a component of.the remedy to prevent release of
contaminants.into the adjoining:river and its.sediments. The SL--1 alternative does not meet
any of the criteria: because mamtenancesand momtorlng of the. revetment would not be a
component of the remedy T L T ; ;)

2

" Respgnse, As d|scu$sed in: the Navys response to USEPA Legal Comment No. 2 the
alternatives will be.revised to address:potential: future- erosion through LUCs and structural
components of WDA and DRMO alternatives. Separate shoreline: stabilization alternatives
(SL-1, SL-2, and SL-3) will not be included in the Draft Final OU2 FS Report. The revised
alternatives; are described  in Attachment: B 10 these .responses tQ. comments, .. The
evaluation of the NCP criteria for WDA and DRMO alternativeswill.be updated based. on the
revisions to the alternatlve components and the text on ES 6 reIated to SL-1 SL 2, and SL-3
will: be deleted S \ - . ; >

11.;Cc>mment= Page 1-2 15' Paragraph See comment2 If the. reS|dent|aI area is part of ou2,

- then:the proposed removal-action needs to be incorparated into the.final OU2 ROD,.either

with:a determination that the area is cleaned- .up to unrestricted use standards. (m which .case

the:ROD :would :include-a No«Further Action determimation), or- if. restrictions will still be

required-because -risks: are -still present .(either for soil or groundwater) the Fs needs to

: include -anh NCP:analysis: of remedial alternatives to -address the remaining risk), The
"removal aotlon should be: descnbed in more deta|| iin this document :

. Resgonse As |nd|cated in the Navys response to USEPA Legal Comment No. 1 the Navy

. agrees-that the. residential area.needs to-be-referred. to.in,the OU2 RED as- havmg been
subjected.to an interim-removal-action-that-has left the:area with no, restrlctrons on use or
:exposure and that NFAi is the proposed action: for this-area, 3

12. gomment* Page 1-4, 5"’ Paragraph 4", Sentence. Was the former IRMO area capped as
part of a CEHCLA response action -'if s0 descrlbe in more detall L

B Piede
Dol s
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- BResponse: - The:capping of a portion of the DRMO area was not conducted -as part of a

13.;

: act|on |n 1993

CERCLA® response As discussed on page 1 6 the cap was |nsta|Ied as part of an |nter|m

RIS

Comment Page 1-7, 4‘h Paragraph Since the Iandf|II/|ncmerator operations were cIosed

. Pre-RCRA;-any. hazardous waste. ARARs .Cited for altefnatives’ addressrng the landfill: waste
.. would be fRelevant ard Appropriatel” :* i R ST

Response: The referenced text is in Section 1.4.3 of the November 2008 Revised Draft
OU2:F8. Report;:which discusses OU2-History. ARARs:are.discussed:in Section 2;0. .The
Navy considers hazardous waste ARARs:would be: applicable if characterization of
excavated material or remediation waste indicates the material to be a hazardous waste.

: RERA régulations for capping would be relevant and:appropriate for:alternatives that:include

a-RCRA C.cap:: Revisions to:ARARs.are discussed in the.Navy's respohses 1o stibsequent

- USEPA: LegaI Comrents: and:proposed revised Sectioh:2.0; -and-supporting ARARs tables

14.

{(Tables: 251, 242y.and:2-8):for the Draft F|naI ®U2 FS- Heport are |ncIuded ih Attachment C to

these responses 'tor ‘comments : PR
B ,( wd w‘ ue, -'L». s s i ,

Comment Page1 11, 1st Paragraph 1st Sentence “Long- term monitorlng ofthe sediment
will be required to assess the protectiveness of the shoreline revetment (assuming waste is

: leftiin plage and the revetment is:a: component of the: remedy).

Yo
i

Response: The referenced text is in Section 1.6 of the November 2008 Revised Draft OU2

‘F8 Report, which provides: a'summary. of the-OU2 .Supplémental Rl Report. As a:result of

. resolution of.comments: on-the September 2008 Draft ®U2 Supplemental Ri:Report: and

consistent with the March 2010 Final OU2 Supplemental: Rl Report, the-text in the
referenced section has been revised. Proposed revisions to Section 1.0 for the Draft Final
OU2 ES Heport are’ prowded in Attachment C to: these responses to comments

Z!

*Fiegardlng Iong~term mon|tor|ng of sedlment |ong-term mspection for sedlment

-accumulation:will be included:in QU2 alternatives, .as appropriate:~However;. as'indicated in
+ the Navy's.response toUSEPRA:Legal Comment No. 2; becausé of the -USEPA’s preference

to keep the onshore and offshore remedies. separate for RNS,: remedial actlon for offshore

sediment is not included W|th shorehne stabillzatlon |nspection‘ L bE

15.

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ M N

Comment Page 1- 13 Iast Paragraph 4th and 5‘h Sentences Is the Filver critical’ habltat for
any Federal or State endangered, threatened or protected species (for |nstance - the

federally endangered short nosed sturgeon wh|ch does I|ve in the' River).

SO

i Resgonse rhere is'no. deslgnated cr|t|caI ‘habitat for the short-nosed sturgeon in the State

o

16. €

of Maine. The following text will be added (to Section 1.6.1.4): “The short-nosed sturgeon is
a federally endangered species that is found along the eastern seaboard, but has no critical
habitats located within the' State of Maine. Populations.in Maine:are:found‘in the Sheepscot,

-Kennebec, ‘Androseoggin;- and ‘Penobscot . Rivers, and ;fMerrymeeting: Bay _,(Maine

Iepartment of InIand F|sher|es and Wildlife, 2003) ? e Lt ReE

a r|sk
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17.

‘Response: The referenced text is in- Section 1.6.2 of the November 2008 ‘Revised Draft
:0OW2 FS Report, which provides a summary of the nature and extent of contamination as

provided in the OU2 Supplemental Rl Report. As a result of resolution of comments on the
September 2008 Draft OU2 Supplemental Rl Report and consistent with the March 2010
Final ®U2 Supplemental ‘Rl: Report, the text in the-referenced section has. been. revised.

Therefore, the Navy .believes -that:USEPA’'s conhcern .cited in: this comment. has-:been

resolved. Proposed revisions to Section 1.0 for the Draft Final OU2 FS ‘Repott are. provided
in Attachment C to these responses to comments.

[

‘Comment Page1 17 4‘” Paragraph last.Sentence: Long-term monltorlng of sedlment will

be requwed for contamlnatron be|ng left in place

I

‘ ,4 Hesgonse rhe referenced text-is |n Sectlon 1:6.2° of the November 2008 FRewsed Draft
- - 0U2 F8 Report; which provides a summary of the hature and extent of contamination as

18.

provided in the OU2 Supplemental Rl 'Report.- As a result of resolution -6f comments.on the
September /2008. Draft OU2-Supplemental: Rl Report.and consistent:with the March .2010
Final OU2 Supplemental RI Report, the text in the referenced section:has ‘been revised.
Proposed revisions to Section 1.0 for the Draft Final OU2 FS Report are prowded in
Attachment C to.these responses to- comments

Regardlng Iong term monltorlng of sedlment please refer to the Navys response to USEPA
LegaI Comment No. 2.

Comment .Page 1-18, 2”" Paragraph Were rlsks caIcuIated for a future reS|dent|aI use
scenario?:- The:outer bounds of the remedlal area (within the OU) is: deflned by where there

are no-risksy to unrestrlcted use:’

Flesr_)onse rhe referenced text is.in Sectlon 1.6.4 of the November 2008 Ftewsed Draft
OU2 FS Report, which provides a summary of the risk assessment in the OU2

-Supplemental Rl Report. Risks for the future residential' use-secenario were-calculated.in the

human-health -risk. assessment. - The.text.in. the first: paragraph.of Section 1.6.4 will be

revised .to clarify that. the:human health risk- assessment evaluated- potential rlsks for

. -potential future land;use conditions including:residential-use.:: = .. ;

19.

A residential remediation area:was developéd:in:the: November 2008 ‘Revised :Draft OU2 FS
Report. Please refer to Figure 2-1 for the I|m|ts of soail contamlnatlon that cause
unaoceptable reS|denttaI nsk A 2T

Comment Page 1- 19 15‘ Paragraph 3’" Sentence - There is potential future risk to
sediment if wastes are left in place and current erosion control measures fail, so the erosion

.controls along the shorellne ‘need to be monltored and malntalned as a component of the
H remedy N N . B ‘ ® P H H . .

Hesponse: The referen:‘ced;textf is in Section 1.6.4 of the .November 2068 Revised: Draft

BOU2 \ES Report; which provides.-a summary- of the risk. assessment .in“the OU2

Supplemental Rl Report. As a result of resolution of comments onthe’ September 2008
Draft OU2 Supplemental Rl Report and consistent with the March 2010 Final OU2

":Supplemental Rl:Report, the text in the. referenced section has been revised.. -:Proposed
.. revisions to Section 1.0 for the Draft Final OU2:FS Report are provided.in Attachment Cto

these responses to comments.
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20

21.

Reégarding long-term maintenance - arid monitoring of erosmn controIs pIease refer to. the
Navys response to USEPA Legal Comment No 2 W

Comment Page 1- 19 § 1. 65 Th|s sectlon needs to be mod|f|ed base on EPA’s preV|ous
comments

».4 et Y *l‘w'i E’l . e s v ) 4,: ¥

Resgonse The' referenced Sectron 1:6. 5 ofzthe November ‘2008 Revnsed Draft OU2 FS
Report provides a“stimmary- of the 'cor¢lusions and recommendations of thé OU2
Supplemental RI Report. As a result of resolution of comments on the September 2008
+Draft -OU2* Stippleental Rl Report and - donsistent with the March 2010/*Final0OU2
Supplemental RI Repott,-the text: in the referenced section has-been revised: ' Proposed
revisions to Section 1.0 for the Draft Flnal OU2 FS Report are provnded in Attachment C to
these:respbhses to comments : v ‘
Comment: Page 1-20, 4™ bullet' If contamination is left in place, maintenance and
‘moriitoring’ of the erosion control: structures needs 4o be a component of the femedy to
prevent potential future risks of reledse’ .

* Réspons@: The:reférenced text is in Section 1.7 of the November 2008 Reviséd Draft OU2

*FS. Repoit, which. provides a summary of-the conceptual site-model for OU2. As a result of

reésolution:of comments- ofi' the-Séptembér:2008 :Draft-:OU2 Supplemental Rl Report and
consistent with the March 2010 Final OU2 Supplemental Rl Report, the text in the
‘referénced section’has'been revised. Proposed revisions. to Section 1.0 for the Iraft Final

"~ QU2 FS Report-are provided in Attachiiment C-to these responses to comments

Regarding long-term maintenance and monltonng of erosron controIs please refer to the

»Navy’s résponse to USEPA Leégal: Comment No 2 N i L

22.
.- the<OU; other than |h the portron of the IRMO Impact Area'? If so ldentrfy these greas in
-this- buIIet .

~ and waste d|sposal area
23.

24.
% ARARs:~ -

Comment: Page 1-20, 5" bullet: Were resrdentlal risk levels exceeded eIsewhere W|th|n

Resgonse Residential risk IeveIs were exceeded across the DRMO‘uarea, the rwaste
disposal area, and within portions of the DRMO impact area. The bullet explaining
exceedances “of : residential’ risk “ levels will be revised to indicate. that “unacceptable
residential risks were found in-&-portion.of thé DRMO Impact Area and for the entire DRMO

15"
. by

Comment Page 2—1 3"’Paragraph Change “facmty-cmng" to “facmty sttlng i ‘
Response: The text will-be revisedto read “facility-siting.”
Comment Page 2-3 2 Paragraph Remove the paragraph There are no potentlal

AY
i\
y

Response: The requested text will be removed and the ARARs tables updated' Instead a

.- discussion’of wheh an ARAR is-invoked will be added to the d|scus5|on under the Actlon To

25,
“: nota TBC. "

Be Taken heading in the tables. : e e

Comrent: Page 2*4n2""* Paragraph: - Remove the paragraph - screening level-guidance is
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Response: ‘. The Navy.respectfully. disagrees;:, USEPA. Region.9 -PRGs ‘(risk-based
screening levels) were used in the risk assessment.as screeninglevels and.were included in
the ARARSs sections as TBCs. They have recently been replaced by the USEPA Regional
Scregening Levels. The-text on Page 2-4 will:be revised to-indicate that in 2008, z
replaced region-specific risk-based screeriing levels (e.g., Region 9 PRGs) with. RSLs.,
USEPA risk-based screening levels were used as screening levels as part of the HHRA for
OU2 and:can be -used to develop. soil.clean up-goals., This information will aIso be prowded
! |n Tab|e2 1. Th|s Jis cons|stent Wlth the WJune, 2010 Flnal ouU1 FS sReport L

26 Comme t' Page 2-4 3"’ Paragraph Flemove the paragraph - federal r|sk assessment
procedures, rather- than State standards pertaln to CERCLA cleanups

c}.

Response The Ma|ne r|sk gwdance documents Wl|| be removed from the text and ARARs
tables, cons|stent with the June 2010 Final OU1 FS Report

27 €0 ', ment
TBCs added to the rev1sed Chapter 2 ARARs TabIes.,,,Jg

.Response: . Text:will beradded to. Section: 2.0 and:the ARARs tables to., d|scuss the
-additional chemical-specific. ARARs.and -TBCs. -The;revisionsare: shown in-the: re
Sectlon 2. O text and Table 2-1, Jncluded as, Attachment -C. to these responses toco t,lments

1
RN

28 Comment Page 2—4 4"’ Paragraph Replace the text W|tht “Pubhshed Remedlal Action
Guideline .(RAGs). that are-more: stringent than federal standards were wused to:establish
cleanup standards

Response rhe text wnII be rewsed to reflect the update in RAGs (2010) and that these

gundellnes can be consndered for PRG development
29 _Co,:, L ment Page 2— 15‘ Paragraph Hemove the paragraph smce the requtrements of the
Executive Order have been removed from 40 C.F.R. Part 6. Compliance with the Exeeutive
Order is now a matter to be addressed under the Protect|veness cnterlon rather than the
ARAFls cntenon Ed L e s s b,

RO f s .
i 3 L .
u \

. oUz, "and‘ vvlll remove the parag raph from the text and Table 2-2

30. Comment: Page 2-5, 2 Paragraph: Change “16 Unlted States Code (USC) 1451 et seq ”
to “16 United States:Code (U.S:C.).§:1451-etseq. . .5 . - R

Response: The citation will be revised:to read {[16-United States -Code (USC).§1451 et

seq.

31. Comment: Page 2.5, 3 Paragraph. Change “33 USC 403; 33 CFR 320-353" to 33
‘usc §403 33CFR Parts 320-323."

c'l,; bE4

‘ : .The Hlvers and Harbor Act WI|| be deleted as an ARAR because remed|al
act|V|t|es for OU2 will not obstruct or alter the river. NPT LEE PR N

32. Comment: Page 2:5, 4th Paragraph: :Remove the-paragraph singe-the requirements;of the
Executive Order have been removed from 40 C.F.R. Part 6. Compllance with the Executive
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Orderis-now a.matter to be* addressed ‘under the Protectiveness 'criterion, rather: than the

" ARARs crrtenon rhls is conslstentW|th the Draft FlnaI Portsmouth OU1 FS (Aprrl 20‘1 O)

3s.

34.

35.

R

Response The Navy concurs and the reference WI|| be removed from the text and TabIe 2-

.2_

»
s

COmment Page 2-6, 2”3 Paragraph Change the citation to:- “CIean ‘Water: Act, Sec 404;
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for Specmcatlon of Dlsposal Sites for D Iredged or F|II Material

~(33 U. S C..§ 1344; 40 C F.R: Part 230 231 and 33 C F:R: Parts :320- 323)”

7"23

Resgonse The C|tat|on will be reV|sed to read “Clean Water:; Act (CWA) Sectlon 404(b)(1)
Guidelines for Specification of Dlsposal Sltes for Dredqed or F|II Mater|a| (40 CFR Parts 230-
232: 33 CFR Parts '320-:330)." - S

Comment: Page '2-6,. 3rd *Paragraph. Change. the .citation to: “National "Historic
Preservation Act of. 1966* ‘Protection-of Historic Properties.((16. U.S.C.- § 470 et seq.; 36
C.F.R Part 800) " Change the second sentence (to be consrstent W|th the 4" paragraph of

Impact>Area (partlcularly near Quarters S: and N) are moderate- and high respectlvely - The

‘rest . of OU2 has low .or- moderate sensrtlvity for prehlstorlc and hlstorrc archaeolog|cal
resources.” " v Lo . bty ,

. . AT N R R T S Y
,.1 AT ST

Response The citation WI|| be revrsed to read “The Natlonal Historical Preservatron Act (16
USC 8470 et seq., 36 CFR Part 800) ” The text from page 1 11 WI|| be added to Sectlon
2.0.

Comment: Page 2-6,4th Paragraph: - Change' the citation to the -Fish-and: Wildlife
Coordination’ Act-to: “(16°U.8.C.-§:661 et seq.)” -and remove the:citation to the Wetlands
Executive Order because it no longer is included in a promulgated regulation. Change the
text to: “Requires Federal agencies involved in actions thatswill-result in :the control of
structural modification of any stream or body of water for any purpose, to take action to
protect the fish ‘and wildlife resources that may be.affected by‘the. action.” The Navy: must
consult with appropriate federal and state resource:agencies:to.ascertain-the. means and
measures necessary to mitigate, prevent, and compensate for project-related losses of fish

+ . and-wildlife. resources and to erihancesthe -resources. -:Sinceiremedial actior:may involve

work -(including'O&M: of the' revetment) 'within the floedplain:‘of ‘the- Piscataqua River.and
long-term -monitoring-will be :conducted. to -ensure that.any wastes left in place to ‘not |mpact
fish and wildlife resources in the River these standard.are applicable: ° .

- Response: . The Fish and Wildlife .Coordination ‘Act will be added as an ARAR ‘because

36.

rémediation-work may:be céonducted in a coastal-flood zone or-adjacent-to the Piscataqua

River. Precautions would be taken during remeédial -action ito minimize. potential adverse
impacts to fish and wildlife. Erosion controls and stormwater management would be
conducted in accordance. with-Maine requiréments, Pleasé 3ée thé revised ARARs:tablés
attached to these responses to comments. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act'will be
added to the text and TabIe 2 2 cons|stent W|th the June 2010 F|naI Oou1 FS Report

Comment Page 2-6 Bottom; Add paragraphs on: the addltlonal Locatlon-specmc ARARs
and TBCs added to the revised-Chapter 2 ARARs Tables.. - s
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37.

Response: Text. will .be, added: to Section:2:0 to -discuss the additional location-specific
ARARs and TBCs that..are added to:the text.~ The revisions are shownin. the revised
Sectlon 2.0 text and TabIe 2-2 |ncIuded in Attachment C to these responses to comments

Comment Page 2—7 2”" Paragraph Change the CItatlon to “16 u. S C Chapter 35 50
C.F.R. Parts 200 and 402.” Remove the fourth sentence and note that the Federally listed

-.short-nosed. sturgeon does. utilize.the Piscataqua River. 8o any.remedial action that:may

- effect water.. quality . inzthe iRiver "should-.address ' requirements under this- staridard.

e paragraph since promulgat d:standards cannot be TBCs...

Regarding the fifth sentence note-that the baldieagle:-has been delisted.from both the.federal
and state endangered and threatened species lists. Remove the last sentence of the

'G

‘ Resgonse The C|ted paragraph WI|| be repIaced W|th the foI WIng text

“The Endangered Species-Act.of 1973.(16 USC §1531 et seq.) provides for consideration.-of
impaets to .endangered and:threatened species and their ctiti¢al habitats. As discussed in

. ..Seection 1.0, there:are .no-known-endangered-or threatened species at OU2; however; the
- federally-listed -endangered-short:nosed sturgeon is known o occur:in the Piscataqua River.

38.

There'arena known critical habitats for the: short-nosed sturgeon in the State-of Maine. The
Act-requires-federal agencies to‘ensuré thatany action-carried out.by the agency is not likely
to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened speciés or adversely
affect its critical habitat. Remedial activities would be conducted so as to avoid any adverse
effect under the Endangered JSpeCIes Act to the short-nosed sturge@n

1

The status of the Endangered Specnes Act will be I|sted as apphcabte

Comment:. Page 2-8, 3% Paragraph:, Add a new.second sentence: “Jurisdiction under the

Rules extends 75 feet:landwards of the ‘outer: edge of-a protected resource. area:” .

z,Res onse The foIIowmg text will be added tothe text and TabIe 2-

- “Jurlsdlctlon under the Rules lncludes the area adjacent to. wetlands Wthh is the area within
;. 75feet: of the normal hlgh waterline:™ . ; ]

39.

l

Com_,ent,ax Page 2-8 5"’ Paragraph Paragraph not needed -if there-are no state Ilsted

' - specigs-on-the Site~oriutilizing the river adjacent to:the site. Although mentioned in the

paragraph there is:no ether mention of.: nest|ng baIdg eagles (note that these ‘have been
delisted) or roseate terns'in the area:: ~ - 3 SIS L o

Respohse: The Navy concurs that the Maine- Endangered Species: Act should be removed
. as-an "ARAR for ©U2;--and will remoVe the: paragraph.from the text and Table 2:2: . ThIS is
conslstent W|th the June 2010 F|naI .U1 FS Report. A L :

40

Comment Page 2—8 6"’ Paragraph Remove the paragraph |f not. Slgnlflcant W|Id||fe

. Habltat

Resgonse The Navy concurs that the Maine Slgnlflcant W|Id||fe Hab|tat Rules shouId be-

" removed as an“ARAR for QU2, and-will femove:the. paragraph from-the text and TabIe 2-2.

This is consistent with the June 2010 Final OU1.FS Repoft:..
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41,

Comment: Page 229, § 2.1.3: *Add paragraphs on any addltlonal Actlon speC|f|c ARARs
and TBCs added fto the reV|sed Chapter 2 ARARs TabIes

,’
Y

Resgonse T ext w1|| be added to Sectlon 2.0 to d|scuss the add|t|onaI actlon specnflc

‘ARARSs and TBCs:* The' revisionsare* “shown in the revised Sectlon 2. 0 text and Table 2-3

* included in Attachment C t6: these tesponses to comments

42,

)x tr

Comment: Page 2 9 4”’ Paragraph D|scuss that RCRA is a deIegated program in ME.

" ThetARARS textcan prévide a general descrlptlon ‘of RGRA and' leave the specmc C|tat|on of

applicable standards to'the Maine Hazardous Waste Rule*séction;”

' Response: The:Navy agrees-and will deleté text under federal RERA standards and include
‘:more ‘détail'on The' Ma|ne Hazardous Waste Rules. This is consrstent W|th the June 2010

43.
" “applicable.”

-*4‘4‘;
G HazardoUs Waste RuIes rather then these RORA C|tat|ons

45;

Final OU1 FS Report. Loy : o {#

Comment; | Page 2-9 5‘h Paragraph ‘In third‘*“fs‘enten'ce remove “potentially” before

Resgonse I'he change WI|| be made as requested

L E

10, Iast 2 bullets :on-2-9 and flrst 2'on 2—10 Clte the Malne

‘:;‘»

Comment ‘Pages 2-9 and P

wo AL - REETI

Resgonse I'he buIIeted items.-will* be removed from thHe text Please refer to the Navys

response to Comment No 42

ey N N S L

Comment Page 2—10 4”’f Paragraph‘ Remove thlS paragraph sincé: LDR standards are not
ARARs for CERCLA sites. ARARs'do not apply to'off-site disposal. x o

‘Resporise: 'ThetNavy coneurs that the LDRs-should:be removed: as'ari-ARAR for:OU2, and

46.

47.

48.

a7 will rémove the! patagraph from the text and Table 2-3 Th|s is- con5|stent W|th the - June
2010 Flnal OU1 FS Report Rl :

k¥
N

Comment Page 2-10 Iast Paragraph Remove thlS paragraph since CAMU standards are
not requnred to keep capped waste |n pIace W|th|n an OU

A 4 fg : Ta [ [N

ARAR for OU2 and WI|| remove the paragraph from the text and Table -2+ 3 ‘ThIS is
conS|stent W|th the June 2010 F|naI OU1 FS Report ‘

Comment Page 2—1 1, 4”’ Paragraph THig sect|on should discuss: TSCA and it regulatlons
(in partlcular 40 C.F.R. 761 61(c) which are the risk-based standards for PCB remediation

A waste) rather than the pollcy TSCA can’ regulate PCBs Iess than 5@ ppm that poses a risk

TSCA-compllant d|sposal facility). e S

Response: PCBs weré détedted-at concentrétioris:less than 50 ppm-and are,.-nots’A‘RARs
for OU2. Text reIated to TSCA WI" be deIeted :

Comment: Page 2—11 6"’ Paragraph Remove the paragraph since NAAQs are not
ARARs, rather federal NESHAPs if applicable would be the federal air ARARs cited.
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49,

:Response:. ,;The Navy concurs that the disgussion .of NAAQs be removed from:the text.

NESHAPs will not be added to the: text because OU2 does not fit the-USERA’s definition of
a source as defined by the NESHAPs. Therefore, NESHAPs is not appllcable for ou2.

Y o R u}
Gomment Page 2—11 Iast Paragraph C|te the spec|f|c sectlons of the State Hazardous
Waste Regulations, rather than . -citing . the-.spegifie . RCRA regulations, since . .ME' is a
deIegated state and the State regulatlons are the enforceable standards

AL

Resgonse The text w|I| be reV|sed as requested conslstent wlth the June 2010- F|na| OU1

50.

51.
~ Environmental Covenants-is administrative.and is not an ARAR. (there canbe text elsewhere

52;’5\
action:may-not.be- |ncIuded as a.component of the remedy.in the H@l if-any contamination

FS Report. Please also refer to.the Navy's response to Corrrment No. 42. A R

Comment: Page 2:12, 1 Paragraph: Add-a.new last. sentence Thesestandards-would

be-.“Relevant,.and-. Appropnate” for-any waste: left in. place (that ;exceed characterlstlc
hazardous waste. threshoIds) that was disposed of prior to 1980.  «inies, . 3 o0 0

Response: The Navy respectfully: disagrees. . These petformance standards: would be
applicable if excavated material is determined to be a characteristic hazardous waste. The
text will be revised consistent with the June 2010 F|na| OU1 FS Report -

A

Comment: Page 2-13, 3 Paragraph Remove the paragraph ‘since the Un|form

in the document that states that if the; property.is ever transferred from the. Navy:a deed will
be created that incorporates the institutional control restrictions that may be reqU|red and

thatthe deed will comply with state recording standards.).i- . .. "o w g

Response: The Navy concurs that the Uniform Environmentali Coy‘enants‘Act should be
removed as an. ARAR for QU2,-and.will remave the-paragraph: from the text and Table 2-3.
This is consistent with;the June.2010.Final OU1 FS,Report. - - #~ = . P

Comment:  Page.2-16, 2™ Paragraph: - Regarding the third: -sentence;: while. the. removal
is left after the removal that poses a risk to unrestricted use;-long-term menitoring. and

institutional controls for the area erI need to |ncIuded as part of the remed|aI act|on W|th|n
the ROD. . Mt e N B ey

Response: Comment noted. However it is‘the intent of the;irnterim action that there would

- be no need for future use: restr|ct|ons foIIowmg the completlon sof the OU2 resldentlal area

53.

-

54.

interim.agtion. .

Comment: Page 2-16, 3° Paragraph Regardlng the flfth sentence the interim cap may
not be sufhcrent to. meet ARARs under the ROD. ;

Res onse The text wrll be reV|sed PIease refer to the Navys response to USEPA Legal

.Comment:No. 1 for-additional information for revisions- related to. the-interim. capped area for

the Draft Final OU2 FS: Report. st e

Comment: Page 217, 4" Paragraph:: Ghange “1,6000” to “1 600.”

Response The requested text change will be made to the document

e R £ B y
o by
EERN

RTC for revised-draft QU2 FS - EPA Legal 12 : October 25, 2040..



55. Comment: Table 2-1: Use the following Table for the Chemlcal-specmc ARARs (WhICh are
consistent with other EPA sntes in ME): ‘

Action to be Taken to-

Regu]atory T
_ Authonty Requlrement | Status . | Requirement Synopsis Attain Requirement
Federal U.S. Environmental [To = Be | RiDs are estimates of daily | Alternatives  will be
.| Criteria, ' Protecnon Agency Cons1dered exposure levels that are! developed  that will
‘Advisories (USEPA) RlSk Reference unlikely to cause s1gmﬁcant address non-
| and Doses (RfDs) adverse  non-carcinogenic | carcinogenic risks within
| Guidance health effécts over a|the OU. ‘
. ) lifetime.
Federal Guidelines for | To Be | Guidance for assessing | Alternatives will be
Criteria, Carcinogen Risk | Considered | cancer risk. developed that  will
Adpvisories Assessment EPA/630/P- address carcinogenic
and 03/001F (March 2005) risks within the OU. . -
Guidance P L.
Federal Supplemental Guidance | To Be | Guidance of  assessing ,Alternatives will be
Criteria, for Assessing | Considered | cancer risks to children. .| developed  that -will
Advisories Susceptibility from Early- address carcinogenic
and Life Exposure to risks to children within
Guidance Carcinogens EPA/630/R- the OU.
03/003F (March 2005)
Federal USEPA Carcinogen | To Be | CSFs are used to compute | Alternatives ~ will  be
Criteria, Assessment Group, | Considered | the incremental cancer risk | developed that  will
Advisories  |.Cancer Slope .Factors from - exposure: to site raddress carcinogenic-
/| and. . (CSFs) ... - contaminants and represent |'risks within the OU.
Guidance . |- .. the most up-to-date |
. information on cancer risk
from WSEPA's Carcinogen
Y i : - |. Assessment Group.
Federal -| Recommendations of the | To - Be | EPA guldance for evaluatmg Alternatives - 'will  be
Criteria, - Technical Review | Considered . the. nsks posed by.lead in :developed that will meet
. Advisories Workgroup. for Lead for soil., . . -l'this standard by
and , .an Approach to Assessing | . - addressing. lead-impacted'
Guidance Risks Associated .with | .. , soil exceeding adult risk
: Adult Exposure to. Lead levels in the OU..
in Soil ) . 3 .
State ‘Maine Solid Waste Rules, | Relevant Regulations establish lead | Alternatives  will be
.Lead Management | and safe  standards fof, soil | developed that will meet
Regulations  , (06-096 |. Appropriate contalmng lead,— if ledd in | the “Lead Safe” standard
CM.R. Chapter 424] A s011 exceeds 375 parts per | by addressing  lead-
m;lhqn (ppm) in bare soil | impacted soil in a manner
in potential play areas or | that will either permit
y 1000 ppm in other than | unrestricted residential
) play, areas, the soil in these | use or will restrict use to
; areas shall be considered a | prevent résidential
“lead hazg.rd exposure.
RTC for revised draft OlJ2 FS - EPA Legal 13 October 25, 2010




‘Regulatory |- S IO . A Action to be Taken to
Authority Requirement Status Requirénmient Synopsis Attain Requirement
State Maine Voluntary | To Be | These guidelines provide | Alternatives  will  be
.| Criteria,, Resp._on;se Action | Considered ' | specific- ’ " chemical developed to meet these,
: Adi/isories Program, Remed1a1 concentratlons determined .standards by addresslng
‘land Action Guidelines for “by the - “ME DEP to be | rsks® ~posed by , soil
'"Guidan‘ce Hazardous Substances in | protective of human liealth jcontarmnants to human
T ‘Soil (May 20, 1997) undér  various " direct | Health and '~ the
- exposure  scenarios and erivironment. '
‘ protective of groundwater.|
" Includes  standards  for
copper that do not have
" Federal standards
Notes: :

ARAR—Apphcable or Rélevant and Appropriate Requirement

C.FR. "= Code of Federal Regulations
C.M.R. = Code of Maine Regulations
ppm = parts per'million *

CSF = Cancer'Slope Factor

RfD '= Risk Reference Dose

ME DEP =

USEPA =

Maine Department of Environmental Protection
Uis. Environmental Protection Agency

>

If there is non-saline groundwater w1th1n ‘the QU then the following groundwater chenucal—spemﬁc ARARSs should

be added: : ,

Safe Drinki’ng) Water
Act (42 U:S.C. §300f | Appropriate
et seq.); National. ;

primary  drinking
water regulations (40 |-
CFR. Part 141,
. |.Subpart B and G) - :

'| Federal

Relevant and”

Establishes maximum contaminant;-levels
(MELs) for common organic and inorganic

| contaminants applicable to public drinking
Used as relevant and

water supplies. ,
dppropriate cleanup standards for aquifers

and 'surface water bodies that are potentlal__
dnnklng water sources; oy

saline

It “afeas rwith non-
groundwater
all alternatives will

be developed that
will meet these
drinking water
'standards

Relevant and
Appropriate

Federal |'Safe’ Drinking Water
| Act-(42 U.S.C. §300f
-|et seq); - Natjonal
¢ ~|primary - - drinking
-water regulations (40
C.EFR. 141, Subpart
B)

Estabhshes ‘makimuin ., contaminant level-
goals'(MCLGs) for public water $upplies..
MCLGs are health goals-for drinking -water

sources. : These unenforceable health*goals

are available for a number of organic «nd

inorgarﬁc-compounds.

3

‘saline

In ‘areas with. nen-
groundwater
all “alternatives will
beé - *developed’ -that

will . meet these
drinking water

__| standards.

Health Advrsones
(Office - of Dﬂnkrng
Water)

To = B

Federal
: Considered ~

:"Health Adv1sones are estlmates of nsk due to

consliffiption of Coritarninatéd dr1nk1ng water;
they tonsider non-carcinogenic' effects only.
To ' be considered for contaminants in
groundwater that may be used for drinking
‘Water where the standard is more
conservative than eithér Federal or State
statitory or regulatory standards. The Health

" |‘Advisory ' standard for! manganese is 0.3

mg/L.

Tn areas with non-
salineé groundwater
all alternatives will
be developed that

will meet these
drinking water
standards.

RTC for revised draft OU2 FS - EPA Legal
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Material (40 C.F.R.
Part 230, 231 and| -, .
33 CFR. Pats| .
320-323) :

be . permitted if a
practlcable alternative that
has--less adverse impact
-exists; If there is no other

_| impacts must be mitigated.

practicable alterpative, the |

| State  [Maine Drinking | Relevant and | All non-saline groundwater in Maine needs [In areas with non-
Water Rules (10- | Appropriate -| to meet these standards. Main¢'s Primary:| saline * groundwater |
.| 144A CMR Chapters|{ ., . . |Drinking Water Standards are equivalent to |all alternatives will
231, 232 and 233) .| Federal MCLs. . |be developed that |
. ‘ ; will meet these|
‘ | drinking : water
i standards.
2) Table 2: Use-the followmg Table for-the Locatlon -specific ARARs (which are ‘consistent
with other EPA sites in ME): :
Regulatory o Action to be Taken to Attain
Authority | Requirement . | Status ... | Requirement Synopsis Requirement )
Federal Rivers and Harbors | Relevant and [ Section 10 of the Rivers|Remedial alternatives will be
Act of 1899 (33|Appropriate : and ‘Harbors Act prohibits | designed such that navigable
US.C. § 403 et| . .unauthorized obstruction of | waters would not be obstructed
seq.; 33 CFR alteration of navigable | or altered in order to meet the
Parts 320-323) swaters.” No activity that | substantive environmental |
| impacts waters of the |requirements under these
United ' States shall be | standards.
permltted if a practlcable
alterpative that has less.
i .| adverse impact exists. If
there is no other practicable
-alternative, the impacts
, _ must be mitigated.
Federal .|Clean Water "Act,| Applicable " These regulations outline | Alternatives will be developed |-
Sec 404 (33 U.S.C. the: réquirements for the |that will seek to avoid or|
§ 1344); Section| - .- discharge of dredged or fill | minimize the destruction of|
404(b)(1) materials  into  surface [ Federal jurisdictional wetlands
Guidelines for waters: including Federal | and aquatic habitats.
Specification of jurisdictional wetlands. No | Compensatory habitat
Disposal Sites for|: activity: that impacts waters | mitigation may be performed, if
Dredged or Fill of . the ‘United States shall | required.
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ﬁegulatol’y
Authority

Requirement

Status

Requirement Synopsis

Action-to be Taken to Attain

‘| Requirement

Federal

Fish and Wildlife
Coordination  Act
‘(_16' USC 661 et

seq.)

‘Applicable

‘Requifes Féderal agencies
involved in actions that will
result in the control of
structural modification of
any stream or body of
water for any purpose, to

.. | take -action to.sprotect. the

fish and wildlife resources
that may be affected by the
action., The Navy must
consult with appropriate
Federal and State resource
agencies to ascertain- the
: \means  and
necessary  to
prevent, and compensate
forsproject-related losses of
fish;and wildlife resources
and. *to enhance the
. | resources.

measures |-
mitigate,’

Measures ‘to “filitigate  or
compensate adversé project-
related impacts to fish and
‘wildlife resources will be taken,
if determined necessary. The
appropriate Federal and State
resource- agencies :will be
consulted,

i

‘Federal

Endangered Species

|Act of 1973 (16

U.S.C. Chapter 35)

"Applicable

.| short=nesed
- | (Acipenser brevirostrum), a
federally-listed, endangered:

Piovides for consideratioh
of “impacts to endangered
and threatened species and
‘their “Habitats.  Requires
fedéral | agencies to ensure
that any actions carried out
by the:agency are not likely

:existence of any

its. - critical habitat.

species, occurs in the
Piscataqua River. ;

i

to-jeopardize the continued |-

. |endangered or threatened |,
- | 'speciesi or adversely affect |.
Th?“z
sturgeon,

Any remedial action that may
affect the Piscataqua River will
address potential~ substantive
requirements under  these
standards to protect the
endangered sturgeon.

Federal

Coastal Zone
Management  Act
(16 US.C. § 1451
et seq.)

Applicable

Requiré activities in the
designated coastal zone be
conducted in a manner
consistent with coastal zone
management plans.

If remedial actions at QU2
potentially impact coastal zone
resources, the substantive,
environmental  requirements
under these standards will be
met.

f

Federal

National  Historic
Preservation Act of
1966 (16 US.C. §
470 et seq.);
Protection of
Historic Properties
(36 C.F.R. Part 800)

Applicable

Section 106 of the NHPA
requires Federal agencies to
take into account the
effects of their
undertakings on historic
properties and afford the
Advisory  Council on
Historic Preservation a
reasonable opportunity to
comment.

Features with potential
historical/cultural significance
will be evaluated during the
remedial design phase. Should
any alternative impact historical
properties/structures  protected
by these standards activities
will be coordinated with the
Advisory Council - on Historic
Preservation.

RTC for revised draft OU2 FS - EPA Legal

16

October 25, 2010 -




Regulatory
Authority

Requirement

Status ..

Requirement Synopsis.

Actlon to be Taken to Attam ‘
Requirement

State:

Maine

| Resources

Protection Act
(NRPA) (38
M.R.S.A. §§ 480-A
to 480-7)

Natural.

Applicable

'The NRPA  regulates
activities 0
protectéd natural resources:
codstal sand dune systems,
| coastal . wetlands,
significant wildlife habitat,
fragile - mountain areas,
freshwater wetlands, great
ponds and rivers, streams
or-brooks.

affecting’

Remedial activities affecting
regulated natural resources,

‘particularly the alteration of
‘coastal

wetlands/waterways
will'  meét’ =  substantive
environmental standards under
the Act,

State

|Rule

Maine NRPA,

Applicable-

Wetlands Protectiv(')n, s

CMR,

Chapter
310) :

. (06-096.

The regulations prohibit
activitiés which would have
an unreasonable unpact on
wetlands (or within 75 feet
of the outer boundary of the
wetland) or cause a loss in
wetland  area, functgggs
and values.

Rules, “Wetlands  of
‘Special Significance”
defined as all coastal
wetlands and great ponds
.as ‘'well as  certain

1nc1ude (a) Slgmficant
wlldhfe habitat, as defined
by 38 M.R.S.A. § 480-
B(10); (b) A freshwater
. wetla.nd drea located w1thm

() Wetlahds

wetland

| stibjéct to flooding diiring a |
100- year ﬂood event; (e)'A |

freSthter wetland area
located  Wwithin 25 feet of a
river, stream, or brook. If
theré is no practicable
altérnative, there must be
miinifal alteration of the
wetland and compensation
(off-setting) may  be
requu‘ed

Under the’ ,,alternanves ‘

are.

wetlands

l :‘freshwater wetlands which’

250 feet of a coastals

Function and value assessments
will be performed, if necessary,
for existing coastal wetland/
habitat, particularly any
“Wetlands of Special
Significance.”  The impacts |
associated with the remedial |
that are
unavmdable will be minimized
to reduce adverse effects on
.and mitigation
measures. may. be taken, if

- necessary.

State

Maine NRPA,
Permit-by-Rule
Standards (06-096
CMR, Chapter
305)

Applicable

This™  rule  prescribes
standards  for  specific
activities that may take
place in or .adjacent to
wetlands and water bodies.
The standards are des1gned
to ensure that the dlsturbed
soil matérial is stablhzed to
prevent  erosion ' and
siltation of the water. '

Response actions will be
performed to minimize impacts |-
to- coastal © wetlands  or
waterways.
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‘Regulatory . ; Action to be Taken to Attain
'Authority | Regunirement Status ' Requirement Synopsis: Requirement
State - Maine Mandatory | Relevant . and|To protect and conserve | Measures will be taken during
Shoreland  Zoning | Appropriate shoreland areas by | selection, - design, and
Act (38 MRS.A ‘. controlling activities within | implementation of remedial
. - | 8% 435-449; 06-096 250 feet of high water|actions to comply with the
.. |CMR Chapter mark, as defined in State | substantive environmental
] -1 1000) .. law. . requirements under the Act.
 State Submerged and | Applicable The statute establishes the | The substantive environmental
Intertidal Lands Act] State’s ownership and | requirements of this standard
(12 MRS.A. §§- * | thanagement of submerged, | will be achieved for any
1861-1867) intertidal, and filled tidal|remedial action that effect State
; ; land throughout the State: 'submerged and intertidal lands.
State Coastal Applicable ' |Providé for the regulation, | The substantive environmental
Management Policy e B ‘Gonservation, beneficial | requirements of this standard
Act (38 MR S:A. § ‘use, and management of | will be achieved, including
1801 et seq.) coastal resources. consultation with relevant State
o agencies.
‘State ‘| Maine Site Location Applicable . Regulaﬁons apply to|Remedial alternatives will
: of  Development ' control, activities at certain | comply with applicable
{Law and developments so that there | environmental  requirements.
Regulations = (38 are ~ minimal  adverse | Storm water management and
MRS.A. §§ 481- 1mpacts to natural | erosion and  sedimentation
490. ‘Also ‘06-'096 resources including | controls will be designed and
CM.R.  Chapters erosion and sedimentation | implemented so that adverse
374 and 375) |control, noise control effects on natural resources are
historic, protection, and air | minimized.
.| guality control.
State Additional Releyant and | Any facility located or to| Waste left in place or managed
Standards Appropriate. for | be located within 300 feet | within 300 feet of the 100 year
Applicable to Waste | contaminated . of a 100 year flood zone | flood zone will be managed in
Facilities Located in lsmedia exceeding must be  constructed, | compliance with these
a Flood Plain (06-| characteristic opexated and maintained to | standards.
096 CM.R.| waste thresholds | prevent wash-out of any
854(16)). Jleft in place that|hazardous waste by a 100
was  generated year flood or have
prior to 1980, procedures in place that
, . which will cause the waste
to be removed to a location
where the waste will not be
'yulngrable to flood waters
and to a location which is
authonzed to  manage
‘hazardous  waste  safely
’ before - flood water can
reach the facility.
Notes:
ARAR =  Applicable or Relevant and’ Appropnate Requlrement
CER. =  Code of Federal Regulanons _}
CMR. = Code of Maine Reguiétlons
MEDEP =  Maine Department of Envqonmental Protection
MNA =  Monitored Natural Attenuatloo
MRS.A. = Maine Revised Statutes Annotated
UsS.C =  United States Code
USEPA =  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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i 3). Table.2: Usesthe. followmg Table for the ACthIl spemﬁc ARARs (Wthh are consisterit
with other EPA sites in ME)
i Regulatory i o R Actlons to" be Takén to “Attsin
| Authority Statis Requlrement '
Eedéra] ;‘CIean , Water Act A[;plicabie and [ Any, alternatlve that include on-site.
, . Section 402 Na‘nonal regulations  establish d1scharges to, surfage. waters as part
. Pollutant D1scharge discharge limitations, [of the remed1a1 actlon, shall meet
Elimination . System monitoring these substantlve d1scharge standards.'
., -(NPDES) (40 C. FR requirements, and best | These discharge liitations-shall also
' . 122- 125 and 131) mana@ement practlces be used to develop monitoring,
3 ‘| Point-sotirce 7 *™* | standards for surface waters. |
o A dlscharges of effluent
' 1o’ surface water must |
‘ ~ with NPDES | *
L (g,
- I State ‘
. T water quallty criteria). ’
| Federal Toxic Substances | Applicable Tms section of the|The risk-based remediation of PCB
Control Act (TSCA);| % .7 SCA * regulations | contaminated soil will .be performed
PCB Remediation | | proyide: risk-based | in' a manner to comply with TSCA.
Waste 40 cleanup and disposal [ The ROD will include a finding by
| C.ER.761.61(c) optlons for PCB|the Director, ., Office of " Site
o o remedlatlon waste Remedlatlon and Restoratlon EPA
based .on the" 'risks Regronl that thé' PCB cleanup, 1eve1
" by the |selected = will not' Pose” an
cornceéntrations at funreasonable risk to human health or
which the PCBs are | the environment. f ;
'|-found: Written ;
g approval,  for  'the|
‘proposed  risk-based
" cleanup ¢ must be
obtaifed, from  the
N Diréetor, Office of :
Site' Remediation and
Restoration, U.Ss.
Environmental
s Protecticn Agency )
: . s (USEPA) Regl@nl Ce Y
Federal' - |Resource - Releviant and | Federal standards used  Wastes generated a$ part of remedial
Corgérvation and | Appropfidte ['to ldentlfy, manage, | activVities” will be characterized as
RecoVery " Act] for "o land-= dispose of | hazardous or’tion-hazardous. Testing’
(RCRA)42  U.S.C.|contaminated | hazardous waste. | will- also be dofe™to determine the,
§6901 et’  seq.), | media Maine  has been | extent of any ‘hazardous waste that is.
Subtitle C- Hazardous | exceeding delegated the authority [to be managed in place. If
Waste Identification | characteristic | to administer these | determined to be hazardous waste,
and Listing | waste RCRA standards | then they will be managed in
Regulations; thresholds through its  State | accordance with these standards.
Generator and |left in place hazardous ~  waste
Handler Requirements | that was | management
(40 C.F.R. Parts 260- | generated regulations. These
262) prior to | provisions have been
1980. adopted by the State.
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Regulatory |- P BT el SN Db ‘Actions . to ‘be Taken ‘to Attain
Authority | Requirement Status Requirement +t ‘Requirement * .
Synopsis
‘|Federal’,, | Clean Water Act (33 |Relevant and|Used to ‘eStablish | Stdfidards to be used for mohitoring
1 usce. & 1251 et - Appropriate water . quality, 'water  quality (during _remedial
1| seq.); Natlonalf ards  for activities adJacent to ‘the’ fiver’ and
Recommended -Water |- protec‘ on of aquatm long-term water quality momtonng
Quailty . Critéda | life.” * : fof any’ contarmnated medid’ 16ft
‘ (“NRWQC”) (40 - withiti the coastal' flood zone of the
‘CFR.§123.44) B ‘river (mcludlng uinder and behind the
e ) revetment. ‘ |
*'Federal TTEPA’s | To k‘“rov1d” information The = remediation, | of PCB
| 'Criteria, Polychlonnated N Consrdered contaminated soil w1i1 ‘be performed
| Advisories B1phenyl (PCB) Site } up, | in a manner to comply w1th TSCA.
and Revitalization - " | contai ’ng, and
Guidance | Guidance Under the | di sing  of PCB
Toxic Substances | (¢.g., soil and
Control Act| . other debris generated
(November 2005) .| asa es'ult of any PCB
. ' sp111 cleanup) and
guldance in complylng
Federal USEPA T OSWER To ‘Be IDW will be managed in a manner to
Criteria, = |Pu 1cat10n 9345.3-03 Con51dered ye iga protect human health and the
‘.Adv1sor1es' FS January 1992 'Waste (IDW) must | environment.
| and —. ) ensure " protection of
Guidance B " human health and the
State Maine Hazardous | Applicable | These. . standards | Wastes generated as part of remedial
Waste Rules for|:, .. . establish" requirements | activities will be characterized as
Identification and for- ;. determining | hazardous or non-hazardous. Testing
Listing of Hazardous .whether wastes are| will also be done to determine the
Wastes (38 M.RS.A. | -. hazardous based on |extent of any hazardous waste that is
§ 1301 et seq.; 06-096 |- either characteristics [to be managed in place. If
CM.R. 850) @ . .| orlisting. determined to be hazardous waste,
P Y then the waste will be managed in
s e 1oyt accordance with these standards.
State Maine Hazardous | Applicable : ‘These regulations | Wastes generated by the Navy within
: | Waste. Management F e contam requirements | the OU since 1980, .if characterized
Rules. - Requirements | -, |, | for  generators , of | as,.hazardons, will.'be managed in
for . Generators_, (38 hazardous waste. + | aceordance with-these: standards.
MR.S.A. § 1301 et S ey
seqi; . 06-096 GMR | |
851) .o .. il

Qctober 25,2010




- | Régulatory Actions to be Taken to Attam
Authority | Requirement Status ‘’"Requirement ¢ ' | Requirement ‘
: . ‘|‘Synopsis
State Maine Hazardous Relevant and’| This rule specifies the These standards are apphcable to any
Waste Management Approprlate standards applicable to | hazardous waste left in place that was
Rules — Standards for [for ™ the establishment, | disposéd of after 1980 and also to
Hazardous Waste eontaminated construction, hazardous wasté generated as part of
Facilities (38 | media alteration and | the remedial action. 'Contaminated
MR.S.A. § 1301 er| exceeding. |operation of waste | media left in place that was disposed
seq.; 06-096 CMR | characteristic |-facilities for hazardous | of prior to 1980, but which exceed
854) waste’ waste in  Maine, | characteristic =~ hazardous  waste
thresholds | including monitoring, | thresholds will be subject to relevant
left in place |closure,’ and post- land appropriate standards identified
that - was|-closure. Regulated | from the rules, 1nclud1ng long-term
generated | facilities include | monitoring, institutional ~ control,
priot to | Hazardous waste | closure, and post-closure standards.
1980. |landfills  (8), waste
‘ ‘piles. (11), tanks (12),
and miscellaneous
units (15).
State Maine Solid Waste | Applicable |Provides standard for|Solid wastes generatéd or left in
Management - Rules generatlon, treatment,  place would be managed in_
(06-096 CMR. storage, and disposal | accordance with these standards.
Chapter 400-411) of solid and special
wastes, Also prov1des
closure and’ post-
. L . closure standards.
State Maine Waste | Applicable These,_ .. standards All substantlve requlrernents of these
: Discharge ' Licenses regulate 'the discharge standards will be met- with respect to
(38 M.R.SIA. § 413 "et of pollutants from | any point source discharge to surface
seq.) and Waste | point sources. water. Appropriate controls and best
Discharge Perrmttmg‘ p management practices will be
Program (06 096 implemented.
CM.R. Chapter 520-
529)
RTC for revised draft OU2 FS - EPA Legal 21 o . October 25, 2010 ¢




| Authority

.| Regulatory. |-

N

Requirement -

Status

i

[

o Requir‘e”rnent

Synopsis

"|Actions to be Taken to Attaln

Requirement

State

- | Maine

) Water
:Class1ﬁcat10n Program

"/ (38MRS.A,, Section
‘464 470) ‘

Applicablg -

v\ 1

*|'process

This _program sets ‘forth
standards  for
clasmﬁcaﬂon of Mames
water,  Activities in ‘a
water body cannot lower
water quality below the
desighated classification:
The -Piscataqua ‘River
adjacent ‘to -the Site is
desrgnated Class.SB.
Designated . uses _for
Class SB waters mclude
recreation in and on the
water,‘ ﬁshmg,
aquaculture propagation
and harvestmg of
shellfish, . industrial
cooling
supply,
hydroelectric power
generat1on, navigation
and as habitat for fish
and’ other estuarine and
‘marine hfe

. and
water

the | img

] ed in a manner that does not
_the chermcal physical, or
blologr al’ ‘integrity of the Piscataqua
River. Water quality will be monitored
dunng remedial * operahons Long-term
water quahty monitoring of wastes left in
place in-the floodway. of the dver will
also be conducted. - . '

State-

s 530) -

Maine Surface Water
Toxics Program (38
MRS.A. §. 420 06-
096 CMR Chapter

T

Apphcable

Th:,se"rrules set forth
\th State water quality
criteria for toxic water
pollutents ' and
procedures necessary

“~|t6 control levels of

degrade

Site activities will be designed and
implemented in a manner that does not
the chemical, physical, or
biological integrity vof the - Piscataqua
River,.- Water. quality will be monitored
during remedial. operations. Long-term
water quality, momtormg of wastes left in

Quality Criteria for
Toxic Pollutants (06-
096 CM.R. Chapter
584)

naturally occur, levels
-of toxic pollutants- in
surface waters must
not exceed State water

‘toxic' -pollutants  in place in the ‘floodway, of \the river will
o surface waters. ! ]
State Maine Surface Water | Applicable | Except ’ if  they |Si jill” be designed and

implemented in a manner that does not
degrade the chemicdl; physical, or
biological integrity of the Piscataqua
River. Water quality will be monitored
during remedial operations. Long-term

quality criteria. water quality monitoring of wastes left in
place in the floodway of the river will
also be conducted.
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'| Authority

‘[ Regulatory”

Requirenieiit

'| Status

/| Requiiement
Synopsis

Actlons to be Taken to - Attam
‘Reqmrement . Ty

State -

Miine ‘Erosion and
Sedimentation

Control (38 MR. S: A' '

§ 420-C)

Applicable

Activities that involve
filling, displacing, or
exposing soil or other
earthen materials must
{take  rmeasures to

erosion of soil
“| projéct=site or into a
protectéd
resource. Erosion
conttol measures must
be «in place before the
activity- begins.
Measures must remain

until- the
permanently
-| stabilized.

site. . . is

prevent unreasonable |
or

natural |

in.place and functional |

Appropriate: controls  will  be.
implemented to ‘address erosion,
sedimentation, and storm water.

LR

s

State

Maine Storm Water
Management (38
M.RS.A. § 420-D),
Maine Storm Water
Management  Rules
06 096 CMR.
Chapter 500), and
Direct Watershed of
Waterbodies Most at

Risk from New
Development and
Sensitive or

Threatened Regions
or Watersheds (06-
096 C.M.R. Chapter
502)

Applicable

1mperv1ous

Storm §vater quality
standards for projects
-with 3-acres or less of
surface
may ‘address
phosphorus, nitrates,
and: suspended:.solids,
address ~.other

matetials. unless
infiltration ° is

Water -
Rules .
standards to prevent
and control the release
of pollutants to water

| groundwater,
reduce 1mpacts
associated *with

increases and changes
in flow.

but may not .directly:-
dissolved or hazardous.
proposed. The Storm |

Management !
establish |-

| Where activities described in 38"

M.R.S/A. 420-D occur at the Site,
_appropriate  controls - to  address
erosion, sedimentation, and storm
water will be implemented. Erosion
control. ‘measures will be in place
prior to-any remedial action thatwill
-disturb the ground-surface.

. .| bodies, wetlands, and|:,.
and | ‘
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ey

| Regulatory | Sf Actions to be Takén to Attain
(| Authority - [ Requirement ... -~ Status Reguirement Requirement
' 1 Synopsxs , : )
State ::. Maine Air Quality [ Applicable. |This law .and its|Dust suppression and any other. air
{Control Laws;| - associated regulations | controls that may be required will be
Protection ., and detail ., the | utilized-as needed to comply with this
Improvements of Air| ., requirements, standard.
(38 M.S.RA. 581- .. |limitations, and
608-A), Chapters 101, . |exemptions of State
105, 110, 115) ajr, emissions,
+. | including fugitive dust '
S a.l’ldJ .-*{gle‘ad‘ The
standard for
particulate matter is
160+, pg/m3
(micrograms per cubic
meter), 24 hour|
- -+ |.average concentration.
State Maine Department of | To: Bé | Interim 1 ambient air | These guidelines will be considered
Criteria, Human Services | Considered | guidelines are derived | during the design of remedial
Advisories | Interim Ambient Air from risk assessment- | measure that may cause air
and Guidelines, based: eriteria or from | emissions. '
Guidance . Memorandum . occupatlonal iexposure '
February 23, 1993: criteria that are | .. .
s ) . protective of ambient
1+ i | air, quahty
' Notes:
ARAR = Applrcable or Relevant and: Appropriate: Requrrement :
CERCLA: = .Comprehensive Environmental.Response, Compensation, and: Lrabrhty Act
CFR. = Code of Fedéral Regulations
C.MR. = Code of Maine Regulations
IDW = Investigation-Derived Waste
MEDEP = Maine Department of Environmental Protection
'M.RS.A. =  Maine Revised Statutes Annotated -
pg/m3 = micrograms per cubie-meter
NPDES =  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination.System
OSWER = Office of Solid Wasteé and Emergency Response
U.S.C = United States Code - - (g ‘
USEPA = U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency '
Response: The following prowdes the explanatlon of how each of the ARARs or TBCs
provided in USEPA Legal Comment No. 55 related to Tables 2-1 (chemical- specmc) 2-2

. (location-specific), and 2-3 (actlon specific) ARARs and TBCs are being addressed in the OU2
'FS, as appropriate.

Chemical-Specific ARARs

Regulatory Requirement How is this requirement addressed in the
Authority Chemical-Specific ARARs Tables?
Federal Criteria, U.S. Environmental Protection The Navy agrees that this requirement should remain
Adpvisories and Agency (USEPA) Risk Reference in the OU2 FS. This citation was included in the
Guidance Doses (RfDs) Revised Draft OU2 FS (November 2008) and is
consistent the Final QU1 FS (June 2010). Refer to
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Adpvisories and

Assessing Susceptibility from Early-

: Regulatory Requirement How is this requirement addressed in the
Authority N Chemiical-Specific ARARs Tables?
. ) . . Table 2-1 in Attachment C for text changes.
Federal Criteria, ,Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk ' ,The Navy agrees that tms requ1rement should be
Adyvisories and Assessment EPA/630/P-03/001F included in the OU2 FS and will add the requested
Guidance (March 2005) citation to the document Refer to Table 2-1 in
Attachment C for text changes

Federal Criteria, Supplemental Guidance for The 1 Navy agrees that this requuement should be

“iricluded in the OU2 FS and will add the requested

'| Advisories and

Group, Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs)

'l Guidance Life Exposure to Carcinogens citation to the document. Refes to Table 2-1 in
EPA/630/R-03/003F (March 2005) | Attachment C for text changes.
Federal Criteria, USEPA Carcinogen Assessment ° The Navy agrees that this requirement should remain

in the OU2 FS. This citation was included in the

Advisories and

Review Workgroup for Lead for an

Guidance Revised Draft QU2 FS (November 2008) and is
consistent the Final OU1 FS (June 2010). Refer to
? Table 2-1 in Attachment C for text changes.
Federal Criteria, | Recommendations of the Technical | The Navy agrees that this requirement should be

included in the OU2 FSand will add the requested

Substances in Soﬂ (May 20 1997)

Guidance Approach to Assessing Risks citation to the document, This is consistent with the
Associated with Adult Exposure to | Final OU1 FS (June 2010). Réfer to'Table 2<1 in’
Lead in Soil Attachment C for text changes.

State ‘Maine Solid Waste Rules, Lead The Navy respectfully drsagrees that the Mame Solid
Management Regulations'(06-096 . Waste Act, Lead Management Regulations is relevant
C.M.R. Chaptef 424] and-appropriate and:the requested citation will not be

, added to the document.:-As.stated in the Maine Solid
. Waste Lead Management Regulation Chapter 424,

' “This Chapter applies to any person who engages in
lead-based paint activities in residential dwellings and
child-occupied facilities in Maine.” QU2 is not a lead-
based paint site and is neither a residential dwelling

) | nor' ChildrOCCupled facrhty, ahd.therefore is not

v \apphcable or relevant and appropriate for remedial
yities at OU2 USEPA methodology for assessing
Regulatlons were also not cons1dered as TBC. This is

) : -consistent: w1th the Fmal OU1 FS (June 2010).
State Cr1ter1a, | Maine Voluntary Response Action | The Navy’ agrees that this; requlrement should remain

Adv1sones and Program Remedial Action in the OU2 FS as TBC. This crtatron was included in

Guidance Q Guidelines for Hazardous the Revised Draft OU2 ES (November 2008). The

reference will be updated to refléct the changes made
to the Remedial Action Guidelines published January
13,2010. Refer to Table 2-1 in Attachment C for text
changes.
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Regulatory - Requirement How is this requirement addressed in the Cheniical-
Authority Specific ARARs Tables? '
Federal ' | Safe Drinking Water Act (21:2:'U S.C. Groundwater at QU2 is brackish/saline and is not a
‘ 1§300f e seq.); National pnmary potable source of water; therefore, thése chemical-
drinking watet regulatlons (40 specific ARARs will hot be added to the text or table.
C.F.R. Part 141 Subpart B and G)
Federal 4Safe Drmkmg Water Act (42 Us.C. .
§300f et Seq.); Natlonal primary|.
drmkmg water regulatlons (40
CFR 141 SubpartF) —_—
Federal Health Advisories (Office ' of
Drinking Water)
State Maine Drinking Water Rules: (10-
: 144A CMR Chapters 231 232 ‘and
233)

Location-Specific ARARs

Regulatory
Authority

1

Reqpirement

How is this requirement addressed in the
Location-Specific ARARs Tables?

Federal

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899°(33
US.Cr §°403 et seq.; 33 CFR
Parts 320-323): -

7

‘The Navy respectfully disagrees that the Rivers and

Harbors Act is relevant and appropriate because there
are no anticipated offshore activities -as part of
remedial activities for any of the alternatives
evaluated. The requested citation will be removed
from the document. This is consistent with the Final
QU1 FS (June 2010). :

Federal

"|'Clean %Water Act

Sec 404 (33
USC § 1344); Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines for Spec1ﬁcat10n of

‘ D1sposa1 ‘Sites for Dredged ot Fill

Materlal (40 CF. R Part 230 231
and 33'C.FR. Parts 320- 323)

The Navy agrees that this requirement should remain
in the OU2 FS. This citation was included in the
Revised Draft OU2 FS (November 2008). Refer to
Table 2-2 in Attachment C for text changes.

Federal .

F1sh and Wlldhfe Coordmatlon Act

‘ (16 USC 661 et seq.)

| Attachment C for text changes.

This requirement was included: in the Revised Draft
OU2 FS and the Navy agrees that this citation should
remain in the OU2 FS. Thrs is consistent with the
Final OUl FS.(June 2010). Refer to Table 2-2 in
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Regulatory v

Authority

‘ Requfi‘emént

PR AR e

How-is this requirement aéldresséd in the -
Locatlon-Specrﬁc ARARs Tables? :

Federal -

i

; Endangered Specres Act of 1973

(16 US.C. Chapter 35)

I
t

ThlS requrrement was 1nc1uded in the Revised Draft
remain in the OU2 FSbaséd on information from the
short-nosed sturgeon occur in the Piscataqua River.

This is consistent with the Final OUl ES (June 2010).
Refer to Table 2-2 in Attachment C for text changes.

OU2 FS. - The -Navy-agreés that this citation should | !

NOAA Fisheries Office webs1te which states that | :

Federal

¢

Coastal Zone Management Act (16

USC§1451etSeq) v

Th1s requirement was included in the Revised Draft

remain in the OU2 FS. This is consistent with the
Final OU1 FS (June 2010). Refer to Table 2-2 in
Attachment C for text changes.

OU2 FS and the Navy agrees that this citation should |

Federal  © ‘

Nat10na1 ‘Historic Preservatron Act
of 1966 (16 US.C. § 4707t seq.);
Protéction of Hrstotlc Propertles (36
CFR Part800) o ‘

This requirement was included in the Revised Draft
OU2 FS and the Navy agrees that this citation should
remain in the OU2 FS. This is consistent with the
Final OU1 FS (June. 2010).

e AttachmentC for text*changes

Refer to Table 2-2 in| '

State

Act (NRPA) (38’ M R S A §§ 480-
Ato 480-Z) )

-

v B

This réquirériient was included jn the Revised Draft
OU2 FS and the Navy agrees that this citation should
remain in the OU2 FS. This is consistent with the
Final OU1 FS (June  2010).

Attachment C for text changes.

Refer to Table 2-2 in| .

State

mMame NRPA Wetlands Protectron

Rule (06-096 C. M, R, Chapter 310)

This requirement was included in the Revised Draft
OU2 FS and the Navy agrees that this citation should

1tor wetlands ingloded 4 m Chapter 1000: Guidelines for

ARAR is applicable to remedial activities at OU2.
Refer to Table 2-2.in Attachment C for text changes. .

remain in the OU2-FS.  Based on MEDEP deﬁmtron .

Mummpal Shoréline Zomng Ordlnances there are |
coastal wetlands within 250" of QU2 Therefore, this |

State ]

NRPA;

Mame

305)

Perrmt-by—Rule
Standards (06-096 CMR., Chapter

'| Final ‘OU1 FS'(Tune 2010).

1rement was 1ncluded in the Revised Draft
2 FS and the Navy agrees that this citation should
Hain in the OU2 FS. This is consistent with the
Refer to Table 2-2 in

Attachment C for text changes.

A
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Regulatory

(‘liequirement

T

How.is tlus requu'ement addressed in- the
Locatlon-Speclfic ARARs Tables?, .

State |,

Anthorlty

Maine Mandatory, Shereland Zoriing.

Act (38.M.R.S.A.. §§ 435449; 06-

| 096 CMR Chapter 1000)

B

Lt .

2013.
‘completed prlor to the effectlve date of this section.

"The Navy. respectfully disagrees that the Maine |

Mandatory Shoreline Zomng Act is relevant and |,
appropriate and the requested citation will not be|
added to the FS. This is consistent with the Final
OU1 FS (June 2010). There doi not appear to be any |
environmental requirements within the Maine
Mandatory Shoreland Zoning .Act that would be
considered relevant and appropriate to this cleanup |:

“y , except- the 38 MRSA 439-B; requirements for an

excavation contractor condycting excavation activity
in a shoreland area to be certified in erosion control |°
practices by MEDEP. However, that requirement,
however, does not become effective until January 1,
" The remedlal acfion , is ‘expected to be

There .aTe. 1o, ether standards ‘within the Act that '
would be both relevant and, Aappropriate:

State

» ‘Subgnerged;,andg~1nterti,dal Lande Act
" |02M.R.S.A. §§ 1861-1867)

The Navy respectfully d1sagrees that the Submerged
and . .Intertidal ‘Lands Act is :applicable” and ‘the |
d ation w111 not be added to the FS. This is|'

7| consistent with the Final OU1 FS (June 2010).

Alternatives would not impact state-owned filled tide
lands, and the state has no jurisdiction over filled tide |
lands located on base property; therefore, this Act

" |'woild néither be - apphcable nor relevant and |:

‘ approprlate to this clearlup.

State '

Coastal Management Pohcy Act (38
MRSA §1801etseq) ‘

This requirement was included in the Revised Draft
OU2 FS and the Navy agrees that this citation should
remain in the OU2 FS. This is consistent with the
Final OU1 FS (June 2010). Refer to Table 2-2 in
Attachment C for text changes.

State

‘Maine _

Slte ‘
Development Law and eguiatlons
(38 MRS.A. §§ 481- 490, Also 06-
096 CMR. Chapters 374 and 375)

r

L thIl " of

This"requirement was ‘included in' the Revised Draft|
'0U2 ¥S and the Navy agrees that this citation should |
rémain in the OU2 FS. ~'The reference for the ;
requirement will be revised to 38 MRSA 481 et seq. |
and 06-096 CMR 371-377. This,is consistent with the | |

‘Final OUI-FS-(June 2010). 38 MRSA 482 — 490 will |

not be included in the OU2 FS because many of these
sections have been repealed or are not applicable to
the site location at QU2.  Refer to Table 2-2 in
Attachment C for text changes.

State

Additional Standards Applicable to
Waste Facilities Located in a Flood
Plain (06-096 C.M.R. 854(16)).

The Navy agrees that this requirement should be
included in the OU2 FS and will add the requested
citation to the document. However, the reference
citation will be included as an action-specific ARAR.
Refer to Table 2-3 in Attachment C for text changes.

Action-Specific ARARs

Regulatory
Authority

Requirement

Status
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Regulatory

Authority Requirement Status .
Federai Clean -Water Act. Section 402 | The Navy agrees that this requirement should
-|National . Pollutant  Discharge | be included in-the QU2ES.and will add the
Elimination . System (NPDES) (40 | requested - citation to the.-document. The
C.F:R."122-125 and 131) rreference for the requirement 'will be revised
to 40 CFR 122-125. This is consistent with
the Final OU1 FS (June 2010). 40 CFR 131
will not be included in the QU2 FS because it
is.describes the. requirements and procedures
for States to develop, review, revise, and
approve water quality standards. Therefore,
this part is not applicable to remedial actions
at QU2. Refer to Table 2-3 in Attachment C
N for text changes.
Federal Toxic Substances Control Act| The Navyy respectfully disagrees that the
; (TSCA); PCB Remedlatlon Waste Toxic Substances Control Agct.is applicable
(40 C.F.R.761,61(c) and the requested citation_ w111 not be added
to the FS. There is,no ev1dence of PCBs at
. concentrations greater than | . 50 ppm;
‘. therefore, these guidelines are not applicable
. forQU2. .
Federal Resource Conservatlon and | This requlrement ‘was included in the
Recovery Act (RCRA)@42 U. .5.C. | Revised Draft OU2 FS and the Navy agrees
§6901 er.. seq.), Subtltle " C- | that this citation should remain in the QU2
| Hazardous Waste Identification and | FS. . This is consistent with the Final OU1 FS
Listing Regulations; Generator, and [ (June 2010). Refer to Table 2-3 in
Handler Requirements (40 C.F.R.|Attachment C for text changes.
PaIts 260-262) ‘
Federal Clean Water Act (33:U.S. C § 1251 | This requirement was included in the
et seq.); Natlonal Recommended | Revised Draft OU2 F$ and the Navy agrees
Water Quality Criteria (“NRWQC” ) | that this citation should remain in the OU2
(40CFR.§ 122 44) FS . This is consistent with the Final OU1 FS
o (J une 2010). Refer to Table 2-3 in
L e Attachment C for text changes.
Federal Criteria, | EPA’s Polychlorinated Biphenyl | The Navy respectfully disagrees that the
Adyvisories and | (PCB) Site Revitalization Guidance | EPA’s PCB Site Revitalization Guidance is
Guidance * |"Under the Toxic Substances Control | TBC and the requested citation will not be
Act (November 2005) . : added to the FS. There is no evidence of
. . PCBs at concentrations greater-than 50 ppm,
therefore these .guidelines are. not considered
‘ . . y for OU2.
Federal Criteria, | USEPA- . OSWER : Publication [ The Navy respectfully dlsagrees that the
Advisories and | 9345.3-03 FS, January 1992 OSWER Publication 9345.3-03 :is TBC and
Guidance . the requested citation will not be added to the

FS.- Investigation-derived waste is waste that
is genefated in the.process of investigating or
examining an actual | or potentially
contaminated site.. No such waste will be

generated during OU2 remedial activities.
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| Identification -
Hazardous Wastes: (38 M.R.S.A. §:
111301 et seq.; 06-096 €.M:R. 850)

and ‘Listing , of

33

P4
R

Regulatory
Authority Requirement Status v
State /| Maine -Hazardous Waste Rules “for This requirement. was included in the

Revised Draft: OU2 FS and.the Navy agrees
that this citation should- remain in the QU2
FS. This is consistent with the Final OU1 FS
(June 2010). Refer to Table 2-3 in
Attachment C for text changes.

State

Maine ° Hazardous Waste
Management Rules - Requirements
for Generators (38 M.R.S.A. § 1301
et seq.; 06-096 CMR 851)

This requirement was included in the
Revised Draft OU2 ES and the Navy agrees
that this citation should remain in the OU2
FS. This is consistent with the Final OU1 FS
(June 2010). The citation will be revised to
also include 38 MRSA 1301 et seq. Refer to
Table 2-3 in Attachment C for text changes.

State

Maine "Hazardous'
Hazardous Waste ' Facﬂmes (38
MRS.A. § 1301 et seq.:’ 06 096
CMR 854)

Waste:
Managemént Rules — Standards for

The ‘Navy respectfully disagrees that the
Maine Hazardous ‘Waste Management Rules
~ Standards for 'Hazardous Waste Facilities
are applicable to remedial actions at OU2.
There are no hazardous waste facilities
located at OU2.

State

Maine Solid Waste Management

.| Rules (06-096C. M R Chapter 400-

a1ty

This requirement was -included in the
Revised Draft OU2 FS and the Navy agrees

'that this' citation stould remain in the OU2

FS. Consistent with the Final OU1 FS (June
2010) the citation Will be reviséd to read o6-
096 CMR Chapters 400 4nd 41]1. Chapters
401 " through' 410 are not applicable to
remedial activities at QW2. ‘Refer to Table 2-
3.in Attachiient C for text. cha’nges

State

“Waiste

Maine Waste Discharge Licenses
(38 MRS.A. § 413 et seq)) and
Discharge ~ Permitting
Program (06-096 C.MR.' Chapter
520- 529)

“The* Navy agtees that ‘these requuements

should be'ificluded inthé OU2 FS. Based on |.
review of'’the Maine: ‘Waste Discharge
Licenses and Maine Waste Discharge
Permitting Program these requirements

~|'would be ‘applicable to remedial alternatives
Ahat require'water:managément during soil

excavation. :  Refer rtos¢ Tdble 2-3 in
Attachment C for téxt changes.

State

‘Main€
‘| Prograrh (38 M:R.S.A., Sectlon

- Water Classification

464- 470)

This requirement was included in the
Revised Draft OU2 FS and the Navy agrees
that this citation should remain. in_the OU2
FS. 'This is consistent with the Final OU1 FS
(June 2010).: ‘The citation will be revised to
also include 38 MRSA 465-470. Refer to|.
Table 2-3 in Attachment C for text changes.

State

Maire  Strface * Water Toxics
Program (38 M.R.S.A. §: 420; 06-
096 C.MER. Chapter 530)

This requirement was included in the
Revised Draft QU2 FS and the Navy agrees
that this citation should remain in the OU2
FS. This is consistent with the Final OU1 FS
(June 2010). Refer to Table 2-3 in
Attachment C for text changes.
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56. Comment Page 3-1,

Resgonse T he requested teXt change WI|| be made
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‘Regulatory . ; Cos
Axthority | Requirement - |Status’ A
State Maine Surface Water Quality | The Navy respectfully disagrees that the
Criteria for Toxic Pollutants (06- | Maine Surface Water Quality Criteria for
.1 096 CM.R. Chapter 584) Toxic “Pollutants™is applicable to remedial
c , -/« | actions fof OU2. This is consistent with the || :
- Final OU1 FS (June 2010).
State Maine Erosion and Sedimentation Tlus requlrement was included in .the; -
Control (38 M.R.S.A. § 420-C) Revised Draft OU2 FS and the Navy agrees
' that this citation, should remain in the QU2 |
ES. This is con51stent w1ﬂ1 the Final’ OUI FS
{June 2010). Refer ‘to. Table 2-3 in
Attachment C for text changes - '
State Maine Storm Water Management | The Navy agrees that the Maine Storm Water |
' (38 MRS A 8 420—D) ‘Maine Management “and Mame Storm Water"
Storin’ 'Water Management Rulés Management Rilles should be’ 1nc1uded in‘thé| " -
(06 096 C:M:R: -Chapter 500), and | QU2 FS and’ willadd the 1 requested Sitatichs | -
Direct Watershed of Waiterbodies | to the document. “This is consistént with the | -
Most at Risk from New|Final OUl FS (June 2010). The Navy
'| Development . and Sensitive or|respectfully .disagrees . that © Direct|
« | Threatened ‘Regions; or Watersheds,|;Watershed .of Waterbodies, Most at Rrsk from
| (06-096 CM.R.Chapter.502), . .,  New . Developrnent rand Sensitive , or
) Ve . Threatened ‘Regions. . or, Watersheds is.
: |-applicable. to remedial ac_ ions at QU2.
"These regulatlons do not list any Takés or
, streams, in the vicinity of OU2 that are at I'lSk
from new deVelOpment
State” " | Maine Air Quahty Control Laws; The Navy : pectfully dlsagrees ‘that " the L
Protection and Improvenients of Air | Maifie Air Quahty Control Laws; Protection’| -
(38 MSR.A. 581-608-A), Chapters and Improvements of Air and Interim
101, 105, 110, 115) - %| Ambiétit: Air 'Guidelines are applicable of|t*:
State Criteria, |[Maine Department of Human | IBC, respectively, 'for.remedial . actions at|: ;-
Advisories and | Services Interim Ambient Air | OU2. This is consistent with the Final OU1
Guidance - Guideliiies;. Memorandum ‘Febtuary | FS (June 2010): Instead,;the Maine Visible |
. 23 1993. + .. - . .| Emissions Regulation, (38. MRSA 584; 06-
e L 096 CMR Wthh estabhsh opac1ty
Tirm.fs for ‘emri 1 from several categorles B
‘ of air contamir ces, 1nclud1ng general |
construction activi es, will'bé added to the
text. These regulations would be relevant
= | and appropriate for-altérnatives- that have the
. potential .:to:'impact air- quality.  These
standards would be met if any of the
alternatives result in emission of particulate
‘ matter and fugitive- matter to the atmosphere
(e. g dust geperation). . . . .

1, 1% dash subheading:-After “or volume” add “through treatment.”.




57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

Comment: Page 3-2, § 3.1.1: Add a new last sentence: “Statutorily required five-year
reviews would be conducted under the no action response lf contamination that poses. a risk
is left in place.” ~ .
Resgonse Five-year reV|ews wlll not: be included in the No Action Alternatrve Please refer
to the Navy’s response to-USEPA L Legal Comment No. 8 for additional information.

!

Comment: Page 3-3, 5" Paragraph In the first sentence after “conditions,” add “ARARs
reqUIrements i S - o "

Response: g No text change is required. ARARs were not conS|dered as part of the
prel|m|nary screening of alternatlves ARARs were considered in the evaluations of the
development of alternatlves

Comment Page 3-4, ‘Sail Flemedlatron Table 'For. Contalnment/Remed|al Technology may
need to. add “Groundwater Protectlon "and “Vapor Protectlon For Dlsposal/Process Option
change “Off yard” to “Off-site” and remove the paragraph after the, tables; also add “On-Site
Landfilling,” which. at least could pertam to the |nter|m cap area.-

Response Groundwater protect|on vapor protect|on and on-site Iandflllmg will be added
to the téchnology: screening table: - Grodndwater protection will-be retained and evaluated
further and addressed through monrtorlng Vapor protection will be eliminated due the lack
of volatlle contarnmants present at OU2. - On-site landfilling will be retained and evaluated
further and addressed through upgradlng ‘the existing temporary cap with a permanent cap.

As for changing the term “off -yard” of “off site”, the facility is used to seeing the “off-yard”
terminology, this requested. change was hot made to the document. Lastly, the paragraph
followmg the table.on page 3-4,has been. removed from the text. :

Comment . Page 3-4 Shorelrne Stabrlrzatron Table.. For lelted Action/Remedial
Technology need to add LUCs and Monltonng 4 A

Resgonse As a result of the technlcal meetlngs and the re-alignment of the alternat|ves
the shoreline’ stabilization -table ‘wilF"be removed from the text:as well as the text that
evaIuated tHe. shorel|ne stabrllzatlon as standalone alternatives. The shoreline stabilization
requwements are now handled thr0ugh the implementation of LUCs under each alternative
that leave contamrnants ons|te .

i

Comment: Page 3-5, §331 - Note that for No Action there still is a requirement for
statutorily required f|ve-year reviews, so- that should be discussed under Implementability
and Cost :

Response F|ve-year reviews wnll not be included in the No Action alternative. Please refer
to the Navy’s response to USEPA Legal Comment No. 8 for additional information.

nment: - P.:3-5; §8.3.2.—.The discussion- of "LUCs: should include. the-use :of Base
Instruct|ons for active facilities and the reqmrement to establish deed restrictions meeting
State recording requirements if the property is transferred from:the Navy ’

Response: The followmg text will be inserted at the end of the first paragraph in Section
3.312, consistent with the Navy language used in the LUC RD template:
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63.

64.

65.

66.

“The Navy would establish LUCs for a remedy, if needed, in a post-ROD Land Use Control
Remedial Design (LUC RD). The LUC RD would set out the specific actions needed to
implement, operate, maintain, and enforce the LUC component of the remedy. Should the
property ever be transferred out of federal control to private ownership, the deed given to
the property recipient would contain deed restrictions, consistent with state law, necessary
to continue implementation of the required LUCs.”

Comment: P. 3-6, 5" Paragraph — In the second sentence insert “and moriitoring” after
“LUCs.” '

Response: The requested text will be added to the document.

Comment: P. 3-11, §3.3.6 — Note that if PCBs over 50 ppm are present in-situ the waste
would need to go to a TSCA-compliant facility.

Response: The Navy agrees with the comment; however, there is no evidence of PCBs at
concentrations greater than 50 ppm at OU2. Text will be added to the FS to clarify that all
soil being disposed off-yard will be characterized for proper disposal.

Comment: P. 3-12, §3.4.1 - Note that for No Action there still is a requirement for statutorily
required five-year reviews, so that should be discussed under Implementability and Cost.

Response: Five-year reviews will not be added to the No Action alternative. Please refer to
the Navy’s response to USEPA Legal Cornment No. 8 for additional information.

Comment: P. 3-13, §3.4.2 — This section needs to include discussion of monitoring to make
sure contamination is not being released through the shoreline protection structure.

Response: Text indicating monitoring for the accumulation of sediment will be added to the
alternatives and Section 3.4.2 consistent with the Navy’s response to USEPA Legal
Comment No. 2. Text will also be added consistent with the same response to comment
that analytical sampling of sediment that may accumulate along the offshore area of OU2
will be performed as part of OU4 based on the request of the USEPA.
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SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS ON OPERABLE UNIT2
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE
‘ November 17 to 21 2008

The following summarizes.discussion on several major issues related to the Operable Unit (OU)
2 draft Supplemental Flemed|al Investlgat|on (RI) Fleport and reV|sed draft OU2 FeaS|b|I|ty Study
(FS): Report as part of the foIIowmg Coan o

bal
L

November 17, 2008 rewew of the draft Restoratlon Adwsory Board (RAB) meetlng'
.. presentation on;the rewsed draft OU2 FS Fleport Teleconference among the Navy
... teamand. regulators
. November 19, .2008- dry run presentatlon at Portsmouth NavaI Shlpyard on the RAB
-.meeting . presentatlon on-the revised draft OU2 FS Heport Meeting. attended by Navy.
, team. F
e November, 20 2008 technlcal meetmg at Portsmouth NavaI Shlpyard on the draft
Supplemental Rl Report. ,Meeting attended by Navy team and regulators. ,
». - Nevember. 20, 2008 RAB: -meeting-at Kittery Fire Statlon,, Knttery, Maine durlng the-
; <presentat|on on the rewsed draft OU2-F§ Fleport .

Vo

November 17, 2008 review of draft RAB presentatlon

During the  review of the draft RAB presentation, two major issues were discussed and mclude.
evaluation of: the capped area and contamination, under bunldlngs at OU2 o
General dISCUSSIon The. area referred to as the capped area.in the draft Rl and dratt rewsed,
FS Reports was-capped .in 1993 as; part of ;an interim agtion. . The interim -action was conducted
to prowde a cover over highly contaminated materlals ‘The _capping in, 1993 was conducted as
an interim action; an' evaluation of the interim. action would be. necessary to determlne whether
the cap is adequate as a final action or whether it would need to be modified to meet capping
reqmrements for a final action. Action item: Although retaining the existing cap was considered
in all of the alternatives developed in the draft revised FS Report, the Navy will provide an
evaluation of the condition of the existing cap to support either retaining the cap or mod|fy|ng the
cap as part of alternatives;in the draft final FS Fleport D

General dISCUSSIon Fletalnlng BUIIdIngS 310 and, 298 was. consndered in aII of the draft rewsed
FS Report alternatives. Because the buildings would act as a cover to prevent human exposure
to contaminated materials under the building, the alternatives. only evaluated using land use
controls:#(LLUCs). to prevent., mod|f|cat|on or removal of the buﬂdmgs without. appropriate
manpagement and - site  restoration to, prevent human _exposure .to contaminated materjals.
Removal -of : the bundlngs W|th excavatjon or cappmg of the contamlnated materials. was_ not
included.in the draft revised FS Report Action item: Flgures showing. remediation, areas WI|| be
revised, to include hatchlng over. the bunldlngs to show, that. the bunldlngs are. |ncluded in-the
remediation areas. Text.in.the FS Report will be reV|sed to clarlfy how contamination under the
buildlngs is addressed in the alternatives. ' '
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November 19, 2008 dry run of RAB presentatlon

Navy personnel at the Shlpyard provided i,ome addltlbnal thoughts related to evaluation of the
capped area and contamination undér buildirigs‘at OUZ: "

General dISCUSSIOn AIternatlves for the IRMO portion ‘6f OU2 and the 'wasté’ disposal portlon
of OU2 Include retalnlng ‘the eX|st|hg ¢dp or capping: additional- portlons ‘of OU2 W|th ‘the
appropriate land use restrictions. The Shipyard would like' to Have*informatidn to evaluate
removal of contaminated material to reduce the amount of land use restrictions for the area. In
addltlon when’ there are 5|gnif|cant Iahd ise restrlctlons the’ Shlpyard prefers the ared with the
réstrictions to be green ‘spate. An’ alternative - that ifcludes complete excavatlon of waste
material in the waste disposal area was screened out in the alternatiVe screéning stage in the
draft' revised OU2'FS Report Excavatlon of waete thaterial was conéidered much:léss feasible
than the dlternatives retained for-the waste’ dlsposal areas because théwaste material is in the
subsurface (beglnnlng at approximately 4 feet bgs) and extends to bedrock (10 to 40 feet bgs).
Thérefore, there' are fvanous |mp|ementab|I|ty and cost concetné for excavation: compared to
placement of a covér. Int the DRMO! port|on :0f OU2, the ¢ontartiinated!material is inithe top 6
feet bgs and excavatibn:of the: material could be feaS|bIe Action item: » The Navy- willrevise the
alternatives in the draft final FS Report to ingliide excavation: of the-contaminated imaterial in the
capped area along with alternatives that consider retaining or modifying the existing cap. The
alternatives will be reviewed and text revused to |nc|ude a f|naI cover of vegetatlon or other
green space if appropriate. A RN R : :

General discussion: The Shipyard -anticipates contlnurng to' us€ Building 298 as-an office
building; however, operations in Buiilding"'310"¢6uld be-meévéd- and thé:building: could be
removed. Action item: Building 298 construction drawings will be reviewed to determine how
much soil may" ‘have been ferrioved ds part’ 6f ‘construction: of the foundationsof the' building.
Rétaining BU|Id|ng 310'; as part of‘the cover (as’ pro\/rded in thié F8 Report) or removing-Building
310 and plading’ a soil' cover i&a deslgn consideration: Text will be"addedtd thé FS-Reéport to
|nd|cate that remdvmg Bunldmg 310 could be evaluated' as part of the remedlal desrgn

PR

November20 2008techn|cal meetmg vt e ‘ v

SR ¥ . B PR
\,‘At Lin, 1 . 3 F

During the technical meetlng, three major itérs were dlscusSed and: lncllee conclu5|ons of ‘the
RI to support the FS report, additional soil characterization to support a remedial desrgn for
OU2 and the removal actisn” for Quarters S and ‘N lead contamlnated soll o .

I,.

General dlSCUSSI . -All were'in agreement Wlth the overall conoIUS|ons and reoommendatlons
; plemental RI Report that” supported ‘the- deVeIopment of the: remedial “action
obJectlves (RAOS) in the draft revised FS Report IR partlcular ‘the: Navy and tegulators -are in
agreement that there are unacceptable fisks from exposure to soil at OU2’ and that risks'"are
acceptable for' groundwater exposure’ and mlgratlon Théréfore, thERADS i the draft revised
FS Report for exposure to 56il and er05|on of soil 110 the offshore are acceptable Also no RAO

is needed for migration of groundWater. " Ation iterm: No actlon needed % f

General discussion: All were in agreement that suff|C|ent data are avatlable for OU2 to
understand risks and identify and evaluate remedial alternatives. However, the regulators are
concerned with several of the lead concentrations detected in samples that area adjacent to the
west of the DRMO portion of OU2. Some of the concem is that truck, snow plow, and rail road
traffic may have contributed to soil movement from highly contaminated areas within the DRMO
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to these areas to the west.... In.addition, the ;:Shipyard. has .information that shows that soil was
removed. from the area west of the DRMO and-east of Building 348 as part of the construction of
Building‘348:(in the mid to laterx1990s). ‘It is not known whether:the soil was-contaminated from
DRMO.operations. ..The Navy. is concerned: that non-QU2: operations- ((general transportation
activities or-lead—base_d paint). may.be the source;of:the:lead in soils in.these areas,. Additional
characterization of the lead concentrations in the areas west of the DRMO will be:needed. to
determine the boundary of OU2 in this area before completion of a remedial action for OU2.
Based on the results of the additional characterization, the Navy and regulators will need- to
make a management decision to determine the appropriate OU2 boundary. Action item: The
Navy will obtain information on the soil removal and construction of Building 348, evaluate the
impact to the understanding of contaminant distribution, and update the RI/FS reports as
appropriate. The RI/FS reports will be revised to indicate that there is some uncertainty in
several areas (around SS-02, SS-01, and SS-24) to the extent of lead concentrations that WI||
need to be addressed as part of a pre—deSIQn or remedial design investigation.

General discussion; The Navy-is planning to conduct a removal action for lead-contaminated
soil in the backyards of Quarters S and N. The Navy has a contract in place for preparation of a
work plan for soil removal. The Navy is planning to remove the top 1 to 2 feet of soil in the area
adjacent to the north of the DRMO area and the top 0.5 foot of soil around Quarters N. An
Action Memorandum for the removal action could be prepared and the draft final Action
Memorandum provided for public comment to document the Navy's removal action for the
residential portion of OU2. The work plan would be prepared at the same time as the Action
Memorandum. Action item: The Navy and regulators will need to discuss further the
appropriate depths for soil removal for the removal ‘action and the appropriate mechanism for
documenting the removal action.

November 20, 2008 RAB meeting presentation on the revised draft OU2 FS Report

There were various questions from community RAB members at the November 20, 2008 RAB
meeting (see the RAB meeting minutes). Two items that were discussed during the meeting will
be discussed further in the next version of the OU2 FS Report. These items included how sea
water rise would be addressed as part of shoreline alternatives and consideration of green
remediation as part of the evaluation of alternatives.

General discussion: During previous RAB meetings and public comment on remedial actions
for OUs at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, community members have expressed concerns for how
rising sea water levels would be addressed as part of remedial actions. The question was also
raised at the Novernber 20, 2008 RAB meeting. The Navy indicated that the remedies are
designed based on the 100-year flood plain. The operation and maintenance (O&M) program
for the remedy provides the necessary inspection, evaluation, and maintenance activities that
are needed to maintain the effectiveness of the remedy. Therefore, if there are changes in site
conditions that may impact the effectiveness of the remedy, then the necessary action can be
taken. The changes in sea water level that could impact the remedy would be addressed as
part of the O&M program. Action item: The Navy will review the FS report text and add text as
needed to indicate that an implemented remedy will be evaluated over time through the
preparation and implementation of an O&M program, to ensure that the remedy remains
effective when site conditions change over time.

General discussion: Green remediation is becorning an important consideration in the remedial
alternative evaluation. Often the evaluation considers the energy consumption as part of
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implementation: of a remedy and may-include options to reduce energy- consumption. One way
may be to evaluate ways to reduce the number of trucks coming on and leaving the site as part
of remedial actions. - Action item: The Navy includes évaludtion of onsite-treatment versus
offsite” disposal for-two of the' excavation alternatives. The Navy. will provide further evaluation
and discussion as appropriate in the next verS|on of the FS concermng the use of energy during
alternatlve implementation. - g
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REVISED ALTERNATIVES FOR OPERABLE LINIT 2 (0U2) BASED ON REMEDIAL INVESTIGATlON
COMMENT RESOLUTION v ;

Waste Dlsgosal Area AIternatlve ©o ’ Voo i
WDA 1 - No. Actlon ' N I .
WDA-2 — Land Use Controls (LUCs) and Monitoring

WDA 3- Surface Soil Removal and Soil Cover wrth LUCs and Monltorlng

WDA 4— Unsaturated Soil Ffemoval and Soil Cover with LUCs -and Monltorlng

R =Y

LR

Defense Re: tilization and Maketing Office DRMO) Alternatives

DRMO-1 — No Action

DRMO2 -LUes andMomtormg L s DT ‘
DRMO-o - ReSIdentlaI Excavatlon with Off -yard Dlsposal LUCs and Monltonng

DRMO 4 - Construction Worker Excavatlon W|th Off- yard Disposal, LUCs and Monltorlng

DRMO- 5 - Constructlon Worker Excavatlon and RCRA C Cap W|th Off -yard Dlsposa| LUCs, and
Monltorlng . .o
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Descrigtionswof the Waste Disposal Area (WDA) Alternatives ‘ o0 6
WDA-1 — No Action

This alternative is required under Comprehensive Environmental Response, :Compensation,.and Liability
Act (CERCLA) to establish a basis for comparison with other alternatives. No Action includes no controls,
remediation, or other actions to mitigate risks. Five-year reviews are also. not included’ under the:No
Action alternative.

WDA-2 - Land Use Controls (LUCs) and Momtorlng
Alternative WDA-2 consists of instituting LUCs to prevent unacceptable human exposure to contamlnated
surface and subsurface soil‘across the 33;600-square foot area-designated as thie WDA. 'LUCs would be
implemented to prevent unacceptable exposure to contaminated soil across the waste disposal area. In
addition, Alternative WDS-2 would include groundwater monitoring and offshore sediment accumulation
monitoring to provide confidence that contamination (lead copper, and nlckel) in waste material is not
migrating to groundwater or the offshoré area -at unacceptable ‘levels.” TH *‘followmg describes the
individual components of Alternative WDA-2:

P TIEN

e LUGCs and Inspections ~ The intent of LUCs is to ensure that the Iand use and site features (bundlngs
and shoreline stabilization) within a designated area do not changed and remain ‘in place so that
contact with contaminants at concentrations that would cauge an unacceptable risk is prevented for
the life of the remedy. To implemént LUCs the Navy would preparé a 1-UGC' Rémiedial Design (RD)
that would document the LUCs, operat|on and. maintenance (O&M) requ:rements inspection
requirements, $ignige requil‘emenis and organlzétlons responsible” ‘for! lmplemeritatloh of "LUCs.
Signage would consist of warning. signs at the WDA to alert the public to the presence of
contamination’and dig - relstrictions. ’Requnrements for management of excavéited soil as part of any
future construction activities at the site would also be included as part of the LUCs. Becdusé the
contamination associated with the waste disposal area is not located on the surface, fencing is not
considered necessary for perimeter control. Lastly, implemented LUCs would require the continued
presence of the shoreline stabilization along the entire length of the WDA to prevent the release of
contaminated soil and debris to the near offshore area. For the purposes of the Feasibility Study (FS)
and developing a cost estimate, it was assumed that annual inspections of the site would be
conducted to verify continued effectiveness of the LUCs and that periodic minor repair of warning
signs would be required, based on the results of annual site inspections.

e Groundwater Monitoring — A long-term management plan would be prepared to provide the
requirements for groundwater monitoring including sampling frequency, location of wells, action
levels, and monitoring exit strategy. For the purposes of the FS and developing a cost estimate, it
was assumed that five existing monitoring wells would be sampled annually for 30 years, and the
groundwater samples would be analyzed for lead, copper, and nickel.

e Offshore Sediment Accumulation Monitoring — A long-term management plan would be prepared to
provide the requirements for the monitoring of accumulating offshore sediment. This plan would
identify the frequency of inspections and the area in which the inspections would take place. For the
purposes of the FS and developing a cost estimate, it was assumed that sediment accumulation
monitoring would occur annually along the length of OU2. This plan will not include the analytical
monitoering of any identified sediment. Any analytical monitoring of sediment would be performed
under OU4.

o Five-Year Reviews — Because contamination would remain in excess of levels that allow for
unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, five-year reviews would be required under this alternative to
evaluate the continued adequacy of the remedy.

Attachment B -~ 2 October 25, 2010



WDA-3 — Surface SO|I Removal and Soil Cover with LUCs and Momtorlng Coen

Alternative WDA-3. conS|sts of excavation and off-yard dlsposal of soll and: waste materlal from O to 2-feet
below .ground surface (bgs) withinthe proposed soil’ cover, off-yard: disposal of s6il and .debris from the
identified areas adjacent to.the. proposed soil cover: limits, :LUGS; . and-monitoring. . /This process would
allow for the.construction-of a 2-foot-thick soil cover within the. identified ‘limits without changing the
grades surrounding Building 310 or the grades of the associated parking and access features, .-This
alternative would include instituting LUCs to identify Building 310 and the shoreline stabilization features
as critical existing site features that must remain on site to ensure the integrity of the soil cover and to
restrict unauthorized-access to.and digging within the proposed soil cover limits. In.addition, groundwater
monitoring and. offshore sediment -accumulation monitoring would be conducted to provide. confidence
that contamination (lead, copper, and nickel) in waste material is not migrating .to groundwater at
unacceptable levels. The foIIowmg descrlbes the |nd|V|duaI components of AIternatlve WDA-3:
e Excavation and Off-yard Dlsgosa - To prowde a soil cover system constructed W|th surface
elevations:-and- grades -that are the same as existing .ground surface elevations, 2:feet of :soil,
~ inecluding- pavement, would be. removed from- the .proposed limits of the soil cover system..
Contaminated soil,cand debris located outside the:proposed soil cover system would.be rémoved-in
their entirety.so that no:WDA-related soil or:debris is located outside the qproposed soil cover -limits.
All-excavated material would be-stockpiled, characterized, and properly transported and disposed off-
yard. . Confirmation.samples would be collected from the floor and sidewalls: of any excavation that is-
outside-of. the proposed cover system. S i
e Cover System The cover. system proposed for. AIternatlve WDA 3 would conSIst of a geotextlle to
act as an indicator/separation layer, 18-inches: of -<commoan fill..(protection layer), and 6-inches of
topsoil.. (protection and. vegetative layer).. “Portions of the -soil cover would be paved. The paved
portions of the cover system would replace 9- to 12-inches of the top .soil layers with a bituminous
concrete mixture and base course designed to support the expected traffic. loads for the .area.
Because the majority of the waste and soil contamination is located at depths below the mean high
tlde groundwater table eIevatlon an lmpe‘rmeable Iayer is- not consrdered for this cover syStem

X ‘LUCs and- |nsgect|on — The intent of LUCs is‘t6'-ensure that thé” Iand use &nd site features (so|I
cover, bunldlngs ‘and shoreline’ stab|I|zat|on) withih -d-designated -area do- not changed and femain in
place so that contact with- centaminants at-coneéhtrations:that- would. cause an-unacceptable risk is
prevented-for the life of the remedy.” To-implement LUCs the:Navy would prepare a LUC RD that
would document “the LUCs, soil cover system O&M ' requirements, :cover 'system inspection
requirements; signagé‘requirements, ‘and ‘organizations respensible for the |mplementat|on of LUCs,
0&M, and'inspections.” LUCs would‘also:specify that additional:action:would:be required in the event
that Building :310%is rerhoved from-the 'site. ‘Lastly; implemented LUCs would fequire the ¢ontinued
presence of the shoreline ‘stabilization-along-thé eritire’ lerigthi-of the WDA -to ‘prevent-the release of
contaminated soil and debris to the near offshore area. For the purposes of the FS and developing
‘a ‘tost -estimate;-it was assumed that annual inspections of the cover would-be conducted to- verify
“continued effectiveness- of the - femedy and periodic minor repair to the cover system and sngn

, repIacement ‘would be reqmred based on the results of annual site |nspect|ons .

e Groundwater Monltoring Durlng implementation, groundwater monltonng wells would be protected

such that they remain in place. Groundwater monitoring wells disturbed during excavation activities

-would be replaced following the exeavation and cover.system construction -activities associated with

this alternative. A long-term management plan would be:prepared to provide the requirements for

groundwater monitoring including sampling frequency, location of wells, action levels, and monitoring

. exit strategy. For the purposes of the FS:and developing a cost estimate, it-was assumed that five

- existing ‘-monitoring wells*would be sampled annuaIIy for 30 years and the groundwater samples
would be analyzed for lead, copper and nlckel - . . _
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o Offshore Sediment Accumulation-Monitoring — A long-term management-plan would -be prepared to
provide the requirements for the monitoring of accumulating offshore sediment. This plan would

* identify the frequency-of inspections: and the area in which the inspections would take place. For the
purposes-of the FS and developing -a cost-estimate, it was assumed that. sediment accumulation
monitoring would occur annually- along the OU2 shoreline: This plan will not include the analytical
monitoring of -any identified’ sedlment Any analytical monitoring 6f sediment.would. be performed
under OU4 ! v Lo R : ‘ Coe

B 4

¢ ~ Five-Year Reviews' — Because contamination would remain-in excess of levels that allow for
unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, five-year reviews wouId be required under this alternative to
evaluate the contlnued adequacy of-the remedy

WDA-4 - Unsaturated Sorl Removal and Soﬂ Cover wrth LUCs and Momtormg

AIternatrve WDA-4 consists of excavatlon and off yard dlsposal of the sorl and waste Iocated above the
mean .high tide groundwater table within the limits of the WDA, LUCs, groundwater: monitoring,-and off-
shore-sediment ascumulation monitoring. Contaminated soil and waste, located above the mean high
tide groundwater table and béneath Building 310, would remain in place. Once excavation is complete,
the excavation would be backfilled with soil to.return.the area to-pre-censtruction grades, elevations, and
surface types. It is estimated that an average -of 6-feet of clean soil (including pavement for parking and
access) would be placed on top of waste material remaining in the: saturated-zone (remaining.waste).
This alternative would include instituting LUCs to identify Building 310 and the shoreline stabilization
features as critical existing site features that must remain on site to ensure the integrity of the soil.cover
and to restrict unauthorized access and digging within the limits of the WDA, and groundwater monitoring
and .offshore sediment accumulation monitoring to provide confidence that contamination (lead, copper,
and nickel) in waste.material is not migrating to groundwater at unacceptable IeveIs The following
descrlbes the |nd1v1dual components of- AIternatlve WDA-4:.

. Excavgtnon and Off-yard Dlsposal Based on the depth of groundwater:during a mean high tide, an
average of 6 feet of sail and waste material would be excavated from the WDA area. Because the
soil below Building 310 would remain, the: excavation would.extend to a depth of 2 feet adjacent to
Building 310 and-sloped away from the. building so:that the excavation.does not affect the building’s
foundation (shoring would be used. as appropriate). The 2 feot minimum: excavation depth adjacent to
the building would ensure.the placement.of 2 feet, of clean soil over contaminated soil’and debris that
might remain below: Building 310 following excavation. . All excavated:. material would be stockpiled,
characterized, and.properly ‘transported .and dlsposed off-yard. Confirmation..samples would be
collected from the:floor..and:sidewalls of the excavation.areas to. identify remaining. contaminant
concentrations, Dye to the depth of .excavation, the groundwater monitoring wells located within the
I|m1ts of excavatlon would be. abandoned dur|ng the excavatlon process.

o Backﬁlhng and Cover System ~ The waste remalnlng beIow the g groundwater table wouId be covered
-with an :average of 6 feet of soil -material and topsoil -or bituminous concrete to. establish pre-
construction grades, elevations,-and surface types. The difference between the WDA-3 cover system
and the WDA-4 cover system is that no contaminated soil or waste, with the exception of any waste

.- present under Building-310, would .remain above the groundwater table for. Alternative WDA-4.

. LUCs and Inspections ~ The LUCs and lnspectlons proposed under AIternatlve WDA-4 wouId be the
same: as those presented for AIternatlve WDA=3. - ‘ ; ,

. Groundwater Monltorlnq - With the exception of remstalhng abandoned monitoring weIIs the
groundwater monitoring proposed under Alternative.WDA:4 would be the same as the. groundwater
monitoring presented for Alternative WDA-3. Based: on the limits of excavation, it is assumed that
four of the five existing groundwater monitoring wells would need to be replaced following the
establishment of final grade.
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Offshore Sediment Accumulation Monitoring — The offshore Sediment accumulation monitoring
proposed under Altérnative WDA Would be'thesame-as those presented tinder Alternative. WDA-3.

Five-Year Reviews — Because contamination would remain in excess of levels that aliow for

unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, five-year rewews would be requ&red under '[hlS alternatlve to
evaluate: the continued adequaoy af the remedy B
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Deééri tion o‘f‘,D.ef.(e‘se,:Ré.'util‘ization an Marlketin Office DRMO Altéfhétiv S 0

DRMO-1 - No Action . o o

This alternative is required under CERCLA to establish-a.b,asis for:comparison with other alternatives. No
Action includes no controls, remediation, or other actions to mitigate risks. Five-year reviews are also not
included under the No Action alternative.

DRMO-2 — LUCs and Monitoring

Alternative DRMO-2 would consist of instituting LUCs for the DRMO Area where soil contamination is
causing an unacceptable risk based on residential exposure, conducting groundwater monitoring, and
conducting sediment accumulation monitoring. This alternative would include instituting LUCs to identify
the existing interim cap, Building 298, and the shoreline stabilization features as critical existing site
features that must remain on site to ensure the integrity of the remedy, to restrict unauthorized access to
and digging within the proposed soil cover limits, and to prevent unacceptable human exposure to
contaminated surface and subsurface soil across the DRMO area. Groundwater monitoring and
sediment accumulation monitoring would be conducted to provide confidence that contamination (lead,
copper, and nickel) in soil is not migrating to groundwater or the OU2 offshore area at unacceptable
levels. The following describes the components of Alternative DRMO-2:

¢ LUCs and inspections — The intent of LUCs is to ensure that the iand use and site features (buildings
and shoreline stabilization) within a designated area do not changed and remain in place so that
contact with contaminants at concentrations that would cause an unacceptable risk is prevented for
the life of the remedy. To implement LUCs the Navy would prepare a LUC RD that would document
the LUCs, O&M requirements, inspection requirements, signage requirements, and organizations
responsible for implementation of LUCs. Signage would consist of warning signs in the DRMO area
to alert the public to the presence of contamination and dig restrictions for the area. Requirements for
management of excavated soil, as part of any future construction activities at the site, would also be
included as part of the LUCs. It is assumed that existing asphalt or grass-covered areas would be
maintained at the site and fencing would not be necessary as part of the remedy for perimeter control.
Lastly, implemented LUCs would require the continued presence of the shoreline stabilization along
the entire length of the DRMO to prevent the release of contaminated soil and debris to the near
offshore area. For the purposes of the FS and developing a cost estimate, it was assumed that
annual inspections of the site would be conducted to verify continued effectiveness of the LUCs and
that periodic minor repair of warning signs and asphalt would be required, based on the results of
annual site inspections. ' )

e Groundwater Monitoring — A’ long-term management plan would be prepared to provide the
requirements for groundwater monitoring including sampling frequency, location of wells, action
levels, and monitoring exit strategy. For the purposes of the FS and developing a cost estimate, it
was assumed that five existing monitoring wells would be sampled annually for 30 years, and the
groundwater samples would be analyzed for lead, copper, and nickel.

o Offshore Sediment Accumulation Monitoring — A long-term management plan would be prepared to
provide the requirements for the monitoring of accumulating offshore sediment. This plan would
identify the frequency of inspections and the area in which the inspections would take place. For the
purposes. of the FS and developing a cost estimate, it was assumed that sediment accumulation
monitoring would occur annually along the length of OU2. This plan will not include the analytical
monitoring of any identified sediment. Any analytical monitoring of sediment would be performed
under OU4.

e Five-Year Reviews — Because contamination would remain in excess of levels that aillow for
unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, five-year reviews would be required under this alternative to
evaluate the continued adequacy of the remedy.
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o

e Variance from Solid Waste Disposal Requirements — In order to leave the existing temporary cap in
place under this alternative with no upgrades, a variance would have to be obtained from the State
Solid Waste Management Division of MEDEP. The variance would include an equivalency
determination that |nd|cated that the exnstlng |nter|m cap meets, the reqmrements of a permanent
RCRA C cap. ‘ :

DRMO 3 Re3|dent|a| Excavatlon W|th Off-yard Dlsposal LUCs and Monitorlng

Alternative- DRMO 3 would cOnslst of "éxcavation ‘and- off-yard dlsposal of cortaminated soil within the’
limits “of the’'DRMO area that'is causing an unadceptable risk, based o residential exposure, LUCs, and-
groundwater monltorlng for ‘soils' l&ft below Buildihg 298. This slternative would-include: instituting LUCs
to prevent unacceptable human expdsiire’ to contamiriated *soil left below Buildihg -298. 'In addition,’
grouridwater monltorlng would be conduéted to provide confidence that' soil' contamination left below'
Bulldlng '298 ‘is .not migratirig- to groundwater at unacceptable Ievels The foIIownng descrlbes the~
|nd|vrdual components of Alternatlve DRMO 3: - T
o Excavation and Oft-'ard Dis“osal - Itis: assumed for th|s FS that: excavatlon to a depth of 6 feet
within the DRMO area would achieve the required removal of contaminated $oil to residential-PRGs,
excluding soil that is located beneath Building 298. Confirmation samples would be collected from
the floor and ‘sidewalls'of-the ekcavation areas to confirm that soil with. concentratlons greaterthan
- residéntial PRGs Havé béen rémoved. The reslts of thé Confirtation samplirig would direct further
excdvation, if needed. Allexcavated material would bé stockplled characterized, ‘and properly
‘;transported and disposed off-yard. The actual limits and depths of excavatlon would be determlned
by the results of the conflrmatlon sampIes T v

e Site ‘Restoration "~ FoIIowmg gxcavation,’ the area Will be backfllled to establish pre- constructlon
grades, elevations, and surface types using clean soil.

. LUCs— ‘Because ' this’ alternatlve dOes not mclude the demolition of BU|Id|ng 298, contaminated
material may remain, on sité followmg the |mp|ementat|on of th|s aIternatlve Therefote, following the
complétion of the excavation acfivities, the Navy would’ |hst|tute LUCs {0’ restrict access to the' soil
within the footprint of Building 298.- The Navy would prepare a’LUC RD'that would dotumerit the

LUCs O&M reqmrements lnspect|on reqmrements S|gnage requwements and orgamzatlons

. or abandoned and replaced followmg the aIternathe |mplemehtat|on.
wouId be’ conducted dntll rt has been demded that m|grat|on of Iead cop el

‘ groundwater monitg
Was assumed thal i
from soil under Bl d|ng 298 to groundwater wouId be sampled annualIy ] 3
for lead, copper and nickel. o o

o 5-Yéar Réviéws - Because contamination may be presént undef BU|Id|ng 298 and because this
contamination would remain in excess of levels that allow for unrestricted tse and unlimited
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. exposure, five-year reviews would be required under this alternative to evaluate the continued
_adequacy of the remedy. .

IR YA
LE

DRMO-4 ~ Construction Worker'Excavatlon with’ bff-ya'rd‘yﬁisépqaoshl, LUC&;"{and Mortttorjng _

Alternative DRMO-4 consists of partial excavation and:off- -yard disposal of DRMO area soil that is causing
an unacceptable risk based on construction worker exposure, LUCs, groundwater monitoring, and
sediment.accumulation monitoring, ;This alternative.would include. instituting.LUCs.to |dent|fy Building 298
and.the shcrellne stablllzatlcn features as critieal. exrstlng \site features that.myst remain on site.to-ensure
the |ntegr|ty of the. remedy, to.restfict. unauthcrlzed -acGess: to and .digging; within the proposed soil caver
limits, and to prevent unacceptable human exposure to. contaminated surface. and subsurface soil asross
the,, DRMO area, Groundwater:manitering. and sediment- accumulatron monitoring wotild be conducted to
prcvrde ccnfldence tt'@t contamination,.:(lead, .copper; and. nlckel) in sgjl-is net ‘migrating from: the
contaminated soil left in place to groundwater at unacceptable. levels, .Based.on the distribution of. COCs,
soil containing concentrations of lead greater than 4,000 milligram per kllcgram (mg/kg) and the entire
limits of the-interim. cap. represent the limits:of this: prcpcsed [emedlal actlcn.'-. Thefollowing descrlbes the
mdrvndual ccmpcnents of AIternatlve DRM0'4:M, Wi it ; -

.,4 OOO mg/kg and the entlre I|m|ts .of; the |nter|m cap represent the ; I|m|ts cf excavatlcn fcr this
altemative. Confirmation samples would be collected from, the floor. and sidewalls of the- excayation
areas to confirm that soil with concentrations greater than construction worker PRGs have been
removed. The actual limits..and. depths of excavation- would be determlned by -the results. of the
confirmation samples. ;

A . b e
LT e B T '

area would be removed
xcavatl‘on to resldentral

For the purposes of the FS and developing a cost estimaie; it was ass » .
down gradient of Building 298 would be sampled annually for 30 years three monltormg wells at
m)pledﬁgnnuelly for b years. All groundyyater samgles wcgld pe analyzed fcr
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. Offshore Sediment Accumulation Monltonng Because this alternative does not include excavation
“to residential-exposure ¢ritétia or the demolition of Building 298, contaminated material would remain
‘ori- site following the |mpIementat|on of this alternative. As a result, thé -offshore sediment
accumulation monitoring activities ‘proposed under Alternative' DRMO-4 would be the same as those
presented for Alternatlve DRMO 2 : o

e 5-Year Ftewews — Because" contamination may be present under ‘Building 298 and because ‘this
" contamination -would remain 'in excess of levels that allow for unrestricted use and unlimited
exposure five-year réviews wouId be required’ under th|s alternative to evaluate the continued

" adéqudcy of the remedy

DRMO-5 — Constructlon Worker Excavatlon and RCRA C Cap with Off-yard Dlsposal -‘LUCs, and
Momtorlng !

Alternative DRMO-5 consists of excavation and off yard d|sposaI of soil that is ‘causing an unacceptable
risk based on ¢onstruction worker exposure, constructing a permanent RCRA C ¢ap systern over the area
where ‘the"*gurfent interim cap is constracted, LUCS, groundWater monitering, and offshore 'sediment
accumulation monitoring. ‘This alternative-would include instititing LUCS to identify Buildihg 298 and the
shoreline’ stabilization ‘features &$ critical éxisting' site features that must remdin ‘on site to ensure the
integrity ‘of the remedy,-to restfict unauthorized access to and digging within the proposed soil cover
limits, and to prevent unacceptable human exposure to contaminated surface and subsurface soil across
the DRMO area. Groundwater monitoring and sediment accumulation monitoring would be conducted to
provide confidence that contamination’(lead, copper, and nickel) in:seil.is'not migrating to groundwater at
unacceptable levels.: The:remedial action limits for Alternative DRMO-5. are .the ;same .as- those in
Alternative DRIVIO 4. I'he foIIowmg describes.the- |nd|V|dua| components of AIternatlve DRMO 5:

. Excavatlon and Off Yard Dlswsal AIternatlve DRMO 5 cons15ts of excavatlng the s0|I ldentlfled in
Alternative DRMO-4 outside the Jimits of the interim cap and transporting this material to an off-yard
disposal facility. Confirmation samples -would be .collected from the floor and sidewalls of the
excavation areas to confirm that s0|I with congentrations greater than construction worker PRGs have
been removed. o . .

e Site Restoration — Following excavation, the excavated area would be backfilled to establish‘ pre-
construction grades, elevations, and surface types using clean soil and pavement.

e RCRA C Cap System — The cap system would be constructed over the limits of the current interim
cap and the area between the existing interim cap and Building 298. The RCRA C cap would be
constructed to meet the requirements established for the closure of landfills within the State of Maine.
These requirements, with the exception of sloping and drainage, were implemented in the
construction of the interim cap currently located within the limits of the DRMO. Therefore, the
proposed cap for this alternative contains the same components as the interim cap, with revised
slopes and upgraded drainage. Based on the contamination below the interim cap (lead), it is not
anticipated that a gas management layer would be required for the cap system in this FS. However,
if a determination is made during design preparations that a gas management layer is needed,
grading can easily be altered to allow for the incorporation of a passive gas removal system. The cap
system would consist of a geotextile cushioning layer placed on the regraded material, a
geocomposite clay liner (GCL) to act as a low permeability layer, a second geotextile cushioning layer
above the GCL, and a 2-foot-thick soil cover to protect the GCL, provide a geonet drainage layer, and
to support vegetation. A cap system, rather than a cover system, would be used for the DRMO areas
because most of the contamination associated with the DRMO area is located above the average
high tide groundwater elevation.

e LUCs and Inspections — Because this alternative does not include the removal of all contamination
causing a residential risk or the demolition of Building 298, contaminated material would remain on
site following the implementation of this alternative. Therefore, following the completion of the
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excavation activities, the Navy would institute LUCs to restrict-access,{o the soil across the. limits of

-the DRMO area, including the footprint of Building 298.. The Navy would also institute LUCs to restrict
the use of the area to:its current use and restrict future uses of. the remaining DRMO -area to protect
the integrity of the' RCRA C cap:-.The Navy would prepare a LUC RD that.would document the LUCs,
soil capping system O&M requirements, capping system inspection requirements, signage
requirements, and organizations responsible for the implementation of LUCs. Lastly, implemented

LUCs..would require the continued presence of the shoreline stabilization along the entire, length of

. the. DRMO to prevent the release of contaminated soil and.debris.to the near offshore area, For the
purposes of the FS and developing a cost estimate, it.was assumed annual inspections of, the cover
would be conducted to verify continued effectiveness of the remedy and periodic -minor repair. to the
cover system would be required, based on the results of annual site inspections.

e Groundwater. Monitoring < During implementation, groundwater monitoring wells. would be protected
such that they remain in place or are abandoned and replaced following the removal. action
associated with this alternative. Monitoring of groundwater would be conducted until it has: been
decided that migration of -lead; :copper, and.nickel contamination from séil. would: not resylt in-
groundwater concentrations greater than acceptable.evels for human health and.the environment. A
long-term ; management-. plan would, be prepared ‘to provide the, requirements -for..groundwater
monitoring including sampling frequency, location of wells, action levels; and monitoring exit sirategy..
For.the purpose of the FS and developing a cost. estlmate it was assumed that five monitoring: wells
would be sampled annually for 30 years All groundwater samples would be. analyzed for, lead,
copper and mckel : R 0 .

) Offshore Sedlment Accumulatron Monltorlgg Because this alternative: does not include excavation
to.residential-exposure criteria or the. demolition of Building.298, contaminated material would remain
on site following the implementation of this alternative. As a -result, the offshore sediment
accumulation monitoring activities proposed under AIternatlve DRMO-5 would be the same as those
presented for.Alternative DRMO-2. ; . : -

o Five-Year Reviéws — B'ecause ¢ontamination would remain-within site soil at concentrations' greater
than concentrations that would alléw for unrestricted .usé€ of the site @nd ‘unlimited exposure to site
soil, five-year reviews would be required under this alternative to evaluate the continued adequacy of
the remedy.

t
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

i e Coaet R
11~ PURPOSE OF REPORT

This Eeasibliity Study (FS) Report for Operablé Uni (OU) 2 at Portstouth Naval Shipyard (PNS), Kittery,
Maine, was prepared by’ Tetra Tech NUS Inc. (TtNUS) for the Unrted States Department of the Navy,
Naval' Facilities Eng|neer|ng Command (NAVFAC) Mid-Atiantic under the Comprehenswe Long-Term
Ervitonmental Action Navy {CLEAN) program, Contract “Nutnber N62467 04-D- 0055‘ Contract ‘Task
Order (CTO) 444. This report describes the formulation and evaluation of remedial aliérriatives to
address the unacceptabIe risks at OU2 based on the results of the SuppIementaI Remed|aI Investlgatlon
(RI) Report for OU2 (TtNUS September—QGO«BMarch 2010) This FS ‘Wwas prepared o fulfill the
reqmrements of the Comprehenswe Enwronmental Response Compensatlon and L|ab|i|ty Act
(CERCLA) as amended by the Suoerfund Améendménts ‘and’ Reauthorlzatron Act’ As requIred by
CERCLA, primary conS|derat|on is given to remedial alternatlves ‘that provide adequate protectlon of

human health and the environment and alternatives that attain or exceed the regulatory requrrements and
guidance that may potentially govern remedial activities (see séétion’ 2 0). Therefore in addition to
CERCLA requirements, this FS was also prepared with consideration of other regulatory requirements
and guidance, as appropriate. - -

12 SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES

s

The purpose of this FS is to address the contamination and QU2 site risks for éxposure’to soil, future

potential groundwater migration, and future potential soil erosionir-eurfase—and-subsurdace-soilat- QU2
OU2 ‘consists of' Site 6 = the Defense Reiitilization and Ma“erting Office (DRMO) Storage 'Yard, the
DRMO |mpact area andeIte 29 — Former Teepee Incinerator Site: Through out the remainder of this FS,
Site 6 and portions® of Site 29’ are’ referred to' as theé DRMO aréa and'the remainder of Site 29'is referred

to as the Wwaste Ddisposal aArea. The alternatives were developed in this FS based on the conclusions

and recomrne‘ndatioéhs: pr‘e:s'ented‘i’n the-'ouz*‘supplemehia*l I‘Report‘ Thié" FS proVides ah evaluation of

as-to'protect the offshore area
{ofishoreareais-part-of OU4)-from potential impacts associated with OU2 contamination; however, —Fthe
Ocontamination in the offshore area adjacent to OU2 will not be addressed as part of OU2. The offshore
aréd is ncluded in‘the DRMO' Stotage Yard ared of concern.of QU4. Based on the tisk evaluation in the

ou2: Supplemental R Report %gosure to' groundwater does not-pose unacceptable risks ‘for QU2

receptor “base
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The FS was conducted to establish Remedial Action Qbjectives (RAOs), to screen remedial technologies,
and to assemble, evaluate, and compare remedial alternatives that will be used in selecting a remedial
action for OU2. A Proposed Remedial Action Plan, submitted after the FS is fmallzed WI|| provide the
Navy's recommended remedial action for OU2 and will be prepared based on the |nformat|on provided in
the FS. Lastly, the contamlnatlon ldentlfled in the residential area located north of the DRMO is not
mcluded in th+s—1h_erFS because —Aa removal actlon will be conducted to.remediate contamlnat| n in this

area The Act|on Memorandum for. Non Time- Cntlcal Removal Actlon for OU2 DRMO Impact Area ( Navvi

November 2009) prov1des mformatlon on the removal actlon for the resndent|al area |n OUZhas—been

SR .S ) : . . : IR p

. B o ar

I'hls FS fulfllls the reqmrements of CERCLA and is conS|stent with Un|ted States Enwronmental
Protection, Agency (USEPA) Gundance for Conductlng Remedlal Investlgatlons and FeaS|b|I|ty Studles
under CERCLA (USEPA, October 1988) and the Navy Environmental Restoratlon Program (NEF}R)

Manual, Chapter 8, ‘Re(._medial Inve§tigatien/Feasibi|itx Study (Navx, August 2006)., ’ .'

13 . REPORT ORGANIZATION
This report has besn divided into the following five Sections:

e Section 1.0 ~ Introduction: This section provides a description of the purpose, scop}e,\and objectives
of the FS. This section also provides a summary of background infofmatien >and the OU2
Supplemental Rl Report.

. ;;\Section 2.0.— Remedial . Action, Objectives:.. This section presents Appliqatéle or. t?teleyant and
Appropriate Requirements, (ARARs), the medium of concern, RAOs, preliminary remediation goals
(PRGs);-and areas and v.oI'umes:;of soll to be addressed by the remedial alternatives for QU2.

¢ . .Section 3.0 — Identification and. Screening.of Technologies and Development of Alternatives: This '
section discusses the general response actions; (GRAs) identified to attain the RAQOs, the s¢reening of
technology types.and process options, description and. evaluation of technologies, and development

- of alternatives.

e . Bection 4.0 — Description and Detailed Analysis, of Remedial Alternatives:. This section describes the ‘

i, conceptual design of the alternatives and discusses the; detailed analysis. of alternatives using the

seven criteria of the National Oil. and-Hazardous- Substances Pollution Qontjng/eneyatt?lan (NCP).
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¢ ~ Section 5.0 = Comparative Analysis of Alterriatives: This -section provides a comparison of the
" alternatives using the détailed'analysis ififorration in Section 4.0.

Appendix A provides supporting information including a discussion of PRG development and calculations

used’ in- the deveIOpme'nt- and' evaluation - of remedial alternatives. Appendix B provides alternative-

specific ARARs tables. "‘Appendix C provides'the cost estimates fér the alternatives. Appendix D includes

area and ‘quaritity calculations. Appendix E includes the:soil washing pilot studies performed at QU2.

Appendix F wil-includes responses to 'comrients on the draft and draft final documents, as appropriate. -

14  .FACILITY AND OU2 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A descrlptlon of PNS and the h|story of the facility, as weII as a descrlptlon and h|story of QU2, are
provided in this.section. .

"1.4.1 Facility Description and Histor

PNS is a m|||tary fac|I|ty with restr|cted access on an island Iocated in the Plscataqua River, as shown on
Flgure 1 1. PNS is referred to on Nat|onaI Oceanlc and Atmospherlc Administration (NOAA) nautical
charts as Seavey Island with the eastern t|p glven the name Jamaica lsIand Clark’s Island is to the east
attached by a rock causeway to Seavey IsIand The Plscataqua River is a t|daI estuary that forms the
southern boundary between Malne and New Hampshlre PNS |s Iocated in Klttery, Malne north of
Portsmouth, New Hampshlre at the mouth of the Great Bay Estuary (commonly referred to as
Portsmouth Harbor) '

PNS is engaged in the converslon overhauI and repair of submarlnes for the Navy The Iong h|story of
shipbuilding in Portsmouth Harbor dates back to 1690, when the first warship launched in North Amerlca
the Falkland, was built. PNS was established as a government facility in 1800, and it served as a repair
and building facility for ships during the Civil War. The first government-built subrarine was designed
and constrycted at PNS during World War I. A large number of submarines have -been. designed,
constructed, and repaired at this facility since 1917. PNS continues to service submarines as its primary
military focus. -

Prior to CERCLA and Resource Conservation and. Recovery Act (RCRA), regulation at PNS, years of
shipbuilding and submarine repair work at PNS resulted in hazardous substances being released into soil,
groundwater, surface water, and sediment on and around Seavey Island. As a result, investigation and
remediation activities were performed under the Department of Defense (DoD) Installation Restoration Plan
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(IRP). Paralleling CERCLA, the IRP focuses on the cleanup of gontamination-from.past hazardous waste
operations and past hazardous material spills..-The IRR. is-further discussed in.the:Site Management Plan
(SMP) for PNS [Amended Fiscal Year (FY) 8810] (Navy, March-2008February 2010).
Investigations of hazardous. substance releases:at PNS began in 1983 with the ‘Injtial- Assessment Study
(IA8) -(Weston, June 1983).. USEPA became jnvolved -with PNS. in 1985 when the agency requested
information on PNS' hazardous wastes and.conducted a visual site ingpection under the autherity of RCRA.
Since - 1988, .Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) has also.provided oversight of
investigation and.remediation at PNS. In March 1989, USEPA issued a Corrective Action Permit under
the RCRA Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984 (USEPA, March 1989) that
required PNS to investigate 13 Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) and take appropriate corrective
action. Until the mid-1990s, investigations at PNS.were conducted. under. RGRA. authority. Effective
May 31, 1994, PNS was included on the National Priorities List (NPL), and subsequent studies have been
conducted ' under ‘the authority of CERCLA™ comrionly kndwn @s Supérfund. Consistent with the
transition from RCRA to CERCLA, the SWMU terminology was replaced with “site.” ©ngoing work meets
the intent of the HSWA Permit, but the ongoing studies to develop and evaluate remedial activities are
conducted as part of FSs (CERCLA terminology) and combine beth RCRA and CERCLA critefia. :
The Federal Facnllty Agreement (FFA) for PNS was srgned by USEPA and the Navy in September 1999
became effectrve February 2000 and supersedes the HSWA Permlt The State of Ma|ne has eIected not
to be a party to the FFA at this tlme However the state |s afforded a part|C|patory roIe |n the srte
remedlatlon process by Vvirtue of CERCLA Among other th|ngs the FFA outI|nes roIes and
responS|b|I|t|es estabI|shes deadllnes/schedules outI|nes work o be performed and prowdes a d|spute
resolution process for prlmary documents. The FFA for PNS ensures that CERCLA deC|s|ons wr|| be
consistent with RCRA and other federal and state hazardous waste statutes and regulatlons as
appropr|ate for the sites at PNS USEPA, MEDEP, and the Navy contlnue to work toward site cleanup at
PNS under CERCLA

B DR

1.4.2 ou2 Desr\:rigE tion ,

OU2 is located in'the south-central portion of PNS along the Piscataqua River ‘as shown ofi Figufe 1-1.
OU2 ¢onsists of Site'6 ~ DRMO ‘Storage Yard and Site 29 — Former Teepee Ificinerator Sits. The DRMO
impact area (Quarters S, N, and 68) was included in OU2 because this area was thought to be*ffﬁpacted
by particulate deposition from DRMO Storage Yard activities. The general Iayout of OU2 is shown on
F|gure 1-2 Becausé OU2 is on the shoreline, QUZ'i is adjacent to OU4, the offshore afea.

L - . ! A e
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QU2 currently and historically’ included residential (Quarters 8, N, and. 68) and ‘industrial/occupational
(DRMO and  Dumpster Storage Areas; Building 298, and Building 310) areas. The:following provides”a

description of current site features.

The current DRMO Storage Yard area is the fenced area south of Quarters S and N and west of
Bu1ld|ng 298. The DRMO Storage Yard is respons|b|e for the feuse, transfer, donat|on saIe or d|sposaI of
excess and surplus DoD property in New EngIand DRMO Storage Yard operatlons are conducted in the

paved portion of the fenced area. The |nter|m capped area (formerly used for DRMO operat|ons) adjacent

to the area currently used as the DRMO storage area is covered with grass. The interim capped area is

barricaded (by jersey barriers) and restricted from DEMO use and activities. The current opérations use
temporary trailers and buildings; there are no permanent buildings located at the DRMO ‘Storage Yard.
Dumpsters for solid wastes are stored in thé fenced area west of the DRMO Storage Yard. Two bu”i‘tdings
are located in the Site 29 area; Building 298 is used for office space, and Building 310 is a hose-handIing
facility. There are no hazardéus waste-related activities at ou2, and hazardous chem|cals are riot used as

part of a'1y of the current operat|ons atoOu2.

The DRMO Storage Yard, dumpster storage area, and areas surrounding’ Building 298 and ‘west of
Building 310 are paved. The areas north, east, and south of Building 310 are covered with vegetation. The
DRMO Storage Yard and Biiildings 298 and 310 are located in'a relatively flat atea, approximately 10 to
30 feet lower than the surrounding area (including Quarters S, N, and 68) to-the-north and approximately 10
to 50 feet Iower than the area to-the-north/rerthwest-northeast of BU||d|ng 310. There is a steep slope
between—ﬂee—are&—te—the—north afd northwesteast of Bunldmg 310 and the OU2 aréa—TFhis; the area is
wooded, and bedrock outcrops are visible among the freés. Most of OU2 is located on filled land as defined
by the 1901 shorellne and the cufrent sHoreline (shown as'the mean Tow water I|ne) on F|gure 12, Quarters
S, N, and 68 are used as m|||tary résidences and aré located on the original |sIand (deflned by the 1901
shoreline). Buﬂdmg 348, located to the west of the DRMO Storage Yard, is a shredder facility that was buﬂt
in the 1990%. An inactive reservoir is Iocated northeast of BuIIdlng 310 o

The OU2 shoreline is steeply sloped and has shareline erosion controls includino riprap along the DRMO
Storage Yard shoreline, south of Building 298, and southeast of Building 310, and a seawall along the
shoreline south of Bunldlng 310. As part of shorelme stabilization to prevent site soils from erod_rjg_;

rRlprap was pIaced along portlons of the OU2 shoréline in 1999, 2005, 2006, and 2008. Thé seawall is
approx|mately 12 feet high’ and appears to be constructed of base layers of stone blocks ‘on which a
concrete ‘wall was paoured. The seawall has been in place since the 1940s. There is a small intertidal
depos|t|onal area 10 the ‘east of OU2. A sediment and mussel sampllng location at Monitorlng Station

(MS) 11 of the interim Offshora Monitoring Prograrn for OU4 is in this depésitional area, and two mussel
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sampling locations at MS-11 are lacated in the central portion of the OU2 shoreline (TtNUS, November
2004).. The boundary of MS-11 (see Figure 1-2) defines the boundary of the DRMO Storage ‘Yard.

. 143 OU2 History

4

The area occupied by OU2 was originaIIy known as Henderson’s Point, named after a portion. of land that
was removed in the earIy 1900s Before the 1990s, the area now, |dent|f|ed as Site 29 was consndered
part of the DRMO Storage Yard (Site 6) The ma|n actrvmes that occurred at Site 6 were related to
DRMO Storage Yard operatlons and the ma|n act|v1tles that occurred in the Site 29 area were reIated to
open burning, |ndustr|aI |nc|nerat|on and waste disposal, as.discussed below. H|stor|cal |nformat|on on
OU2 was mainly obtalned from, the IAS (Weston June 1983) a report on the h|story of the DRMO
Storage Yardqar:ea p_gre_pared by the Shipyard (PNS, January 19Q7), :and review of historical maps.

. ; C AL
Before f|II|ng began in the area, Quarters S and N were located near the h|stor|ca| (1901) shoreIrne ina
generally reS|dent|aI area. The majority of the filling in the area was conducted between 1902 and 1908
with material from the excavation of Henderson's Point. The excavated material from Henderson’s Point
apparently included excavated sail, gravel, and rock fragment and wood from a cofferdam Other debris
(including material such as wood from removed structures) generated during the excavatron activities was,
also, apparently included in the fill mater|al Additional filling was conducted per|od|caIIy throughout the

,,,,

*

The first reoorted use, of the DR‘MC Storage Yard area was for a stone crusher faciIitv (Building 145) used
from 1919 until the 1950s when the building was demoI|shed ‘The stone crushér facility was located
southeast of Building 172. The DRMO Storage Yard was establlshed in 1920. Materlals reportedIy
stored at the DSMO Storage Yard included lead and mckel-cadmlum battery elements, motors,
typewriters, paper products and scrap. metal. The major hazardous materlals of concern were the lead
battery cells and plates that were stockpiled on uncovered paIIets N|ckeI cadmlum bat'terles were also
stored in this manner. Scrap metal storage was conducted in Bu1ld|ng 146 until 2000, and the building
was demolfis{hed around 2003. -
Historically, DRNfO Storage Yard operations primarily appear to have occurred in the current fenced area
of the DRMO Storage Yard (including the. _nteLcapped area), but operatlons couId have occurred in
adjacent areas. Additional information obtained from the Shrp ard in 2008 shows that DRMO actN|t|es

were conducted 1n what is referred to as the dumoster storage area and adlacent to the south of Burldlnq
348. When ra||road Ilnes were used to transnort mater|als to and from the DRMO Ioad|nq and ofroadnnq

" of these
plowing in the DRMO Storage Yard also appears to have pushed equipment or pieces of stored materials

aterials also occurred rn the area south of Building . 348 near f the DRMO entrance. - _Snow

to adjacent areas, including the offshore area. For example, scrap metal has been observed in the area
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north-of Building. 146, and. parts of batteries  were .observed along the shoreline-be
were-placed. In addition, scrap metal-was stored in'large piles within the DRMO Storage ‘Yard:(adjacent.
to the DRMO-Storage ‘Yard fence by‘Building 146 and in the interim capped area-béfore it was capped;in

1993), and pieces of scrap metal may have been moved to areas adjacent to the DRMO Storage Yard
during site ‘operations, Activities. such as open storage of -batteries and other materials, that could have
caused.contaminants to be leached’or.otherwise released by pathways, such as infiltration or runoff, were
terminated in approximately 1983.: In 1993, interirh- corrective- measures were-conducted for-a portion, of
the DRMO Storage Yard and included the capping and paving of unpaved areas and installation of storm

water controls_in the interim of a final remedy. Open storage of scrap metal in large piles was

discontifued ‘before the interim'cap:was installed. -Snow:plowing:to the-offshore area was discontinued in:
the 1980s or 1990s. . In 1991, the’ Shi
storage area. Soil was exca_vated to a depth’ where:‘rock ‘(large boulders) was.encountered, the

vard ‘conducted soil: removal from what-is now the: dumpster

excavation backfilled with soil and the area paved, and the excavated material was disposed off base.

The exact drea of the'soil removal in the dumpster storage area is inot known. .

Filling of the remaining portion of OU2, referred to as the W.waste Bdisposal Aarea, may have begun in
the 1920s. ‘This area was filled with ;paper, ‘wood, rubbish; and ash. The ash is reportedly from open
Burning of trash that:-was conducted in the waste disposal area from approximately 1918.until 1965, when:
the ‘Fteepee! Hiricinerator was built. Ash fromi the Feepeelincinerator was-also disposed.in the. Wwaste
Ddisposal-Aarea. Onsite disposal ended. around 1975 when offsite disposal of.trash.began. Materials
identified in soil borings located.in the Wwaste ' Ddisposal Aarea are generally. consistent with the
background information and ‘include ash, cinders, wite; glass, wood, and metal pieces. Asbestos was
alse.found'in the waste: disposal area during excavation of the-Building-310 foundation.

Metallic debris observed in-surface soil near the bedrock-outcrop: east of Building 310 is likely from the
waste disposal area and ‘'was relocated during grading.that occurred-during the construction of Buildings
208and’310. . - . '

The Fteepee-lincinerator (Building '290) was built in+1965 and used to burn waste ‘materials until 1975.
The incinerator was used primarily-for-the disposal of wood,-paper, and rubbish, with occasional burhing
of cans of paint and solvents. Ash from the incinerator was deposited south of the incinerator (in the
Wwaste:Bdisposal Aarea) until 1971: wheri the incinerator residue began to be landfilled in'tHe -Jamaica
Island Landfill (OU3, located approximately. 1,000 feet northeast of OU2) and'the Kittery municipal landfill.
The incinerator ceased operations in 1975 and was demolished soon after operations ended.

Building 298 was built in 1975 and was used as an industrial waste water treatment facility until the
1980s. Clean closure uridér RCHA was docuierited i May 1997 arid accépted by MEDEP in'November
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1997: ‘The building is currently used as office.space. In 2002, the Shipyard excavated a utility trench to
place new. utilities- to setvice the offices. The excavated soil was disposed off base, the:trench.was
backfilled with clean fill. material, and the trench is considered a clean .area within the-OU2:boundary.

There is a steep hill north of the concrete wall. north of Building 298-and northeast of Building 172 (former

sandblast. grit storage hopper).. The top of the hopper is -at-the top of.the hill. -Historieal information.for

QU2 does not indicate that this hill was.used for. storage activities as: part of the DRM@ or-that open

burning occurred near this area.

Building 8310 was built in 1980 as a hose-handling facility and  continyes-te be-used for-this purpose.
Building 314 was used as a pesticide-handling facility from 1982 until 1995-and was demolished in-1998.
There have been.no reported releases from either facility. .,

Shoreline stabilization along the OU2 shoreline was. conducted in 1999, 2005, 2006,.and-2008 as part of

emergency actions to cover eroding soils along the top of the shoreline.

Other structures related to the general use- of-the area-are the railroad lines:and roads that have-been in
the area:since approximately 1910. Railroad-lines were used at the site from: the mid- to late. 1910s until
thesinterim capping of a portion-of the DRMO Storage ¥ard in 1993. The railroad lines .ran along John
Paul Jones -Avenue to Building 146 since the 1910s, to;the;wwaste Pdisposal Aarea since:the 1920s,
and to the Feepee-lincinerator since the’1960s. - Portions of the railroad were removed when Buildings
298.and; 310, -and the interim cap.were constructed: - The:main road te:the-OU2 area from approximately
1915 to the 1960s or 1970s. appears. to:be -an extension - of. Sloat -Avenue,- which. runs south between
former aboveground tanks (see Figure 1-2) and ends at Quarter N/Seavey Avenue. The exiension ran
east to Quarter X and Building 302.and was the main-access roadto buildings-east of Quarter X.. Seavey
Road-was :built-in the 1950s, and.portions of the-extension of, Sleat-Avenue:.and :Quarter-R:{located west
of Quarter X) were paved for parking in the 1960s. There were also access roads to Building-145 and.a
building directly south of Quarter R in the 1940s. The area where the main road was located is now a
parking area, and'Lanman-Street is now located between-the former iocations of these access roads. ‘A -
road also-ran west of:Quarter 8 to Building 146:in the 1930s and 1940s.

Additiorial-information on the historical filling and uses. of-OU2 and. historical maps are- provided in the
8March 2010).

0OU2 Supplemental RI'‘Report (TtNUS,:S

15 SUMMARY OF OU2 ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATIONS AND ACTIONS

Environmental samples were <co\||lected at QU2 as.part Qf‘t‘he_,tql‘,lvoyvjng investigations:

110403/P 1-8 CTO 444




) : REVISION 0
o NOVEMBER20080CTOBER 2010

e Final Confirmation Study (FCS) in 1984 (LEA, June 1986)

* RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) in 1989 to 1992 (McLaren/Hart, July 1992)

" 'RFI Data Gap Tnvéstigation in 1994 (Halliburton NUS, November 1995)

e  Grouridwater monitofing frérm1996 fo 1997 (TtNUS, August 1999)

¢ Field Investigation at Site'29 in 1998‘*(TtNUSI March 2000)

e Removal Action at Site’ 6 in 1999 (FWENC Jurie 2001)

e Soil Wash|ng Treatablllty Study in 2004 and 2005 (TtNUS January 2006)

e Additional Investigation lncludlng Soil Wash|ng Treatab|I|ty Study in 2007 and 2008 (AE—Aprll

2008TtNUS, August 2008)

Enwronmental samples have also been collécted |n the offshore areas of OU2 These samples were
collected as part of the followmg |nvest|gat|ons

« Esiuarine Ecological Risk Assessment (EERA) in 1991 to 1993 (NCCOSC, May 2000)

e Interim Offshore Monitoring Program from 1999 to 2003 (TtNUS, November 2004)

 Additional Scrutiny Investigation in 2005 (TtNUS, August 2007).

Lastly, soll samples were also collected to support the Shipyard’s ut|I|ty trench excavation for BU|Id|ng 298
in 2002 (TtNUS November 2005) SOI| sampllng locations are shown on Flgure 1-3 and groundwater

and offshore sampllng Iocatlons are shown on F|gure 1-4.

The following inter’i;m‘and/or removal actions were also conducted at OU2. These actions included;

8

. Capplng and pavmg of sectlons of the DFtMO Storage Yard area and constructlon of storm water
controls and concrete curblnq as part of an mtenm action in 1993 (McLaren/Hart Apnl 1993)

. Emergency removal actlons to stablllze the shorel|ne anng the DRMO Storage Yard in 1999
(FWENC June 2001).

. Shipyard ubktility trench excavation in 2002 (TINUS, l}l_ovember 2005).

-y

Emerqencv removal actlons to stab|I|ze the shorelme at
Site 29 in 2005 —and 2006 and 2008 (TtEC October 2005 and June and July 2008)

1

R L acti 1'. 'E;;;:
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Prior to the 2002 utility trenching, ;TtNUS .collected soil samples from borings within the planned, trench
excavation area. The borings showed,boulders, rocks, and fill material. similar. to the material, from
excavation of Henderson's Point. Subsequently, the} Shipyard excavated a trench\to 4 feet be!ow,_gzround
surface (bgs), a geotextile fabric was placed in the trench, and ,the. utilities were.placed on.the geotextile
fabric. The excavated soil was disposed off base, the trench was bacll(fi,l!ed‘ with clean fill materjal,_.and
the trench is considered a/,‘cle‘an area{\oyithﬂi\n ou2 ('jI'tNUS), November 2005). o |

| In 2004, three test pits in the |nter|m interim capped area, one test pit near DSB-07, and one test.pit in the waste »

disposal area were excavated for collection of Iarge ~volume soil samples for a bench-scale -soil wash|ng

| treatablllty study ‘The test pits in the interim capped area and near DSB 07, were term|nated at
approximately 5 to 9 feet bgs because large-size (greater than 2 feet |n d|ameter) rock fragments were
encountered,-making further excavation difficult, or there was no recoverabIe soll mater|aI. The test pit in
the waste dlsposaI area was termlnated at apprOX|mater 6 feet bgs when groundwater was encountered
(TENUS, January 2006)

After completion of the various investigations, including risk assessment at OU'2 the ‘Navy submitted a
draft OU2 FS in November 2004. Based on regulatory and Restoratlon Advisory Board (RAB) comments,
the Navy determined that additional |nvest|gatlon was necessary to better define the nature and extent of
contamlnatlon for development of RAOs and to assist the Navy in ref|n|ng Trisk- based remedlatlon areas
and cost estimates for the alternatives evaluated in the FS The major additional ‘data needs identified
were related to better delineation of the spatial extent of s0|I contam|nat|on at OU2 [pr|mar|Iy lead and
total ponchIorlnated biphenyls (PCBs)] to determine remedlatlon areas and better understandlng of
groundwater mlgratlon |n the portlon of OU2 downgrad|ent of the areas of hlghest soil contam|nat|on The
OU2 AddltlonaI Investlgatlon Quallty Assurance PrO]ect ‘Plan was prepared by TtNUS (TtNUS ‘October
2007), and the |nvest|gat|on was conducted in 2007 and 2008; The Addltlonal Investlgatlon included soil
boring and groundwater well |nstaIIat|on soil, groundwater, and surface water sampllng, and test p|tt|ng

Large- -volume  soil sampIes were also collected from the test pits for a bench-scalé soil washlng
treatability testing (TtINUS, SeptemberAugust 2008).

The QU2 offshore area is being evalated as part ofl OU4." Based on data from ;Ftounds 1§ift§hrough 7 of the
Interim Offshore Monltorlng Program it was determlned that additional scrutiny was needed to address
élevated metals (copper lead,; and n|ckeI) concentrat|ons in"sedifnent at MS-11 offshore of OU2 Soil
eroding along the top of the’Site 29 shorellne was sampled in 2005 as part of addltlonal scrutlny for

MS-11. As concluded in the Additional Scrutiny Report for QU4 (TtNUS, August 2007), Fthe data showed ‘

that the eroding soil was likely the cause of the elevated metals concentrations Sbserved in nearby
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offshore sediments, and shoreline controls were subsequently placed along the nearby shoreline’ in 2005
and 2006. Because thére is very little sediment in the depositional area (seédiment can only be collected
at very low tide by scooping sediment aréund rocks) and because erosion controls were placed along the

shoreline (2005 and 2006),_it was agreed that additional sampling to determine the extent of sediment

contamination and removal of sediment were- not required (TtNUS, August 2007). As part of the
preparatlon of the QU2 Addrtlonal lnvesthatron QAPP (TtNUS, October 2007), it also was also aqreed

that addrtronal sedlment samglrng was not needed to suggon the OU2 Rl

Tne data from previous investigations and information from the removal actions were used to evaluate
site characteristie's, the nature and extent of ebntamination, and site risks. A summary of the sampIinQ
and analytical program, boring and test pit information, and details er-of the environmental investigations
and actions conducted a%—@UQ——are included in OU2 Supplemental Rl Re ort (TtNUS Septemée#
2008March 2010) A summary of the OU2 OU2 Supplemental RI_ ego lncludlng nature and extent of

contamination, is presented in Section 1 .6.

16 OU2 SUPPLEMENTAL Rl REPORT SUMMARY

In 20082010, the Navy prepared the OU2 Supplemental Rl Report to assess the nature and extent of
contamination and risks associated with the contamination at Sites 6 and:29.- The primary:and ‘secondary
soil chemicals of concern (COCs) aré lead, PCBs, copper, nickel, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon:

(PAHs) respectlvely

—The following provides a summary
of site characteristics, nature and extent of contamination, fate and transport of contamination, ard-results

of the risk assessment, and_conclusions and recommendations as provided in the QU2 Supplemental Rl

Report (TtNUS September2008March 2010).

1.6.1 §iie Characteristics

Site' charactetization information including: regional and site-specific information on demography, land
use, surface features, climatology, surface water, hydrology, ‘ecology, geology, ard-hydrogeclogy, ‘and
evaluation of the shoreline revetment is provided in Section 2.0 of the OU2 Supplemental Rl Report.
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Information on site characteristics was used in the Rl to support the evaluation of the .nature and extent of
contamination, development of the gonceptual site model, and understanding of potential site risks. The
following provides a brief summary of pertinent information reported in the QU2 Supplemental RI_Report.

1.6.1:1 Demography and Land Use

PNS has approximately 90 officers and enllsted personnel and about 3, 900 cmhan emponees (PNS,
June 2007). Kittery, Maine, is a reSIdentlal communlty of 9,500 peopIe and Portsmouth New Hampshire,
has a population of approximately 21,000 (based on the 2000 Census). Area industries include retail and
whoIesaIe trades, textlles manufacturing, fishing, shlpbundlng, power plants, and gas storage facilities.
T he _countryside north and west of Kittery conslsts of forests and some farmIand AIong the coast south
of Portsmouth are small communltles and seasonaI dwelllngs

A portion of PNS is on  the Natlonal Reglster of Hlstorlc Places: The Portsmouth Naval Prison H|stor|caI1
District is the nearest historical dlStrICt located approximately 500 feet east of OU2. Prehlstorlc and
historic archaeological resource sensitivities for the DRMO Impact Area (particularly near Quarters S and
N) are moderate and high, respectively. The rest of OU2 has Iow or moderate sensitivity for prehistoric

and historic archaeological resources (Louis Berger Group, Inc., Apr|I 2003).

0OU2 includes the DRMO Storage Yard (Site:6), Site 29, and DRMG impact area (Figure 1-2). DRMO
Storage Yard-related activities- continue to be. conducted; and ,access to the area is; controlled. , DRMO
Storage Yard agctivities include storage of various types of equipment.such as empty unused dumpsters,
temporary buildings, and other types. of metal structures. Vehicles: are used to transport the equipment
and scrap metalfrom the DRMO Storage Yard to-other areas of the facility or off of the.facility.. There:are
no recreational. facilities at Sites 6 and 29;- although a portion of QU2 east of the DRMO Storage -Yard is
covered with grass and: could.be agcessed by anyone at the Shipyard. The DRMO impact area, which
includes Quarters S, N, and 68, is a.residential area used by military, personnel for generally 3- to 4-year
tours of duty. The.area has been a residential area since the 1800s. All of these areas along with the

offshore area make up the DPRMO Storage Yard.

1.6.1.2 Physical Characteristics

0OU2 elevations are highest in the DRMO Impact Area (northern portion of OU2) and decrease toward the
PNS southern coastline. The elevation change across QU2 is approx1mate|y 15 to 30 feet (elevatlons of
125 to 140 feet decreasing to 110 feet). The majority of OU2 (DRMO Storage Yard, Bmldlng 298 area,
and waste disposal area) is relatively flat, with average elevations around 110 feet. . There is a sharp
incline.to-the east of the waste disposal area where bedrock is exposed. The top of the incline is at an
elevation of 140 to 150 feet. :
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The -DRMO: Impact-Area is a residential area (including Quarters S, N, and 68) and'is covered with:grass,
houses, and roads: The DRMO Storage Yard is covered with asphalt and an interim «cap. A jersey
barrier runs along the eastern and northeastern portion of the interim capped area, and the DRMO

Storage Yard fence'funs along‘the rémainder-of the-ihterim capped atea td prevert access to the area.

The cap was' placed in 1993 ‘as an interim measure and: is approximately 2 feet thick. The interim cdp
components include 1 foot:of compacted crushed stone aggrégate stabilized with Portland:éement over
16“ounhce, non-woven, needle-punched:geotextile above and below a geocomposite clay-‘liner (GCL)

(McLaren/Hart, April 1993). There is a grass cover over the interim cap. “Aécess to the area i$-arrangéd

through-tiie DRMO office. The :Building 298 aréa:and :waste. disposal’ area is-are:covered with grass
(south, east; and'north of-Building°310), concréte or asphait and includes-Buildings 298 and 310: As part
of the removal action in 2006G _gravel (ballast rock) over 8-ounce non-woven geotextile was placéd over

the soil in the wooded area in the waste disposal area after surficial debris was removed from this area as

The OU2: shorelitie -along the Piscataqua River is:steeply sloped and has ait dpproximate length- of
1,100 feet. The stioreline is protected from erosion by a seawall, riprap, ‘and' other 'erosion control
devices (A-Jacks). The seawall is approximately 300 feet long and 12 feet high and runs just east' of
Building 298 ‘to the end of:the point where the coastline angles to the:southeast. v ‘

" Climatology information was obtained from-'the’'NOAA internet site: for thie National Climatic Data*Center
Office for the Portland, Maine, weather station, which is the NOAA coastal weather station closest to
PNS. The climatological data for Portland, Maine, are based on mean observations. from 1975 to 2006
(NOAA January 2007) PreCIpltatlon (|ncIud|ng Iqu|d water equwalent for snowfaII) is falrly evenly
dlstrlbuted over the’ year wlth apprOX|mater 3105 |nches fafling per month for an annual total of
approxnmately 46 inches for Portland Monthly average temperatures “for Portland range “from
apprOX|mater 20 to 40 °F from November through Aprrl and from approx1mately 50 to 70 °F from May to
October. SnowfaII occurs mostIy from November to Apr|| with littlé sriow occurring in October and May

The annual snowfaII is apprOX|mate|y 24 lnches Portsmouth clifnate tends to be S|m|Iar to Portland

however because of its Iocat|on near the ocean, there tends to be a little Iess snow and more rainfall in

R

Portsmouth than Portlarid.

16.1.3  Surface Water and Hydrdlogy

Surface ‘water-drainage at OU2 is-collected by: storm drains that discharge to storm water outfalls along
the shoreliné. SuHace water: ruhdff that is' not'éollected by the storm. drains discharges:directly* to the
Piscataqua River. "‘Because- OU2 is well deveéloped;:theré-is minimal“water Infiltration to-groundwater.
The DRMO Storage Yard is used year-round, so snow removal i$ necessary to keep the' DRMO:Storage
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Yard clear. Snow was historically pIoWed over the shoreline into the Piscataqua River or into piles near
the-entrance to the DRMQ Storage Yard (PNS, January 1997). Currently, snow. is plowed into piles.within

the DRMO Storage Yard; snow plowing over the shoreline into the river is no longer conducted.

Based on a flood zone map for the PNS, area, the. 100-year flood,-zone:in the vicinity of QU2 is at an
elevation of 105 feet, and the 100-year coastal.flood zone based on wave action is at.an elevation of
109 feet (FEMA, July 1986). The OU2 shoreline.is within these two. zones. As indicated in Section
1.6.1.2,.0U2 is at an elevation of 110 feet to 140 feet. Therefare, with the exception.of the QU2

shoreline, OU2 is not logated within the 100-year flood zone, and wave action woeuld not result in fleoding

of the site._As noted by the Maine Geological Survey. the general trend of sea level increase is at a rate
of 0.09 inches per .year (Kelly, :Dickson, and Belknap, 2005).. .An accepted prediction of sea level.rise:is
+1.6 feetby 2100. .. .

Semi-diurnal tidal currents, the horizontal motions associated with tidal changes in water levels,
predominate in Portsmouth Harbor. Near Seavey Island, the mean tidal range is 8.1 feet. The overall
ebb and flood currents in.the vieinity of F’NS are high. The average-flood currents range from 3.0 knots
south of Seavey Island:to. 3.3 knots southwest of-Badgers Island {located approximately 1,000 feet east of
PNS). The average ebb currents.are .3.8 knots south,of. Seavey Island and 3.7 knots..southwest of
Badgers Island. Because of the strong:currents, most-ships wait for fayorable tides before moving up and
down the narrow Piscataqua River. The estimated flushing rates of Portsmouth Harbor and the lower
reaches of the Great Bay. Estuary-range. from 3.3 to 6:3 tidal-cycles (MclLaren/Hart, March 1994).

1.6.1.4  Ecology

OU2 is mostly paved covered with bmldlngs or covered W|th resrdentlal Iawns (|n DRMO Impact Area).
There is a grassy area north and east of Burldlng 310 and trees anng the edge ef-and on the bedrock
outcrop east of the grassy area., OU2 provrdes I|m|ted habrtat for ecologlcal receptors. No known
endangered, threatened, or. protected speCIes or critical habltats are Iocated within the boundarles of
PNS, including QU2. PNS is_not |ncIuded in the critical habltats of any specres (Ma|ne Flsherles and
W|Id||fe January 1989; NFEC August 1993).

species that is found along the eastern seaboard, but has no critical habitats located wrthln the State of
Populations in Maine are found in the Sheepscot, Kennebec, Androscoggin, and Penobscot

The short-r nosed sturgeon is a f deraII_ :endanfered

Rivers, and Merrymeeting Bay (Maine Department of Inland Fisheries. and Wildlife, 2003).

The shoreline of OU2 is steep .(1.5-foot horizontal to 1-foot vertical slopes) and rocky. The entire length
of the: ©U2. shoreline is currently protected'with one of-three types-of shoreline protection (seawall, riprap
revetment, and pre-gast concrete,_block: revetment): ..Unlike other shorelines .associated.With PNS, the

OU2 shoreline does not contain wetlands or mud flats.
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The ®U2 offshare area includes the pelagic habitat; which consists of the; apen water of the. Piscataqua
Riyer. The;bottom' of the pelagic:area (channel bottom/sub-tidal:habitat) includes. hard-bottom areas and
fine-grained depositional areas. The: hard-bottom areas are :located -where there is tidal scouring and. -
active erosion. . Fine-grained:depositional areas are not present .offshore of OU2.’ The rocky-intertidal
habitat ogcurs in many locations along. Seavey and Jamaica ‘Islands where the shoreline is exposed to
river currents and where there are no appreciablé fine-grained sediment accumulations (such as the'OU2
offshore area). Only a small intertidal area is present to the east of OU2, but little:sediment is present in

this area.

1.6.1.5 . Geology"’

The cur;eﬁt coastline and topography of, OU2 were created by using fill méter_ial,_  Fill material is
encountered from the ground surface to a maximum depth of approximately 42-35 feet bgs_(DSB-8B). In
[ general, fill thickness increases from north to south, (away from the 1901 historical shoreline). . By volurme,
most of the fill material consists of {arge-angular rocka‘.ragmentsl which are composed of dark gray, fine-

gralned quartzite, referred to as
than 45 percent) sand, or trace .amounts. of debris (metal wire). The. remamder of the f||| material (“surface
I”) consists of sand and gravel cinders, and other gereral-minor debrls (such as scrap metal, wood

debris, glass, plastic, wire, and sandblasting grit, depending on the location at the site).

‘rock fra ment’flll » The rock fragment fill may include trace to some (less

Bedrock .gt OU2 consists of a dark gray.or grig\,énish-gray quartzite. . The bedrock s:urfagé was determined
to generally slope to the éast,.gnd_;southltowg\rgs the river. Bec!ropk\d:e_.pth,,s'» varied from 1.5 to 42 feet. ";t.«
can be difficult to. distinguish between weathered, bedrogk and. |arger fill material because both are
composed 6f the same quartzite. For the western portion of OU2, the depth to bedrock increases frpm
the island interior toward the coastline, and from west to east. The relatively flat topography results in an
increasing thickness of overburden material toward the current coastline (from north to,south) and toward
the east. For the eastern portion of OU2, depth to bedrock increases from the island interior toward the

currenit eoastline (from north‘to 'south) and-from-west to east, similar. to the western portion.

In therwaste disposal area, industrial'waste materials {(fnetat-ash;-wood,-wire-glass}-were found generally;
overlying the bedrock-(in the area filled-after 1901) and overlying rock fragment-and:surface fillin the area
filled before 1901...The waste disposal;area.extends to the'bedrock outcrop to the. east. Waste refersto

material composed:mostly.of :ash,-wire; metals, wood, cinders,  rubber,:and glassialong with.seme sail fill

{sand with rock fraginents, silt.:and/or _clay):: .The whsteimaterials .were principally:found in the:waste /

disposal area.- FilFmaterial-with minor.ocgcurrences of:metal piecés, wood:pieces, and cinders; is.referred 1o

as debris, ‘and were encountered in areas of Ql2:outside-of the waste disposal.area. - The:waste and debris:

materials are differentiated based on the timing of placement, the proportions of materials, and the likely
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sources of the material and/or deposition based on site history. OU2 is composed mainly of fill material that
was placed during two time periods:-the-early. 1900s during:the removal of:Hendersen's peint.and.from the

1920s:to. the:1970s, when.a portioniof the:site was filled with waste. . Based. on-theitiming of.the filling.and

the source of the fill material, the fil i material:from the removal of Henderson's.point containing debris-is not

c.cnsjdered;a potential source. of contamination. ‘However, the fill-material placed.post-1920s in.the waste

as. from the disposal of trash.and ashes.from.tragh. burning operations.and'is considered a

The remainder of the area filled after 1901 consists of surface fill overlying rock fragment fill that overlies

bedrock. Surface fill ranges from 2 to 8 feet thick, and rock fragment fill ranges from 5 to 30 feet thick.

Surface fill material includes scrap metal and other metal debris in the interim capped area. Copper sIag

sisx
SR

was folind in ohe area (TP-201) in the top 2103 feet bgs of soil.’

LR N L\‘~ 4 . A N . )
The duinpster storage area was part of the original‘island (defmed by'the 1901 historic shoreline), and the
subsurface ‘is ‘bedrock ‘overlain ‘by surface Fill thaterial, some ofwhich has™trate’ clay 1he—0r!g|naly :
surface fill' was likely added to- this-dfea to fill in a low spot and match the grdde i the DRMO Storage

Yard to thé'east Surface fill observed in “borings’ lnstalled post 1991 rmay’ represent thefill materlal ‘
laced if 1991 as art ot 4 Shipyard soil removal. ! T EE

The DRMO Impact Area was part of the original island and appears to be native (Lyman) soil and/or

topsoil fill at the surface overlying bedrock. A tridngular aréa in'the DRMO’ Impadt Area is an excéption

becduse it does' not appear to havé been a part of the’btiginal’island 4nd has the same surfaée and

subsurface’ characteristics as the DRMO Storage Yard The trlangular area in the DFtMO Impact Area
was f|IIed after 1901. R : ’ v ' '

1.6.1.6 Hy'drog'é’olt’:gy

A detailed description of the .hydrogeology .of PNS is prowded in-the RF Iata Gap Report=(Halliburton
NUS, November 1995), which also provides detailed figures showing groundwater elevations at the
facility at ‘high-tide ‘and lew tide and salinity data. Several other reports have ‘detailed: information
pertaining to ‘the hydrogeclogy.at PNS including the RFI (McLaren/Hart, July: 1992) and- Groundwater
Monitoring; Summary Report (TtNUS; August 1999)_and Field Investigation Report: at :8ite 29. (TtINUS;

March: 2000). ~These reports include estimates-of hydraulic conductivities, groundwater:gleyations during -
several..sampling eveénts; and summaries of etherfiydrogeological -data collected i(e.g., tidal :data,
groundwater quality during sampling, etc.). Groundwater.data: were also collected in 2007 .and 2008 as
part of the ©U2 Additional Investigation: The following déscribes hydrogeological-conditions: of PNS-and ’
ou2: -
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Groundwater is encountered within both unconsohdated materials and bedrock at the facility. In generaI
overburden materlals are moderater fo hrghly permeable. Bedrock permeab|I|ty i§ geneérally less than
that of unconsolldated materials. Groundwater in bedrock océurs principally in fractures that intersect and
enable’ groundwater to potentlally travel in various directions. Near the bedrock surface, fracturés are
pervasive because of weatherlng of the rock. The size and interconnhectedness of the fractures generaIIy

decrease with depth, potentlaIIy I|m|t1ng the movement of groundwater. Y

Groundiwater levels in overburden at PNS are shallow, and groundwater flow directions generally mimic
topography and are |anuenced by the’ thlckness and composmon of the overburden and tidal fluctuation.

OveraII groundwater flow directions are from thé or|g|nal |sIand interior toward the current coastllne

A total of 22 groUndwater monitoring Wells have been installed at OU2 (as shown on Figure 1-4), of which
15 dre locatéd west of the interim capped area (DW-T, DW-1B, DW-2, DW-2B, DW-4, DW-5, DW-6, DW-
7; DW-7B, DW-7DB, DW-7S, DW-12, DW-12S, DW13l, and DW-13S), six are located east of the interim
capped area (DW -3, DW 38 ‘DW-8, DW-8B, DW-9, DW-10B), and one is located upgfadient of the
western side of GU2 (DW-11). AIthOugh monitoring well DW-2, located west of the intefim capped area,

was abandoned in the mid-1 990"5, previou{s tidal information for this well is discussed hereifi. Table 2-1
lists well construction details for the existing wells at OU2. OU2 monitoring wells range in total depth from
g to 150 feet b‘gs and are scréened in fill only, fill and weathered bedrdck, fill and bedrock, and bedrock
only. Screen Iengths included 5 feet, 10 feet, and 20 feet and were selected based on thé lithologies
encountered and an'ticipated tidal fluctuations. ﬂ§pecific details concerning construétion of the
groundwater monitoring wells and hydraulic conductlwty testing are provided i in the MSupplemental RI

Report (TtNUS, September2008March 2010).

Hydraulic gradients are steeper in the OU2 area during low tide, with differences in water level elevations
rangrng from 98-feet in the nofthern portlon of OU2 t6 91 feet anng the coastline in areas where fill is
present (Figures 2-11 and 2-12 of the OU2 0U2 Supplemental RI __ep&) At the western and eastern edges
of OU2, near the historical shoreline where bedrock is cIoser o the surface (i.e., hear DW-6 dnd to a
lesser extent east of DW-8 and DW-9), groundwater elevations are higher than in adjacent areas where
the subsurface is primarily composed of porous fill fhaterial. In céontrast, the- groundwater gradient is flat

across the-entire area dur|ng h|gh tide, exhibiting a dlfference of less than 1 foot in-OU2 (Flgure 1-4).

For. more information-6n the OU2 hydrogeology, refer to the OU2 Supplemental RI Report; (TtNUS, Marc ;
2010). ' : :
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1.6.2 Nature and Extent of Contamination

1 i

As dlscussed in Sectlon 3. 0 of“‘the OU2 Su
assee+ated—et—QU2 are, assomated with storage of mate,nal and equipment at the DRMO Storage Yard and

d|sposaI of waste materlals in the waste disposal areg, ‘Potentlalr__secondar! I

lemental Rl LRe?ort the prlmary contamlnant sources

DRMO: mclude_ st snow plowing ar d Ioadin _and ofroadin _of materials f.or tora e in the If)vR’MO

Storage Yard. The primary and secondary sonl contamlnants |dent|f|ed |n the OU2 Add|t|onaI Serut-my

Investigation QAPP (TtNUS, October 2007) are lead and PCBs and copper, mckel and PAHs,
respectively. -Lead was, detected across the Iargest areas and therefere—deflnes the maximum extent of
soil contamlnatton at OU2. Relatively Hhigh lead concentratlons (greater than 15,000 mg/kg) were found
in areas clearly assocrated with QU2 sources found w1th|n the DRMO Storage Yard north of the DRMO
Storage Yard fence line (in the backyard of Quarter N), in the interim capped area W|th|n the DRMO

Storage Yard fence, and.in the waste dlsposal area. Most etevated—lead concentratlons (greater than
1,000 mg/kg) were found near OU2 sousce areas, w1th|n the DRMO Storage Yarg fenced area, along the
shoreline of QU2, in the waste d_|sp‘c,>,sal.area,,or in the Building. 29_8 are_a.. North of the DRMO. Storage

Y'ard_,, the elevated concentrations are generally within 20 feet of the DRMO Storage Yard, fence.

Based on, the SQI| data the extent of lead contamlnatlon from OU2 in the waste dlsoosal area, around
Building 298, and within the D‘RIVI‘O Storage Yard f(‘ nce line are”well defined, North of the._DRMO; Stora e

storaqe However, |t is. not known whether the Iow |eve| of contammatlon s because the _area was not~

‘impacted by DRMO activities or because impacted son was removed in 1991. Past Qlowmg of snow from
the DBMO entrance. to.the west may, have pushed sojl contaml,;_'atlon from the DRMO to the area to the

west of the entrance. In the past, contaminants may have leaked from materials stored at the DRMO th that

were loaded or offloaded in the area west of the DBMO entrance. Therefore, past snow plowmq or

loading and offloading of materials for storage in the DRMO in the western area may have contributed to

the contamination in this area. Based on this information and in consideration of the lead and/or PCB
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concentrations. in several samples collected to the west of the dumpster storage area (SS-02, SS-01, and
$8-01-03), there is-some uncertairity'in the extent of OU2 contamination .in the.area adjacent to the west
of the DRMO. .. Therefore; the'extent of OL2 contamination. may not bé defined: in the area west of the
DRMO. « - = . ¢

B

An' area- of high lead concentrations was found north of.the DRMO Storage Yard -fence fine (in ithe

backyards -6f Quarters S and N), suggesting ‘that'DRMO activitie$ occurred in this area orthat materials

storéd at the. DRM® Storage Yard were puished’into the area duting snow plowing. The elevated lead

concentrations: are_generally within. 20 feet of'the’ DERMO Stotage Yard-fénce. Scrap fnetdl was found

north of the capped area (where scrap metal storage was conducted before 1993), north of the*DRMO

Storage Yard fence. Soil where scrap metal was found had elevated lead and copper concentrations.
The general extent of lead contaminated soil in the backyards of Quarters S and N (within the DRMO
Impact Area) has bebn defified: however, there is.sbme uncertainty in the extent of contamiriation north of
the dumpster storage area/south of QlJ2-PAO1 and'in-the backvard-of Quarters S. :Becéuse of likely
residential Lisé of the area, there is also some: uncertainty to the extent of

impact to_soil fromi the lofi

and concrete'wall northwest of Buiilding 172 and steep hill north/northeast of Building 172).

Qutside.of the waste disposal area, contaminant.concentrations -generally decreased with depth, and less

soil material was fotind below apgréximately 6 feet bgs across the site. Soil-material was found. generall

to 10 feet bgs in the cappéd.atea. The'majority of the contaminated seil was found in_surface fill, within;

the upper portioh of the.unsaturated Zone. .Some soil contamination was found extending.deeper and into

the _rock fragment fill;, which' was generally’ found at or below mean high tide elevation. Based. on the
sampling protocol developed:in the. OU2-Additional Investigation @APP. most of the 2007 borings were
roximate bottom .cf. the suiface filltop of.the

installed to-4 maximum depth of 6.to 8 feet 'bgs (to the a

rock fragment-fill), consistent with. the depth for potential human. health exposure. Seil data far the rock:

fragment: fill is not as extensive as_the surface fill,"and available data shows _some soil contamination in

the rock fragment fill.

(
PCB and copper concentrations provide additional information: for ‘uriderstanding hot spot:areas of soil
contamination at OU2. High copper concentrations (greater than 6,000 mg/kg) were found in the area
asphalted in 1993 near the shorellne south of the interim capped area, north of the DRMO Storage Yard

fence line (southeast of Quarter N) and in the waste dlsposal drea. An area of h|gh PCB conidentrations

(greater than 10 mg/kg) was a|so found in the ‘interim capped area ahd waste dlsposal area and’in

portions of the current DRMO Storage Yard. The maximum extent of nickel and PAH contam|natlon are

W|th|n the areas defined by Iead copper and PCB contamlnatlon
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For groundwater, copper,. lead, and, nickel were identified as primary contaminants in the Additjonal ‘,
Investigation QAPP _because these are the offshore €OCs. The 2007 groundwater data show:that overall
the concentrations of copper, lead, and nickel are low (less than groundwater screening levels)., Most %
detections occurred in unfiltered samples, and disselved-concentrations in the filtered samples were

generally, lower. With the exception of elevated concentrations.in unfiltered samples from three wells, '
concentrations.of copper; lead, and nickel were generally.similar across OU2.and during. all tidal stages.

The disselvediltered samples for the three wells did not have elevated concentrations compared with the |

other filtered samples; therefore, the elevated levels .in .the - unfiltered, samples wersase from soil

particulates in the groundwater.

The.nature and. extent of contamination in the offshore area wasevaluated through surface water. data
from 2007 :and sediment data collected-at MS-11 as:part of the Interim- Qffshore Monitoring. Program.
Except. for -one-sample, concentrations of copper, lead, and nickel in surface water samples:were less
than. detectable levels. Copper 'was detected at SW-6. at a conceptration of 8 ug/L: in the unfiltered
sample,-but was not, detected in the filtered sample.. i

Monltormq Procram and _Addltxonal Scrutmv Investhgtlon Itx.wras_ c.ongluded b.a_s.ggi pn;t_he;‘ey;alu_emo,n as
presented in the Additional .Scrutiny Report.(TtNUS. August 2007) that elevated copper, lead. and nickel

concentrations;in sediment in the offshore area (at M8-11, Location'3) were. likely the result of eroding

contaminated soil.along:the QU2 shoreline. Shoreline controls were placed over the eroding soil in 2005

and.2006.. The area.of impacted sediment:is very small. and it was concluded as part of the Additional -
Investigation (TtNUS, August 2007) that further evaluation..of sediment .contamination was not -

Scrutiny.
required. _ Consistent with the Additional Scrutiny Report conclusionsand. the ::0U2  Additional

Investigation QAPP, sediment data for M8:11, Location 3 .has not: been:collected after the: shoreline

controls were placed.

1.6.3 Fate.and. Transport of Contaminants -

AN

As d|scussed in Sectlon 4 O of the OU2 Supplemental RI Report groundwater surface water sedlment
and s0j| data collected for OU2 and the OU2 offshore area support the modellng concIusrons that surface
water would not be slgnlflcantly |mpacted by onshore sources of contammatlon under current conditions.

As—mdfeated—byThe concluslons of the modehng and erosion of metaI debrls and so|I observed anng the

shoreline adjacent to MS-11; Location 3, indicated that; elevated chemlcal concentratlons in sediment
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likely resulted from erosion of contaminated soil in the eastern portion.of OU2 rather tham from:discharge
ent.in:the offshore

of‘contaminated groundwater from QU2 to surface water and then deposition.in sedi
intertidal -zone. _Erosi

shorgline. . ST T e

on eijther side of the interim capped area (DW-12 and DW-3 clusters) show no significant difference (i.e., °

no exceedances of ‘screening ‘criteria. in totalsor dissolved fhetals) -bBetweenshigh and low .tide results.

)is not-considered a significant migration -pathway under eurrent site conditions; .
the_groundwater dafarcollected during the:QU2 Additional Investigation and-the’ modelinig .results both .

h: greundwater.or tidal flux water toithé

support the conclusion that: migration:.of: contamination throug
offshore is not causing an-adverse impdct to the offshore and is not:considered a.significant current

;pathway for human- health and the -environment. . This ‘is :not.unexpected because, based.on the twice- -

ily. tidal flushing-over- 50 years. or.more.since contamination was .released at @QU2.-most: of the: mobile

portion of .contamination. likely:has been .washed out. therefore, particilate migration and dissolution of

-conclusion that tidal flux transpoft'mechanism:is hoticausing:and would not.likely.cause.an adverse risk-to

the offshore is further supported by the presence of the majority. of soil contamination inthe unsaturated

zone and overall low concentrations of chemicals in groundwater and surface water -in relation to risk
screening levels. ‘
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Groundwater from OU2 discharges to surface water, and surface water concentrations offshore of QU2

do not show exceedances of surface water criteria that would indicate an unacceptable risk to the -

environment. . Surface water concentrations are considered low enough (i.e.. similar to or less than the

surface water criteria) that contaminant migration in surface water would not adversely impact sediment

congentrations.. .In_addition,:because there is little- sediment accumulation..in the QU2 offshore area,

particulates. entrained.in groundwater discharging from.the site- would -not. likely. accumulate .sufficiently .in

the offshore area to create a significant habitat for sediment invertebrates. Therefore, it is concluded that

unacceptable:risks.from. contaminant migration:in aroundwater to.the offshore are.not.currently oecurring.

However, based on the.data limitations and in consideration of future potential conditions, there is

uncertainty: for future, contaminant:migration from soil in the capped area to groundwater:and subsequent

offshore migration-and moderate .uneertainty for.the:lona-term stability.and.functioning of the shoreline

controls. The followlng discusses the uncertainties and potential impacts4othe risk conclusions. .

N

Data evaluation shows that the overall migration of contaminants in OU2 aroundwater under currgnt.site

conditions does not result in unacceptable risks to the offshore and would not likely result in future

unacceptable risks based on the age of the contaminant release,.the:hi

h dilution of the river, and fast

current limiting_sediment accumulation. . However; there is uncertainty. in this conclusion: for future

contaminant migration from the capped: area if the impermeable cap is.removed and-highly;contaminated

soil_in:this .area (i greater .than 100,000 ma/kq) remains in- place.

Therefore, there could be :potential future risk:for migration of highly.contaminated-soil from this area.

£

Shoreline-controls were. placed.in-1999,-2005, and 2006;.and the portion placed in 2005 was upgraded in ¢

2008. There istmoderate uncertainty for the lon

information is not available to evaluate the potential for future slope- fallure from storms.and for long-term

articulate migration.through the:revetment. Although the shoreline controls placed.in 2005 (offshore of
potential failure, the shoreline revetment

along.the DRMO .Storage: Yard shoreline has been in place since 1999 and. no major failures have been

identifieds _Although . confirmation .sediment-sampling has :not:been;:conducted..in. the.;intertidal. area -}

recent observations of the shoreline as part ofthe QU2 Additional Investigation..- Based:on the concerns

for impact to:the offshore from -erosion: and the uncertainty.for the long-term stability. of the shoreline

controls, there is potentialifuture risk to-the offshore from erosion should the-controls fail and soil erosion |

cause deposition:in the offshore area adiacent 10.0U2.

i

[ a4 [N
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1.6.4 Risk Assessment Summary

i

As discussed in-Section 5.0 of the Supplemental RI, the 2000 human health risk assessment results for
ouz2 were updated based on data collected in 2007 and 2008. The human health risk assessment
evaIuated potentlal rlsks under -current land use cond|t|ons and potential. future land use, condltlons
(including residential ),for three exposure areas, Site 6, Site 29, and the DRMO Impact Area. For the Site
6, the only current exposure would t;etor a construction worker exposed.to surface and subsurface soils
during construction activities. Risks to occupational workers exposed to surface sotl would be of concern
if the asphalt or interim cap is removed. For the remainder of OU2, excluding the,D'F{MO, Irnpact Area,
occupational exposure to surface soil and construction worker exposure to surface and subsurface sqils
are the major current potential exposure concerns. Future residential use .ot the Sites 6 and 29 areas
could only occur under a potential future site development scenario. The DRMO Impact Area includes
three military residences and a parking area; therefore, current uses are residential and occupational.

Risks for one or more receptors within Sites 6 and 29 areas exceeded USEPA target risks,and Maine
guidelines. Exposure to lead would alse result in unacceptable risk at both sites. For Site 6, antimony,
copper, lead, PAHs, and PCBs were identified as COCs. For Site 29, antimony, lead, PAHSs,
dloxms/furans, and PCBs were ldentlfled as COCs. Lead and copper in soil are greater than the
acceptable residential risk levels in a portion of the DRMO Impact Area. For the OU2 FS; PRGs will be
developed for these COGCs to support delineation of remediation areas for evaluation of remedial

alternatives.. Uncertainties in the extent of contamination will be considered as.part of the delineation of

remediation areas and in the evaluation of remedial alternatives.

No onshore ecological risks were attributed to OU2 because most of the site is covered, and there is little
habitat in the contaminated areas for exposure to ecological receptors. Human health nsks or Q \

ecegtors are not a concern in the offshore area because Deople cannot eaS|Iv access the offshore area

from OU2 Lead, copper, and nickel are the ecological COCs for the offshore area; however offshore
sedlment does not pose an unacceptable rlsk—and—ne—iuﬁhehaetten—ts—wa#anted—feesequem because
there was very little sediment in MS-11 and there is no longer erosion of contaminated soil from the OU2
shoreline to MS-11.  Surface water concentrations are also less than surface water criteria and do not

pose unacceptable risk.

165 Co,nclus”iqns and Recon,tmendations

The OU2 Supplemental RIR er concluded that the nature and extent of contamlnatron and srte nsks for
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: s—Lead and other COC
concentrations in soil at OU2 indicate unacceptable risks |f the soil is exposed or excavated.

Uncertainties in the extent of contammatlon were identified for the'‘aréa west of ‘the’ DRMO ‘ahd in ‘the

backvaids of Quartters S and N within the DRMO Impact Area. - The Navy will conduct a nof-timé ‘critical

removal action for ontaminatéd soil in the backvards of Quartérs S ahd N. As patt of the rémioval action

additiénal soil sampling ill'be conducted. An Engineerind Evaludtion/Cost Andlysis (EE/CA), Action

Although the human health risk assessment evaluated risks based- on site “areas; PRGs should be

developed and applied to the appropriate éxpostire: units’ across the OU2 ‘area to deterfnine the

remediation areas in the FS. Industrial and occupational exposure units should eensiderreflect current
and likely future land usés, ‘areas currently used for residences should use-the separate military quarters
for the residential eéxposire units, and future hypothetical residential land lise should use 1-acre exposUfe;
units for- areas not-curréntly used as residences._The Uncertairity in the extent of ‘cdntetrhihatibri west of
~ the DRMO"~ Storaqe Yard should be evaluated as part gf the develogment of remédiation areas and

t

remedlal act|on aIternatives

Exposure fo groundwater does not pose unacceptable risks for QU2 receptors. Migration of 'groundwater .

off site does not pose unacceptable risks to the offshore based on currenit conditions. However, based on

the data limitations and in consideration of future potential conditions, there is uncertainty that future
contaminant migration from soil in the capped area to-groundiwatér and’ subsequierit offshore migration
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Navy recommended that remedial options to address future potential risks for contaminant migration from

the capped area to the offshoré be evaluated.in the ES for QU2.

There is uncertainty in the long-term stability and functioning.of the shoreline controlsi therfore, there is™ |

a potential future risk to the offshore area from erosion if erosion controls fail in the future. To. address
concerns for impact to the offshore from erosion and uncertainty in the long-term stability of the shoreline

controls placed aleng the OU2 shoreline, the Navy: recommended that remedial optiohs to address future

potential risks to.the offshore from -erosion beevaluated in the ES for QU2: Past releases from QU2 that

impacted. sedimént in the ‘offshore area of QU2 are being. addressed as part of QU4; therefore, any

remedial action for sediment .in.thie" QU2 offshore area- (including monitorin
the QU4 ES.

1.7 SUMMARY OF CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL

[

The following is a summa,ry of the OU2 conceptual site’,model based on the QU2 Subplernental Bl results:

) Stte-related releases to f||| mater|a| in the DRMO Storaqe Yard before 1983 resuIted from the

stora e of Iead rand ntckel cadmtum:ba ery cells ..nd fates that were stock tted on. uncovered

unpaved areas ma have Iteaked resu,ltin inc nta nantk releases to SO‘II‘ COCs assocrated with

Ieaks,or SE lls from storedj items from vehlcles used as part of DRMO 0 eratlons : from railroads

formerly used to transgort engment and matenals to and from the DHMO Storage Yard, or from

loading and offloading activities. Based on the distribution of lead concentratlons in soil, the area

- of site-related impacts was identified. Oth_er COCs at OU2 were found ‘within the extent of lead
contamination. Areas ad'acent to the current DRMO Storage Yard fenceline show contaminant

the dum ster stora e area and in them_back ards of Qu “rters S and N' wnthm the DRMO Impact

Area). I'he extent of contam|nat|on may_ extend west of the dumpster storaqe area, where

loading and offloading activities and snow plowmq may have resulted in contaminant releases.

. Contaminated soil associated with the DRMO Zenera||y extends from the surface s sonIs to the to

of the rock fragment fill Ia er, an avera e of6 feet b . However some contamlnatedi soil was

found at deeger degths

e The waste disposal area was filled with waste material such as metal debris, steel, garbage, and

ash from open burntnq wrthm the area and from the tncmerator Iocated north of the area; filling

actlvmes in thls area ended before 1980 The waste materlal was observed from severaI feet bags

to the tog of bedrock or rock f[agment fill, WhICh occu at greater than 10 feet bgs along the
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shoreline and as shallow as 5 feet b gs inland. yMost of the, waste materlal

shoreline) is in the saturated zone.. The waste materfal on the shorelme side is contained bV a

seawall. COCs associated with the waste material are antimony, copper, lead, nickel, PAHs, and

dioxins/furans. The. extent of contamination was delineated based on the extent of waste

material. . X . ,, L RN

»_Except for the. DRMO. Impact. Area; most. of OU2 and adjacent.areas are.paved and currently

used for occupational activities (DAMO Sterage Yard, dumpster storage area. Buildings 298 and
_810;:and west of the DRMQ Storage. Yard).. There is.a fence around the DBMO Storage Yard

including the portion with-an interim cap. .The interim cap area has a grass cover and is not used

as part of the DRMO activities. The DRMO Impact Area includes military residences (Quarters 8;

N, and 68). The Shipyard does not have plans to change land use for QU2.

° The depths for human health exposure to soil are based on feet bgs. For the DRMO Storage

Yard area (area W|th|n the ferice), which is pdved or ca ed the only current ex 'osure would be .

for a construction worker exgosed to surface {Oto 2 feet bas) and subsurface (2 feet bgs to the

{ _construction

" activities. Rfsks to occubatlonal workers exgosed to surface soil would bé of concern if the
asphalt or interim- ca' is removed Access to the DBMO Storage Yard'is restricted: therefore :

recreational’ exposure is not a current concern for’ thfS ‘Area. For the remainder of ‘OU2, excluding

the DRMO Im’;act Area occu' at|onaI exposiire to surface soil and construction worker exposure

to surface and- subsurface sorl dare the major cutrent Dotentlaf exposure concetns. There is °

current resfdentral use of the DRMO ImQact Area and future hygothetrcal residential use of the
est of U2, For the human heaIth risk® assessment, current_and future Qotenhal risks were -

ex osed to séil’at QU2 for lead and one orthots other 6OGs: ‘Lead And-copper concentrations in
soil are greater than'the acéeptable residential risk Ievefs in a borttion of the' BRMO Impact Area.
Uvnacceg‘tabfe risks for’ resfdential', construction' wOrker, ‘occupatiorial workér, and recreational
user wete found throughout the DRMO area ard-the waste disbosal areh.

«  Groundwater at the site is brackish/saline and is"not a potablé source of water. Non-potable

exposure to_droundwater would be for a construction worker exposed to groundwater durin

excavation below the water table. Based on the risk evaluation for human"“?’hea‘lth‘droUndWater _

exposure does not pose unacceptable risks.

o E

J T

»__Migration of

roundwa er off site does not Eose unacce table’ risks to the offshore based on

rrrrr

current condftlons Howev’ r based on the data Iimftatlons and in consnderatIOn of future potential
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conditions, there is uncertainty that future contaminant migration from soil in the capped area to
groundwater and subsequent offshore migration could result in unacceptable risks to the offshore.

s Shoreline erosion controls are in _place along the OU2 shoreline; therefore, erosion of

contaminated soil is not a current concern for OU2. There is unceriainty in the long-term stability

.and functioning of the shoreline controls. and therefore, there is a potential future risk to the off
shore from erosion. Past releases from QU2 that impacted sediment in the offshore area of QU2

are being addressed as part of OU4; therefore, any remedial action for sediment in the QU2
offshore area (including monitoring) will be evaluated as part of the OU4 FS.

110403/P° 1-27 / CTO 444




REVISION 0
NOVEMBER20080CTOBER 2010

2.0 ‘REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES -

Thls sectlon ldentlfles the ARARs dlscusses the medlum of concern and develops the RAOs for

remed|al actlvmes at OU2 ARARs are regulatory reqmrements and gmdance that govern remedlal

activities. The medium of concern at OU2 is defined along with the volume of the contamlnated medlum

RAOs are medlum speC|f|c goals that define the objectlves of conductlng remedial actions and are

developed to allow conSIderatlon of a range of remedlal aIternatlves deveIoped in subsequent sectlons

21 APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS —-AND TO BE
CONSIDERED CRITERIA

Tablés 2-1 through 2-3 present a summary of féderal and State of Maine' ARARs and "to bé considered"
(TBC) critéria for OU2. ‘The two threshold criteria that remedial altérnatives must: meet, as described in
Section 4, are: (1) prétection of human health ‘and the environment and (2) compliante with ARARs:
Remédial alternatives ‘must attain or excéed conformance with all ARARs unless a waiver of an ARAR is

)

justified, as deséribed further in‘this section.

ARARs address a chemical, location, or action-at a*site ahd are défined as ‘any standard, requirefnent,
criterion, or limitation under federal envirshmental law, or any ‘promulgated standard; requirement,
criterion, or limitation under a state environimental or facility-seiting law*that is ‘more stringent than the
associated federal standard, requirement, criterion, or limitation, that is either legally applicable to the
CERCLA hazardous substance(s) at the site, or is relevant dnd: appropriate ‘under the circumstances of

the hazardous substance release.

One of the primary concerns during the development of remedial action alternatives for hazardous waste
sites under CERCLA is the degree of human ‘hé&alth and. envirohmental protection afforded-by .a.given
remedy. Section-121 of CERCLA Are‘c';uires“that prirary. consideration be given to remedial alternatives
that atfain or exceed ARARs. -The purposé of this requitement is to make- CERCLA response actions

consistent with other pertinent federal and state environmental requirements:

Definitions of the two tybes of ARARs, as well as TBC criteria, are as follows:

¢ Applicable Requirements 4re tHose ¢leanup standards, standards.of control, and other Substantive
- énvironmental protection requirements, -criteria, orlimitations promulgated undérfederal or state law
that specifically address'a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action,-location, or

other circumstance at a CERCLA site.
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e Relevant and Appropriate‘Requirements are these:cleanup standards,standards of control, and other
substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal
or state law that, aIthough not "appllcable address problems or s|tuat|ons suff|c1entIy similar
(relevant) to those encountered at the CERCLA slte that the|r use |s weII sU|ted (appropnate) to the

L Ege

 particular site.

. TBC Criteria are non- promulgated non- enforceable gmdellnes or cr|ter|a that may be useful for
developing remedlal action alternatives and for determlnlng action levels that are protectlve of human
health and/or the enV|ronment Examples of TBC criteria |ncIude Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) and

4

Reference Doses (Rst)

Section 121(d)(4)-of CERCLA allows the selection of a remedial alternative that will not attain all ARARs if
any of six conditions for a waiver of ARARs exists. These six conditions are as:follows: (1) the remedial
action is an interim .measure whereby the final remedy will attain the ARAR. upon completion;
(2) compliance will- result in greater:risk to. human -health and the environment thap other options;
(3) compliance is technically impracticable; (4) an alternative remedial .action will attain the equivalent of
the ARAR; (5) for state requirements, the state has not consistently applied the requirement in similar
circumstances; or (6) compliance with the ARAR will not provide a balance between protecting public
health,.welfare, and the enyironment at the facility with the availability of fund money for response at other
facilities (fund-balancing). The last condition only applies 1¢ Superfund-financed actions.

[P
i

ARARs_and TBCs fall into three categories, The. characterization: of these.categories is not conclusive

because many requirements are combinations of the three types of ARARs_and TBCs. .These categories

are as follows:

Chemical-Specific: Health- or . risk-based .numerical values or methodologies that establish

conc/entration-or,di charge limits for. particular contaminants.within the media of concern.

» Location-Specific: Restrictions based on the concentrations of hazardous substances or the conduct

of activities in. specific. locations. These may restrict or-preclude.certain remedial actions or may
apply only to certain portions of a site.: Location-specific . ARARs_and TBCs pertain to special, site

features, and .examples include floodplain and coastal zone requirements.
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+«—Action-Specific: “Technology- or activity-based controls or restrictions on -activities ‘related to
management of hazardous substances. Action-specific ARARs_and TBCs pertain to implementing a

given remedy. Examples are RCRA requirements for management of hazardous waste that may be

generated as part of remedial actions.

2.1.1 Chemrcal—Sgecrflc ARARs‘and TBCs

This sectlon presents a summary of federal and—State—ef-M&rne—chemlcal specrflc TBC criteria. Table 2-1
presents a I|st of federaI and-State-ef-Maine-chemical- specn‘lc ARARs and TBCs for OU2. No federal or
State of Maine chemrcal -specific ARARs were identified, and no State of Maine chemrcat-specrflc TBCs

were.identified... TBCs prowde some medium-specific. guidance on

“acceptable" o permISSIbIe concentrations of contaminants.

Federal .

Offlce of SO|ld Waste and Emerqencv Response (OSWEH) Drrectlve 9355, 4 12 (Memorandum Ftewsed
nterlm SO|| Lead Gu1dance for CERCLA Sltes and RCRA Corrective Action Facmtles) prowdes a

recommended éoncentration of 400 mg/kg for Iead in soil for reS|dent|aI land use. The memorandum

clarifies that the recommended concentratlon is a screenlng level "that may be used as 4 tool to
determine which sites or portions of sites do not reqU|re further study The memorandum further clarifies
that “a screenlng level is defined as a level of contamlnatlon above which there may be enough concern ‘
to warrant site- specrflc study of r|sks and “IeveIs of contamination above the screenlng Ievel would not
automatrcally requ1re a remedral act|on nor deS|gnate the site as contamlnated’ " The 400 mg/kg '
screenlng level was developed based on a model specmcally desrgned to S|mulate lead uptake in children
ina resldentlaI settlng AduIt lead exposure is evaluated based on a USEPA publlcatlon prepared by the
Technlcal Ftewew Workgroup (TRW) for Lead (January 2003) whereln a methodoIogy is described for
assessmg risks associated W|th non-residential adult exposures to lead in soil. The directive and the
USEPA publication are TBCs for development of PRGs for lead at OU2. )

USEPA RfDs are estimates of daily exposure for human populations (including subpopulations)
considered unlikely to cause significant adverse. effects.associated with a threshold mechanlsm of action

in human exposure. over a lifetime,. RfDs are. prowded in USEPA’s Integrated Risk Informat|on System

oL < i
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(IRIS): RfDs were used to estimate: non-carcinogenic.risk as part of.the Revised OU2 Risk Assessment
(TtNUS, November 2000). RfDs ean-bewere used to develop PRGs for non-carcinogenic COCs: -

S . . B 1 |
P B Y « N N e i T
- w 3

USEPA Human Health Assessment Group CSFs present the most up-toxdate-information en cancer risk

potency for known and suspected carcinogens. CSFs are provided in USEPA’s IRIS. CSFs were used to
estimate carcinegenic risk as part of the:Revised ©U2 Risk Assessment (FtNUS, November 2000)..-CSFs
ean-were:be used:to-establish PRGs.for.carcinogenic. COCs.

-

USEPA Region 9 PRGs are presumptive levels calculated using standard exposure assumptions for ;

residential and industrial land use scenarios. These concentrations are calculated for a hazard index (HI)
of 1.0 for non-carcinogens and a risk level of 1 x 10 for ,carcinoggens.a USEPA Region 9-PRGs were used
as screening levels as part of the Revised OU2 Risk Assessment (TtNUS, November 2000). Although
not strictly a TBC criterion to be’miet by rémedial action alternatives, the* methodology tised'to calculate
the' USEPA Région 9 PHGs_sered '
chemicals other-than lead. “USEPA Regional Screenlng Levels (RSLs) repIace the -individual USEPA

dh be used to" devélop RPRGssoll cleahup’ levels for

reglons screenlng levels-(e.g., Reglon 9 PRGs) in 2008 Fhe

Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment (March 2005) provide a framework to scientists for assessitig

oossrble cancer nsks from eXDosures to pollutants or other aqents m the envrronment The quxdellnes are

mtended to make greater use of the mcreasmo screntlflc understandlnq of the mechamsms that underlle

the carcmoqenlc orocess The qurdehnes mcIude dlscussmns of aII of the four steps_ of the rlsk

assessment rocess and rowde U|dance to r|sk assessorson these ste S. These urdellnes are TBCs

T K Tt Vz(g . i P ey ¥ N i ) A
mutagenic_mode of action. If chemrcal soecmc data are not avallable to dlrectlv assess cancer
Y T . L G 1 " BT

susce tibility from earI -Iife exposures the_ ,uidance recommends a default a roach usm estlmates

from chromc studles Thesc_e:qmdellnes are TBCs for OU2 and were used to develop PRGs for

e

carcmooemc COCs

State of Maine
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Remedial Action Guidelines (RAGs) (MEDEP,
chemical-specific guidelings to assist in making remedial decisions at hazardous substance sites_that can

be considered for developing soil cleanup levels.

2.1.2 . Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs

This section presents a summary of federal and State of Maine location-specific ARARs and TBCs.
Table 2-2 presents a list of federal and State of Maine logation-specific ABARs and TBCs for QU2.

oastal Zone Management Act [16 United States Code (USC) §1451 et seq.] prowdes for the’

preservatlon and protectlon of coastal zone areas management of coastal zones to be the state’s

responSIblllty, and that management of coastal zohe development to be in such a way as to m|n|m|ze the\‘ '
effects on coastal zone resources. Sectron 304(1) excludes federal lands from the coastal area if those
lands are subject soIer to the discretion of or are held in trust by the federal government Under Sectlon'd
307 (c) Paragraphs (1) and (2), federal activifies and development projects in or d|rectly affecting' the
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coastal zone must. be consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with a federally- approved state
management program. This act is applicable if onshore remedial actions at OU2 could impact the coastal
zone. However, CERCLA requires that the remedial action meet only substantive requirements of the

regulation_to:provide protection to coastal zone .areas. As part of meeting these.requirements, MEDEP

would, be included in the, review, process. for. the remedial design and work plan for any-alternative

affecting«th'e' coastal zone at:0U2.

Clean Water Act (CWA

- -Section 404(b)-(1 Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredaed or
Fill Material (40 CFR Parts 230—232 33 CFR P arts §
material into U.S. waters, including wetlands. The purpose of Section 404 is to ensure that proposed

20- 330 regulate the discharge of dredged or f|II

dlscharges are evaIuated with respect to rmpacts on the aquatlc ecosystem. Gwdelmes and regulatlons
related to permlttlng under the CWA Sectlon 404 program for drscharges of dredged or fill material are
provrded in 40 CFR Parts 230-232, Gundehnes for Specmcatlon of Disposal Sltes for Dredged or Fill
Material (40 CFR Part Part 230) are appllcable to the dredge and fill of wetland envrronments Procedures are

stablrghed by 40 CFR Part . 231 estabh-ehee—preeedures—for proh|b|t|ng or W|thdrawmg the specmcatlon or
denylng, restrlctlng, or withdrawing the use for specrflcatlor] of any defined area as a dlsposal site for
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Definitions’ a

‘dredged or fill materials_pursuant to Section 404(c) .of the- CWA.
Section 404 .program are. provided by 40 CFR Part 232.. id
am-and describes activities:that are exempted from-permit requireriients. -If‘a remedial °

licable to. the CWA

action involvesithe discharge of dredge- or fill into the waters .of the United Statés, including wetlands, the
substantive requiréments of ‘this seétion may need to ‘be ‘riiet. - Discharge’ of dredged material includes
addition of materials incidental to excavation activities. -Activities that adversely-affect the :aquatic
ecosystem are prohibited unless there are no practical alternatives. In addition, activities that may affect
water quality, violate toxic effluent standards, adversely affect ahy endangered or thréatened species, or
cause significant degradation of the wdters of the Unitéd’ States (includes significant adverse affects to
human-health.or welfare, aquatic life and other wildlife,”and-wetlands) are prohibited. This atct would be
applicable to- remedial -actions that ‘could potentially- includé discharge of excavated ‘material or 5

1

wastewater to the offshore area. -
The National Historical Preservation- Act (16 'USC §470 et seq.; —86 CFR-Part B0O0) establishes °
requirements relating to potential loss or destruction of significant scientific, historical, or archaeological

data as‘a-result 6fany proposed-remedy. Prehistoric and historical archeological resource sensitivity for
‘the DRMO ‘Impact Area (patticularly ‘nearQuarters $ and NY are moderate and-high, respectively.- The

“rest-of-OW2 has low orimoderate sensitivity for prehistoric and historic archaeological resources.@U2-is
{ew:" The State-Historic’ Preservation Officer (SHPO): would be:contacted arid-the remedial design and
work plans would be developed to rmeet the substantive reguiréments of this act. This act would be

The Endandered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC "§1531 et séq.. 50 CER Part 402) provides for °
consideration of impactsto ehdandered and threatened-species and their critical habitats. As discussed

in ‘Section. 1.0; there are-ri6 known endangered or:threatened species at:QU2; however; the: federally-

listed -endangered-shert-riosed sturgéon is krigwn to occur in the. Piscataqua River. There are-no known

critical habitats for the short-nosed’sturgeon in the State-of Maine. The. Act requires federal agencies to -

ensure that any action carried out-By the agéncy-is-not likely t¢-jeopardize the continued existence of any

éndangered or threatened. species or adversely affect its critical habitat. Remedial activities: would:be

‘conducted seas“to_avoid dny adverse: effect_under the-Endan ered-Spécies Act to the short:nosed

sturgeon: b - T e

The Fish and Wildiife Coordination Act (16 USC &661 et seq.) provides for consideration of the impacts of

remedial actions on bodies of water. The act requires that federal agencies, before issuingia permit ‘of

ndertaklng federal action for the modlfrcatron of any body of water, consult wrth the aggrcgrrate state

acrencv exermsmq |ur|sJ|ct|on over W|ld||fe resources to conserve those resources Coordlnatlon W|th :

5 A% '
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United States Fish and-Wildlife Service (USFWS) or.National Marine Fisheries -Service (NMFS) and

propriate state agencies would.be reguired, if alteration of.a body of water, ingjuding discharge of

ollutants into a wetland-or construction'in: This .
act would be -applicable to remedial agtions at OU2 that may impact the coastal floodplain or adjacent
river.  Activities :that. would reduce adverse-impacts would be .considered and implemented, as

1 wetland, will.occur.as. a result of remedial activities.

appropriate, after.coordination with USEWS and NMFS.

State of Maine ’ IR T

Maine Slte Locatlon of Develo ment La\

06-096 Code of Maine Hules (CMH) Parts 371 3771 regulates the smng of developmental actlvmes to
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ensuré 'that developmerits will have minimal adverse impact on the-natural environment:and to protect the
health, safety, and gerieral welfare of the peopler Approval is needed for developmental-activity  that
includes any dctivity.that consumes, generates, or handles hazardous lwa"s'tes; hazardous matter;or oil.
The developmeéntal activity should have no unfeasonable adverse effect on the natural efivironment (e.g.,
air quality, runoff, erosion and sedimentation, surface water.and groundwater quality).” Regulations-also

include consideration of the preservation of historic sites and unusual natural areas and the protection of

‘wildlife-and-fishéries: " This*act i$ -applicable - if remedial -activities at OU2 "will-affect'an
area exceeding 3 'acfes. Substantive requirements of this law would-need to be met-under the CERCLA

process in consultation with MEDEP._ Activities would be conducted to reduce-the potential for adverse ‘

impact on the natural environment, historic sites, and-wildlife andfisheties:
- Maine Natural"Resources Protection Act (38 MRSA §480 et seq.; 06-096 CMR Part 305) regulates any

activity conductéd in; on, or over any protected ‘natural resource or any:activity conducted: on'land

adjacent to any freshwater or coastal wetland, great pond, river, stream, or brook that operates in-such a
way that material or soil may be washed into them. Activities include dredging,; bulldozing,; removal or
displacement of soil or other materials;; draining or other dewatering::- and- construction;: repair, or
alteration of ‘any permanent -structure. The activity must not cause unreasonable erosion “of soil or
sédiment, nor unreasonably inhibit’ the natural transfer 6f soil from the terrestrial:to the marine . or
freshwater environment; cause unreasonable harm-to any significant wildlife- habitat; freshwater wetland,
estuarine or marine fisheries, or other aquatic life; or interfere unreasonably with natural water flow. In
addition, the activity must not lower water quality or cause..or dncredse flooding in. the :activity area or

adjacent properties.

b

Disturbance of soil material adjacent to a wetland or wate"rybody may be permitted By rule. Standards are
to ensure that disturbed soil material is stabilized to prevent erosion of the shoreline and siltation of the
water, and standards must be met to qualify for permit by rule. The substantive provisions of this act
weuld_ be applicable to any remegial action at OU2 that could disturb soil near the shoreline of OU2.

Maine Wetland Protection Ftuvles’ (06-096 CMR Part, 316 provide additional standards for protection df
wetlands as def|ned |n MEDEP Chapter:- 1000 Gmdelmes’for Munlm al Shorelme Zomn‘ Ordlnances

p;eteeﬂen— Jur|sd|ct|on under the Rules includes the area ad|acent to wetlands, which is. the area wnth|n

75 feet of the normal high water m__ﬂ. .No act|v1ty that would cause a, Ioss in wetland area, functlons and
vaIues is permltted if there i is a practlcable a|ternat|ve to the prOJect that would be less damaglng to the
environment. Restoration or enhancement of the affected wetlands may be required (minor aIteratlons '

that will have no effect on wetland functions and values are exempt).
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P -

.) provide for the regulation,.conservation,

beneficial -usg, and management -of coastal .resource. .use by federal, state-,y;_,)regional, and local
governments. : The Qoastalgare)a‘ incorporates .all: coastal municipalities and unorganized. townships on
tidal .waters-and all.-coastal..islands, The. substantive -environmental:requirements of..these.standards

would be.addressed, in consultation with MEDER. . -.- -,

2.1:3 - Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs

This section presents a summary of federal and State of Maine action-specific ARARs and TBCs.
Tgblg‘z-a presents a list of federal and 'Stgtg of )Ma,ir’)ew,agtion-specific ARARs and TBCs for OU2,

Federal

RCRA Subtitle’C, RCRA Redjiilatiohs 16t fdentification and Liting of Hazardous Water (40 CFR Part'261),
‘Standards Applicable to Generators of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR Part 262) and Standards for
Hazardous Wasté' TSD Facilities (40 CER’ Part 264 ‘goverr the eneratlon trans ortation and dlS osal of
The State”of Maine has RCRA delegation ahd the Maine Hazardous Waste
Manaqement Rules  provide referencés" to' the federdl RCRA requlations whiere appropriate. These

hazardous’ waste.

tandards are aggllcable if wastes qenerated durlnq remedlal actlon is: determlned 1o be RCRA

,,,,,

cag’.

CWA (33 USCLL8-C- §1251 et seq.); National Recommended Water Quality Criteria (NRWQC) (40 CFR
Part 122.44) are used to establish water quality standards for the protection of aquatic life. These
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standards -would be relevant and :appropriate te alternatives that .may impact the water quality of the

Piscataqua River.

Stormwater management; erosion controls; and- management of water discharges: would be included in
remedial activities.. as appropriate. o : .

Clean-Water-ActCWA - Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination- System (NPDES) (40. CFR
Parts 122-125), as-amended; governs point-source discharges of pollutants to surface waters through the
National: Poellutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program. NPDES requirements

(40 CFR Part-122) may be applicable if the direct dischargeof pollutants into navigable waters-is part of
the -remeédial action (i.e., discharge of effluent from a treatment system). These regulations. contain
discharge ‘limitations, monitoring- requirements, and .best- management practices. The substantive

requirements of the NPDES permit program would be applicable to any direct discharge to surface

waters, including the Piscatagua: River, if-a tredatment system is employed as part of a remedial action at
ou2.
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State of Maine

Maine Hazardous Waste Management Rules (06-096 CMR Parts 800, 801, ,850. 851, and.857) provide
standards for the.generation, transportation, treatment, stora‘ e, _and d|swosal of hazardous waste.

_if hazardous waste is generated,

transported treated stored or dlsoosed as part of a remedlal actlon at OU2 The following summatrizes

the specific standards.
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Identification and Discharge. of .Hazardous. Matter (06-096 CMR Parts 800, 801) identifies those solid

wastes that are subject to requlation as hazardous-and outlines.the

of discharges. The procedures for discharge reporting are also included in these rules. These standards
licable if remedial actions involve generation, of hazardous waste.

rocedures for treatment or cleanu

Identification of Hazardous Wastes (06-096 CMR Part.850) refers to the federal RCRA regulations for
Identification and Listing of Hazardous Wastes (40 CFR Part 261), which identify those solid wastes that

are subject to.requlation.as hazardous.wastes. . Hazardous wastes are listed, and-test procedures are

outlined to.determine characteristic hazardous wastes. Reguirements in 40 CFR Part 261.24 identify.the

requlatory. levels for_classifying-a .solid waste as a RCRA characteristic hazardous waste based. on

Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) results. These regulations are a

actions involve the generation of solid wastes.

Standards for Generators of Hazardous Waste (06-096 CMB.-Part 851) indicate that a-generator that
treats, stores, or disposes.of hazardous waste on site .must comply with these. standards,-which include

manifest.requirements, pre-transport requirements (i.e.. packaging; labeling, placarding), .recordkeeping,

and reporting. These standards are applicable if remedial actions involve generation.of hazardous waste.

Hazardous.. Waste Manifest Requirements (06:096 CMR Part 857) set forth rules. for generators of

hazardous waste .that require them to track the movement. of . hazardous waste from. the point of

generation to any intermediate.points and finally to. its ultimate disposition by.use of a manifest. This rule

refers to Standards Applicable to Generators_of Hazardous Waste (40 .CFR Part 262), which indicates

that a generator that treats, stores, or disposes of hazardous waste on site must comply with these
standards, which include. manifest requirements, pre-transport..reguirements- (i.e.,. packaging, .labeling

placarding), recordkeeping, and reporting.;, These:standards are: applicable .if remedial actions .invelve

generation of hazardous waste.
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Maine:Statewide-Water Quality -Criteria- {SWQE) dre set forth in the Maine Surface Water Toxics Control
Progreim' (38 -MSRA Parts 420 and 464:-06-096 CMR Part 530) .requlations, ‘which also:.establish
procedures for the control of toxic pollutants:in-surface waters. SWQC are.set at federal-NBRWQC levels.
Discharges of treated water to a surface water body may occur for alternatives that would reguire water

management during soil excavation. The substantive requirements would be met if any discharges of
treatediwater to surface Water bodies are. required. : . S

Al 3 B . . R S
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These standards would be:applicable to alternatives that require management during. scil exgavation and

where discharges of treated water to s a surface water body may occur..

Erosion.and-Sedimentation.Control (38 MRSA Part 420-C) and Stormwater:Management (38 MRSA Part
420-D; 06-096.CMR Rarts 500 and 502) regulations require eresion centrol measures be in place before

activities such as.filling, displacing,-or exposing soil or other earthen materials.occur:;. These regulations
are-applicable if. remedial-activities include -earth moving. at OU2. - Substantive requirements of these

regulations, would need-to be met to minimize erosion:of material into the Piscataqua River. -

Maine Solid Waste Manageme’nt Regulations (06 -096 CMR Parts 400 te-and 411) provide standards for

waste facnhty requires a I|cense pursuant to:;—the Ma|ne Site .Location L.'aw,and Malne Solid- Waste Law.
Solid .wastes generated from remedial action: at-OU2 would be disposed at appropriately licensed. and
permitted facilities.

Maine Visible Emissions Requlations (38 MSRA Part 584; 06-096 CMR Part.101) establish opacity limits

for emissions from several categories of air contaminant sources, including general construction activities.
These. regulations would be considered for alternatives:that:have the:potential to impact air quality.

These standards would be met if any of thealternatives result in emission.of particulate:matter and

fugitive: matter toithe:atmdsphere (e.g...dust-generation).:. ST S

2.2 MEDIUM OF CONCERN

The medium of concern that poses a potentral unacceptable rlsk that needs to be addressed in thrs FS
mcIudes the surface and subsurface s0|I at OU2 Sou is a med|um of concern because concentratlons of
COCs are at levels greater than acceptable rlsk leveIs for human health exposure and because of the

future potential for erosion of onsite soil to the offshore area if shoreline erosion control measures are
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removed of comproniised.” The current land uses are of an industrial/occupational nature -at Site 6 and
Site 29, and residential (military) and occupational at the DRMO Impact Area. There are rio recreational
facilities at OU2, although-a portion of Site 29 is covered with grass and could be accesséd by people at
tHe Shipyard.’ The future land uses are industrial/occupational, recreational, and residential. Additionally,
currently or in-the future, construction activity could potentially. occur anywhere within OU2. "Consistent
with the QU2 risk assessment (see Section 1.0), the depth of: concern for industrial/occupation,
recreational, or residential exposure is (0 to 2 feet bgs), whereas a construction worker could be exposed
to surface and subsurface soil, depending on the depth of construction activities. For construction worker
exposure, a subsurface depth to the groundwater table or a maximum depth of 10 feet bgs is used for
typical construction work. waever, soil outside of the waste diégésal area was found to an average
depth of 6 feet bas at which point a rock fragment fill layer began that had little to no soil. This average

dépth was used f@r estimation of volume of contaminated material for the FS.

The volume of soil is based on the ‘horizontal and vertical extent of the remediation areas based on the
receptor and PRGs for each receptor. KT he PRGs are discussed further in Section 2.4, and the

corresponding volumes of soil to be addressed are discussed in Section 2.5.

23  REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

RAQs ate medium-specific goals for protecting human health and-the environment. RAOs are required to
specify the contaminants of céncern, exposure routes and receptors of concern, and-an acceptable
contaminant level or range-of levels for each exposure route:. Acceptable contaminant levels are based
on site-specific PRGs as a starting point, after which ‘a final remediation goal is determined when -a

remedy is selected.

As discussed in Section 1.6, potential human health risks concerns have been identified for certain
receptors that may be exp&sed to soil céntaminants at @U2. In addition, erosion of soil-from the shoreline
of OU2 has«beer rioted: “The erosion of the OU2 shoreline has been identified as the likely mechanism
for the -elevated concentrations of -certain. metals (especially lead) in offshore sediment. Based:on an
understanding of these potential human health and environmental risks, the following RAOs have been
developed for QU2:

1. Prevent human exposure through ingestion, dust inhalation, and dermal contact to-contaminated
soil with COC concentrations that exceed PRGs (concentrations causing unacceptable risk).
Protéct the offshore environment from erosion of contaminated soil from the OU2 shoreline.

Prevent unacceptable risk from future potential migration. of contaminants from unsaturated .zone

soil to groundwater in the interim capped area. Co Ce
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The PRGs are the chemical-specific: goals for representative site concentrations (based en the exposure
congentration)-that, when achieved, will result in site concentrations-that pese, an- acceptable risk for the
targeted receptor. PRGs have been developed on.a receptor-specific basis for protection of human
health from exposure to soil contaminants. . The developed.PRGs were used to determineg the
remediation areas.and-volumes to be.addressed by this FS. The. PRGs and associated remediation

areas and volumes are disecussed in the following sections.

2.4 - REMEDIATION GOALS FOR: OU2

A discussion of th‘e development of PRGs and remediation areas can be found in Appendix A.

Current likely future and hypothet|cal future site uses were used in the development of PRGs for the
receptors that may be exposed to contamlnated soil at OU2. Exposure to surface soil (0 to 2 feet bgs)
was conS|dered for occupatlonal residential, and recreational receptors, and exposure to surface and

subsurface soil (0 to 10 feet bgs) was conS|dered for constructlon workers.

Most of OU2 and adjacent areas are currently used for noc'cupationa| activities (DRMO Storage Yard,
dumpster storage area, Buildings 298 and 310, and west of the DRMO Sto,rage\“__(ard). Fhe-Shipyard

current occupational areas is considered a hypothetical future land use. Although the existing residences
are. for. military -use (3-year tour of duty), residential PRGs were developed based .on child - (for non-
carcinogens) and life-long (for carcinogens) residential exposures. There are no current plans to change

land use for these areas.

Recreational faci‘liﬁes~ are not present within the occupation areas, but there are no restrictions to access
the grassy -area around Buildings 298.and 310. The grassy area:is considered the most likely.area where
potential exposure to contaminated soil during recreational activities-would occur, The other occupational
areas are fenced and asphalted.or interim .capped; therefore, recreational exposure to eontaminated soil

in asphalted or interim capped areas is not a current or likely future exposure route for these areas..

Construction- activities. are :anticipated to be limited at ©U2; there are no plans: to construct additional
buildings based:on current land use. Therefore, construction worker exposure to contaminated soil is
most likely to oecur during utility repair or upgrade that requires excavation of soil. . Based on the
anticipated limited construetion -activities, exposure to-contaminated soil would be of-short duration (likely

less than 30 days and not more than 60 days).
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Risk-based PRGs were developed -for most of the OU2:COCs. ARAR-based PRGs were used for
dioxins/furans. The following risk-based PRGs for OU2 ‘were evaluated for the targeted receptors

discussed previously.

o “PRG for Receptor "

cocC Constructioni /| "Occupatiéndl Recreational Resident
SN Worker (mg/kg)- | User (mg/kg) User (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Antimony (N) .. 916 681 8930 73,
Copper (N) 51,6002 68,100 393,0002 7,300
Lead ‘;ﬁm 1,600 4,600 400
Nickel (N) i 25,8002 34,1002 " 21,1002 3,650
PAH (BaPeq) (C), oo 453 .. 2.0 5.0 . 0.676
PCB (total) (C) .., 1552 6.0 34 1

(1) PRGs are based on 5 x 107 risk for carcinogens (C) and an HI of 1 for non-carcinogens (N).
Lead PRG is based on lead exposure modelmg discussed jn Attachment 1 of Appendix A
(2) The maximum detection in soil was less than the PRG for this receptor ‘

PRG development for'antimony, copper, lead, nickel, PAHs, and. PCBs:is discussed in detail in Appendix
A: PAH PRGs are based. on benzo(a)pyrene (BAPeq) equivalent toxicity for carcinogenic PAHs. PCB
PRGs are based oh total' PCBs..Remediation areas that address lead and copper contamination will also
address contamination from:the other QU2 COCs. Therefore, lead was determined to be the primary
contaminant and copper ‘the 'seecondary contaminant- for estimating remediation 'areas and volumes.
Dioxins/furans exposure concentrations, expressed in terms of:2,3,7,8-TCDD equivalents, were evaluated
separately from-the other COCs. Based on-comparison of the Upper.Confidence Limit (UCL) of the mean
to the residential and industrial ARARs of 1 ug/kg and 20 ug/kg, no action would be required as a result of
the' presence of dioxins/furans (see Appendix.A). As discussed in-Appendix A, Toxic Substance Control
Act.(TSCA) PCB Disposal Regulations are:not applicable to OU2 because PCB concentrations are less
than 50 mg/kg (see Appendix A). .

25 REMEDIATION AREAS AND VOLUMES

Due to the distribtJtion of antim_ony, .nickel, PAHs,land PCBs, remediation areee based on lead and
copper would result in the exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for antimony, nict(el PAt—Is and PCBs
being_less than PRGs . Therefore, areas and volumes of soil for each receptor were estimated by
evaluatlng the. area and volume of soil that would need to be remedlated o) that the lead and copper
EPCs for the exposure unit would be equal| to or less than the PRG The esttmatlon of remedlatlon areas
and vqumes assumed that lead and copper contamlnatlon in the yards of Quarters S and N (north of the
DRMO Storage Yard) would be addressed separately as part of a removal action conducted before
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selection of a final remedy for OU2; setherefore, they are not included in.the following discussion. The
figures and calculations supporting the estimation of the areas and volumes are included in Appendix A,
The remediation areas for residential, occupational, and construction (industrial) worker exposure are
shown on Figures 2-1, 2-24 and 2-3, respectively. Also depicted on these figures is the area of lead and
copper contamination in the: yards of Quarters. S-and N that is being evaluated separately. The
remediation areas shown 6n thesée: flgures were based on the distribution of contamlnat|on and current

site features including the DRMO area, the interim cagged area, the wWaste dBlsposaI aAréa, and the ‘

" shoreline protection area. Fhe DRMO area includes locations that have not been capped and have OU2

contamination where DRMO Storage Yard act|v1t|es occurred or were I|ker |mpacted by the DRMO k

Sstorage activities. The interim capped area |ncIudes the area of the DRMO that was capped as part of

the interim remedy in 1993. The boundary of the waste disposal area is based Qn the extent of waste -

material observed in borings and contaminant distribution around the waste disposal areas.

s
»

The remediation areas for residential and occupatlonal exposure #er—thrs—ES—were based on soxl lead .

concentrations exceeding 400 mg/kg (the dlstrlbut|ons of locations with lead concentra,tlons exceeding
400 mg/kg, 800 mg/kg, and 1,000 mg/kg -were:not S|gn|f|cantly different)_and: 1,600 ma/kg.(distribution of

4,000 ma/kg..were not_significantl

different), respectively. There are four exeeptions to the remediation areas’ for residential and
occupational exposure being defined by lead concentrations greater than 400 mg/kg_and 1,600 ma/kq,

respectively. The entire fenced area used for dumpster storage was included.in the remediation area for
residential users because any remedial action”based .on:residential exposure would likely include.the

entire area.and not just a portion of the area. _This area was excluded: from the remediation area for

one location’ exceeded . 1,600.:mg/Kg.:(concentration-was:less than

occupational. workers because onl

2,000 ma/ka), indicating that a lead-exposure concentration for this area would not.exceed the -PRG of

1,600 mgikag. The area near thesentrance to the :‘DBRMO Storage.Yard:iwas inciuded in the remediation

area because it may have been impacted by snow contaminated with lead from the-soil that was .plowed
into this area. There is uncertainty in the western QU2 boundary (shown as a dashed line on Figures 2-1

2-2, and 2-3). A pre-design investigation will be conducted to detérminé.thei&xtent of contamination:in

this area and whether the OU2 boundary WI|| be extended Ihe—erea—appre*wm&tel—y—é@@—feet—weet—ef—the
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For estimating the .volume of soil for residential~exposure, surface and shallow -subsurface lead
concentrations were considered in-the DRMO-Storage Yard area (90,500-square feetfect-area), the
cCapped aArea (61,500 square feet), and the waste disposal area (33,600 square feet). Including
shallow subsurface sail in the remediation volume for ‘residential exposure would address the potential for
exposure to shallow subsurface soil if this soil was excavated and depaosited on the ground surface (and
thus. becoming surface soil). On-average, Rrock fragment fill: with little soil was found:-approximately 6

feet bgs; therefore, a depth of 6 feet bgs was used for volume calculations. “The depth of excavation of

soil would be to the top of the rock fragment fill layer within the DRMO area and cCapped area._ This

wouldr achieve the. remedial :qoal- of the ' removal of contaminants to ;a depth-where the material is

predominantly rock, not-soil, for excavation alternatives. The waste disposal area averages a depth-of 15

feet bgs. The volume: of sqil requiring removal-from the OU2 area to:achieve residential exposure would
be 20,100-cubic yards.from; the' DRMO-area, 13,700 cubic yards fromfesm the eappedinterim capped
area, and 18,700.cubic yards from the waste disposal area for a total of 62,500 cubic yards.

Remediation through implementation and maintenance of access controls or surface protection,.and-
requirements for management of excavated soil for the entire site would prevent residential exposure to
unacceptable levels of lead. This assumes that the controls, protection, and requirements would be
effectively maintained in the long term. Remediation through excavation of all of the soil and backfilling
with clean fill would reduce the lead concentrations in soil at the site to the concentration in the soil used
for backfilling, which is assumed ts-would be 40 mg/kg or less. *Reduction of lead concentrations through
treatment (in situ or ex situ with backfilling) would depend on the treatment goals for the treatment

technology. However, to meet residential use requirements, treatment goals for in-situ treatment or

backfill of treated material would likely need to be 400 mg/kg or less to meet the residential PRG of
400 mg/kg.
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For.the construction worker exposure;. the remediation: area was based on soil lead concentrations
exceeding 4,000 mg/kg. Addressing the area contaminated with lead at-concentrations greater than
4,000.mg/kg weuld likely result in exposure.concentrations less:-than the construction worker PRG based
on 60-day exposure*(2,0QO ma/kg) and less than the occupational user PRG_(1:600 ma/ka).

For estimating the volume of sail for. construction worker exposure, surface and shallow.subsurface lead
cancentrations were-considered in the DRMO area and the jnterim ¢CGapped area, to the top of the rock
fragment fill layer (approximately .6 feet bgs). , The waste-disposal area averages a depth. of 15 feet bgs.
The volume. of soil-requiring removal from the -OU2 area to achieve the occupational and construction
worker exposure would be 4,600 cubic yards from the DRMQ area,.13,700 cubic yards ferm-from.the

interim capped area and 18,700 cubic yards from the waste disposal area for a total of 37,000 cubic

yards.

110403/P 2.29  CTO444



TABLE 2-1

"CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs °

OPERABLE UNIT 2 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL.SHIPYARD, KITTERY MAlNE

PAGE 1 OF 3.
I_vI?Medi’u'mIActivityj f::Reqiaﬁrremen/tlcitat‘ion : “Status : Synop3|s 0 :’Evaluat-ionlActionv-TofBe Taken:
FEDERAL
il/Risk Office of Solid Waste and - To be USEP—A—UnIted Sta’tes Envrronmental Guidelines were used to develop risk-
sessment Emergency Response considered : “has based cleanup goals for lead in soil.Can
{OSWEFQ Dlrectlve 9355 4- (TBCYBG be-used-te-develop-PRGsforlead:
12
Recommendations-of the - | TBC | Guidelines were Used to develop risk- -
Technical Review Workgroup based cleanup goals for lead in soil.
for Lead for an Approach to .
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TBC

. | information on cancer.fisk potency for .
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_ | Contaminants at Superfund | F%SLs'”’ These are rlsk-based USEBA e
| Sites (RSLs)3-PRGs '
' {Octeber2004) ' concentratlons for ‘contaminants in‘soil,’
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Risk-Assessmient Human Health Htsk‘Assessment risk-based soil cleanup goals for
EPA/GBO/P 03/001F (March V' Brovi carcinogenic COCs.
2005) rr akS from L
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Soil/Risk Maine Remedial Action TBC The Maine RAGs provide procedures to | These guidelines can be used to
Alssessment Guidelines (RAGs) for Soil determine soil cleanup levels. Maire develop soil cleanup goals.

has-develeped-sChemical-specific
guidelines that may assist in making
remedial decisions at-OGY2are also
provided. Guidelines are presented for
four exposure scenarios.

ARAR — Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement

CQC - Contaminant of Concern
CSFs - Cancer Slope Factors
HHRA - Human Health Risk Assessment

IRIS - Integrated Risk Information System

MEDEP - Maine Department of Environmental Protection

OSWER - Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
RAG — Remedial Action Guideline :

RfDs - Reference Doses

RSL — Regional Screening Level

TBC - To be considered

USEPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency
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act. Maine Department of Environmental
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act e
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- or threatened species or adversely affect
its critical habitat._ The entire state of

" Maine is-considered-a habitat-of the

federallv«llsted endanuered short-nosed
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Histpric Preservation . National Historic Potentially | Provides requirements relating to potential Prehistoric and historical archeslogical _
Preservation Act (16 | Applicable | loss or destruction of significant scientific, fesource sensitivity for the Detense -
USC470 et seq.;; 36 historical, or archaeological data due to Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO
CFR Par 800}~ - remedial actions at a site. Impact Area (particularly near Quarters'S and
S N) are-moderate and high, respeetively.- The |
Fest of OU2 has'low or moderate sensitivity for
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fesources. “The State Historic Preservation
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requirements of this act. QUQ—{S—Iew—#
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(16 USC 1531 et LT their.critical habttats Requires federal -- gl t ~ =
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200, 402) Shapter out by the agency is not likely to jeopardize
. the:continued existence of any endangered |

turgeon
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. PAGE4OF6. .
Requirement Citation Status®™ Synops:s , Evaluatlon / Actlon To Be Taken
Fish and Wildlife Potentially Th;s act requires.any federal agency . ‘ .
| Coordination Act (/ | Relevant | proposing to medify a body of waterto. . acﬂon&at QU2 that maum&ct the coastal
16 USC 661 through | and sensult-coordinate with the- lsLS—Umted - | fllod plain-or adiacent x:wer Activities that
666-33GERE320; Approprate | States Fish and Wildlife Service or National - ce. pacts.
40CFRE6-302e! /| Applicable | MarineFisheriesService:-and-appropriate consméered.and:ampiemented as. agg_opnate
1 seq.) . - . | state-agencies;if alteration of a-bedy of : | after crdma’non w:th USFWSand NMFS
water, including-discharge of pollutants into | Rrec 2
- | @ wetland or construction in"a wetleind, will | pek
occur as a resuit of offsite remedial
activities. Gensultation-is-strongly
g ] | recommendedforonsite-actions-
~ STATE . A Lo
| Othpr Natural Resources | Maine Site Location | Petentially | This statute and the related regulations | This [egulﬁatloms appl able fOf ramedial
| ) 1 of Development Law | Relevant | prohibit any development from adversely ' tC
1 {88 Maine Revised | and affecting existing uses, scenic character, or = e ¥y .
Statutes Annotated | Appropriate | existing natural resources in or near a ' r_q_rrements o this law would Be: met under J

i the Comprehensave Enwronmental

1 condiicted so as not

eﬁect on the:nia

_ | sites. and w‘idm‘e
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Requirement Citation Status® Synopsis Evaluation / Action To Be Taken
: ... . ‘ N - ‘ e lifehabi U2t
ll'nlf.ll llll‘sf Ellgl Il|l|.IEE!:HE I EEE}HEIE!"} ;HH"'E,S Fequrer ORLS .I‘sl_ast |t|'ss , . i . , ;
Rulos(06-096 CMB Applicable ’unpasl.tmg s'g'".“Ea”tl’.'”f""e h.ab't.afs s Spec E;.l EIE”E.'EiE"aTE“ '“EW‘ IIE T.'Eq; Fee ‘.E'
Maine Natural .| Petentially | This act regulates activity conducted in, on, | {-anywerkThis act would be applicable to
Resources Applicable | or over any protected natural resource or remedial activities that may disturb-invelves
Protection Act any activity conducted adjacent to and the-disturbance-of soil material near the
Permit by Rule operated in such a way that material or soil | shoreline of OU2;. Remedial actions-i would
Standards (38 may be washed into any freshwater or be performed in compliance with the
MRSA 480 et seq.; coastal wetland, great pond, river, stream, | substantive requirements of this act.
| 06-096 CMR Part or brook. Potential adverse effects to existing natural
305) resources would be evaluated.
Wetlands Maine Wetland Potentially | Standards are provided for protection of A wetlands functions and values assessment
Protection Rules+ Applicable | wetlands, as defined in MEDEP Ch. 1000 would be conducted to guide restorative
(06-096 CMR Part Guidelines for Municipal Shoreline Zoning efforts for wetlands that may be adversely
310) . Ordinances.protestion: Jurisdiction under | impacted by remedial activities.
' the Rules includes the area adjacent to the
wetlands. which is the area within 75 feet
" of the normal high water line. Activities
’ that have an unreasonable impact on
. wetlands are prohibited. _ ]
‘.,Codstal Zone + Maine:Coastal Petentially | These policies provide:for the:regulation, Remedial actions at:OUJ2 would need to be
Management Applicable | conservation, beneficial use, and consistent with these policies. The
| Policies (38 MRSA management of coastal resources. substantive environmental and facility--siting
1801 et seq.) ‘ requirements of these standards would be
i addressed in consuitation with MEDEP.
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MEDEP B Maine Department dff»;Envir;onmienIal Protection.

R —Applicable or Relevant and. A DY

CERELA - Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensatlon and MRSA - Maine-Revised Statutes Annotated
Llabl‘lty Act © OU —Operable Unit

CFR} Code of Federal Regulations TBC —To Be Considered

CMR:- Code of Maine Rules ) USC - United States Code

CWA - Clean Water Act
DRMO - Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office
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ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

" OPERABLE UNIT 2- FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

PAGE 1 OF 9
D Requirement Citation’ | Statu —| Synopsm " Evaluation/Action To Be Taken
" FEDERAL - : : )
Surface Water Clean Water Act Potentially These criteria are used to establish These standards would be relevant and
{ CWA) 133 United Relevant-and water guality standards for the _gmpnate 1@ alternatlves that may impact
3¢ } protection of aquatic life. CWA-are the-Piscataqua. Rivers;-
Relevant and health-based-criteria-developed-for Id be.condiicted fo
Appropriate Hic-and-non-carcinogeni reduce adverse lmpacts fo the offshore.
compeunds-and-waterquality Stormwatermanaqement erosnon controls
Water CWA Section 402 Applicable
| Management lationa fant ermits’fo isch \ ) I
'_scharqe Elimination aVIQabIe waters. dunnq son excavatlon and w“here:d. sCharges
System (NPDES) (40 | of treated water to a sun‘ace~water bodv may
» CER Parts” 122- -125) g1
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Recovery Act (RCRA)

Relevant and

disposal of hazardous waste. The

PAGE 20OF 9
Requirement | Citation | Status-*" Synopsis Evaluation/Action To Be Taken
FEDERAL (continued)
f Hazardous Waste | Resource Potentially RCRA requlations govern the These performance standards would be
' | Conservation and Applicable/ generation transportation and applicable if hazardous waste is génerated,

transMed treated disposed, or stored as

Subtitle C =~ Appropriate/ State of ‘Malne has RCRA delegation, | patt of'a remedlal actlon at Operable Umt
Identlflcanon and. and the v me Hazardous. Waste (OU) 2. Ap ! -
Llstlng of'Hazardous yager rovide volve-offsite-tran:
| Wastes [40"Code‘of ‘ references to the federal RCRA" - hazardeous-waste:
Federal Requlations redulatioris where appropriate. These
(CFR) Part 261], Feqtiferse rovide-ragulaterylevels | Wastes generated-during remedial dctions
Standards Applicable Felassi would be analyzed-{o determine whiether
_ to'Genfeﬁé?t?"ors of‘ CRA¢ they are RCRA characteristic-hdazardous
waste: wastes. ~1f"anal-yticaul*‘ resultscexceed the -~ ~
staridards in 40 CFR Part 261.24; the waste
Standards for would be- managed in accordance with )
,zard@us Waste RCRA Subtltle C requ:rements
Treatment; Storage ‘
and Disposal (TSD) RCRA requlatlons for capping wouid.be -
Eﬁ?"'t'es (40 CFR Part levan ‘appropriate for alternatives that
‘ 26;4)- ] lnclude a. RCRA Cc g o
261.24)
Standards-Applicable | Applicable
to-Generatersof
Hazardous-Waste {40
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| [Centinued)

; Applicable

managementof-hazardous-waste:

PAGE 3 OF 9
Requirement Citation Status-* Synopsis Evaluation/Action To Be Taken
| Hazardous-Waste Potentially | Establishes-standards-for-aceeptable standards-wouldibe-applicable
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PAGE40F9 -

_Requirement | -7 C

. “'Evaluation/Action To'Be Taken

Solid
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| Requirement | Citation Status™® | . SynopS|s Evaluation/Action To Be Taken
Applicable

STATE - _ -

Hazardous Waste | |dentification of - | Rotentially Thls rule identifies certain SUbstances Wastes genérated s part of remedial
Hazardéus.Matter 06- | Applicable \as hazardous matter, discharges of - activities would bé characterized as.
096 CMR Pait 800 . which are stibject fo discharge ... hazardous or.non-hazardous. lf determined
Maine Hazardous 'removal, notification, reporting and ' 1o be hazardous waste, then the waste
Waste- Management other requirements under 38 MRSA. | would bé managed in accordance with
Rules{06-006-CMR :§-1f317 et sed., and rules adOpt_e__ LGQM@V redﬁjreffﬁeyfts_: :,:’ ﬁh,_ ese -
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Requirement Citation Status-* . Synopsis = Evaluation/Action To Be Taken
Discharge of Applicable | These.regulations set forth the state | Wastes generated as part of remedial
Hazardous Maiter: definition and criteria for.establishing activities would be characterized as
Removal and Written whether waste materials -are hazardous or non-hazardous. If determined -
Reporting Procedures -hazardous and subject to associated to be hazardous waste, then the waste
06-096 CMR Part 801 - hazardous: waste regulations.. - would be managed in accordance with
. s ks regulatory reguirements. - -
Identification of Applicable These standards establish Wastes generated-as part 6f remedial
Hazardous Wastes 06- Teguirements for: determjmnq whether | &ctivitiés would'be characterizéd-as »
096 Part 856 wastes-are hazardous based.on-either hazardous or non-haz' rdGls. If determiined |
- ’ chafactenstlc or listing. &, therrthe waste
would.be manaded in accordance W|th
‘ requlatorv requlrements ) _
Standards for Applicable These requlations contain’
Generators of ' requirements for the 'enerators of
| Hazardous Waste.(38, - hazardous waste.. hazardous or non- hazardous. If determined ..
MRSA 1301 et seq., to be hazardous waste, then the waste
06-096 Part 851) ) " . | would besmanaged in.accordance with
. . . L5 - { reaulatorv requirements. -
| Hazardous Waste Applicable This rule establishes requirements for | Wastes generated:as-part of remedial

1 Manifest

Requirements 06-096
Part 857

the.use of manifests to track:the~

movement of-hazardous:waste from

|the-point of generation to-any - -

intermediate points and finally to its

'|ultimate disposition ard. establishes

related-responsibilities-and liabilities of
generators, transporters and owners

.and operators of waste facilities for

" |hazardous waste

activities would be:characterized as
hazardous-or non-hazardous. lf determined
to be hazardous waste,then-the-waste

| would:be-managed in accordance W|th
T requ1atorv reqwrements o
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(38" MIRSA Part 420-C)
and-Stormwater

{38-MRSA-Par-4206-B; Q ”;
06-086-CMR-Part 500}

displacing, or ‘exposing.soil or othet
earthen materials occur. Prior

-MEDEP approval is-required if the

disturbed area is in the direct .

watershed of a body of water most at_

nsk for erosionfor ~sed|mentat|on

_ PAGE7OF9
Requirement -Citation . Status-*" Synopsns EG"éIuationlActi‘onTo Be Taken «
Surface Water Maine Stirface Water | Petentialy This rule sets forthithe Maine This would be- a_pm ""able for- altemaﬁves that |
: B TOXICS Control Applicable Statewude Water Qualny Cntena regulre water mana ) [
ik _Pirogram @8MSRA | - o  (SWQC) for toxic pollutantsand ~ | excavation where di scharges o? treated
. Pans™420 and-464 - - procedures-necessary to control waterto a surface water body may occur.
470;06-096 MR Part levelstof foxic pollutants in-surface Thesubstantive requirements would be met
530) . water. SWGQC are set at federal if any dischargesioftreated watertoa
""" - ' NRWQClevels, ~ ™ | suiface watet'bodies are reéquiréd - Statewide
N X ".
Water Maine Waste Applicable These -requlations would be applicable to
Managerent Discharge Licenses g alternatives that reguire water management
. {38 MBSA 413 et seq.) sources during soil excavation.and where discharges
and-Waste-Discharge of treated waterto-a:surface waterbody may
Permitting Progra‘m occur:- The-substartive-reguirements would
{06-096 CMR’ 520 - | be:met-if any- discharges of treated water to”
629) : - o surface water bodies are wuwedw
Frosion Erosion and Potentially Erosion control measures:mustbein | TheseiCoritrols wolldbé inplémen Y
oo Sedimentation Control | Applicable place ‘before activities'such as filling, | eftheapplicable t&-all ives ’[‘hé’r need to

se rmentatlon—and

. Alses-aApplicable
plans- would be coerdmated with MEDEP -
before implementation.

a'ddpes’é:erosienaaﬁd—
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Management

Management
(38 MRSA Part 420-D:

06-096 CMR Part 500)°

PAGE 8 OF 9
Requirement . .Citation Status-* Synopsis Evaluation/Action To Be Taken :
Storm water Storm. water Applicable Storm water management measures | These controls wbtild be. applicable to

must be in.place before.activities such

alternatives‘that need-to address storm..

as filling, displacing, or exposing soil

water management.::Applicable-plans would

| or'othér earthen material océdr.

“be codrdifated w!th MEDEP. before

im; lementatlon

(06-096.€MR Parts
4005 and 411)

wastes. Also prewdes elosure and

| post-closure maintenance standards.

N Ermicei

Waste Maine Sohd Waste Potentially Provides standards for generatron These requiations would be apphcable to

Management Management Applicable transponatlon treatment; storage | atternatives where-waste is ‘denerated.
o Regulations. o | and disposal of solid’ and special_ | Wastes generated during’; remedtal “actions

activities would be. disposed at appropnately b

[ licensed and permiitted facilifies.
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PAGE 9 OF 9
Requirement Citation Status-" Synopsis Evaluation/Action To Be Taken
Additional Standards Relevant and Any facility located or to be located Waste managed within 300 feet of the 100
Applicable to Waste Appropriate within 300 feet of a 100 year flood year flood zone would be managed in
. Facilities Located in a zone must be constructed, operated. | compliance with these standards.
A Flood Plain (06-096 -and maintained to prevent wash-out

CMR 854.16) of anv hazardous waste by a 100 year
. y flood or have procedures in place that

which will cause the waste to be
removed to a location where the
waste will not be vulnerable to flood
waters and to a location which is
authorized to manage hazardous
waste safely before flood water can
reach the facility.

A

[Air Emissions Visible Emissions TBC These regulations establish opacity These requlations would be considered for
Reqguiation (38 MRSA limits for emissions from several alternatives that have the potential to impact
Part 584; 06-096 CMR categories of air contaminant sources, | air quality. These standards would be met if
Part 101). - including general construction any of the altematives result in emission of

activities. particulate matter and fugitive matter to the
atmosphere (g.9., dust generation),
’ L
acltions-areiaken:

RAR — Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement "RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

FR - Code of Federal Regulations SWQC — Statewide Water Quality Criteria

MR - Code of Maine Rules TBC - To Be Considered

WA — Clean Water Act TSD — Treatment, storage, and disposal

EDEP - Maine Department of Environmental Protection USC - United States Code

SA - Maine Revised Statutes Annotated
PDES — National Pollutant-Discharge Elimination System

RWQC — National Recommended Water Quality Criteria

pZ|ZZZ2 QOO

-B--Polychlorinated biphenvis
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