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Responses-to Comments on the Revised 
Draft Feasibility Study for Operable Unit 2 (OU2) 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS), Kittery, Maine 

Dear Mr. Audet/Mr. McLeoEl: 

On behalf oLthe U:S. Navy, Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. is pleased-to provide to the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Region I (USEPA, and to-the Maine Department of -Environmental Protection (MEDEP) 2 and 3 copies, 
respeotively,. of .t/le responses to MEDEP comments dated December 23, 2008, tJSEPA comments dated 
March 9, 2009, and USEPA legal comments dated April 29, 2010 on the Revised Draft FS Report for OU2 and 
1 copy each of the. electronic document (on CD). 

In accordanoe with the project schedule, comments are due by November 26,2010. 

If you have any comments or questions, or if additional information is required, please contact Ms. Linda Cole 
at 757.341.2011. 

For the Community Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) members; if you have any comments or questions on 
these issues, they can be provided to the Navy at a RAB meeting, by calling the Public Affairs office at 
207.438.1140 or by writing to: 

Sincerely, 

~--
Deborah J. Cohen 
Project Manager 
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Attn: Danna Eddy 
~ortsrriouth, NH 03804-5000 
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RESPONSES TQ,TECHNI€AL ,QOMMENTS, . ,,' '" 
DRAFT F,EASIBILITY STUDY REPORT FQR OPERABLE UNIT 2, 
PORTSMOUTH NAVALSHIP;YARD,:'K!ITTrERY, MAINE; " ; ,,' 

The comment responses presented· b'elow have been,;develolDed ,to reflect the, aotion'.items 
identified duringdme 'NovembeIL':17 to 20, 2008 conversations'. held 'between"the ,Na!V¥;, 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP), United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. (TtNUS) and 
resolution of ME:DEP 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 minutes, are documented in 
Appendix D of the March 2010 Final OU2 Supplemental RI Report. These responses to 
comments on the OU2 Feasibility Study (FS) Report provide specific respo~ses 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 RI issues refer to the resolution of 
comments as provided in the OU2 RI. 

\ 
As a result of FS related conversations and resolution of Rlissues, 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 comments. 

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 inte!im 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 located 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 
Linacceptable 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 following removal to address uncertainties related to contaminant 
migration. 
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5. The western site limit lines will be dashed to indicate"LJiii39rtainty irdI;Je'limits 'of the site in 
this area and language will beaddecf'to the FS:tQ'iAdicate~tI;Jat a pre~design' irivestigatiori will 
be performed to determine the need to',extend'thiflirtlits ibfthe site in this 'a'rea. ~iv' ' 

Attaehment, C :provides revised ,text for., Sections 1 arid·2 that reflect revisions based on the 
r~sponses to MEDEP and USftPoAtechnical corriments and USE8A Legal cOiTIments. '", 
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RESPONSES,TO"MEDEP COMMENTS DA!TED DECEMBER 23, 2008 
BRAFtT FEASIBILITY STUDY RBPORT FOR 'OPERABLE UNIT2 ' 
PORTSI\ll0U"rH NAVAL ,SHIPYARD, Krr:rERV'~ MAINE.' 

, ; 

, " " , 

Geriera.l'Comments . .' i' 7} " J'" \,; 'to!,., 

( .' ~, ,'t;." , ! • 

1. Comment: In Section 1, the text notes in several places that the DRMO cari'is "ioterim". In 
discussion with, l'Javy at the l'Jovember 20, 2008 technical meeting there was agreement to 
pro'vide'c"supptirting iriformaUon that iNould;'dernonstrate' that' the cap car,; JssrYe 'as a 
perma:nent' 'r'emeoy ,for that portion i df the DRMO;[ This information, rhLlst 'be reviewed by 
MEDSP engineerirlg J staff to ensure ttle'cap'is sutfiGientlyprotectiVe.tHUntil iwe 3aQ fee with ithe 
Navy!.s supportIng infdtmati0r:l,'the existingintetirrr c,ap'should 'not be 'considered'8'h effeGtive 
alternative or component of an alternative."" ,,/', i' '" 

R,esp'(:)nse:·:08ase€l on :the November., 2008 techl:lioal meeting; the' Navy ag reedsthaf the 
re*istff.1g,.'cap 'af' the' gRM(Y was alii, interim'meaSlfre\'an'd'"that altern'atives for aac:h'essill9 
contamination under 'the Icap will be,"revise€l. ,Re'.l'ised,yalternatN/es'are pfrbvided in 
Attachment B attached to these responses to comments. 

~! ,{~ cd! i ,",' ,.' ", ~'I"') "./i~i t ';\.,,, ,~~ " .:' '" 

2.' Oorri'ln'Emt: I Ace0raing'to1'data ;from,' previ0l:Js investigations~ there are 'conbentrations of lead 
.' as [high a:s 255\obo, rifg/kg·-25.5%;.I,at the, southwest corner 0f iBuilding' 298 in·,th'e t0P six 

indhes' of soiLtGther I riearby'''locatibns havei,soil cotfosntrations,of 'f30,00Gmg/kg,;and 
,:' "HO,OOO mgt,l<g"in the 'tbp, tWo' feet of50il1 ·:ME;0l~p.'s' Remedial Action Guidelines do' not 
,allow any anthropogenic compounds in soiH3.t,concentr'atibl1l's'greaterthan to,bOO.ppm:(l%). 
The interim cap does cover these locations however, regardless of the cap, either interim or 
p>6irm ahent,: ,such hig h ly,0cohta:m ina:t'ed: sotf' m'ust: ·be, rel1'lbvetf arid ·transported t{r" a prCiper 
dis'pbsal '!facility;" : In~additionl to' MED6P policy reg'arainghrsoil' contamif'lation, ·:the 
concentrations :are;t60 ,high to risk!any possible erosion into' the rive'r due to"potEmtialfLlture 
catastrophic flooding r~sulting from global warming. . " I., 

. Respon'$e':" 'Based,'on Ut'e"Novem ber72008tetJhnioai meetlngs.alternatives will be)revi$ec! so 
, .', soil with high 'lead' (greater,tha:n cleanup· levels ,for. the1prdteotion. 'Of construction 'workers) 

. woUld '~itt\er' De(rem6ve'cfor 'cl:lpped,witfr'ia~perma'nerit 'cap 'system that would meet MEDEP 
published perro'r'rnanoe'standar'ds ahG:t:w0Uld.prevsAt.the' eroslon!c(j)fi ttile soil beneath the>cap 
system. For these alternatives the MEDEP performance standards for cap construction 
wollll€!' beconie, an applicable '~€tionl:specific ARARJ' "" '~ ",.:'i . 

3. Comment: There are several places in the text, especially the tables in Section 5, where 
th~'word ""implaJitatioH"j has 'been" used' where' f'implementation'l should be u§~d. PI.ease 
C0freGtttlese' errors. , i:~,;,f'; ij")'~~'., ", ~.' ;"', 

Resp.onse: The text will be corrected. 

Specific Comments 

4. Comment: 1.4.2 and 1.4.3,' pp. 1-4 - 1-5: Based on discussion at the technical meeting 
r~gardingjtheremovaPof co'ntamihateasoiPand1'regrading cil,the area near Building 34S;'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.,then3 is uncertainty" r,egarcling th!3' sit!3 bpundplyand 
remedial areas in this we,$t\3rrl"portipn ,of:0U2., The'te~t lin Sections· 1.0. an,d',.a.O'\wil/ be 
revised, based on the March 201 O·'FiAat 0U~ ~$,!:.u;)plementQJ ,(31 ,Report, ,tp;"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,westem area 
will be included in the site boundary as appropriate based on the results of the pre-design 
investiga.tion.. " ',.n, " .,'{ ;',)" . ,,' 

, • . ._~ I' . " f ... ,r·, 
.',.1 . 

5. Comment:, 1.5" p. 1,,:9; " ... the,tre,n§(h .is considered.a. (flealll ar!3~ wi~hin G!.)2." ,The, MP:PEP 
hGls,r)cHecord'Qf ever, ~eceiving the NOVember,.2005 Bui/ding 29~ Trenphing :Closeout Report 

,inwhicnut,he: c!ea..n,designatiol'l'was roa..Qe. Ple~se,Jq>rwarcl a.. popy 9f~.t.hjs qocumemNo us. If 
contarninationexists, below the depth,oUhe trrenc!J,,/and 'u~e' controls Vl(i/J ,be,,!nec:essary to ' 
prevent excavation into contaminated soil. " ',s, I : . , .; , ." ,'. 

ReSDonse: TI:lIs;information : ''Wa..s ! rQiscuss,ed dn,Joe" Ol),2 Addi.ti~naL lr;lyesligatiGl"QAPP 
, ,(TtNUS, ectober,2007). ,The. November; 2005" BUilding ,2a8 Trenchir:lg Clos~Qut8eport is 

available. in the Acilr;ministrativeReeord as documef.lt N001 02.AR00151 O. j f ".;' ;,,;.t ,;, 

Based on the concentrations within the residual soil under the trench, LUCs are not 
',necessary. for this area., ,Soil borings in. tbe arM',of thetr!3flcj;J,!W!3re ta,.rgeted to ;a,,~epth,Qf 10 

, f!3st 'belo}i\t;gl'oynd .,surface,Abgs),Th~ tr!3r:lcn was., e>.Ccavat~cI"tO'i 4, feet 'bg,~~";,,'Only,:one 
,., e~Fe~dar)cepf'.pRGs wasdetecte.d in'the 4cto ~Ot'foot,deptl:l~; '.pne,~,Qi.1 b(,Jring,tromq8 to 10 
, ,feet ,bgs,,~exGeedect thei re.side,ntiaIPRG:J.or l!3ad (400 mglkg) ,with a ,yalue,of 438 rng/kg. 

Therefore,'LUCs are notreqli.lired fQr:this are9,., '; 11, i " "1 

-<-i- '-;- ','. ~,/.~;.,., 'I '[ .;,<'-~ ,~\/t~' Jo ,~.~ 

6, .Comment:' 2;1:.2."2;,.6,i2Jirst, paragraph: lLi.there , Gtre !no wetlalilds .. ,"", Afterthil$ pi:lnase 
,please\:add ~'as defined ini}I=Q1199p, .. " 'to < differer.ltiate itJrorJ),the definition..of wetlapds as 
,defined in MEDEP Ch" 1 000.1 ,As defined) in .Oh. 1000 }the shoreline ,at Gl.}2 is ,Gol1§iciered a 
wetland. ,j C'.' ,',' ,,;', ':' .,.q , '" ,.} " ',':', '. , " L,', L 

Response:" The ·referenced, paragraphOfl' thecR,ederah p,mtecti,om, of;:sWJ~tlaIilCil$' ,Executive 
. ,Order 11.1.988 will 'be .. removeCJfrom'the textbecaus~Jhe reqyirernents otine, ExeGutiveQrder 

have been removed ;from' 49 QFR 'IRart 6"iReference, to .MfEP,EPG,i:l/ 1 OQO, w.ilJ, be ::~dded to 
the 'discussion of the:Maine.:Wetlands'Frotectibn,HLJle~ (06~09g;CMRPart·310)., , ':, . 

. ;'::;':< ,; ">. • 1:;:'~!\ J, _\1'; .. , ; :,~.:{ 

7. Comment: 2.5, p. 2-17, 1st paragraph: 'rThear.eaaroundA3uilqiIl9. 3,48, wa,s·[l,Qt-in€.ll,Ided ... " 
, See Comment 4 above. ' 

~ ,~ '\);~.< I "';. if' ;- \,~ ~! ':' ~' D'I ... , 

, Response: The. textwilLbe, revisedc;t<D indicate, thel!.!flcertain,ty.in'tne,western area incl\.lding 
Building 348 and that a pre-design will be conducted to determine the ,appropriatebounCiiary. 
Please' see the Navy's response to MEDEP Comment NO.4. 

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

Response: The indicated error will be corrected. 
,I; ,'i< ',.~ r,i' ~~ ~~.~*; :,," 

9. Oomment:, L2.5, p. 2-~18, 1S! paragraph: lIThe area, inciuding th~ ,beqrock 01:1tcrop to· the 
west. .... ' ',' "" ' .f" ,. ,I, !":' ' 

• 'J' 
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Thiste5d appears to;oonttadict the later evaluation oLremedial options 0NrJ)A~3 and WDA-4) 
that inGlude removal 'anc1 or consolidation 'of th'ese,pocketsofi soil'intp the' main portion of the 
Waste Dispesal Area. Please revise as,neededr er simply hote that·they,'were.not included 
in the vOlume calculations. 

, i, " 

, '. 

" 
" ,"> 

, ,'. Response:"'-The pockets 'of;soil were' inclwdediri'tme volume estimates.' The text ,in' -Section 
2.5o'indicatecHhat;the'pockets of 'soil in'otlre bedrodkiout~r0p is ,notdncludedin the estimate 
will.be'"deleted. J' ,,;,f,,;,:, ," . ' 

J,T",--;. ~ .. {\ ~';o.'i<~~t ";-;"'j"<~ " :,;':{i ~"i-"': -;}', ,'. 

10. Comment: 2.5, p. 2-18 2nd paragraphE,'.,I~ddre'ssing;the are'a 'contaminated with leaa at 
concentrations greater than 4,000 mg/kg would likely result in exposure concentrations less 
than ,·the,. construction iworke'r fi>;RG', bas~d on,· 60-day} exposure:~.!'"t;;; Please'~ fi;!atify' this 

'statement.. The table 'or] p.2.i 15 indicates that the60".day·construotion worker PHeJ'for lead 
'isJ2,CHDQ,mg/kg:',,, ",,, t:l, ':':"",", ",," .: ' ,;, . , ..... ; " 

" 
'i..' 7 ' , ~ 

"Res'PQnse: The'"Na9Y, appre'ciates ,the '~opportunity to" clarify tffiisupOifit",A,s :providea in 
Section 2.3, ''The HRSse'are ? the·chemicaf':'specific,;; "goals for ";,r~presentative{site 
concentrations (based on the exposure concentration) that, when achieved, will result in site 

"',concentrati0r1s"th'at pose,an'a'ocer:;ta:ble 'rIsk 'for ,the'fargefed receptbr;i,PR~s hc;l,ve geen 
developed on a receptor-specific basis for protection of human health fr0rriexposure.to 'soil 
contaminants." 

'-,_ 1 ' 1 ,? -

;;'\F.1fheremediation'·;areas Were developed $0 thaf,;remediationl'of the'ideritified 'area:wduld 
result in an exposure concentration equal to or less than the PRGs. There are\~aAew 
isolated sample locations outside of the area delineated based on 4,000 mg/kg of lead'that 

"i • had cOrilGentrations"greatef,than 2,0C>(i)'lmg/~~: 'pherefore~. it,is:expectsGl 'tMaf re~iatir.l'!1J 'the' 
soils within the areaLdelineate'd 'based ,o.n4;000 dJrg/k!1J" wo.tJld reduce "the, exposure 
concentration for lead to ,2,000 mg/kg or less (i.e.~ less than the PRG based on 60-day 

,lconstr.lJctiom,!wotker eXPo.SUre),f: ;, ' "" . j'l ,; . ' j ';;);" 

, ': ,},~, I 

1 h';eQmment: ;,Table· 2,,\1,:. In the .oU1i ,,ffeasibility .. Study' the ohemical-specificrARARs ineluded 
"Recommendatiens·.of:' ·the" TeIDhnioal' 'Review 'Workgr:.oup for, Lead ",for' 'an Approach to 
Assessing Risks Associated with Adult Exposures to Lead in Soil, USEPA, Jan. 2003." 

I z Rlease:ir:1oluae this if! the;o.W2;ARAFlsltable or explain whydt;is not,ineltlclea, .. ,; 
, 

Response: The TRW re:ference', wililbeadd~d\to Table 2" h :':,' ! 
.' 

12. Comment: Tfable 2+~', 'WSEPA Region -9 PRGs: The refer,enGe should be to thsxiupdated 
Septerilbern2@@8'taI3IEt.;"'" ,,"',)' i, -, ,., t" ;,' " \: ' 

, , , f, ~ r J l:~ '> ,,,- t ... 

Response: USEPA Region 9 PRGs (risk-based screening levels) were used in the risk 
assessment as screening levels and were included in the ARARs sections as TBCs. USEPA 
RE!5gional ,Sareen'ing Levels (R$Ls)l.are now,being'lused as the'risk screening ,!~veIS,\Pf,yhiGh 

", are similar to the Iilt;rgio'I19'HRGs:' 'The['texton Page 2i!'4 will be ;revised tO'indicate that in 
. 20.08, U:SEiPA repl'aded .regi'QI;"'sl;)'e6ific· ,risk;::based, screening lev~ls (e.1g.,' Ae'gion 9)' RRGs) 
with H.sL.!;).' The'U.:SEPAHisK-based.$creeming levels were used, as: scr.e.ening levels-as'pan: of 
the, HHRA fGr QU£!~arld"'Can ,.be, used, tQ-.',pevelop soil ,clean up goalsn, :rhis information will 

" 'also,be:pro~ided in :PatDle'~,::.1:1 'This\is1.consjstel1twith ,the'June'20H) Einal POI'tsmouth, eU1 
F$' Rsp>o.rt:': The rnost" fscent changes; ,inr~!R8Ls; ,did noti inolude. 'lead.· Beoause, the 
remediation areas are being driven by lead cleanup levels, it is not anticipated that the most 
recent change in R$L~',will"affectthe ,rerrrediation,'areas for OW:2.; ,However, J~~ N~'O?,iwill 

RTe for revised draft QLJ2 FS - technical 5 October 25, 2010' 



evaluate,whetber'the most reGent change in the RSLs have affected the list of OU2 COCs 
ano PRG~. F0110wing ,this:ewaluation the Navy will'confirm whether there·are. any changes 
to;the remeoiatiQn,areas'. The ~esults will be.provided ir::lthe Draft Final FSReport. 

13. Comment: Table 2-2, Location-Specific ARARs: The .GU3 ARARs table included the RCRA 
.FloodplaiPl . Restrictions 'for Hazardous JW'asteFacilities,,' stating, '.'Remedial alt~(rativ~s. that 
,involve,. construotion Jnths' 1 OO~year<l'loodJillain[;would .. be designed, constructed, 'operated, 
and maintained to prevent washout of any hazardous waste by a 1 OO-yearflood and to 
result in no adverse effects on human health orthe environment if washout were to occur." 
Th,is should,li>e'imc,luded in,the QlJ2 ARARstable. ' 

'~;. L 

Response: ,ConstrUction acthlitiesin the. 1 OO . .,.year, flobdj::llainl'within the 0U2.:sh0reline area, 
are not· anticipated as 'par:): ohaflY ·alternatives ;1.or OU2. . Therefore;, the lOO-year tloodplain 
ARARs will not be added to these action specific ARARs tables. However becau"se ... bt. the 
proximity of the construction zone to the Piscataqua River, emphasis on the erosion and 
~edimeqt ,controLAI~ARls have,been:added and are retlectecl in. tbe revised See,tion,a.,Otand 

, " '. ,,,><'.,,, ~ '. '>< 

Table 2-2 incl4ded iniAttachment CtQrthese responses to comments. 

14. Gommentt Tabl,ec2 .. 3,p. 3/5: Maine AiFPollution 60ntrol Laws should'be ,under State,;not 
," Fe.deral, ARARs. i , ' ' ,; 

Response: The indicated ARAR will be replaced by the Maine Visible Emissions 
Regulation, (38 MRSA 1584; . 06"'096; ,CMR 1 01rk and, included in Table 2;-,3 under 'State 

,AHARs. . ,':, . ; " "( " , ," ',", 1, 

,(, i "" . 

1S:}Gamment:'. taele!"3"'11~ p.:214:· The screenin:g~'comment forex-sittJ ·chemical· fixation should 
t:>e,the same as;for·in-situ'chemical fix'ation but is notI P·lease clarify. 

Response: As a result of including the interim capped area witt:1in the limits of excavation 
for offsite disposal, ex-situ chemical fixation will not be retained. The main reason in-situ 
chemicalMixatiorLis ;eliminated is'lbeCau'se?loLthe: difficulty to control" the :treatment within 
heterogeneous sOillmixtures. The scre:ehirl,g· c0mmentsnNill be,revised,aslfollows(·. I "., 

In-situ chemicahfixation screenJn!!) comment -"Eliminate' b~cause·the use oftmis,.techndlogy 
to reduce the mobility of contaminants or to prepare a surface barrier by in-situ application 
would be difficult to control due t~ the heterogeneo.us, mature of -the soiL'! 

iEx-sitl:H:ihernical Hxation"s.creening comment -:-;"Ret~in; the use,of,this technolq,!;}Y'SP~llc;;I help 
to reduce the mobility of high lead concentrations in soil excavated;j,(omtRsinteril'Tl'c,apped 
area. This reduction in mobility would allow a potentially hazardous soil to be disposed as 
non-hazard0us.',', ·f".', "'. .' . " '. 1,,,. ,," ,.' 

, , 

" [, '-., ' 
.' ,,~, h ,'."; "I i .~ ',- \ \ " 

16. Comment:. 3:5.2" ,p.,i3-20l,"The:.;depth ol;waste and:conlarnirlated soils within the DRMO 
area',extends6feet bel0w groLind surface;' ... " MEDEP,agrees;with)t:le statement; in. general 
but notes,tt.hc!l.t there are'''oc~,tions;akthe.oRM®'(D$eH5.,. RCS:~50pOU2-131) where the~data 
indicate:,lead >1>;000 mQ)tkg is found, below 6tfe,ek Thlei,cOnfib'natibn:.sampling proposeclfor 

,'any of the" excavation,. t;lJternatives ,cQulc;j . be apj::llied,:to poter:ltial;arel:fs extending! belOW 6 
feek .Please revise tl:1e 'sentence ito' "The del'lth.of':'the;rnajodty:of waste~ and. .. contaminated 

.' : soils .. ." or similarlto reflect the limited areas, where'cohtamination may extend belq>w;6 feet. 
, " 

Response: ,The Navy concurs with the' suggestion to add l"the majority" to t~e;text. 
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17: Comment: 4:2·;2.1;; 'p. 4-7, last sentence: LUGs are critical to the success of Alternative 
'., 'WDA-2., Therefore, verification of the continued effective,ness of LUes· should be on at le'ast 

a quarterly basis in the beginning. "; , .. 

Response:' The :FS identifies the need: for LUes as' part of any alternativ~tl'1at ,.I~c:l.ves 
contamination in-place. The text will be revised to indicate that frequency of inspection 
would be in accordance with the LUG RD. For costing purposes, the FS will be revised to 
indicate LUGs reviews would be conducted on an annual basis. 

18. 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 washil1g/screening should reduce volume. As stated in p. 3-10, "The use of soil 
washing along with screening wou'ld 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 hom 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. 

19. Comment: 4.2.8.1, p. 4-24: " ... capping the portion of the DRMO area adjacent to Buildil1g 
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 
option for capping would prevent unacceptable exposure to soil, and therefore, is a viable 
alternative for evaluation in the FS. 

20. 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 ~etween 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. 

21. Comment: Table 5-2, p. 1: The table states that under Alternative DRMO-3 LUGs 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 LUGs will be required to 
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ensure that contact ·with ;those contaminants do not occur, Likewis9,LUCswjll be 
,·;.necessary to" prevent future'. potential contact with any contaminants below 'existing 

buildings. ' .. 

Response:' ,ifhe Navy concurs that LUGs al'e ,neeessary' andTable 5-2 will; be r~vil:ie(;L 
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RESPONSES TO USEPA COMMENTS DATED MARCH 9, 2009 
DRAFT FEASIBiliTY STlIDY REPORT F0R'OPERABLE UNIT 2 
PORTSMOUTH 'NAVAL SHIPYARB, KrrrERY, MAINE, 
~: " 

; " 

1. 'Coniment~ Based upon reviewJof tliis Feasibility Study there is concern relative to the 'Navy 
interpretation tHat ground water is not a medium of'concern for risk.' 

, ~ ~ (} , 
"t,·" • 

,:," While grouna water at Site~'63 may not b~i;a concern for drinking or: dermal exposure during 
future constructiona~tivitie;s" there is·'Glearly', potential for, migration, .of suspended 
confaminants "to the near/off shore Operable l:Jhit '4. 'Assessment of ground water- impacts 

. cannot be dismisseg· if i~ isa source of contatnin~m'ts.for~~\?own ,gradient receptor. :" 
l t ! " . >' \' ',' 0. ~ , , ! '. I ,,"', I :~<' < 

This issue is of concern when conducting an analysis of remedial alternatives. There has 
been little consideration: to lateral m'igrati0n of 'contaminated fine grain' material from OU 2 to 
the near/off ,shbre.envifbnment. "This· has resulted in lack, of inClusion -of 'technorogies or 
forrriLilationof alterna'tivesthat consider ,this ; migration', pathwaY.i'While there :is 'one 
altemative provided in this"feasibility stLidytot'e~lace'the e'ntir.e revetment alon!;) OU 2'(SL-
3C-SeaWciIl) it is not clear,tHat the'intended,to be)'! achieved ,from, implementatlon-'of any of 
theishor.etine stabilization a~tetnatives'is;the'prever'1tlcm of potahtial fiAes migration;!' 

This feasibility'study' simply addre~ses the actidRs 'of waves on the OU 2 sho'reline that" can 
caI;lSe',er(1si6nl~iI'Id thus; transport of 'contaminated 'soils. According to 'EM '1110-2"1614 
"Desi'gnoHDoastaIReve'tments,'Sea Wafts; and Bulkheadsj~ a revetment has to be designed 
an(tl':c6hsUUdted,'to·perfotm'two functionS. One is topreventerosion from wave,actidn, and 

. : \th~f second' is to' p~eVeht migratio'ri of:finegraiir partfcles ,thr.bugh: the revetmenV fron'f the 
,o'Hshor:e;iside of tAe> 'reVetnie nt. , , 'Without this ,filtering ;component there is, potential for 
, migration of contaminati0'n: either as contarnin~tion,;in' partioulate fo'rm ·sLich a:s ash, or as 
:'contami~ation attached to fiher grairilsizeparticles., ",', 

, 1 ;,'.;L' ... ·'. - <·f 'f ,'. .,' ; , , ,-}', . '7t' t i ~ -\ 

"rhaesaid~ if this caribe dbcutneht~d' thro(rgh existing design ahd"as:..built"·documents, this 
, retjLlirement:could be satisfied;' Irhiny:'event, this contamin'ant migratl<Dn pathway"needs to 
" lDe"i'ncorf!>orated'for,evaluation .into the fe~sibility study. ' <,;;: ,:" :, " " 

[;':L! .~ " ,>,;·t:~'~,: " " ' j_. {T, "~ •• ,, i 

;' ReSponse:1','The Navy acknowledges USEPAconcerns' regarding migration"ofsusp'9nded 
fihes'4fom '<i)'nshore' bU2tb' near/offshoreOU4. !',Based"'bn resolution of c'orirments and 
revisions reflected in the Mardh[a010'Fi'nal OU2,:Supplemental RI Report'and the July"2010 
Draft OU4 FS Report, the Navy is proposing revisions to OU2 alternatives to address 

'; ,concerns :for'future 'potenUal migr.atkiR'ji' .Data "evaluation 'performed as part :'of the·OU2 
,Supple'meMtal\"HI jRepoft ,demO'r'lstrates that migration of 'contamiFla'nts (dissolved' and 
susp~iided)liri'igrOLJhdwater unCle(G'liirrent site 'conditions do ~not result in' unacceptable risk 
to tHe:offshbre ,anCl',would noHlkely"results iri':futl:fre"risk ljased on the, twice-daily 'flushing 
over50:year§'ldtithoj'e:Sir'fce"cOntamination Was release atOLJ2 'and the'high rate!of mixing 
in the d#shore}'area. In additfbhras,disGussed in ,the Marcn,201 0 Final0l:J2 Supplemental 
RI Report/August 2007' Filial ;Additional Scrutiny Report'fohOUZl; and Pebruary201 0 Final 
Interirn,Offshcfre M~nitdrihgiProgrfart("Rdunds '1 through"tO' Report'fot'OU4\' it. Wc;lS conCluded 

: that elevated concentratiOns 'of metals '(copperj lead,and'nickel) tiJstected ,in sediment:'1Ii, the 
small intertidal area"ili'MS--l1 (Iocatedea:st. of the OU2,shoreline),W91's>likely, from' past 
erosion from OU2 (before erosion controls were ,placed 'in' along the 'adjacent OU:2,.shoreline 
in 2005 and 2006), not 'from groundwater migration. Subsequent sediment sampling (as 
part of,OU4"lnterim'(})ffsh~re Monitoring Rounds;B'; 9;~ or 1«:) or\as part of the OU2 Additional 
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Investigation) was not requJ,r,eo because there: Is not suffiQient amount ,of sediment 10Gateo 
within MS-11 to cause an' lmacceptable~,risk to",eco!ogical receptors'. WhetherJhe lack, of 
sediment at MS-11 is the result of mi:l<iJ'lg ,~ones wilhil))th,e riv~r or.rninimal migr.atiOI}s:lf firle~, 
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 ~ith, art Jmperme~ble cap; if aha ,cap; is",r;~rnQy'ed!,and high, contarninatiqn,r;emains in 
place. Future potenti~L migr~tion fmm;\!.ms~turated zpne ~pil to grolmdwater'Tn the~Gapped 
area will be addressed by the addition of an RAO in the Draft Final OU2 FS Report. In 
,aqoition; the remediahaltematiy,J~s wiIH~,e revi$"egkto incll!de Gompon.ent~,toaddr.e$,p ,the,RAO 
as agreed, to by the' Navy, U,S~PA" ~n9 ME.PSP. The revisecj"alternatives' are provided in 
Attachn'lent B to theseJe$PQnse~ to;,c!l)mments,., "Revi$ioQsto',refl~ct,theljMc;l~c.h,2010 Final 
OU2 Supplement~1 ,l1t, Report,W,ere 'm.ade to Seotion 1.0Jorthe Pr.aftFi,nal,OU~ FS Report 
and are included in Attachment C to these responses to comments. 

,: . ,}:I i }:';~.;.r ,.~ ,. \ ~. !'.:,j~,: 

DIJring resolution of comments,on the,Septem~,~,r: 2008 Draft,OW,2 Syppleme[ltalRI Report, 
the, Navy, inqicated that implicatioJ)S:1Jelatiog, tq'~ risk' lrom'l'the, ;.revetment; .de$igo, and 
constrl;Jo,tjon':,8r.e'\'Iimited"toerosion, and transport of sediment to tQEf},Qff shore, and thaUhe 
:Drllft Final 0!J2.;FS Report would ,agdressiJhis ,issue." lAs, provided, in, re$ponses to 
comment$,onth,e$epternber,2008 Draft 0U2'$uppler:nenti;l,I~RLRep,ort (see Appendix 0.3 in 

,the March, 2010 Fil7lal ,QU2,;~Supplemental RI,RepGrt);,the,r"eyetrnent 'w~s not dEf}s!g{')ed to 
p,revent migration of all fine-grained material to the offshore area, and as demonstrated by 
th,e groundwater, §urface water:j and sediment d~ta,and risl5~valu;ation!'fo~, QU4, the: Jisk to 
the offshore, is tacceptableunder Gurreot ,conditions, Ba9,ed 'elm, risk ~va'ua~iQIl,qon!:llusions 
provided: itl the MarGh",2Q1 Q ninal' OU2 Suppleroer:ltal, RIRep9ltgroundwatJ~r, migration off 
sitEf},'J;:lo@s':not.pose unat;:c;leptable ,r:isks bas~d on,Gurr~nt conditions,a.nl;:bthe,re(ore ther;e is no 
need, to prevent particulate migration.} Howevel!;'it,yvas,.agreed that t~ere' w~s'Junpertajnty in 
the long-term stability" and Almct~ing , of-, :th~"; ~horeline"controls., Because :,design 
dOCUmentation:, anp' f'a,s-builf';, r~vetme,nh doq~ments ;af.,e·, I'lQ~ '~svailable, a,' I!>erton:nance 
evaluation cannot be conducted on the existing JeV!9Jrnent stru,ctur;,es., A technical. l9valuation 
of the shoreline revetment was conducted and included as Section 2.9 in the March 2010 
FJnal OU2$upplemental,RhF,;lePQrt., ,An, RAO, for,.,future potentjal, 'erosipl'), an~Lremedial 
alterna~ives;to aGldr:esj3: thjsiPotel1tial were alr,eaow;iljlcludeQ:,irn the! November 20,0,~ ,Bevised 
Draft OU2 FS Report. During resotution oH::ommerl.ts OJ:! the,Q.!,.J2·Supplemental, F;ll Report, 
the Navy agreed to include inspection of the offshore area for sediment accumulation as 
part"caf "shpreline,'inspectioQs,., For, tl>le,:Oraft: Final, OU2 FS Repqrt, thi,9\monitorig,g:G,omponent 
for, the shQreline contr,oJs wi I h;be" adGled to 'IlU.c~u;:ornponent of', DRMO pnd WOA,alternatives, 
,as'proVidedin',Atta9hment B to theSeiJeSpOnses to qornrnentsI, ,;,', 

, ,1 , . .~ ': ~j ; "1 • '" L' J{' ~ 

6M11l0-2-16:14 states rth2\t str,uctl;.lfBS (revetmlilnts"r~el3wal!s" and. bulkheads)l are often 
needed along.,smQfelines to provide protection frQm"~llye a.ction" or,:.to:r.etairn in sjtl;J'~oil or 
Hli. A, seawall is: 8'ma$sive structbireilthat j$ desigp~p;prim~arily to' r,esi~twa'(~;kapti9n·along 
high value Qoastal property. 'Bulkheads, are retaining,W<iiIJ~ whose'pfim.arypl;Jr;1!>.9s~,is to hold 

, or prevent tl11,e backfill f,rom sliding while pr,oyidi,og pr0t~cti0nagainst I,ight-t~hmod~rate wave 
action" Are~etment is'a facing of(erosi0n,Jesist~nt-,m&teriah(s!.!ch aSt$tQAe 9rc ~~>ncrete, that 

,; i'$ builJ to"proteet 'a .scarp; '~h1t:>.ankment, of:.othEfr ~hQr~.!ine fea.tures 'a![,Ja.ins~ erosion, .. , Seawall 
. ,and:ripra~'extend'aloi'1g,Jhe: sh~reJine·to prp,t~ct the WJ)A aOGkBuilding ,3tO,);:Re,vetments 
, with pre~oast interlocking, conofete,bl,0cKS prote.ct the,shorelilw:',byBuilding.298., 8evetments 
with:riprap prQteg:tthe interim"capandi,the DRMQ;storage yard: Please refer to Figure 1-2 of 

Ahe Noyember: 2008 .Revi$ed !li>raft)G>U2J:;'S Repprt. " 
~ (', {" ; 1 < 

: There'care, many Glesign.factors,to' conSider whenrs~lecting;a shore.line"str.l!oture;'as well as, 
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, both' temporary and: perman~nt, "'potential ' en~ironment.al' impacts' 'fram construction. 
Temporary impacts include turbidity, sedimentation, vegetation removal!' and lJotential 
smothering of near-shore habitat. Permanent impacts may include changes to the shoreline 
'adjacent to the··proJect :arid eoological 'IrFlJDli¢tS' to the"river dneludir'lg;';harder):ing ;~of the 
shoreline. Design: faGtors and nefienvironiTlental "benefih-willbe: evaluated alongAvith 
potential' 'l!Jna.cteptaIJle' risk ''fo'' human d;lealtR!Yana> lihe' 'envirorlmenV when;· seleeting 

l alternatives. ,BasetL'0n the:' MaroRil201 0,; Fih:a:liE>tJ2dBuPJDlemental HI ( Report, "revisions: are 
f'L. l pr0pos~d; to' Sections 1;, and 2 and are pr<zMd~d; in;:~Attachment e to'"the5e responses to 

',comhilents.' ;'" ;(';'1 "r:,;; 'I.) •• , J '" "'(:1' .",; ...... 'j'. :i:;' 

, {" 

" ~ '" t 

2. Comment: There is a noted inconsistency in the distribution of contaminant~mass'and:how..it 
is described has been presented in this feasibility study compared to the original OU 2 
Feasibility:Study prepared and publishedln',2b04.\'$peei~lcaIIY,' t~Hs' feasibility·~tPdy,::aricf the 
recentiSuPl'lemental':;,Ptemedial Investigation StuaYj pr9vide:figures that suggest ,relatively 
minar· zones 'of contaminateaimater.i'als exist· !befle'at~' au 21 :)"'1he"pr~)iiousfeaslbility!'study 

.publishea''ih,2004'aAd ,soil borilllg!,IQgs amd"soils .contaminant' analyses,for 1he site 'clearly 
" show signiUea:nt:eontiunination to;tlepth beneath··the.l:0·lJ'·2 site.", rarexample';,ra:r:eas'now 

presehted asi"$urface"FiW','aMd"~'Rbt:I<;Ffagmf3'nt Filll!)were:JDreviowsIY"l'resented :as~"dLlmp fill, 
ashrwille" glaS$imfiHal. cinders, \and'1wo'GjtfV';"!' . . ",r:"! , '0. , ' \ i' ,I, 

Response: Although the Navy recognizes that this comment was provided prior to the 
';Jj ,'resolutiarirof ,commentsi:Qn .the' September 2008 Dran,OLJ2-":SIl~JDlememal;RI' Report, the 
.'e" ': N'avy, takesir:eservatiar:1 withthe'iimJllnGation that datarhave ,lDeen'!oisregaroed!'in the Navy's 
, Fi;ilnterpretati0n of sitg;conditionSl1fWitl:fll1lat said, :in'USEPA Comment No;; 5 "matediiFebruary 9, 
t,> 2GG@ :l!>n)ltheSeptembe'f 2008" Dr.aft U>tJl2 $wp'pl~mental RiLR~port"ia, similar cQIiFI'ment,:on'the 

I: : crbss'sections:.waS made~: :AspmvidecHn'itha'Na\l¥:'shesp:onseta tJSEF?A'Comment No.5 
","';~on' the S~ptemben2G)(ja.:,IDraftlOW2,f:$u.rh~lemelllta:I"lf{kReport r(included ,in App~ndi~ DJ l' of, the 
"\ ,: Ma'reA,201 O'l\'ljnal ;<DLJ2"SuIDlJlementall !RI, RepQrt)ferosstseGti<Dns;in the NOXtembe~ 2004 Draft 

OU2 FS Report were, (Jpaateda!fter.~condwctil'lg lhe'<DW2"AdditiQnal' I nvestigalionin,,200'l' and 
2008. The Additional Investigation included installation of approximately 100 soil borings, 2 

j te~ti'~its,·at:ld'$ 'groundwater: mo'hifdtin!!lfiwells'{HNhieh' prd~i(je9a lDette~ under,st~nding of 
: : ggaltDgiecltkeonOitlortlsi,.;'theiupdated,orQssi sections' proviged, in"the November:29G)8 'liRevised 

" \' ")DraftiOU2;PS'R~portjwere also pr;0vlderilin:the Septemb'er' 200~MD,r:aft()lJ2 'Su~lJlemer:1tal RI 
i Pteport;'land"'a~e'consi~Jertt,pwith.the;:!!leaIQgicalucoi1di1iens",at'®W2. As, 'pa,rt,of',resollJtibn of 
,U5ER·Ws'·cOITUl'IEfrit ·0rl'the, Septemberr20'08' Braft ®lJ2 ·$upplemehtaIRI Report'," the,;J~Javy 

. ",prepared,;,'adaitiotial'·i cross'i:"seotions, with!<data, ffom~;thei b0ring:;'logs:" ana 'isoil illead 

... ,. 'coAcentrations,rtO';',show.tha1: ,tAe' (Navy!s tiC ross; , sections:,arEif; accurate;' howeverj , text 
clarifications) were 'Imaas ,to ' pr@~ide ad~.itiolilal t description,ot' the 'sudace, , fill, and rock 
fragment fill and the types of debris or waste materials identified within thesefzones .. The 
text in Section 1.6.1.5 of the Draft Final OU2 FS Report will be revised to reflect the text 

... 'cla:r.ifhsatiorhs madeiln'the, Mar:cH' ~01.O,:final'OU2 8upplem~enta:1 HI"Rep'orU Att@i'),g'Jent::G to 
[·thesElj',;resPQns'8&' to \,Goi11ments'lon:',the NoVember,:2@08:'Bevise¢; Draft 'C)lJ~:PS",Report 

" fincluriles'tne1propbsea-text"reviSi0/"fs'fQ(Semtio'fl1.6.l,§0\'':;,,:·:''''');;'''' ,",'{"'" '.o,~: 

3. Comment: This feasibility study is lacking at least one additional remedial ,alteronati¥e that 
involves vertical as well as horizontal containment. Unless all oontaminated materials down 

" to the:jlow,tide incursiG>n ile~el beneath OU:,2 are excavated, all 6f the remed,iak~J!er.!1~tives; 
'areh not: 1Iikely,"to" reSult" in: the Highesl<'ilevel ,,'0b{ protectibn,'of,hIJman '·health,;rand the 

. environm~/TIt There;; will. 'remain a'sig'nificant potential for,,:long ,teJmiLmigrl!ltiQn of 
·cof.ltarninati0n . as! sl:Jspended materials,.JWith the' 'o,utg6ing,tide.. ,Therefore, '·at least,· one 
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alternative must be inpluded that fully' recognizes this potential, and. specifically includes a 
ve rtical' barrie r. .;" ::. , . 

J 

0; ;: . ,i I, " 

Response::. Pleas.e;'see ·the· Navy's! re.sp9nse to lJSEPA Comment I~Q.1 related to risks 
'from contaminant, migration;:to ,the. ofC.shore.' ,··iThe Navy oel.ieves that the revisions to 
alternatives.·,ba~ed on·re.solution of. comrments on the; OlJ2 SupplemeQtal 81' Reportcand the 

. agreementto.·include inspectioljl,an'dm'Qnitorirtg'address US EPAGoncerrl'for. future potential 
migration; 'Further, as 'discuss.ed 'duringl~resol~tion of comments on.the,OU2 Supple.mental 
RI Report, uncertainties related to future potential migration do not warrant evaluation of a 
vertical containment option in the Draft Final OU2 FS Report. 

Specific C:olTlments .' . 
u' , - • , ,4 • , '"' I ,~I", > t < 

1. Comment:· Pag~ 88 .. 1,' 2'1 Patagraph,' 6th Sentence.' The ,conclusion Jhat th13re is. nO'i risk 
from'.grour:)d water is not concurred with. Contrary.to the; reference ·to the Supplemental 

, Remedial, Investigation'supporting;;that;(':interpretatiOI11·,:,;thefa ,has;, not 1be.en. anYN,ecent 
, '. ,sampling;,of maar/off' shore'\sediments., :P.ast ;sampljng:-prior t~'limited 'f~mediaJ ,.actions,has 

indioated,'"the"presence ot 'elevatedand: :inGne.asing-: trends of' le.ad .. "While disSQlved:phase 
" rrtetals, may nOLhave ,been' detected in .signifioaotcOf'l'celiltratipns; ,there' has, ~ot been an 

evaluation of transport as suspended conceiitratiens-.with likely subsequent deposition to 
. sediments along the 'Operable Unit 4 shoreline . 

. The ~ater:;als.previo.~;ly~d~~dribed in SHele sLJbsurfaee SOilsih~~ethe.poteritialto ~igrate to 
the near.:,off Shore ,area· iharn 'adequate. filter is. not.'B.;,Gomponent of, .. tne·.revetmenb ~Io.ng the 
Site '6· 9mIDa,l'lkmeot. . Further; wAere. thes,e, '.matetials' exist, oVar ~zones; of ;'lrock fragments" 
there is the tendency to migrate:vertically,dow.nWard over. Urne: This,wHl provide·a .p'Gltential 
constant supply! QN~ontaminated 'fine grailil::material for, transp<DJj'lin th~ s,uspended. form, if 
not in the,di~s,olved form. "This iisespecially 'likely.~iven the ,exobanges'rof ,tidal water.,and 
resulting turb.ulent oonditions in:, the,,~'rockffragrnenffjll'L, Unless; theseJine,grain materials are 
adequately filter,ed; they'can'conttibl1te,tb nearLoff shorefC,o'ntamination.', ,,' 

r ,~. • 

Inadditi0A·to previous (2.0.04. ,Feasibility:"StudYj,OLJ,2},figures·:as'. we!1 .as,soilbQring,logs 
indicating the.,presei1ce oUine 'gr·aiA,materialidnspe.ctior;1 ,of ,the Treatability Studi.e~himdicates 
that,'signifioant'peroemtageS:'of fibe.grain materiakexist, ,F.or the/study"eGfn'ducted:. in 2.0.06" 
(Appendix: Ej~~'T,able 2~1lIvshQws'sighi·fio.ar:Jt frJilQtiG)ffiS,:ofiSoil·with', grain size.: smaller than -fine 
s8.Ad I' (0040" rnm)., The. a\le.uage' "~'~s reoeivedi~!:per.oentage·· ot $oils ,I,ess,,'th,an ,.o~5a 'rnm in 
diameter was,t9%. The average "as· received" peroentage'oJ, silt/clay,.fraotion. (le.$s:.than 
.0 . .075 rnm) was 7% •. These;results indicate p<Dtentialfor migratiort,oUines .. both'downward 
into' the coarser. intervals and,r:nigratibn tI;Jrough,.the'tevetment if'an';adeqwate:'filtersystern is 
not in place." "!l )1;: 

~ i ", 
, : 

. ! \ ' .. 

ResponS'IW' Please see :the Navy~s. respbnse';to USEPA ,C<Dmrhent No. 1 :for inf0rmation 
regarding \risks from ,groundwater anchUS.EPA o(!>'ncerns regarding migration ,of suspel)ded 
fines from onshore OU2 to near/offsh0re GlJ:4. 'Thet retereJlceql, te)Et:will.tile!revi'sed ;based on 
the resolution of comments and revisions reflected in the March 2.01 a Final OU2 
Supplemental HI Report; . : ; ,( \. : :-" , ':' "; " 

, ' I' ~ '" ' ' ~ I • ,\ '- < 1 "';, \;" ' ' 

2. Comment: Page 128-2,' {!,dSullet.: The Gonclusiondhat ground water will nOUmp,~ct ,down 
gradient:mear-off shdrs!locations is not concurred witH. Whiledeac:t;is poorlYfSQluble in,water 
the, p'ermeability of the subsurf'aoe rhate'rials,and tHemagnittJde of tidal (ground water) 

.. ' fluctuations into and out '01: ..th~ site. provide 'a 'I'>btential mechanism . ,for migration of 
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contaminants absorbed todine: grain<soil. particles .. It hasl,not been ,document~q\ that,the 
e~isting' reVe'tmentalong.the",Site·6. Sr'nbanl<inent has a,filter designed·to prevent migration 
andrtra'nsport oftheserparticles; , , ,":", . '. ' . , ' '., 

.'" , ~ 
• • ~,_ f .. " 

'-,.' '-' ,', 
j,. ' ~ ',. 

Response: As a result of the technical meetings held and the'resoll:Jtion, of comments on 
the September 2008 Draft aU2 Supplemental RI Report, the USEPA concurred with the' 
Navy that there. are ria .current·risk·sfr;pm groundwater and tl'le .·N?!.vy:concurred:with ,the 
USEPA that there is uncertainty'· witti: the. p0tential for ,futwre:.:groLiridwater, risk~:, ' The 

'referenoed·text will be revised ,ba:sedbn,the resoluti0R~of,comments ;,and :revisiams·'refledted 
inth.e:Maroh20l0· Final OU2SLipplem:l'ental'RI Hep0rt: Please(se'e·~the Navy's response to 
'US:~PAQ0mment.N0. '1, for 'addition'abinformationorn .resolution "of this'issueand proposed 
revisions for the Draft Final aU2 FS Report. . , ,; ,r; , "'oj' ; '..! '. 

3;" ,Comment: Page' !5S,.2,:,gQ Bullet:' The statem~nt that, c<i)htaminated ·sedimeIJJsa.r~: d~rived 
from erosion along the shoreline is not supported. As noted in EM 1'1.10-2-;16-1.4 ."Design of 
Coastal Revetments, Sea Walls, and Bulkheads" a well designed filter is needed to prevent 
'migratidn:0f fine soil, particles tbropgh ,the' .revetm,ent.EPA .~belleves that.t,h~{i,&?tte 6; 

'. lre~etnient'Was, designed'a~sent, aJilter. . . . , (. . . 'i .:. ' 

\: .;.; :qt:·,~:>" \ ,j~'.. ";'" ,i l;} ~:1~i":'. , \' ( '.< ;_, 

,jt·isalso qot;olear what'is meant 'lDy, "eval!;.lation .6f-lme off ,shore, data'L: .. Previous ,data:,has 
shown 'an inor~asing tr.end'irnlead il'1.sedirnents. ,While, remediakaetions were subsequently 

, conducted, review of the au 2 Additional Sorutiny ReJ1)o.rt, and; the\SuPI'Jemental'Remedial 
Investigation Report indicates that there does not appear to have been any post remedial 
sediment sampling Gom:lliJcted .. ',:, "j,.; ,.,.; ,.) "i " " J ;:;,' ,.',': ,,'" 

, ;".ReSjlonsetiAs ·jrldieated in"EM 111.();;;2"19() 1 and EM, t 1'lO,.2,,,,2300 filter ,Iayer§. are •. rtleant to· 
)"ii,minimize·tthe r'nigfation:of' fil]e soi[~particulates thro,ugh l'a· revetment.., 7fhesedocu,ments 

,'I,indicate tliat rev,etments are,shor:e,parallelst~.uctures builLorlaisldpe, .typically from· lay.ers 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 geatextile 'fab~ic~t0'minimize' the:'migration.,Qf 'fines:!through :tl;l§'§!!~u~1we. 
Both layers are sized for stability in the deSign wave olimate and to limit the structure 
pdr0sity~i~."Akey),element in :the c0nstructiorl of.a rev.etment ,is the'~placemenl:'9f,"~@~i~!a.,tmor 
layer; which (mjust.:be,ddne piece by'piecej withNeitficatlon of imte.rloeking,and at leas;t~three 

,p0ints of tcontC\c:t:"Thetyoids·between ,thEp'slOliles;m Llstbe mai nfai ned ,(notconcreted;oHfilled 
. ,,'!;~ith lsmaller:'stone) ,tb'allow for wa"e!'ener,~y tl:> 'tboul1loe aro~nl!:l'!, betweemthe>stone .. and for 
":. tl:le,stn,lcture.'to',beiable'to!~selfl(heal" Illr:!the\(oase·~oLdama9e.<to ,one areai-' ' If a'st0ne is 

're'mo\t~d, frema oertaim ,are'a;lthe aEijacentstones:ltemd,:tolcoliapse;int0, tA'€), void, and maihtain 
. tAe4unctionality;'oHl'le; revetmentuntWrepaitslcan,be'lmade;. ;. " '; ('<i,' V 

: < : .' > \ 
., ~: ;.,"\" 

A filter is a transitional layer of gravel, small stone, or fabric placed between the underlying 
",·soiPand the'struetLlre'Allihe filter limits,'migration of.thefine~soll particles:throug,bp~Oidsi.rri,the 

. 'vl;strlilcture; distribwtes,the weight of the ranl1lil<Dr fuhits"toJ1)rovipe; more' ,ur;iifoFm settlerJientj';.and 
; ( :pefrnits relief'of'hydrostatio;press'llJtes)withinthesoils. For;areas,ab!)ve:tbe"waterllnei filters 
:,' ·''alsodprevent·surface water' fromvcausimg erosion !(gl;Jlli~S)..'be.neath:'l'th~i,r,iJ1)rap., 'Specific 

"desigri'~gUidant:e',fbr'gravel:and stene 'filters! is'oontai(1ed·,in.EM .11 tO~271901 ,amd'6M"tl1 0-
2.,.2300"and iguidance for,clothAiltel's iS~0ntainedjn,@W,02215., " '-" , .. ", . 

. :, ,,' 

Please also refer to the Navy's response to USEPA Comment No.1 for changes to the FS to 
address potential for"fine soif'J1)artic;:le, migration thro!:Jgh,the rev¢trileht struGture,' " ,,' 

·:'i:~,·t:~.·· ~"",.~. . i,~l. 

RTC for revised:draftOU2\FS - technical 13 



4. . Oomment: Page ES-2,' 4h Bli/llet:) , The risk .• a~ses:sment has not demonstrated thatsthere is 
no risk due to migration:.of grour:ld ,,water.,: .While';theSup·plementalrRemedial ,Investigation 
did not result in detection of elevated metals d,lssolved in the: near-off. shore surface: water 
there has been no assessment of potential transport of contaminants absorbed to fine soil 
particl.es through,tbe revetment. " " 

.. ) ;. ~ 

. '"F6rwSite'16 the SIlPplemental Remedial Investigation-. (FigureL3-2) .indicated, elevated 'total 
.', copper;arnc:lleaddn,rr~ar'sh6re'monitoring ;wells DW-6:and DW·q:Swhile nickel 'is' present in 

the dissolved·phaseforseveral inear::shore wells:'; FbpSite 29 elevated lead' and: copper was 
c:letec:te.d aM)W-8.' lWbile,a new revetmentof limited iex,tent'was recently,construeted at Site 
29,. which did include: a .. filter,fabric, lthe Supplemen·tal Remedial Investigation'still teswltea in 
the detection of total copper in SW -06 '. ,. ' . .,. 

Response:" ,Please.'see:,thei"Navy's responses t'0 USEPA Gorrfrtrent Nck l' andrU$,EPA 
SpeciflcC6mment.No/2 •. : ,! ,l 1 ." 

, ,~", 

5. ,Comm'ent: Page ES~2, iftem No, 2:, .It, does,nott~ppea.r thatthe jntent toprevenh~r:o~ion of 
Soils from au 2 to the near-off shore environment illicludes: preven;~it:m 'of'migratioilfof<fine 
grain particles potentially carrying contaminants is included in this feasibility study. The 

. prevl:lntion,·discussed in this "feasibility stl!ldy.app~ars to ,be, ,f,a>cused '-solely\ on potential 
ef0sioniof the'>'embahkmentlsoils"Que'to 'wave'\actiort;·Hl'evention oftmigration of particles 

. throw{;jHthe revetrnent:is'also needed. :'" :,; ,'," ;. 
-; .:"' " .... '. ~ j \: " , J' 

" l r-

Response: Please see the Navy's response to USEPA Comment No.: 1.' ." v,;;, 

6. ,eomm.enk Pe,.geB8.3, Last Rala'gfaph: It is not clear from this feasiollity stuqY:JhatttlE=!:goal 
eft protection of the,er:n7ironment,will '!be met; The',plternatives,'devehDRsCil doj'not appear to 
consider the potential for:" migration of~fine: grain, 'tnat~fialsoarryingi oontaminatidnthat Gould 
migrate through the 'revetmentt0' the'n~ar~off shore.:.'; , ' ,. 
. , 

'" ,~-, ' ' , ;. ! 

Response:; Please:see the Navy's resp.onse'fo US6RA Com/nent Np.:1 i' , , 
;' •• ;:-"c:~_~' I : .~<,,~ L~}'. ,"[ '", -:~ '1. \t':;: ',·t /", 

7. 'Comment:;'Page:ntFS"6, .:1st Paragraphl i,s~ '$entefi1~e:' EPA"does" not" concur;;,with' the 
"staltelimetlt that >'the:"shmreline<' stabilizatioA,,'''' rneasur~s "'are" not a: ;,C<Dmp0rl:ent ,0fOU 2 
'rer:nekliation. \ :Be.caLisliPdft the 'potential';for transport, of"G:ontarhinated "soihpartioles withl;,tidal 
cyGle's~ ,including' c<Dntinu'al g.ener·atit1tn;,of the§,~f'parti<llles'dl;le to 'settlernentrtidaJ;aotiorl; 'etc. 
cohtainr#ent of ,this 4c0nJamiriation','must:hbe 'Gonsidered, when"evaluating;,'remediaIJ 

alter-natives.' Withowt veriftcation.,ofJan r9'n'gir:le'ered filter, already;in 'place'(ke. along"the, Site 6 
revetment), and considering ti'rat.la:II:;'contaminatediisoils are'mot propos¢d'fon exoavation, 
there is potential for continued migration of contaminants as suspended materials over time. 
, ;'<-{- (~,~,! )t~', -':. ,;.~'; l)~' f ~~~~ ._» ,{,;,j:' t,~ i(!",: '>~ .. :'-: t 

'A;tesbanse:, , BasetVton :resolutionf;of comm~nts;t!on the' Se'ptember~; 2008' IDrafkOU2 
,Sbipplerrlentalt PH Report related to~ potehtial 'ftltllJre erOSion, ,the alternatives in the Draft Final 

'"c)Ua'Fe3,t Rep'<l)'rt·,'wiIlLbe~eVised to, , adGlress, pbtentialdutu,re etosibn"'throl£lgh: LUGs, and 
;:'structural;~o~mponents '0f"W,DA' and DIRMC> a;/tsmatives." Separate. shor:eline'stabilization 
, i alternati'J(1),S ;(SL~ 1; SIl.~2, 'a'nd r$b."3);"wiWinof be,incllllde(d' in ,the Draft FinakOU2 FS;~;lReport. 

Please also see the NavY's ~re'sp<D'n"ses::to USEf'>A: Gomment l\Io.~i.,and USEI?At:Specific 
Comment No.2. 

8. co';'~e~t: ',Page' E~':'6":1st':par?graPh" ;!l~.,.th;O~;h' 4h
,', ~entences: 'It bas not· been 

demonstrated that the existing shoreline stabilization measures Alternative SL-1 and SL2 
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are currently "qperating effectively". This assessment appears to be based on wave action 
erosion only.'-" , ,," ;' 

Response': Please ssenhe Navy's resp(:inse to'USEPAComment No. l., ,. 

9. Comment: Page 1-7. ffh Paragraph: It should be noted that the emergency actions 
"';implehlerited tc;> '~oover eroding soils"4bllowirlg thEr initial construction of ,the revetment may 

have, been necessary dti9" to"i migration of,~~i15' 'from;' the revetment. THis is a major 
" mechanisrt1'for erd>sion antl'faih:Jre oHevetme'nts in addition to'that of,wave action. ' 

Response} The l\lavy'disagress with the' nS'edtb ihote' that the. migr'ation, of fines may,have 
" beelll 'the reason for 1he"'tevetnient updates:; The' existing shorelineJ, stabiliza'tion revetment 

was placed.along ,Site ,6'antlfSite 29 to 'alloW this, area, to be used· a's it is: today. SubSequent 
findings of contamination within the soil behind the shoreline stabilization structures have 
lead to 'the agreementthait tt'f9se shorelihe stabilization ,structures are"also'impQrt9.nHorthe 
protection of the offshore area from migrating contamination. The need for'the more recent 
upgrade of the original stabilization 'strlJlCtures was dete'r.mlned to b~'a'restiltiqf',soils ,erO:~ing 
from the top of the shoreline. Alterations were performed to a portion of the revetment (east 
of Site ·6 and ,west ,bfthe s'ea~wan at'Site":29)',becaLise"of the~',steep slope at'Whic,tfthe 
revetment was constructed. No voids were found below the revetment stone indicating that 

"the"migralion,'of'fines'through the revetnient,'was, not tHe reason for;the~mostrecent 
revetme·nnepail's • .' " ,:1 "," ,;) 1, ',', ' \ " " 

10. Gommenti Page: 1-1'0; ;:!!~ <Raragtaph; .;fast SentenCS} :The ;stated'~protectivehess 6f the 
current'§lope~$tabili:zation 'measures',is unsupported by sa'mplil'1lg. !, "". 

Response: The referenced' paragraph' providss'the:cpnclusi0n, Qf- the August,:2Qfi}'7'i,Final 
Additional Scrutiny Report for OU4. Although the Navy recommended combining onshore 
and offshore impacts at all Shipyard IRP sites, sampling required to monitor sediment 
'offshore of QU2 is,lj'eing 'monitored,'as' part, oNhe,OU4 "I nterim' 'Offshore Monilor,ing'P:xogram 
(October 1999 Final Plalilland June '20l0, Draft Plan Uptdate) , and: add,ressed as 'part of the 
July 2010 Draft OU4 FS Report. The Draft OU4 FS Report evaluates MNR for the offshore 

,"area of Ol:J2;'identified'.8.s"MS.:.'11. Under; CUrrer'lt bonditidns cQ'ITcentratioMs 9f"'Q.lj]e{;Or',~more 
,j Got])s exceed pf;:Wls: iHCilWever; there is not 'a 'sufficient ,amount' of sediment Io.oated'within 

,,' MS'-'11 i,f(j)'bause an unatceptable iriskto'ec'ologieal receptors. Wh'etherJthe'lac!<;oesediment 
fOPs8.mpling ,is' the resulfolmixing' ~0nes'within\ the' riverio.r:minimal",migration' of fihes;'tl'iere 
,iare",no,'lcurr'ent, U nacc9'rDta:tJ Ie, 'tisRS"'to 'humarrJ health or' the 'epvitbrnmant;" in, the sediment 
offshore (ill 'OltJ2: ", As' diSoUssed ,in therefereilGed, text,; sarhplin'g as 'pl:fr:t:: of the' Interim 
Offsh'ore: M<i>i'litotihgI Rr0gram:indicate'ian1 inswfHcientlamount of sedimentoffsnoreof OW2 to 
warrant collection of samples. Please also. see the Navy's response to USEPA, Comment 
NO.1. 

", t t{ . '-:~ ~ ; ,', , 'I \, .: " ' (' " • ,'i, ,f' 'l~' " .' 

11.'Cofrfm'erit!,)j?agef:t;"10, lasNJ)aragraph, 5~ Bentefifce:' It is unlikely ,that lead contamination in 
soi IsEirt tt;fe"resit;jential'a:~ea' is)dus'to. ;house'''Painting given the 'do.curhenteq Hatur~' of, storage 
activities at OU 2. ,';; , ;',' 

Response: RegarclleS"scotlthe uncertainty regarding,the source' of" lead;.;conta,m(qa,ted';soil, 
the Navy, with concurrence of the USEPA and support agency; is conducting a non-time 

(~critical re'm'oVal 8btitiln', iril the vicinity of: Quarfers S'and,I\J. ,J\ri 'Engineering Eyal,Y~JionICo$t 
Analysis (EElCA),-'ActibnMemdfandum, Removal Action',W'Ork Plan,andlRemoval Action 
Report will be prepared to suppo.rt the removal action for the DRMO Impact Area. ' 
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'," , " 

12. Comment: Page 1-10, Last Sentence: See Specific Comment 10. 

Response: Please see the Navy.'s, Jespo!,)se$, ito USEPA Oomm~.nt No. t'l91nd USEPA 
Specific Comment No.1 O. ." 
i.,,· , " , t. ~ ~ii > 

13~Comment:; Pag~, 1r 16, La.st SentfinCf311 1'IJe istat~me,nt thatl, in eff.e.Qt. beca~se 'jead" [was 
, found in an, area l1Q.tassociated "with I!)JrtMO sOl!!rce. ,are~. means' that,:;it, was derived 2 from 

other sources ~uch as house paintil"lg is not,~onclJrred with,/ II:!, lJarticlJJa~J itshoul<;l;,be);loted 
that transport of lead contaminated soil particles can and does occur through the effects of 
"wind., ~iyen" the:;.:extensiye t use', af,QU 2 fQr disposal S:l'ltihstorag9.'ofi mater;iglI5't,cont~ining 
lead. it is:~f;}igbly;pr:obablelthat the'detected lead in ~oil5~origioated lfr0m QU ~i. i Qisml~sa'i as 
originated from ,o~her relatively. minor like.!y ,C0ntributory 'sources,Js',not t;ll?propriate. 'I 

~ -H ' ·';_t~rf ' _.'~: ,! .. : """ ~ ,l: VI, I, , \ i ~ t , 

Resp,Ci)nse2, Please; see the Na"'Y'Ste~PQn5£;l.tQUSGPA Spe~ific CQrnment No.,;1;1, 

14.~.comm~nt~';R~~61 1-Fl;; 15; Ra~agtaph.1 $,ee $Pe.,CiU~C~Ol~.f;lrat':;\a."· " ,i,' "i 

" ; .. ' ~'>; 'f·"q:~1r,:,. , ~: l"'~ 1 ~~.1 ~$':>' l.' ,,' . "" .1 ,,' •. : .• :,-, 

Response:,: Plea~e..see;the Nav(srespons:etQ,U$EP'~:,$lJeci.fi~IComlJlent No. 13.·{' 
( ft -.r:il~:~' >: , :.~ ~ .. « • , ' ! \ ,1' j .. -:.~~~ ',. '.~' 

15;GQmment:~i 'Pagf;J ,17':17;" srt ,Paragraph: The· l)tatements In Jhls . paragraph". unde,l"soore 
concerns regarding the potential for migration of fine grain soil particles:aont~ir!img .absQrbed 
contaminants to near·off shore areas through the r~vetments IT those revetments are not 
adequately designeltl and'con'strusted' to' ,filter 1tbos.e,pal1tiqlesftQm,the glt0u,nd water.(T!:J~t is,. 
migration of contaminants .is'·not thrplJgtktbe(pissolve~ 'pbasein gr.0!Jtl(!j wateri>niy'j. i: " 
Resp-onse: Please see tlte Navy~s response to USERA C0mrnent ~o. 1. '"I' 

" .1" , i , '\ 

~_, I ! t -r f if 'j~ 1 'I ( • ~ '.~ .~ :\,' >_,' ~f~) ~ r ,(. • 

16 .... G:olfimentlJ,Page,' '1-1'1,. 4th PaJ:agraph,,; li!!lst. $entenc,e: There,tlh!il.S0'IDe~n, no near/off 'l?hore 
s:edim~nt sampling to support tllle:statementlmerlile:in .this:s~ntelilie; , 

~"':"~·l". fi:~-:" > ~I\ ,.;> " 'i' ~ 1 r' ~ "1,\.~_ : :: 

,Respo.mse:: :Thsf' refer.enced texti is· .the first sel1tenpal of, SeotiPDe,1 :6.8,. whiq,h, provides a 
summary:;oMheevaltJation of fate'"and"transport· of:;pon~amJnants con!iluct,ed as· .parttof;. the 

·',QU2"~8upp'emeAtal AI' tsee Sectic:)O 14 .. 0 In the, Marqh.,201\~'. Final OU2.~~S,\;Jpli>lernental RI 
'Pleport~~ SedIment .sampling :at, MS-;1f ~L.oC!atioof!a)- WS$ .;Cfor:1,d~gteq as! p,ar:trof lth~' Interim 

"'Offshore MonltoliiAg~Program:{Rounds 1'to 7); Please'see)1$e~tiQJ),'4.0 ancfAppendix,A of 
, 'tile: March',201t0 Fint;ll', ,OW2' SupJi>lemental . RI. Relllo(1: fot addition~1 'inforrnatiol"l !DO hOVII, the 
,sedimel1t;'data werel Elvaluata,d 'as"par1 of ,tlrJ~1fate~,and' transport· ~y,all:l.ation';and. fpr'sediment 
'data4orMS-11, respectively. .'." '. , ,t' ' " , {, i "':" 

17. Comment: Page 1-17, Last Paragraph: There has been no assessment to support the' 
interpretati()n that there"is 'no trahsp(l)rt,tohpa'F1:ictlJlt;lte matter ocontainin&l"c,onta.!1llin~tion ira 

. outgoing!tidal groundlwater. The,modeling [t.hat hasbeen)Qonqu~t~'[app'ea'fs~''t@''ha¥e ceen 
based on dissolved phase metals only. " 

, Response:;' PI easel see .the Nsvy'Stfesponse to USEPA\ ,CornrrnejJlt No.1, 

18. com~eDt= Page, 1-19p fst .pa~afJ:aPhl sn ie~te~c~:',Ther~: h~s'~e~~'no r~c.entsampling of 
. s'ediment, albeit "limited and between i':ooks'1;to sUPpol1Uhis ,iflterpre,t~tion. 6\ 
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Response: Please se~ the Navy's response to USIERA Comment No. 1. 
,! ~ ::'" 1"-~ • ~ , 

19. Comment: 'Page 1-19; ~_ct, Raragraph, Last ,sentence.' - Ib:h;:is not been, demonstrated that 
mjgration of ground water off site does not pose unacceptable risks for au 2. 

ResponSe:" Please see the Navy's response to USEPA Comment No.1 . 
. ~ ~ /' 

20. Comment: Page 1-19, :Jd Par(lgraph: It has not been demonstrated that ground water is not 
a medium of concern for au 2 in regard to transport of contaminants to near-off shore 

, ' .J ,areas., 

Response! Please seethe Navy~sresponse, to USERAComment No.,l:" 
I' '" , .. : ' '" i'" ,,\' , , ,'\ ; , ' , 

21 . Comment: Page 1-20, :Jd Bullet:' Th is assessment appears to have focused oh the 
mjgtatien'ofdissolved phase metals only. It has not been demonstrated ,that migration of 
merals 'aosorbed toHine particulate ma:tter does not occur :~', " 

Response: The assessment considered dissolved and suspended contaminants. Please 
sss thefNavy'sresponse to USEPA Comment No; t.,,;': 

! H,' f .; ; '-. 1 '- \- • ,,11. J " ,~'. ' ,'1;; ; . , 

22. Co.:nmen't:, Page 1-20, 4h Bullet: This:a'ssessment ap'pears,to- be !subjective., P~evious 
sampling hasshown'that elevated:concentroations,of lead following an increasing trendwere 
p rese nt in' the near-off, shoreenvi ron ment .. " Subse'ql!Jent .. tOJlariy, removal actions, that have 
been performed there has been no additional follow up confirmatory sediment sampling 
oonducted. 'As"suchi the'statement< made is ,noti'suppdftable'~b~tdata. ' 
i, > • .~ ~ :. ,'-' -: _~ 1, ~ ( 

Response: Please see the Navy's response to USEPA Comment No.1. 
I . \ ~. ,I (, 'r:~:i, < ~. 

23. Commen't,p Page~, 27- 13, uSection 2.2: ,6iven the potential 'fer migrationofIfine grain soil 
I particl'est' to the, near"off, shere,,'environment through the'! existingc,shoreline: 'staoilization 

, structures,',ground water also should pe considered as 'a medium of Goncern, uriless it can 
, 'be! 'demonstrated that i; the, 'existing'i'shorelirle,;,;stabilization i measures' effectiVely,; ptevent 
, ,migration6f fine grain material, through the Jevetmehts/ .. ' ',i' \' 1 ',' ", 

Response! 'Pleaseisee the: Navy's response ,to 'USEPA,.Qommelilt No'. 1. ' 

24. Comment: Page 2-14, Item No.2: The protection or the off shore environment cannot be 
acblieved' by,consideration,ofer:G>sfer1 'of the aUd~ soils ,by, wave actiorralone. Ther feaqitlillty 
study"has to i include :eitl;1er: a ,robust ,d0cumentation '"of the ,current effectiveness of the 
sHoreline, stabilization, measures to prevent' rnigl!ation' of' fine grain material through the 
revetment or consider this as a specific objective in'thetfdrmulation of remedial, alternatives 
for shoreline stabilization. This does not appear to have been done in this feasibility study. 

" f' 
, 
u' , " >, [ 

'ResPonse: ·,please seethe Navy!s respe,pse:to:lJS6PA Comment lNo. 1 ~ , ": 

, )' :;' 

25: Commentr PaNe 2-15. grJParagrapl:1/ Last Sentence: What is the rational for, proyiding:;two 
durations for construction worker"exposure? "Itt wolllid ,appear thp'!"a, wOllse case duration 
shoul'd be c0nsidered, or at a millimum, tbleHocus should b~OJl the 60 tday duratioA"if it is 

,tbelreved that this',dura1:ion is potentially likely; + ,'[1,', ,'" ",: 

';', 

Further,how i,does this relate to the possible :construction activities' of the . shoreline 
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stabilization measures? For" Alternative, SL-3C,. it would appear that the. dur~tion of 
exposure would potentially be longer than 60 days. Since implementation of this alternative 
is potentially:feasible a likely.lohger,duration of time should be evaluated rather tban the 60 
days. \ 

Response: The text· will be clarified :thatconstruction w<Drk is expected to b~:less 'than 60 
days and a PRG for lead based on 60-day exposure (2,000 mg/kg) will be used as the PRG 
furOUa ..' 

PRGs are based on site exposure concentrations that need to be met after remediation; 
therefore, durations for remediation work are not considered in the PRG development. 
Remediation work will follow 'It:Je appropriate. health· iand .s'afety requirement$' for the 
remediation. (Le·., PRG is to protect general worker and not remediation worker). 

26. Comment~ Fi§}ure2-3: Why does the area of '\lnacoeptable ·risk.- construction.worker' not 
include the shoreline protection areas? It would app>ear that if reme€lial alternativeSb.-·3A-C 
was to be implemented this would be a concern. , 
Response: Please see the Navy's respornse· to U$IERA. Specrfic -Comment, No. 20. A 
constructidn worker performing utility work most likely would not be exposed to the soil 

. tinder the f,st:Joreline' revetment Remediation· Work .·is· not considered ,as .part. oL the 
oo'nstruction wo~kerexposure risk· assessment , Remedial .action. contractors follow the 
appropriate health and.safety requirements. when con€lucting .remediation,work.' ,', 

,,~ 1 • • • ,I ~ \, '<, -~ I .,':: . 1 . ~'. ' 

27; Commerlt: Page 3-4, Re(ained ,Optiqn. f<Dr Soil Stabilization: Contairiment should include a 
vertical barrier to prevent horizontal migration of contaminated soil through the revetment. 

"':it!, .' '0'';' . .' 
Response: As indicated in the responses to USEPA Comment Nos. 1 and 3, the Navy 
recognizes the uncert.ainty·associated with the ,reVetment structur'e;and will adcd'eomponents 
to the remedial ,alternatives, within ,the FS to·::address ·the uncertainty.~';rhe~ revised. remedial 

. altematives will· includesrJhe. monit0r'ing of-, existing sho.reline l;stabilization stn,Jotures under 
'UJ<:{S! ~ TheSll>'eciHc:altematives(~addressing the smoreline,stalDilization, inoluding technology 
screening for shoreline stabilization, 'have been r.emoved from 'the text.. The Navy dOes not 
see the shoreline stabilization structures as a component of the OU2 remedy. Rather the 
Navy sees. the shor'elinestabilizati'on ,struotures as, n~ededto protect .the integ~ity of the 
proposed remedies. :., , 

28 .. Comment: Page 3-4,' RetainedtOption forSoi/. Stabilization: Containment should, have been 
inoluded on' this tablel' f':lnstaliation, of a Nertioal barrier. usin{g; sheet· piling would prevent 
migration of contaminated.soWthrough the revetment The current focus appears to address 
shorelirne erosion ·from wave.actiono·nly., -".' 

. '1' 

Response: A vertical barrier will be added to Table 3-1 (the preliminary technology 
screening table). T'lilere, are numerousndesign c0nSi~erations"tQ' evaluate to;retain this 
technology as a component to a viable alternative. Due to the presence of blast rock, the 

Itsheet'· pilirng'.cannotA:)e"advamsed/with contrbbof location, to provide a ve!1ica!, barrier' bel0w 
'the ·depthofAbe fine grained 'material, pr~sent above the blast' rock" wt:Jioh is'at an average 
depth of6 feet below ground surface; , .sheet piling will be sc;reened out in Table 3-1 
because implementability issues and because there 1atenocurrent.nisKs'aS500iatedwith'the 
migration of contamination through the existing revetment. Monitoring of existing shoreline 
stabilization features have been ,added to the LbJCs component of each ,remedial action 
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alternative. As indicated in the' Navy!s're'sponse to" USEPA Speci'fic'iGornn'lent No.' 27, the 
specifio ·shoreline' stabilitatioh'alternatives will be 'removed;fro~r:r the text ' 

i' ; 1 ' ~; .-> " ,( i. '. '-, '; ,~"., '. ' ~ ': 'r ; 

~ 

29. Comment: Page 3-6, SectioIi3.3~3: See'Specific'Oomrnents 2,'" and 28~ ." 

,Response: 'Please'seethe Navy'g,'resp'ons'e's :to ,USEPA Specific Comn'lents<NOs. 21~ and 
'28-.' '~'. ~':~rf' '( " \ , .. '-/\ " < -<~;,', '-·'·'1.S·;·~ 

i . -,: 

30. eom'ment: Page,a':..10j 1st P;Jtragtapfl; 2'ctSf:!ntenee: This.sentence undel"scores,iGF-CDW 
coMerns· for migration of· contaminaiitswith ·fine, grain mate'rlalsr'These ,fine\Qrain materials 
'whk:h "exist in signifiGantpercentagas as', dbCl!lmentedJ'b~b''tne treatability,:stu'dy results. 
'rnesematerials 'eVeR, if fOLihd' i"itially'atthe shallower in'teNalstwill, mig~ate vertiGally:into the 
de'sp'er;"intervals iOf',:tHe'''m'ere'' cdars9,fill,'.etb., This downWardi"veitiGannigrat[onNfS been 
documented by'a.na:IYtiba:l res'IJlts,7ptoVided in anaIYtit:~1 tabfes'of the::$upplementalRemedial 
Investigation Report. ' , " .; " '" if; 

Response: Please -see' the"Na.Vy's response, to' US EPA ,Oomment-No. L, ' , 
"'),;-;-.;" ':;~'~~.:, ,l.z,", ;,"~'),~ -jl} ~,' <i,,;, ~J' 

31. Comment: Page 3-14, Section 3.4.3: Revetments should also be designed to prevent 
migration oHine grair'1S'dils 'fr6m,fhe onshore",location':Qf the'revetrrfenh' , , !;" 

Response: Revetments should be designed to minimize the migration of fines. However 
: as 'Indicated dn ',ithEF Navy's resl\>ofilse ,to US EPA Specific 'CommeriVNo., '27 ""$.horeline 

stabitiz'atiGi'kalternativesare-t5eir1'g ,temov~d from' the';FS, and addressed in1the LUes of the 
"rerii'e€llahalternatives. ~As:a'(e~tJlt of tHis' change BaGtion ,q14·oHhe Neve'rttber'2008 Draft FS 
" will be l rem0ved;:,' "_ -, ';'K '; ;, T' ,,, 

.e." 

32.' Comment: Page 3-14, Section 3.4.3.1: The description of revetments is correct in noting the 
" "«':'rieed"fdf'a'filter layerl 'However~ to da:te,there has'beeh",nosubmissioh"' ofi"eithercle$ign 

information or "as buitf' documents that provide verification that an adequate" filter . layer 
exists for the revetment along Site 6. 

"J,"i;~ -:·"',.·L .. ~'i,'r~i'~ . "'<'~":, ,Jl~~._.,~ '-~ ~>,.I1", '. 

Response: Please, ,see 4he, Navy!s response to USEPA "Comment No; 1. ,,A technical 
evaluation of the shoreline revetment was included in the March 2010 Final OU2 
SU!Jplemental' Pil Report. ~Alsb' as, (provided' in ,the Navy's resPQnse::to, US,eWA,$pi:}t::ific 
Comment No. 27:; 'sH'c6reline ,stabilizatior1'altematiyeswill l1e rertloved .from the FS, and 

,repla(red;withmdnitor:ih~!fasi'part oPLiWGs:, "f'"" " ",'1';,','\ ' 

-:-<-,-~·:t· ~,' ~<' ~ 'r! ,"·"~'~!'t j,t .. ,···. .." 1 ,..-') 

33. ebmment:, Pag{a 3.:1B, Section",(JfS:·, Irrdfusion of '8} vertical'barriett for ,~urRoses of.·soil 
" cOnta:intn~nt"shGiuld 'be includea. ,:\ This flJnGtioh' may' be';,achi'eved by',an :apprblDriately 

deSigned shar-sliMe staollilatiori'hleasure .. :: ' :, ',:' '" "j, ' 

'RespO'nl3'e: ;Pleaseq:iee the Navy~s 'responses to; USEPA,Cbrnment No. 1 ,.al"1o',USEPA 
"Speoiflo Gldmment Nos. 27>'and'28. ') "< ',,'., \ ;<:\ < " ' 'f 

>~.'('" :; f"';-' ~ '-.' )' ':J,",.i' :' ',", t t, " :l~ .":" 

34;,Commerit: Rage3;'20;'1~t Paragraph,; 3rd;SerrltenQer ReView'of thti! dataifldicates that'the 
depth of waste andcentaminateci:l>s<oil'extends"deeper than 6' feetibelo\N-the grol:Jnd surface 
in the DRMO area. If there is a limitation it appears to be that many of the samples collected 

:in t,t:red)RM0 area 'e*tendetl"otily,;le'2,hllet below, the'gr6unGisuriae6:' " . 
,,~ 'j _:~~~~! ':",f'. 1 : d'iVi;; .. ci."&.\ ·"·r:f>·\·<"cn····;i ~:~ ':ci 
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~ $howS wa,$te,e~tendjflg to at, least 1 0 feetLb~low, grO!-lnq surf~ce (D8,B-2, OS B:r6,C , DSB-
7DB, FCS-50, 29S8-14) and ,15'.feetb~low groldnd,$urface,(DSB-'7;.DSI:;h7G>, FC6-48, FCS-
51). The location of FCS-51 and FCS-52 had elevated lead at depths of 16 feet below 
ground surface with e,levated nickel present ak2CHeet for FCS-51. , 

,:Responsel The deterr:nin,a,tioR on, :excavati(Q,~"d,epthi$ 'based on the 'latest inteHFtation 
'generated during the 2007 'Additional Investigation in addition to the information prese(lted 
in the November 2004 Draft OU2 FS Report. Most of the borings in the DRMO extend to 6 
feet, bgSc' or ,geeper bas~,dd;m, the GolI~ction ,of, ,da,tajrl20~7 as part of Ahe QU,a ft,.dditional 
Irwestigatign; Contaminat,@q;·$oil:wasfQund~J shallJ1W,er anQ/deepen depths,( how~ver, the 

"averag~,'deli)th',otoQl1tamin~ted,;seil; was,astimatedlQbe \6 fe~tJ bQs; the NOYemb,er: 2004 
PraftiQ·U2FS Hepor;t r$lererltc,edin ,this!'commant,was· updated'in,~Qvember 2008 (Revised 
Draft' QU4'FS ,Iileport) ba'S~d>, em .the ,informatiorkfrQm :the Ql,J,2Aqditjonal Investigation and 
the::Ser;>,ternben",2QQ8 DrafLOl:J2 Supplemental RI Rep(l)rt., Ple'asELalso see"the'Navy's 
response to USEPA Comment No.2. ' ; 

35. Comment: Page 3-20" 2.'!1, Par.agraph: An' aclditionalbullet ,sheuld pe provided ,with ,vertical 
contalnment to prevent lateral migration of contaminated fine grain particles. " " , 

'J'~ <> '>, ~\ :":' 1 j' • !' ~ - ',<.~ " ",(,' .... ;- '--:'- .~' ;':: 

Response: Pfeaser'se'e",.tne"N,avy!srresponses tQt;JSEPA; Comment Nos., 1"and ~fand 
USEPA Specific Comment No. 28. 

36.,.Co~~ent'; '!Tabts ~-'jl ,pag(f:"t;~;~ ""~@'~ti.cal parrier'".~~~edii;iI.,techn~iQgy should also be 
in~lwdec;} in this, table.' 'This tet:thnology. is needed to oqmple,ts, the '!cQmtQ.inm~enr:'iiaJilprQach to 

. prevent) potential horizontahmigration of cpntamin'a.tec{ pQ.rtioles with. ,tlle,;tiqal 'Qycles;'lhrough 
the revetment unless it can be demonstrated that the revetment (either"in -place, or -with 
upgrade) will provide effective filtration. 

(';;"'~"~":' ., y' :';"'~ j __ \ <-! J, ,-

Response:,,, Pleasee,see Navy!s~Jesponses to l)SERA Comment No: '1 ariq\U$EPAS~ecific 
Gomment.'l\Io.:28. ,':,.,'" '" ,. 

37. Comment: Table 3-1, Page 1:What is the purpose of including "Biological Treatment" in this 
table and the screenin{gplrcocess:if(:itisknown,to be inaJDP,licap,le for ,lead:? ' "; I "Cr, Ai' 

i~,'i'·· ,~ 1 '-I--~ '.1 r~:: " !r~,_,~," ",\:rf' ", 

, ,Response.;; No;chang~sJo Table/3-1';are,wa{~anteGl.t]ab'eu3-1 ;is:S! preliminaJy .. scr~~f1Iing of 
technolGl{!)ies 'C0Jtdweted do ·idemtifYi'l,publically ;,avaitiible t~oQmQlogies .,~nd, innovative 
technologies that are known environmental' rerT,leGlial".rtep,hl1lologies_",an(lLshow which 
technologies were eliminated and retained for further evaluation in the next step of 

, technology;' evaluatiom. ,(se:e Section 3.3)'. lilJe' pr;eJiminary ,'scJ:~~min{g\\of, technologi~s 'is 
;comsiste,nt with the 'screenin{!) 1 slep', describ.¢d jn "the . ~,l;Iidance',for\.Con~ueting Remedial 
Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCL.A (EPA, Q.ctqber 1998), . ',';' , 

38. Comment: Table, '3-i1i' Page 2/1 It isune,lear }vhy :~'Oynamic:,UndergrQI~nd qt~iRpinQ",: '''Soil 
Vapor Extraction" and "Vitrification and Radio Frequeney. Heating" wererinclwded in:this table 
if there were not applicable to the contaminants of concern. Technologies should not be 
inoludedwhen it.is::oI:ilVidl:Jsatlthe"beginning,thattheYFare,'flot sljital!)le';for the sit~.:JSimilarly, 

4he rational:f([)r,eliminating f'ehemioal'F.ixatioA!So!idifi~.ati(lm" is:'not cJear." .' 
{' J ~·j,~·-t.~ 1 l~., '\ - , • r" )' -", ,.1 ',r 1 [.- :.~.,I '. '; \.-; ') ?', ~::1 >, 

Response: Please see the, Navy's respol'Ise,:to ,U$EI?:A $p,!3<;;,ifig,CQmrnent N<D .. 37: r.egarding 
technologies not applicable to the contaminants of concern. Please see the Navy's 
respon.s'9'to' MEQEiP GommentNol 15 fortext,clar:ifipatiems;fo[c,elilT;lina.ting' in-si.tlvCheroical 
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Fixation/Solidification and retaining ex-situ Chemical Fixation/Solidification. 
. , , .'-, 

39. Comment:." Table 3,,1,'~Page, 3: Aga.in, it is entirely u'nGlear why many of the Ex Situ 
Treatment technologies listed were eVer,f included given that they are clearly inappropriate 

.' for the contami'nants of cOMesrn, Le.' metals., 'c" .. 

Response: Please see the Navy's response to USEPA Specific Comment No. 37. 
" ' , '~, , ", , ( 

40. Comment: Table 3~2i Page 1·.~ ::rhe' description of process option for \~Flip Hap .Revetment" is 
of concern. It suggests that all this is needed for an effective revetment is placement of a 
layel('0f~Jrock .. ;; This is not 'an 'accurate' descroiption of a viable, engineered revetment. All 

f· revetments' require'an -engineered;tilterlayer." Further, if,the description 'provided applies to 
.,;, the existing ,revetment adjacenno '8ite:6) then -that revetment is inadequate to prevent lateral 

. migration 0f 'fine:,'grain mat~rials Ito the near shore 'environment with,tidal' cYcles. . 'j 

'.".. \' 

Response: The Navy concurs that there is more to an effective revetment than the 
placement of a layer of· "rO'ck. In addition' the Navy, agrees thaL-a shoreline::,.-reVelment 
comtains elements. that,'resist the erosive forces' associated with the -shoreline and provide 
filtration to minimize the migration of fines to offshore areas. 'Howeverj withlthe rembval of 
shoreline stabilization alternatives from the FS as indicated in the Navy's response to 
USEPA Specific Comment No. 27, Table,(3:;2, ha~'als'0::been remQved1fromthe text> 

41. Comment: Table 3-2: Page 1: A modified "Bulkhead" should be included as an- additional 
technology/process option should be included. This would consist of driving sheet piling 

I behind the existing revetmenUarSite6. The existint) ~ri(:); rap would be left in place.~,- The 
'-'.purpose(would be·to,prevent niigration of contaminated fine grain· material from the-site.· , 

'i, 
.' ',. 

Response: 'Ple\iselrefer to the I\lavy's responses to USEPA Specific Gomment Nos. 27 and 
40. 

\'~' '~.:!.," (~ ,~~~~, ~ " 

42. Comment:,Table':J-2j.page~.~ Given.thle knowledgeof.the site what is the 'purpose of even 
including)~Off Shore it:.rosi0 r'i' Conttols"'especially since all were eliminated? 

Response: Please see the Navy's response to USEPA Specific Comment No. 37 regarding 
screenitilg',of' teCllhnologies;,"p,>lease:refer to' Navy's responses- toUSEPA Specific <Dornment 
Nos: 27 and 40 regardihg:theremovaJof Table.3-2fromcthe!FS. : , ,.h 

",1.,·. 

43. Comment:':Figure\3-2: This figure, is somewhat misleading. ,It'shows. D£B .. 8 as part,of the 
\CnDss;sedtib'A when Figure"$1 shows cros's'isedtion A·A' extendin~. 't9 IDSB~9~ only:' Also, he 
depiction of "Surface 'Fill" and "Rock· Fill" give'the impression that these areas are relatively 
-clean. Ji:his is not what is,interpreted wtienreviewing the soil boring'andanalyticaldata for 
the 8ite29 area; '-Cross Section r(£; .. C! of the 2004 Feasibility,'.Study for: OU-2 which lies 
approximately along the line of A-A' shows "sand, cinders, dump fill" extending to 12 feet at 

. ,,' 298SB05.anGl,tor9feet';atTPI..:.SB ... 01; , .r :uv~,., 

, 'Resp.onse·:· Gross sections A .. A' ar.rd '8-8' in the FS,Repoli' are'the same 'as' cross sections 
0-0' andcB,:,B'lirtl' the RI Report, ;respectively." ,Inf.ormation'from boring OSB-8 Was projeeted 
on to cross section A-A' as indicated by the dashed lines, to provide information for the area 

1" • betwee'n' OU2-113 and DSB-9>:Fhe cross ,sa.etion fjgures',ln Section 8,OhO'f the:;NQverober 
" 2008- Revised'Oraft OtJ2 'FS Report,wi,ll be replacec;j with the. revised cross sections provided 
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 analytical data for the Site 29 area as shown on 
, , the ,cros,s sectiQJ;l in tMe November.,.200SHevise9 ,[)riilf,! OU2iFS Report iseon~ister1! with the 

March 201 OtJ5inal·' OUR Sl:lpplem~ntalllf,ll Re.lDert. PJease;,.'seetheNavy!s response to 
USEPA Comment No: 2 for information on [es"olution i of. ,W:SEPA's'sirnilar:'ooncerri· on the 
September 2008 Draft,OU2 Supplemental RI Report. 

~ :" "\, ! l "I ",,- J'~~\ t ~ • ,; ',l' ,\ .~; -;-'~,' ",.~', ~) 

44. Comment: Figure 3-3: Why was this location chosen as a "representative" cross section? It 
, , appears t<o lie a.t the boundary of the affectedj~ite:,6'al'lCifSite29"area.s? ,'; ,',' 

,( < ' ,,\' 

ReSRQl"Ise: ·Rig!Jre.~,:,3 w\ils,chosen asa;,representative cross·seciion.for the 0RMOtarea as 
'it, GrOSSes itl:tei, DRM(iL'ar,ea;· ililcludin'g Jhe.·capped area'(i.,ltlillustr.ates!,c.onditionsilthat are 

", typic:ally. found 'ill! the::.DRMO area., "For,ad<ditional irlformation",'crQss; s~GtionG .. m from the 
March 2010 QUg:;'Supplemental Rl'Heport iwilL also lbe .pr.~sented ,)oif·shew.dhformation 
regarding the shoreline/revetment. This cross section is perpendicular to cross section 8-8'. 

ii"-'j ~) ~<-~, "! • ,~! -f, , Jl~.' ~,,:...' l / 

4QiQommellti'Figure.3"4:'As,witQ·:F.igure 3-2.this)figure is somewhat misleadinQ. It convey~ the 
·impressiol\l ithat,,~me,6 consists essentially of clean }'Surface;:fiill'Land "Rock FiliP' whist} the 

" 

: data indjcates,otherwise:,SeeSpecific Commeot34.' ",1 " " ,.(\1;; 

Response: ;~he:iriterpretation of, ge0IoQical.conditions.on Rigure 3 ... 4 is corr:ec,k IPle,ase see 
the l\Iavy's responses to USEPA Comment No.2 and USEPA Specific Comment Nos. 34 
and"43." '; ",', !",;;; .';: '0, ":. ,\ /", " "i; ii' 

<,' ) ~. '. , ., Ii' 

46. CQmment: Page 4714,;Seqtiofi1;;4.:1~2: 'LJnless it.cam be',demert1strated·thatthere will be no 
lateral,. migl1atjon . of l centamiflantstrom:the o.U2, ar,ea~:the"first thresholciGriteria: "Ov.erall 
ProteGtion of Human Health and the Environment" cannot be met. Merely discussing 
revetments.and·r:efersnoing existing revetments'atSjte 6 does 'n0t'satisfy thisreqwirement. 

Response: Please see the Navy's response to USEPA Comment No.1. The alternatives 
will be~, revised; ,to', meet <thev RA®'~1that adelresses '. the;' futur~ petential .tmigr~ti9n of 
contaminants fr.om:unsaturated 20ne',soiLtG groumawatednthe ca~ped,area,that ma~nesult 
in unacceptable risk to the offshore. 

,:~" "r: v;/j;~< ~ r '>'/''';1:'-''.; :;,,:,~, ,:'" ' '<, 

47. ,'Cpmme,ntc' Page 4-5/ Section 4.2,,! ;:r~'here. is' no \alternatiMe~,~r\ovi<de~;,for eitAe(0Lthe :two,sites 
that addresses potential fer flaterakmigrati00 of ~Qntar:mjnants i,«itA, tidal cybles~" While:,1here 
are alternatives provided for shoreline protection those alternatives focus on erosion of the 

;)! shoreli.ne, py~;wave/'a¢ti<ifn aPic· do/n0t"tadGJress"jhe ~p'otentialof laterahimjg~a.tlon .of 
,: .c0ntarnimated~fihe '~lrainr;materiaJ, from the','site with Jidal flushilJg. C0ntinue;1!I ' shifting:·,and 
: :s.ettlement·.of soil'materialsdn the proximity 'of ,coarse f;il1(,ile. "reck fr'agmer1ts'!",isdi,~ely to 

provide"l<!lng ,termdqwnward, vertical soil 'migrati0n.' ,:n'lis is,esp.eoia,lIy likely sirloS thereds no 
eAgiheering"filter t<!l pfev~nt,such, downward vertical ,migration. oUine'grainmaterials; , 

, ; :.: _ ',";'" ::'; ';,::., /- ,~ " I ,_; I, ,." ' .. rf .;" 

For the WDA Alternatives, two are described as havihg·a,.~'cap" as a cornpol':1e.nt.·;Yet;;in the 
text for the WDA and DRMO alternatives, a distinction is made between a "cap" and a 
'\'<:Q.vel"?',system~,%herefore; tAe :descriptiohS fdfeAlternatives ·W,DAf3 and WD~,,4i~sbol:J!~ be 

'"j' ohal':1gedlto;reflect t!laV:a"c0ver"will be implementeJ;tasa part,of that alternative;; , . ': 
, " 

., .. ' ResR.onse: As:providee -in the Navy's resp®nse to U:SEPAGomment 1\10.1, camp,onents will 
dJe,;·a,dded' to; the alternatives' to address this" eonGerr", for lateral migration thrQugh the 

revetment. " ." . ' .. ,!" , ' . "',' ", ,. I ' .;:, 

. 
RTC for rallised'draft QU2, FS - technical 22 



, , 

For the WDA Alternatives the text will be revised to identify the components of the WDA 
alternatives~as'coversrathe~ttran caps. ',' , ' , , 

,I ". ' 
t, ' ),: 

48. c.omment:, Page 4~ 1(9, Alterti'ative WDA-3: The, rational !for placement of a soil cover in this 
areiais' not understood when reviewililg the. rational ,for, placement of ',a cap . system as 
described: fer, Alternative DRMO'· 5 below. Wnder, 'that' 'alternati'Je, it, 15 stated that 
contaminated soils,exist above the 'ground water table': It is :interpreted ·that this creates a 
concern i for downward 'migration of contaminants under the influen~e cof in'l'iltration of 
preCipitation. 'Inspecti0rt1 of the .site data'shows that contaminated soils exist in the waste 

" disposal area·above'the 'g'round water- table,al;) welL rrh'erefore, itwQuld appear·that a cap, 
:-rather than a cover system;, isapplicable"for this·100ati0l:1~also. 

; ,.~ d , "L; 

Response:,) Th;e Navy 'agrees that there' is some waste above the ~roundwater table within 
'tne.,limits of tAe WDA."Hqwever,;the majority of theWGA waste is' located at depths that, are 
in constant contachwithfthe 'gf0undwate(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 
gr6i.mdwater':.lmigration (see tlile Navyts respense to ,U81SPA'Comment No.>1), ·aq~bver 

: system with mamitoring.is anadeql!late remedy.forthe"WDAarea.. I 

49. Comment: Page 4-13, Alternative WDA-4: While the top 2 feet of soil would be removed 
; there' wouldstilr:be a~.significant·thickness ot'contaminated 50115 above the grQund' water 
; table at·this·location: Therefore, a cap rather than a.c0vellsystem'appears to· be:warranted. 
See Sp,ecific :Com'ment 48. , , " ' .. ' .. 

'. 
" " 

Response: Please see the Navy's response to USEPA Specific Comment No. 48. 
, . \ I < , h.' t: f \':~. " , ,)' ., ~ 

50.:Comment: Pages 4-23 and 4~27,"{'lmplementability":,The,cjiscussion of the effort'required to 
im~letnent the excavation alternatives iSinot'consistent. On· Page 4-23 it is noted ·that 
"Alternative DRMQ 3 w0wld be relatively:simple te implemenf'. 'It 'also just, notes that 
staging will be required 50 as to not interrupt ongoing site activities. However, on Page 4-27 

. 1 it is :note<::l that "Altemativ8';E>RMO' 4, would"'require a "significant amount Qf.(,pl«:!.rmirig to 
implemene~ Since Alternative DRMO 4. ,requites less ,s6il excavation, it would appear'Jhat 
this alternative should oe easier'".td>· implement '" Further,' based: upon the discussion for 
Alternative DRMO 3, it would appear that excavation actually can be implemented without 

, excess difficulty: '." , , " 
'-," 

Response: ", The 'implel1i1entability discussion on,'all, altematives will be revised to 'reflect the 
current usage ,'Of. ,'the area.:'and" then need to perfor-m, :altematives, without, disrupting the 
activities of the Shipyard in these areas. Please see the Navy's response to MEDEP 

,Comment 1\10: '20'for addition'al, ihfermation.regarding revision/to the text'·," ' 
,~ ~, 

~. ).' , , 
. , 
'" " 

51. Comment! Page '4-2-9," 1S,~ Pa;agraph: 'Fh'e'rational, for 'a cap~ystem: rather, than a C(Wer 
system is not followed. First, contamination at both sites is located above .. the 'grotlnd.water 
table. If it were not, then there would not likely be a need for a cover system where it is 
currently; in place andiprOfDOS'9d' underth~ waste'dispo'sal area altemative.s to'c;I,.GICli.f\~$~ risks. 
Second, the: intent to place ,a cap :system.,ov~(lareas; of, the,; IDRMOappears, to ackn0wledge 
,the need to' prevent infiltration and further, migration bfcontaminants;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 
·withouf infiltration,; i.e:' due, ,to',!shiftingsoils",overlying, ~!r0ck :fragmenf' fill, infjJtr~tion of 
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precipitation is likely to exacerbate this problem. 
, 

',i " 

Response: Based on the revisions to the remedial ,alternatives that will"be __ evaluatedin the 
Draft Final aU2 FS Report, the only alternative that includes a cap is an alternative' that 
replaces the existing interim impermeable cap. A cap.rattrler thql'l a,-C0ver, is propgSEf9 for 
this ar.ea, bec_ause: of; ,the,,jead'concentratiomt '~gr,eater than./ 1 0-,,0.(90 mg/kg) found !in~ the 

·,overburden soil. il'l' this 'area, These, c'(lmcentrations as ilikely to. leach'to the groundwater if 
the area isnotaddress'ed 'by complete'}removai'<!)f the ,contaminantS'0r. installation of an 
impermeable cap.lThe WDA·contains minimal,contamination,within the"overl::lU~clerl:'soil and 
the majority of ,the contamination "and waste. are ,10cateCl within the gro,unclwat~m ,The 
contamination -has been, JR ·Qontact with' groundwater over 50 ,ye,ars,'and ,groundwater 'data 
show that there are no unac'ceptable risks for gr,0undwater., 'Therek)re, it'isiconsidered 
unlikely that contamination in the WDA would leach in the future at levels that would cause 
,an w[)acoeptable risk. ;As a'resulLa permeable soil cQver·has,been-proposedfQr t~e,;WDA 
area. 'However" bJ~GaLise, contamination will :'I;>e-. left:· inthe,.place for some' of: the WDA 
altematives,·gr.our:ldwater- monitor:ing is included .in,these Wf)Aalternatives. i ' 

. ' , ' i .) ; ,~ I , 

52. Comment:, Page 4-31, Sectiof714.3,i f~t Paragraph"Jt has not yet been demomstrated.that the 
current shoreline stabilization"s.ttuotur.es ,are,effectively",preventing erosion and transport of 
soils from within the au 2 site to the near/off shore environment. 

"Res'ponse:'As,indicated"i'n ,th~ Na'lY'S,respons~"t~ the.uSER~ ~P~-Cifi~'~~~~en;':NO;' 27, 
the shmeJine stabilizational;ternatives are be,ing ref:Tl0vep from, the FSand:,the monitoring of 
the existing shoreli,ne stabilization alternatives are being added"to the, LUCs to -be"more 
consistent with au 1. As a result Section 4.3 is being removed from the FS. 

{.". ;. 1 ". . - .' . '. '>, ~ 

53. Comment: Page 4-34, Section 4.3.3.1, , st Paragraph, ;!ld Sentence: The discussion of 
, implemerntatior:1' of'shot,eline ,upg rades\1lil,eing, dep,enderit" upofl'a future inspecJion ,j~ 'vague. 
This, .. statenient suggests that! Alternative' SL .. 2, Monitoring anaL Maintenance of- E«isting 

" Structures" will ,be selected'and1maybe;·;in the f:wture some additional work will beperfo~med. 
,,', " '1 ' " i, 

Response:Rlease refer· to,)hej~Na~':s responses to:.;'USEPA Comment'No. ,1 and USEPA 
'Specine. Gomment No. ':27. ,The disous:sipn on. ,future1,'shoreline upgrades:,and future 

" sl<lereline inspections w.ill,be:addres.sed as>part of LUes . .' "". 1".,., :;' ' , 

1.<:! <i-;: ,".J; "\,ll '>} ,,~,~<:,' :~'f ~«\ 

54. c.omment: Page 4-34, Section 4.3.3.2: This section provides no ,analysis, of, the 
effectiveness of the existing structures to prevent lateral migration of 'fine grain material 

, through the. existing revetmel1lts and :seawall: As;>sl.loh, ,it, 'canr:'Jot, be assulT)ed,'th,at: the 
, existing,.revetments and,seawall are::adequate for implementation, of Alternativ.e SL.-2~ 

\ ~. ! 

,.,-,'. : • ... "I 

Response: Please see the\INavy',S 'resppnses' to . USEPAJ~~ornmenti ,No." 1 ,and cUSEPA 
Specific Comment No. 27. The shoreline stabilization alternatives will not be included ir:t the 
E>raft ,Final' QU2l FS Repol'tt, the ef.feGtiveness~ of the shoreline: stabilizatimi featqres:: wi,lI be 

" mdr:1itored asa ,part oUJJ.cS.,~i " ,Ii f',", ;,;' ';:;, ';" ,-' ,1" ~" ; ':) 
: j -'< 

J • ,) \, +J ,',. -: .-, 

55.- c.omnrent:" Figures" 4~6.' and. 4":7.~The',{area,' proposeddor"",exc$ivation t on 'Fi~ure 4q is 
, significantly'smaller.·thah that,showr:1 i on,Pigure"4'16 and ·is for the 'same, depth~ ,Why 'is the 

area'shown"on Figure:4~7,described as;being difficult tcrirnplement?' See Specific, Comment 
50., ,t" ~,J ;~"l' ,-; ~;jj.'<;' t .. ,:\"',,· -r"' :,."j"'~;t' '.' 1'-' ~.' 

" , 

RespDnse:' Please see,the Na,,¥'s,response to the ;USEF?ASpecific Comments rNo. 50,and 

RTC for revised draft OU2'FS - technical 24 October 25.2010 



MEDEP, Comment NO. 20. The<figures will be revised,<'fh'e'discussion on implementalDility 
• J will beupdated'toreflect' the current use of'ih'e DRMOl' Based on current,usage' alPof the 

alternatives will be evaluated under the same DRMO operations scenario., . As' a ,result 
alternatives with smaller excavation volumes will be considered easier to implement than 

, excavatiori'alternatives with la'rger 'volumes of soil. ,;"';: I":;,,,' ':' ,!, 

56. Comment: Figure 4-8: Where is the second area that needs to be capped under Alternative 
, DRMO-5o? SeeSectlon4.2.9;~' inthEHeasibility stuay. AC'cordingtd thelegend;;tbe',ari3a 

! next toBQiltting 298·is indioated'asi'being 'excavated ... ';'ji:, '" , '; ',' " " i ' ;';0<""1 

, '~" ~ f : ' ,~ .; , . ~. ' , 

Response: Based on the revised alternative, there is no lon'ger a second area that needs 
, t6 be crapped:l:Jnder,any,of the DPfMO,alternatives. ',; '<,',j ',,' ,c:"',') 

57. Comment: Figure 4-10: If present, the filter bedding layer shown on this figure needs'to be 
. documented for"the existin'g rip rap. It: cannot be assumed thaHhere is\ianeff,active b'arrier, 

"a.lready in' plae~r,to prevent : lateral, migration, of contaminants rfligrating as or; absorbed to 
."finegraJA :materralwith:thEHidaFdycles tO'lhe near/off shore:enviromment.: ,,' ,', 

, ~. , "', ; , " 
j 

Response: Please see the Navy's responses to USEPA Comment No.1 and Sj3ecific 
, Comment No. 27 .; ,!Figures 4-10; 4,,;11); and~4-1,2' have been removed'frorri the ;F.fik ' ,:i(~ 

58. Comment: Figure 4-11: It has not been documented that a filter layer exists beneath the in 
,. 'place ril'f'tap revetment. 'See, Specifi(Nt~bmmer'l'f57.,' 1 ;', 'j( 'i " 

Response: Please see the Navy's responses to USEPA Comment No.1 and USEPA 
Specific Comment No. 27. Figures,4o..;tb, '4'-1\1 ,iandA-12 ha,ve~,beerHemo\lea frqr:n~.lbeFS. 

59:, Commemt,!;J\"age: 5-1" 'Se'Gtion '5.1;,g?'and 4th , Bullets:; Tbe: teXt'shbuld beeb,al')~J~d' trom 
'\,l;, "capping" to "coyering"',sinoe thet feasibility study makes 'a':distinotionibetweeh these 'two 
, 'terms,See,Speeific:Gornm~nf4Y" 2Il,~:paragraph. C", , : 1 ' ; ,j ",j., 

I ,'. / ,; , • 'l, ; 

Response: The text in Section 5 will be changed to indentify the WDA alternatives as the 
co've( a:lternatives arid.the DRMO 'alternatives as the o8.j:valtel1natives, ,c, ',' ,;~,:;,~ 

j ~ .. ~:;~" -~., .': J .'\ l ';,,:', ~l:," ,,~,< \~i, ,', ;'q,!)("' " C', ~ 

60. Comment: Page 5-1, Section 5.1.1, :Jri Paragraph, 1st SentenGey:,While'a, oovers,will 
'contribute to prevention of erosion of surface soils, it will still allow infiltration into the soils 
with commensurate continued mobilization cffine ,grain)mafefial ihto,the ,"r6GKit~a9rrn~rif' firl 
material beneath. Existing "surface fill" material overly the coarser "rock fragment fill" with 

,no;intervertirig barriEm ,'This ovetlyih!!J ;finer"matel'ial Will'·migrateQ6delElth oventime)9.Ed·ock 
and soils,sMift.,ThisJfeasibility ·study'and ,pr~vious remedial.int'estigation, stuaies',havet not 
documented that, late'ralmigration (<Dfrcontamirnated' fine grain' l1a:rticulate 'material,w'ili'i not 
',occor. The'refore,' it'<~annot' be:statecNti'at'thelQOVer systems'cdesoribed,wiIL,pr,event mlgra:tion 

';" bf site dbntaminants'to thEfPiscataqaa;Hiver) '",;. ;'>"n~.; ! Iy ,b ' , ." i'l 'i 

, Resp,onse: :Please sa'e tMe Navy's- response to US6f)J,\",CommentNo .. 1. 

61. Comment: Page 5-4, Section 5.2.1: None of the alternatives including DRMO 2 through 5 
will ,assure that there' will,: not ,be~{continued migration. 'of contgminants -t(1)'r neat/off; snore 
envir(J)nments .. :While diS$olved phase cbrttatninatiofl~ may· be:rhinimal, there'ehas ;not 'Il'een 
'any:documentatibnto'support';tfra~ the :exislingf'$ystems~ (revetmfilnts )will:pr'event' the lateral 
migration of; sLispend~dpaJ1ieulate rua:tt~r; P.ast near/offcshore n;l<Dl'litoring'has indicated :that 
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metqJs were increasing in Goncentrations. • Further"there has not been any supplemental 
, , sedjment sampling tal sub$tantiate lack, of ,such J transport' sin.ce rel110val actions were 

condu.cted. 'i'" , .. 
",' 

Response: Please see the Navy's response to U$!=PA Comment No. 1 for the revisions to 
alternatives. 

,~.}} J ~(·,t . ,\"'---<~ - l\ ","\ (;f 'i 

62. Comment:, Rage SiBi' Seotion 5.3.1: It has noJyet.been doc!Jmented that the existing rip rap 
revetment'is effective at preventing/lateral migration; of, contaminated find, grain material 
through the revetment. 

, ,. .' ,1' ,'-, .... 
" 

Response: Please see the Navy's responses to' USI9PA Comment No. 1 andUSEPA 
Specific Comment No. 27. 

!. ';'::' . -.- . 
63. CQmment: Table 5'il:'~Alternative.s·WDA-3 and,WDA~4 would not be 'protective of human 

he.atth and the sJilvironment since all human and ecological receptor patmways wilL not have 
been removed. Infiltratioh'iwill still occur as well as tidaLfluctuations,that eQuid mobilize and 
transport contaminated fine grain material to the near/off shore environment. 

" , 
, f ~ 

Response: 'Please,se~;.the rNavy'~s responses tolJSEPA Comment No.' 1 andUSEPA 
Speci"fic Comment .No. 48. 

'.'~ i ;, ,', . 

64. Comment: Table 5-2: Alternatives DRMO:,:4 and .. IDRMO,.S:would not·'be,protective of human 
health and the environment. See Specific Comment 63. 

~< •• { " 

.Response: Please.·see,the,NaVy's responset0 US6PA Comment No.1. 

65 .. Commerit: ,Table 5,.3:'There:appears to be several evaluation criteria ri1is~ingflpm this 
. table.l :f.me shoreline'stabilization alternatives are to. be considered· part .of ttte remedial 
systems for OU 2. Part of the function Qf these"systems is ,to be. designed to prevent! lateral 
migration of contaminated fine grain particles "from OU 2 to the near/off shore environment. . ' 

" ! ~ t : -f \{: .:; ; , "I. i ~ ... ~, " 

Response: As indieatedjlil'the Navy's xesponse' tp;!lJSEPA Sp.ecific"Comment No; 27, the 
shoreline stabilization alternatives are being removed from the text. As a results Table 5-3 

." will be, remo\tedlas well'-"'~', 
; '<~ '.:-

66. CQmmenttAppendix·A (:RAG [)evelopment): 
> '. t ,-

.'·PafiJe,j :dn jhe sec~ndpat:agraph .G),f the "section en,titled Rreliminary' Remepiation Goals, it is 
mentioned: in. the) second 'sentence that expO,sure ,tqsurface, and··:suDsurface soil (O-LtC feet 
b9S) was,considered,for: cOr:lstruction wor~ers: ".Exposure'tq'surfaceand subsl:lrface .sQil (0-

il1.0)feet"bgs) .sh0uld alsodje, Gonsiqered 'fomesidemtialreo,eptors iDecauseof- the possibility 
that future residential development could',inVolve, excavati0n of.. soil to' 1,0' fe.et rbgs, 
stockpiling of soil on top of surface soil, and then re-grading of th~ mixed surface and 
subsurface soil around the ,neW}residences:, , 'Please' ensurE! that the PRGs for 0~,1 0 fopt soil 
are protective for residential use . 

. :~~g;e'.3! I~t~e 3~d ~~r~~~aph about c~p~er'~oncent[ati.ons~'it: is unclear· whether. r.emedi.ation 
to :aohieve. the· residehtiallefld) PHG-, will ;take care: of, .copp'er ·Ievels tnat exceed the 

. ,nesidential PRGfor .copper, Please clarify,: partioularJyrsirrce;Figure .A-8.indicates that- some 
,0f"theJocations with.copper 'greate( than 7300 mg/kg may b.e'less than 400, mg/kg lead:" 
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'Page 4: '~rhe first'paraQr:aph rrl~r1'ti0r:1S tharfl>A:bI;concentrations outside the area:steferred to 
were all less thai'll' l l mg/kg, and were within' th'e:roange of faCilitybackgroundi', ''Please provide 
a reference to the documentation that demonstrates facility background for PAHs and any of 
the' 'other COCs." Rlease ,'Qlarifythe'" last "sel"ltence to make' ,it, more' 'uiiderstandable how 

, : remediation basea i'§nlead wo'ula address PAHand POlBcontamiriation'i ideally with a map. 
,', ) ,f r'" -.J '~1, t., : I ,'_ • , :- : ,< '"' ~ , (~ ) ~", {> ... 

Attachment ~"()evelopment,'of Hisk-8ased' Preliminary Remedial :Ooals:l EPA'conCtlfS with 
the,general: math el'Tl 9,tioal ,approach;"'hoWever, the r,eviewer' was· unable to ''Gancel the 
appropriate.un'its"iri,'the"intake 'equatlons .• In addltioA~ the: intake units were3expressed as 
kg/k~/dayi rather:' than, mg/kg/da'y.·' Please correct· this" ·if 'appropriate; ,·and provide an 
example with one chemical'of·!the;·PRG 'calculatioPl f6rih·gestion~. q:!ertnalt and inhalation, 
using the selected valuesfor·e'ach parameter' ancl,showin~f:cancellatiCrn\,of:'units;so~that EPA 
can confirm the accuracy of the calculations. Also, please provide a working electronic copy 

',.' <of the 6xcel1spreadsheets s'o that EPA'can:check fha"formulae andcalcLilations. ' " 
,'r " , . ' 

Please explain why the exposure freql,Jency for the industrial worker is 150 days. 

Please explain why the soil ingestion rate f.or the construction worker is 50 mg/day for lead 
'(Tablet'~)j',bot'330fmg/Cilay%(thEqjrintoot\bHhe:spr:eadsheets.' ," '" <.' .' . 

l: ," t>~jt l'I, , "" , ... l,,~;: ~l.,,_., I ,'.~ f, ",:~,C ';;",' 
'j -

Please provide an attachment to'vthe FS:repdrtlthaf:'proVides·a summary of the:exposure 
assumptions and toxicity factors for the receptors that were used in the RI risk assessment 

, and 'car:ried 'through to the;)RS'·'iar:1d<,c9,lculationof.' FlRGs.: "EPA' Region .1 {expects, going 
forward/that nalionahle,vel;exposure'·.ass·untpti6ns (e.g .. rresidentiar 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 QUfl,rters 1\1 (in the DRMO Impact 
Area, north of former Building 146); therefore, as noted in the 2nd paragraph on page 4 both 
copper and lead were used to estimate remediation areas and volumes. Please note that 
Figure A-a 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 mglkglday. 
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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OU2 HHRA and was the USEPA Region 1 default value at the time, the HHRA was 
'of prepared':f This exposure 'frequency is als(j '¢onsisterat~with, typiCillVnumber; ofiWork days" that 

,soil, would bel.e)(pose.dcol')sidering typical 'amounts Qf:snowfalhfopthe ar:ea. ,,:i, i(',d. ' 

, 

, , J~ • 

'"' , 

, The .. soil ingesti.qn",rate,for ,lead us.ed differ;s0fro!'l1 thei soihingestion rate fd(other, ohemicals. 
, 'The, ,adult lead model;;sp)readsl;1':eets (Tables ;,b,to";5j~ e:alcwlatiQn r(ilf ;PRGs' --'"OCDJi)struction 

Worker) contain columns that present PRGs for various regions and various ethnic groups. 
The ~'N®rtl'1ea:stll:\lI:"lcolufnncoi'Ytains'!theestitn.ate€l HRG fprr;a3construotiol';1 w0rkericat! OU2. 
Thlis·ingestiQn!rate is,100'mg/<ttay,. ,For lead"ther!adulttleaGLmodell',guidance re,commends the 

",use,of-OTE~"assumptioJ'ls,inieyaluatifflg,adultexpCDs,~re9)toc!ead,'in.s(Dihand,tOGlmg.{daY'isthe 
, recomfTIended';Nalue fqrra COr1struction worker'(liJSEJ?A, I ~anuary 20.03 and, US:EPA, ,?009). 

Eor ,non,.leaq,FcQrnpqundSi"1RME: cass.umptiotTls;'were I,Jsed;:,and\ an ingestion ,(a~e:,of 330 
, mg/daywa5usedfor~the cQnstructi0fl'Worker,for all:ott:1!3n'CQOs,·" It)" 'Ii,,); 

\ , 

An attachment 'to thedJ>r:aft, Final ITS; !Report-will.be provided.thatsummarizes' the ,exposure 
assumptions an,d toxicity factors used to calculate the PRGs. 

) ) 

ReterenC~5! Co" "'! ,r .,' ,,:n', f, ;,' "Il,., ' ' ,\ ", :;' i 

USEPA, January 2003. Recommendatipns of:,:the,TeQh.nicakR~¥i~'Workgr0.uR;foJdLead for 
an Interim Approach to Assessing Risks Associated with Adult Exposures to Lead in Soil. 
'EPA'540"R>:O~"QQ:lv 0e.eember:f1,~96ifJnalized Janua'''Y'. '1 '. , f e,:, " ' . ' . 

" ~; I " ~ ,:'~: : j t,;' ', .• ,--. 7·"., ,')C}~: '"~1'.~ ~,' \ 'q \." } ~t, ' \:,. 7,;" t~.~ 

l,JSEPA"2@09."USEPA Techl)icaJ'Heview.\NQrkgroup fo[':lecad; Frequentl~ Asked,Question 
(FAQs)on the:Adult lead Medel, June 3.;http.~//WWWJepa;goY/swperlundllea(1jfalmfaq.htm. 

). 1'1 

.~ '< 

,I,' 

;'1,,; 

t; 

" 
, 'of 

• ~"J- l;',', 

, ' , 

1 > 
, '! ~ i ':-,'1 ), 

,J, 

~ ... t ,." ' 
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RESPONSES. TQ·USEPA, LEGA~ COMMENTS DATED APRIL 29; 2010 
DRAFr FEASIBILITY STUDY FeR OPERABLE, UNIT 2 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY', MAINE·" ' ,. " 

, ' 

1. Comment: Page £S..,1, 2'd Paragraph, :jh sentence:, ·Identify which eperable unit is 
addressing thecontaminatibn indenfified in the 'residential lot N' of the DRMO 'a'nd the 
capped portion of the DRMO. If not addressed by a separate OU, these areas should be 
incorporated into the final remedY for0U2 (even ifpreviously subjecrtoa rem'oval a:ction), if 
contamination above un-restricted use risk levels is left in place.' ' 

Response:, The Navy concurs' that the':tweareas ,identified fA the comment need to be a 
part e1- :the final "remedy 'for iOU~., ; 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' jhe DRMO.The text in, thei refer.enced sentence in .the 2nd 

paragraph on page ES-1 will be corrected by deleting "and the portion of the DRMO area 
that, has already, been cappedJ',l The following provides aClditional;information on how the 
cappe;d area· ,is addr~ssed in the OU2, FS and' how the .residential area of OU2 will be 
addressed, in th~ 'remedy. ' . " " ' , , '.' 

DRMO Capped Area - In the November 20,08 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 F8. alternatives; for :the DRMa. included the 'capped 
area within the footprints for land use controls, periodiC monitoring, and periodic inspection. 
Since the submission 9f ,the; November 2,0,08 Revised Draft OU2 FS Report,,·, s~veral 

. technicaL meetillgs were held concernim!j) ,the OU2 ,and OU2 tf,S'alternatives~· As ,a result of 
these;technical meeti;l'1gsl the. Navy ·agreed that the existing' cap for ,the· DRMO capped ,area 

, 'was, meant to be, ,an, interim' measur:e:and ,not a 'permanent;:'remedY· for the area.·, ~or, the 
, i:)raftFinal,QU2'.FS"Report, the' Navy will revise ,the 0RMO:areas' alternatives ',to include 

other options to address contamination within the capped area,.in . ,the ,alternative 
development process. The revised alternatives, provided in Attachment B to these 
responses to GOrilments,:will be included in the Draftpinal, QU2 FS Heport. 

< • " 

Residential Area ;.' The Navy believes that no change is required to include the residential 
area in the FS. Jhe Navy is implementing ·an ;interimremoval actionJor'this ar~a anQ it is 

'.' anticipated that·;·the.jnterim removal action wilJ'result ,in I;Inlimited use of and ul'1lirnited 
exposure to the, residential area.' The residential area:will be.inoluded in,the final remedy for 
OU2·, but· aUhe time the Record .of, Deoision (ROD), is produced,; the Na\ly"believesthatthe 
final remedy for the.residential 'area will be no further actiol'1(NF,A).-,i ' . ' ' 

2. Comment: Page £S-2. 3rd Bullet: Regarding the last sentence, maintenance of the 
shor~line erosion control needs to 'be a.,compQn~nLof,.the{remedy to 'preverit future·risks 

. from'the erosion of so it from ·the:OU area. "IHhe,revetment is\a,comporn-etJt oHhe remedy 
then long-term monitoriRg ortbe sediment:needs to >,be a'. compol'lent'of, the remedy to 

, 'ensure, thaHhe revetment remains effective. !' . > ~., 

':,',t 
, \; 

Response: The referenced text is part of the discussion of ·the, Gonceptual site model ,and it 
indicates thaterosiOR is.nota.current concern. ,HolJ\lever,.the Navy recognizes th~t' er~osion 
is a future concern. As discussed further in the November 2008 Revised Draft OU2 FS 
-Report, : there·is.:a Hel'Tledial Action Objective (RAO) , that ,calls for: the:pr()t~ctiQrLs)f{ the 

, offshore environment . from, erosion ·of ,coRtaminated soil from, the OU2.shorelihe:(RAO 
number 2",pages ES"2 arid 2-14). Each \,alternative.that leaves ,contamination,oh site 
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identifies the shoreline stabilization features currently along the OU2 sh'orelineas important 
to the integrity of the' alternative. For:the Draft, FinalOl:J2 PS Report, the Navy -will include 
shoreline erosion controls within the lahd·usecohtrols,(LU€s) cQmpunehtuf each alternative 
along with the structural components of each remedy to satisfy the erosion protection RAO, 
as apprOPfiqt~;, The' reviseq altematives, 'prQviq~d i.nAttachment B to these responses to 
comments, 'will, lD,e .included in th,e',Draft Final OU2 F$,Report: 

, l, : .,' . 

, As for mo,nitoring the shor~linestabiHzation features, the LUGsAoreach:alternative will be 
revised to include the following;' , , 

'. Periodic, inspeGtiQl'ls; to ensure,thaUhe,smor;eline stabilization' structures;remainalol1g 
,the,OUe shorelineamNhat,they,appear'to'be in good eondition (visual insp.ection). 

;. , The offshorearea'wlll be:periodically inspected for sediment'acQumulation. ' 
• , , • 1 

~ , \ 

,Howe,veri because of. the,U8EPA~s'pref~renceto keep the qnshore'and offshorelremedies 
" selDa rate for· Portsmouth i', Nav.:al ,Shipyard (RI\JS)" monitoring' :offshore ',sediment, for 

contamination is not included with shoreline stabilization inspection. ,Any ,remedial'activities 
f0r offshore sediment are being addressed as part of OU4 . 

• , ,/1 ; • ':. " .' _" :-", ',~ ~ j;" , 1 ",' 

3~ Comment: Page ES-3. 2nd and 6th butiets:, There' cannot be solely a LUG optiol)~ At the 
very least there mList" be'lor:lQ-te'rm monitoriing. to ensure the remedy remains protective. 

JlespOllseb As indicated in the, Navy's response to~ USEPA U~gal(Comfnent No; 1, several 
teehnical· meetiri-gs,focusihg 'on' thei alterA'I~i:>tives ,presented in the 'FS have :QcClmed, since the 
sulDrnissioil of the 'NovemlDer' 2008 Revised~ 0raft~ C>U2 FS' ReIDort 'and the, reeeiple of these 

, comments.~rhe) Nav:yt hast'agreed',to 'revise "the'alternatives'Etb"include monitoring>;"The 
revised alternatives, pr:ovided'i'iri; Att'aehrnent 81 t(:), these:'re"sponses' to .comments;, will be 
included in the'Draft Final "()U2 F$ 'ReJi>0rt. -),' 

, .: ~j-', t ~ t r~ , J , li. * .o'> ",', " 

4. Comment: Page BS-4. z:d, Paragraph;' '$cJ 'and Brr;i'Sentenoes:!; Shlould'statemore clearly 
the WDA-2 would not be, protective of the environment. 

Response:' As in'dicated in, Section 1;5.4; there,are"no,onshore' ecol<ligidll risks associated 
With'lthe WDA and no ,current offshore risks. The'only,environmental risk liass6bialed with the 
W,fJA<, iSh'frQm potentialdllture' erosion of ,;cQntarrrinated ,soil to;:thE1r offshore area.' ,lUGs, 
including 'shoreliri9 'an'd"offShore inspaction, are,ir1cluciJed 'in WDA-2,;therefore; Alternative 
WDA-2 would be proteetive of the', enVironment ,-f,he"referenced:texthas' been revised to 
read as follows: 

>'., " . i 

~WfJA/2., ,WDA .. S, anm WDAi4Would'pr0vide'protection of human 'health with Alternatives 
I ,'WfJA"3 'and,WIDA~4: providir1g:the most'prtitection. Witl:! the -implementation of LUGs <DU2 

yvould.:be' IDrotective,oHhe1environmentbecause the'shoreline ,stabilization structures would 
be present to protect against the future potential' of'~emdlng"soil.,.:to the"off"-shorerarea. 
Alternatives WDA-3 and WDA-4 would also protect t,he environment with Alternative WDA~4 

, '-providing the most,protection.l", n~/,' " """"," :r: .. ,' : ",:'. ,,' 
5~v;"Comment:'Page';ES"'4. ~q, Rara'graph.4h and,S!' Sentences: ,WDA,,2wili not meerARARs. 

,'~ , ,1. 

Response: "As, indicated, in the; NaVy1s: respon~e to USBPA Legal Comment 'No., '1 ,se'\/eral 
'techrritial' nieetings focusil1'g on, thealternati\jes presented in the' FS' have' occtfrred since the 
sulDmission of-the November 20Q8,.Revised Dilaft OU2 FS 1 Report and'tne receipt 'of these 
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· comments.: Tll'e Nav'yhas)'a~r9ad to revise the alternatives, including WDA-2. The Navy 
believes that USEPA concerns with WDA-2 have been addressedwith'the revisions to the 
alternatives agreed upon between the Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP. Please see the revised 
alternatives, provided!" Attachment B'to'these responses to comments, fhat'Wili be included 
in the Draft Final OU2 FS Report. 

6. c~rl'I~e'nt: ~age ;;~4:,,~d ~a'ragraph. 6th Sentence: .WDA-2 does n(ilt mee/the threshold 
criterion. 

Respbrise:'As indicated in the Navy's r9spons·s tG>il!JSI2PA Leg·al CG>mment No., 1, several 
teerlnict::U' meetil19s'focusin'g' 0'1:) the I alterhatives'p resented, i n tHe' FS' have occil rred sinc'e the 
submission onh~NovemDer2008 Revised, IDr'aft,OU2' FiS ~epoit ar:ld'the receipt of these 
cortfments; TheN~vy. hias agreed to '~evise;theialtefnatives, including WDN2.;;' The Navy 
believestl1at'USEPA.c0~herns'With WDA ... 2 have been 'addre$sed'with tl:1e revisions'to the 
alternatives agreed upon between the Navy, .USEPA, and MEDEP. Ple,ase sea the' revised 
alternatives, provided in Attachment B to these responses to comments, that will be included 
ii:ltl'l~~i I})raff:Fin~1 OU2 FS~Freport.>'· : / '" ; "I' ," " ,h 

1/ J;;-, >', . t " ,~ 
I, 

7. Comment: Page ES-4. ~d Paragraph. 7th Sentence: WDA,,2'!does:not meetthe long-term 
effectiveness and permanence criterion. 

I -i: '\ i 1_';-, -;1 , 

·Response: As indicated' in· the/Navy's r,esponse 'to.USEPA Legal00mment No.,1 ; several 
, technical 'meetin£1s 'focusihg ohi tha'alternatives presented' in the> FS. have 'occurred since the 

submission ofths:N0vember 2006PRevisecliDraft: OU2' FS Report': and; the,·receiptof these 
comments. The Navy has agreed to revise the alternatives, inclwding WDA-2. 'The· Navy 
believes that USEPA concerns with WDA-2 have been addressed with the revisions to the 
alternatives' agreeCfupon"hetlJlieen·;the Navy, USEPA, and MIiDEP. fl>lease s~.~ th.e.J~Yised 
alternatives, 'provicl~d :ih Atta:allmer:lt: (3i to th'ese·'responses to' c0rTlments,' that will be indluded 
in the'DraffFiha.POl:J2'FSReP9rt.' /"', : .; c, 'R ' ' 1, 

, " t~l ' . $-\ .. .' ,," ".~ ' .. ' 7. 'f '~:., f : ,.~" ! :' , 

8. Comment: Page ES-4.Tab/e: There 'are five:..year"review costs,for WDA-1, that should be 
iticiuCled: :Also~peWbutWliat;"NPW" means~' ! . 

,~r :";~' ". "; !-'~-! :~ ': ,~,:. 

Response: The Navy respectfully disagrees that five-year review costs should>be ,ihCluded 
for the No Action alternative, and no Changes to the cost assumptions are warranted. The 

. Navy con'cuM' tn~t if· 8' :remedial abtiQ'h ,is selectecf';ir:l a RC>E> tliat re~ult&:in, haz;aJdous 
substatices,'.polhJta:nts/::€it; contaminants rerf1ainin~:l at' thesite:above levels: that:allow for 
urilirrlitetl'LJse andiUnrestricted exposure, a,'five':<year review is statUtorily required: 'ThaNaV)' 
also' 'agrees that in i'lpreviQos' FSs, :we have" inch:Jdedithe language i USEPA.sseks,lilers. 
Recentiy, however;· :the, Navy· re...evahJated >th is' language;. 'and; reali~ed that 'the;"'r:io[ action 
alteti"\'ative" -~ as thaFtarm is'tlse€l iH"an 'FS·'-- is :meant only;;to/serveasa baselinerfrom 
which to compare other>alterriatiVe's.'Ht<is not the sarne,,'ln·o·abtio'rl";reflected in aifinaLROD. 
This is consistent with the June 2010 Final OU1 FS Report. The Navy believes this 

., 'interpretatlon ' is 'sdpp0rted.: oy' OSW·BR;Direetive 9:aS5:3,,;01, tJ.ated' Octobe~ c ~ 9~8,which 
i states";that 'although a:no"'actien' alternative! in an, FSmay include some type of 
;environme:ntal monitoring, ~ 'l,'actiOrfls Jtaken to;'\reduc'e,the, potential ·for exposure,.' (e.g.,' site 
fencing, deed restrictions) should riot "be included'as,a:component' of. the."no,~action 
alternatives. Such minimal actions should constitute a separate 'limited' action alternative." 
The'NaVy"belfe,ves the term !'nb.';actiOhl''',in',tne "FS',context means literally nQ:a@tlqJ),~,.~t all, 
including no five year r~view. 1. See Appendix- P,: :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 revlew" Jpr ,several oNhe, e:xarl'mle alternatives,;, but deles" not use thi,s w.ording for 
the "no action': example.alternative,; " / 

• : ,J 

NPW on :Page ES-4 will be. replaced'Vfitn "Net Present Worth (NPW)," 
, . 

9. Comment: Page ES-4 - 5: In the DRMO section all of the comments regarding WDA-2, 
,above als0' pertain theDRMO-2. Also ,there.'are fi"e,-year review costs for, Q~MQ.f1 that 
should be included. . .', 

, Response: ,AsindJcated inth~v~avY~s ~es~,<;>ns~,\ ~o USEPA i.;ega.J, Comment NQ~ 3; the 
Navy, USEPA, and i M6DgP have,had'lseveral,·technical r:ne~tJpgs'sinQe; tt;1e :~ubmlssion of 
the' November 2008 Reyised JDratt,O!J2"F.S, Rep.ort :,anq chgX1ges)will ge, made to the FS 
alternatives. With 'lthe, agreed 'upon ,alte,matjve ,o,hs;lngesi the,;Navy",,~elieyes that the issues 
raised,,in the USEPA Legal Comment Nos. 4' to: 7 ,~ls0 .pertainjng ,t9 DRMO-2, have geen 
addressed. ' ;- " "" \ C' 

With ;~~~rds to the five-year review costs for the DRMO-1, the 'NaVY' respeQtfUJly,'disagrees 
with the need for these five-year review costs. Please refer to the Navy's response to 
'US~PAfLegal Comment·No,' 8'. ' , , . , \ . 

" I _, ~ ! 

10. Comment: Page ES-6: The analysis for the Shoreline stabilization needs to meet all of t'1e 
i,,' N€3P 'Criteria :if the revetment serves as a comJ:lonent oCthe rfi)m.edy tq prev~nt release of 

contaminants, into the acjjOining:river and its sediments. The S,,"-1,alternative. d0es nor meet 
any oHme criteria, b,e.caw.se maintenanCeHll1l.cL monito~!nrg· of the revetment would not be a 
component .of the,ramedy. . . h .f, ,; . <, ' ,''',: • ", ",' ',,< '. 

" ~'~:' , ;. L ~ _ .\~.~, I " 

f,l'espgnse" As discussed:,inthe Navy's r~sp9nseltQ.USE;PA Legal. C0mmel)t: No. ·2, the 
alternatives will be. revise.d te: addres~~~oteRtia.l,fut!.ml.er,o.sion thr,oUg_hJJJp~anq structural 
components of WDA and DRMO alternatives. Separate ,s,horelil'le ~tp.bilizatiol') alte,rnatives 
(SL-1, SL-2, and SL-3) will not be included in the Draft Final OU2 FS Report. The revised 
a:lternatives., are described in Attachment, a "to these c r~spORses tq, COIT,lmem,ts, i' The 
evaluation of the NCP criteria for WDA and DflMQ alt~rnativ~~'will,be ulild~ted b~se(t6n the 
revisions to the alternative components and the text on ES-6 related to SL-1, SL-2, and SL-3 
willrbe deleted. 

{' !', 

11.,G,pmmerit:, Page 1,~2, 1stPa;ag(aph:n$e~comment 2. IftheJe~Jdentigti ~rea.isp'art of: QU2, 
then·,the p~oposed rert1:ovalactic>n n«?,eds ,10 be incorporated into, the.ftna.1 OU2.RQD,~ either 
with:a determinat,i.on thattheiarea is cleaned,up tOlJmestripted u~.e s.tand~Jds.(in·which,case 
the·HOD .would 'include' a No';Further Acti01"1 determ!.matiQn)I',or)f: re~trictior;J~ will ~till be 
required'ibecause, risks; are.still pr13sent.,(either for- soil· or gr,<;)undw~ter) toe ,FS· needs to 
includeah NCP,analySisi' of" remedial alternatiye§ tqaddress)h~ remaining, risk), The 

. removal aotionsAould;be'described in more detail'in thi~,€I0,GP.menLi ' 
/" " , ~ f', "J: ~. ' < 

Response.: As'indicated in the Navy's response .. to"US,ERA Lega.l CQ.r;nment No;.1, ~he,Navy 
ag(ees:.that the,Jesidemtial area ,needs to'bereferredt0)nJth~ O,U2 ROD a§,havi!1g'been 
subje¢tedte an interim 'removal'·action·thatl1a.s ,left the;,area with 1"10, rest~i,cti0ns .on use or 
exposufe:arid that NFA is the pmposedactionifQrthis·area" ,'. (. L. , , 

12. Q~m'm~nt:r,p.age1~41 dh';~ragraPh. 4h'$ent~~~e;' Wasth'e f~rmer DRMO·ar.ea capped as 
,part of. a CEHCLA resp'onse action - ,if 5.0 describ.e in more detail. : ,) . ';' . 
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Response, " The capping of a portion of the DRMO area was not conduct~gl.,as part of a 
CeRClA'response. As discussed:on page 1-fi3,the cap was installed as part of an interim 

:actidn·in'1993.,· '. . "d"· ,. ,,' ,':' 'r ," I';J" i' ,. "". 
,':; < ."F .. -L: ·,1:' ·,-~'i \. , IQ.'.' 

13.;6omment: . Page .1-7, 4h Paragraph; SinGethe'ilandfili/incineratof'operations were closed 
:" 'pre-RCIRAv;any hazardous waste 'ARARscited Jor alternatives 'addressing the landfill:waste 
", ': would be f'R~levant and Appropriate;~'\ " ' .;, " " '. ;:>, '.:' , 

Response: The referenced text is in Section 1.4.3 of the November 2008 Revised Draft 
OU2,FS. Reportpwhich discusses OUB,History: ARARs:,ars'.discusseddn Section giq)., ,The 
Navy considers hazardous waste ARARs} would be~ applicable· ',if characterizatiori of 
excavated material or remediation waste indicates the material to be a hazardous waste. 

, RORAregulatlons.for capping: would be relevantand;appr0priate fon alternativ~s, th'at1iociude 
a ,RGRA G capv 8evisions to,ARARs, are disoussed in the., Navy's'fespohses to ,subsequent 

, USEPAiLegal .oommemts .. and'\Droposed revised Se(l;tiOh(~U:>~ ,a,ndsdPp'6rtin'g ARARs tables 
{Tables:2~!t;"2421',andl2",3}:for the Draft Final <DlJ2FS,Reportare includedJfl'AttachmentC to 
these responses;td::comrnents. ,': " i"i' .,> 

r'~ . ,,", " ',,;:, ·-f •• ,. " ''-; H. L " 
14. Comment: Page 1-11, 1st Paragraph. 1 sf Sentence:' Long-te,rm'moAitoring of thersedirhent 

will be required to assess the protectiveness of the shoreline revetment {assuming waste is 
: leflin place'andtherevetment is, ~r componeht 'of the rem~dy~: '. " 

Response: The referenced text is in Section 1.6 of the November 2008 Revised Draft OU2 
; FS Report, whioh provides, at summary, of the ,0Ug .8l,lppls'ni'ental· HI RepOrt. As ~1~r.,~§,~lt of 

" res01wtion of',comments; dnAhe September 2008 Draft CDU2' Supplemental RI(Report, and 
consistent with the March 2010 Final OU2 Supplemental, 'HI Heport, the· 'text iA' the 
referenced section has been revised. Proposed revisions to Section 1.0 for the Draft Final 

:; OU2, FS Repottare provided in Attacliment e to:·these respOAsesto ,oomments.t,:".: ',: 

, , ',Regarding' 10n{:Nerm " monitoriAg, , of sediment" long,.term 'iAspection fon, s~dii1'1ent 
,f ~~ccLiniulation,wili be iAClud~d;in <D.Ll2 alternatives, ,as appropriate~"\However\, as: indicated in 

, " the Navy~s.responseto\USEt:R1:A,Legal CommehtNo. ,2:, be(l;ause CiHhe.lJSEPA's preference 
to keep the onshore and offshore remeeies separate Jer RtNS,~ remedial aotioril 'for offshore 

" sedim'ent:is:not inclliJded witf.l shoreline' stabilizaticm 'inspection. ;. .' A::, ',' ,,' "; ',\ 
: V'\~~~{ 1'.~', '~~ ;'\ "' •. } , '1\-~' .• 1 l '';:;'~'\': .' 

15. Comment: Page 1-13, last Paragraph, 4th and dh Sentences! llsAhe,~Hiver critical' habitat for 
any Federal or State endangered, threatened or protected species (for instance - the 
federoally.'endangerE;ld short-nOsed sturgeon which does live in the River). ' 

'::' _" t t>-,~' ~-" " i' t. 

, Resp,onse: There:is'no, designated critical habitat for the,sAort~nosed sturgeon in the State 
of Maine. The following text will be added (to Section 1.6.1.4): "The short-nosed stur.geon is 
a federally endangered species that is found along the eastern seaboard, but has no critical 
habitats located within the; 'State bf Maine. Populations.in Maine'arelf.ound'in th~ ~h~~pscot, 

. Kennebec, 'P;ndrosGoggin;' and "Penobscot _ Rivers, aAd ;:Msllrymeeting: Bay ,_ (Maine 
Qepartment'of'lriland Fisheries and Wildlife, 2003).'" , 'or',' ,;,,'/, 

,'( , . " '1: ' ' .. i " <J, I, . , .; ::' ',~J 

16. Comment: Page 1~16i lastSentence and Page'I-17, 1st Paragraph:,rSee cor:nment,2,h~For 
CBRCLAremediation purposes;, it doesn't'matterwhat the source,Cif thelleadis if,it is-posing 
a risk. ' , , ,,~., " 
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'Response: The referenced text is in Section 1.6.2 of the November 200B"Revised Draft 
; OW2 FS Rep.ort, wh.ich. proviaes a summary of the nature and extent of contamination as 
provided in the OU2 Supplemental RI Report. As a result of, resolution of comments on the 
September 200B Draft OU2 Supplemental RI Report and consistent with the March 2010 
Final G>U2 Supple,mental HI:,' Rep:or.t, the text in the· referenced section has~ b~en,r~yi~ed. 
The'rE~fore, the Navy believes ,that" USHPNs cotfcerocited in; this cemme'nt has'ibeen 
resolved. Proposed revisions to Section 1.0 for the Draft Final,OU2 FS Repert 'are .. provided 
in Attach~ent C to these responses to comments. 

. •• f " ,:.' > ~:t • ' '. .;.; c! ~ ~ , j ~, 

17:Co:rnment: Page 1 .. :17, 4tt}Paragraphi lastBameflce: Long-term monitorimg of s'ediment will 
be required for contamination being left in pla:ce. : ", ,; 

, ,Response: Ther.eferenced 'lexLis iwSe.ction· t;6.2' of th~l\Jovember. 2008 FilevisedDraft 
.: OUg:FS RepQrt;'which provides a summary' of the.hatu're. and extent of, contamination as 
provided i'n the OU~ Stlpplemental, RIReport.· As· a resu,ltof resolution·Of comments·on the 
SeptemlDer ::2008. Draft OU2, Supplemental'.· RL Report ,and cOl1sistenhwith the .March ,2010 
Final OU2 Supplemental RI Report, the text in tl:1e referenced ,se,etion. has 'ween revised. 
Proposed revisions to Section 1.0 for the Draft Final OU2 FS Report are provided in 
Attachment e to..these respon,ses'toc0mme'nts. ' ;1 

Regarding long-term monitoring of sediment, please.refer to the Navy's. response to USEPA 
Legal Comment 1\10. 2. 

(1 ~ ,,\ '. ;~ $" :.< L . ! . 

1 a. Comment: ,Page 1-18, 2'P, Par;agraph: Were riSKS ·calculated for. a futufe residential' use 
scefl,ario?( Theiouter bounds of tAe'remedial area (within the aU) iSidefined by where there 

,. are no.riskS!to unrestricted tlse~' 

Response:: The referencea text is, in Section h6.4 of the November::200~- Revised Draft 
OU2 FS Report, which provides a summary of' the risk assessment in the OU2 
Supp>lemental RI Report. Ri5k~ for the Ifuture residential'use/scenario werecalculated.,in the 
human"health <,risk, ,assessment. . The, texLin, the first, paragraph, of Section 1.6A will be 
revised ,to-clarify that, thelhunian health ,risk· assessm,ent ,evaluated· potential risks for 

. potential future landiuse conditions inciliJdingyresidential'i.Jse.:;, I . 

A residential remediation area-:was 'aevelope.d>inJhe (November 20GB 'Revised Draft OU2 FS 
Report. Please refer to Figure 2-1 for the limits of soil contamination that cause 
uriae€el3table resitlential· risk:" ,," 

" " , ) } ; ~ 

19. Comment: Page 1-,19) fit Paragrapn, grJ 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 thesnoreline1,need to be monitored and'.maintained ,as a comp(!)nent.df the 
I remedY.', <' ", t' 

Response: The referer:l'€ed,text' is in Section 1.6.4 of tt.1e.November 2008 Revised, Draft 
OU2 "FiS JT.teportr whioh provides ,·,a summary·, of the, risR;, assessment "im the OU2 
Supplemental RI Report. As a result df, resolution bf comments on: the' September 200B 
Draft OU2 Supplemental RI Report and consistent with the March 2010' Final OU2 ' 

': SupplemeAtal Rk'Report,' the text in the: referenced sectkm has been revis~d .. < tProp05ed 
.j, revisitins to Section 1.0 for the Draft F,inal. OU2; FS Heportare provided. in Attachment C to 

these responses to comments. 
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Regarding' long-term' maj'ntenance 'arid monitoring of erosion controls, please: refer. to the 
, Navy's rEtsponse to lJ8BPA Le'gal ~omment No.2. ' '" ' ' , ' 

i ' ; '~. ~ .' i ~,.~ .,} ;-l 

20:. €otnment: Page 1-19:§ 1.6.5: This seetion r'leedsto be' modified base on EPA'~ previous 
i ;', comments.> " 

J( ,-._. 

Response:,. The 'referenced Section 1.6.,8 OMhe :November '2009 Revised Draft QU2 FS 
Report provides a"sliri1hlary> of the"'conCILJsions and recommendations of the 'QU2 
Supplemental RI Report. As a result of resolution of comments on the September 2008 
'Draft 'OU2,' S'uppler'hental ~I 'Report and'donsistent with the MarCh 20rOI"Fihal'\',0U2 
Supplemental RI Repo'rt" the text' in tl:1e' :referenoed sectionflas ,·I!>een revised~ , Proposed 
revisions to Section 1.0 for the Draft Final QU2 FS Report' are provided in Attachment C to 
the'sEHespfuns'es tb'comments. ", " ',: ,,' ' d 

,.: ," '~. " > ", I ' 
, : I ~ j 

21. Comment: Page 1-20, 4h bullet If contamination is left in place, maintenance and 
'moriitoring:of the erosion control~:srruCtLires needs[)to be a comp'onent of theifemedy, 't6 
prevent potential future risks of release':' "" ' , 

:: Response: The':refer~'nced text is in Sectlor'l'h7 of, the November ,2008 Revise:cl ,Or:aff,OU2 
'FS, Report, which,proVides"a sLlmmary oHt:1e' conceptual sltemodel'fGJr'QU2. As a resLllt of 
resblutiGn)"of comrrrents' on' the "Septembe'i"'200B :,Draft :QU2 SUpplemental ~I' Report and 
consistent with the March 2010 Final QU2 Supplemental RI Report, the text in the 

;'referehced sectloni has: bean' reVised. Propbsed revisions to Section 1 ,0, for the:Praft Fimil 
OU2 FS Rep'C!>rt'are provided'in Attachment C,to these responses to ~omments.,:,;;' 

Regarding long-term maintenance and monitoring of erosion controls, please refer to the 
"I\lavy's respons'etb 'US8!" kLegaHDomrneht Nm. 2.' " , i ' .,:\OC, ' 

l' fl', ,~., . ~','~' ; I ' .' !..,., 

22. Comment: Page 1-20, 5th bullet: Were residential risk levels exceeded elsewhere within 
, the<OU;Qthefthahi ifflne portion l(l)f;the' IDRM<Dlmpact Area11f sb, id~ntify these a;fsas in 
,ttiist)ulletY'l,' ", ;' , ,'q ,',' .; 

, " 

\, ",Jl,-

Response: Residential risk levels were exceeded across the DRMO"area, the 'waste 
disposal area, and within portions of the DRMO impact area. The bullet explaining 
excs'edanb'es 'Qf 'residential'; risk'jevels 'Will be'revised' ,to indicate, tHat "unacceptable 
residential risks were fou'nd 1M' ,a'portion:bf1 th~' !DRMO Impact Area and ,for the entire DRMO 
and waste disposal area. 

• '. I , 
,- ~ . ~ U:i~. '. 

23. Comment: Page 2-1, :jd Paragraph: Ghange,''fadilitY''Citihg'''to,ufacility-sfting.''; 

Response: \ The text will be revised ;to read, ''fadility-siting~'' 

24. Comment: Page 2-3, JZ1d Paragraph: Remove the paragraph. There are no potential 
ARA'f:l's': ,;"k, ';-;. ," ';" \ '," , '" , """"""" 

\ '" \ 

Response: The requested text will be removed and the ARARs tables updated. Instead a 
, ' discussion'of wheH an AHAR is'invdl<eCJWiil be added to the discusSion undec;the A'etl.on To 

Be Taken heading in the tables. :,,<, ''', " ) i",;, 

25. Comment: 'Pliige {2!;'4} 2'd, Rart1l!/raph:, Remove'the parqgraph ,;" screening level"gl;.ligance is 
': ndt>a 'TBC:"', ,," ' .. ~", ",i , '.,'1",; "',;;', l '",'", ',," ",:, "{:': 
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Response: ,\ The. l\Javy,respeotfully .. <:ji$aQr~es,i;U,SEPA, RegiQnf9 ,pRG,s '(ri§k~bqsed 
screening levels) were used in the riskI;lS$eSs,r:menhSl$, $,Cf~.~J!in!!l :Ievels· a~,d(w~(e includ~d in 
the ARARs sections as TBCs. They have recently been' replaced by the USEPA Regional 
SQr~~J)h19 Levels. The·,texJ on Page' 4,,4 Wilh b~. ueyi$ed to ·il1di,cqte that in ~008, J:I~,EJ~A 
replaced region-specific risk-based screening levels (e.g., Region 9 PRGs) wIth RSLs'.; The 
USEPA risk-based screening levels were used as screening levels as part of the HHRA for 
OU2 anc:Kcan be ,use,~, to develop, sOil,cteal'J I;Jp·,goals" This infg>~rnation will al$O be:prc;}vjded 

i in Ta~le2-1., This,iScon$i$tent with Jhe1June,,201 p, Final Q4.l1 FS,)Report,., , '.. ;', 

26,'~~~~e~t~' P~ge 2~4,,~d PfiJ,;~~;~@h:" :J~e;no~~ 't'h~ "para'graPh:~J;~d~nal'ris'k a~;~ssrnent 
pJpce'dures; rathef'tJilan Statejstandards1pertain tQCERGLAcleanup~,: ,), ~)1' 

'Re~p~nse: Th~'M~i~e risk guidance docu;"~~t~ ~iil"b~ ~~.~Oye~fr~~ thE2,ts~' and~RARs 
tables, consistent with the June 2010 Final OU1 FS Report. ' 

,; 1:~'~::~"J':;" (l 1'1' \', • "'~ :-:" . , 

27. ,Bomment: 'P/3!.ge12r-4: ', .. Add ,paragraph$: 0'1J the, a,gditional"Chemk;al:-.speGifi9, AFU~R$and 
TSCs added to the revised Chapter 2 ARARs Tablesl,,J:;:''':'i;'' , " " ,,,~P'( 

Besl1toF:'l.se: .. , 'Textwill be,:added to. S~tiQn\, 2.0 and ,the ARAR;s' tab.I~.s tQ,.;,Qi§cu$$' the 
.addi.ti,gnal chemio~I-Slgeoifiq,:ARAR~dan~:'FeCs. . U)er,revisiollsHare. ;slrlown" i,Ii': t~~\ r:~vised 

"'i Sectionc2.0 te).ct,anq:nable 2-1, jncluded~a~Attach!hent'C·to thes.e'I'~$Jilor:l~,es .tocornments. 
) :i~ " l "~,\oi ,1. ,'., ;.;' ( ~:, t~,~:' ~,' ~~2 "',~~':.i ~; '" ' ,'-..,,("=,-):! 

28."Comment: ,Rage £!-4, 4!h Paragr(!!.ph: \.Repl~ce ,the, te~t,.witl:1;~ I'Rl;!.bli~hec:Ll7lemed,iqLAction 
Guideline .(InAGs), ,that are:mor:e! stringe_nt than federal ~t~Qclards. wefte 'i!,;l~ed to'{ ~staplish 
cleanup standards." 

,~~?':. ;- '. ~; i t~'- . ltf: , t'~, t,,~ ;.. " . /L, i.' t'~ 

Response: The text will be revised to ir.~'fI~otrthe, ;l,Ipd,gte ,ir:l F;lJ.\GJh(201,O} ~,r;ld that t~ese 
guidelines can be considered for PRG development. 

j j J_, ';i ";:':'{ .. ' 1\ i 'i',';:" A~{11 'l:;F" '\ ;/~i ·,i 1-> (', ," 

29.,G(t)mmellt: .1?€Jf!J~ 2-5;: 1,st ParagrfJ.~h"r; Remove' the: paragraph sil\l:c~: thei'requiremerif~ :Qf the 
Executive Order have been removed 'from 40 C.F.R. Part 6. Compliance with the .1E:)(Ji~eutive 
Order is now a matter to be addressed under the Protectiveness criterion, rather than the 

", ARAHscri.terion:{'·.! .i., " 'I ::', ",;, i'll' ':/;',,:.:i 
;~'>':i~i",;" .. '~.~!!~?'J ",' !,'\~ti\~· i ~ \~ ':1 

'. '\, Respons.e:j',;F:he, Nayy con,cur;s that,the,'Exe·(!}wtiVe:Qr.def;:\~ho!:J!d,b,e, removed:as 'an A8AR for 
.. QU2 j 'and w,iJl rel'l1.!i)v;e thefparagraph'fron)' the. text·andTable 2-2. ',1"',"": )' " 

30. Comment: Page 2-5, :;!1d Paragraph: Change "16 United State~;>Code (Gs'C) 1451 et ~eq." 
to "16 United,$tates,6ode,(U.8iG.),§:1451, et'S.eq,l' \'1; j' »' '(~", ,':1 :,:'.1: ,i 

ReSPOnse: The citation will be revised;to f,ead ~'~~6'UnitedState~G<Dd~ (U§,C.),,1§14p1 et 
seq.i'. 

31. Co~~~n~; Page 2-5,":Jd Paragraph: ,.,' . cha~ge "33 ~~~ 403; 33CFR, 3do:fu~3f; '~to "33 
U.S.C.,§ 403; 33 C.F.R. Parts 320-323." 

" : ~~~'~o,nse:"~-lihe"Hjv.e~s"~nd:;~~~b'~~', ~~t, ~ilhbe d~l~t~d' :4~,;~~q~~AR'because't~~rmedial 
activities for OU2 will not obstruct or alter the river. .," '/l ~ );):. \ "i" 

32; ,Oomment:· Page, 2:5, lIth Par~graph: . ;Remov~ the',.p,arag r.aph"since4he 'requi~eliJ;l,eJltl!i,~Qf the 
Executive Order have been removed from 40 C.F.R. ~art 6. Compliance with th~~E~e'c~tive 
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Order,isnow a matter to be' addressed under the Protectiveness 'criterion, rather:, than the 
ARARs criterion, This is consistent With tlile Draft Final Portsm<outh'OU1 FS (April~2010)\ 

'I' ',: 

Response: The Navy concurs and the reference will be removed from the text and Table 2-
'2.' ',1 "j'; ':" , :, : ,,: :, ' 

J i"t -; r <-t - \"~, .'>} , r ~ 

33, Comment: Page 2-6; 2'd ,Paragraph: ,Change the citation to:, NCleanWater: Act, Sec 404; 
'SeG'tion 404(b)(1) Guidelines.f<Dr Specifioation of Disposal Sites for ,lDredgedbr Fill Material 
-(33 U'.S:G\·.§ 1344; 40C.F.R:Part'280, 23;1 arid 33'C)FIR>PartS:320-323j" .,;. "j 

, ; 1 

Response: The citation will be revise'd;to read '~Q;lean ,WatenAoHGWA) '- Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material (40 CFR Parts 230-
232; 33 CFR Parts'320~330);."· ' '",.,'." " ' ' 

34. Comment: Page'2-6,",;Jrei'Pacagraph: Change, the c'.GHation to: "N,atibncil i'Historic 
PreserVation Act, of.19E3(5~:ProteotiOn/o~·HistQJiC PropertieS,(,(16, U.S.G .• § 470 e'/<seq.; 36 
C.F.R: -Part 800)." Change the second,sentence (to be consistent with the 4th paragraph of 
:Page 1 .. 11) to: "Prehistoric and: historic arqhaeological resouro'e,sensitivities forthe'IDRMO 
Impact? Area fparticularly" near 'QUarters S' and,rN)' are nioderate'~and) high; respectively., The 

. rest. <Df OU2. has low' ,or' moderate. sensitiVity, f<Dr prehistorio ,aod historic archaeological 
resources.'1- ".' ' '\'; l' 1 ,,' : '. ',,',. 1')(\ ' ",,' , 

, , ' .. " ", ~. , : ~ ,- :,;>; ~ ~( 

Response: The citation will"be revise'd,to read "The'NatiQhalHistorlcal Preservation Act (16 
USC §470 et seq., 36 CFR Part 800)." The text from page 1-11 will be added to Section 
2.0.' ';:: ," c., 

3S'. Comment: Page 2-6, ";4th Paragraph!, Change'. ,tMe citation to the ,Fish . anq', Wildlife 
Coordination' Act·to: "(16"'W.'S.C.':§r661' et seq:r'ci'nd' remove ths'citation to the Wetlands 
Executive Order because it no longer is included in a promulgated regulation. Change the 
text to: "Requires Federal agendes involved in acti0r:ls thatrwill.,:re'sult in,,~tbe c9ntt~1 of 
structural modification of any stream or body of water for any purpose, to take action to 
pr<Dtect the Jish 'and wildlife resources that may be.·affected oy'the, action;' The Navy'must 
consult with appropr,iate federal and state resource--agenciesdO,l:l's'certain,ths,rheans and 
measures necessary to mitigate; prevent, and compensate for project-related losses of fish 
and 'wildlife. resources and to enhan'ce:;,tR.e ·resources., ,,;Since'i;retnedialactiQ@"Q1ayinyplve 
work '(including,'O&Mof the: revetnteht) 'within the flC)Qdplainl"of lthe Piscataqua River"and 
long-termmQnit0ringwill be :q<Dl"'l'dllbtedJ<D ,ensure that any wastes left in place t<lllnot impact 
fish and wildlife resources in the River these standard;,are applicable, ' , ' 

Response: ,The Fish and Wildlife :Coordination Aot will be added' as an ARAR. beca.use 
'reme'diatioh,work may;,be conducteq in a coastal"fl<llod zone or·adjacent·to the Piscataqua 
River. Precautions would be taken during remedialacti<Dn ;to minimize potential adverse 
impacts to fish and wildlife. Erosion controls and stormwater management would be 
conducted' in accordance with' Maine requirements}, Rlease S~e the revised ,8F!~lRs}!~bles 
attached to these responses to comments. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Aotiwill be 
added to the text and Table 2-2 consistent with the June 2010 Final OU1 FS Report. 

, 1 ~>' 

, ,!.' 

36. Comment: rPage'2-6, Bottom, 'Add' paragraphs (on: the additional Location-specific ARARs 
and TSCs added to the revised ,Chapter 2 ARARsTables .. t""· ,,' 
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Response: Text·;will ,be, ,added' to Section,g:O to 'discuss the additional location~specific 
AIRARs·:and TBOs thaL,are added .to:the text.'" ,The revisions are shown"'in, the' revised 
Section 2.0 text and Table 2-2 included in Attachment 0 to these responses to comments. 

37. C~~~ent: Page 2-";' ;td paragr~p~:' Ohange th~' citati~n to' "16 U.S.O. OhaPter";;~: 50 
O.F.R. Parts 200 and 402." Remove the fourth sentence and note that the Federally listed 
sho(t-nosed;stwrgeon .tIoes utilize\ the Pis,cataqua River. So 'any, remedial action)~at~,may 

,effe'ct water., ql:JaJity" in;;;"the iRiver' ·should: add~ess . requirements under this, stanaard. 
Regarding the fifthsenten.oErnQtEH~at the,baldl:e-agle,has, been delisted,from bothtneJederal 
and state endangered and threatened species lists. Remove the last sentence of the 

'l par,illgr-aph since promulga!£i:)p:LstaI)9aras'cannot.;be TBOs.,.· ' . . 
}~ _. , ~ "~/"!J~;~'i ;,:':. ';-: ". '._ ·\.~o/,~:~j ;,Y;~.> . 

Response: The cited paragraph will be replaced with the foI12~!rfg te~: 

"The /Endangered Bpecies!Act.;ot 1973.61.6 US(£' § 1·§8. l' et seg,) provides for consider,ationof 
impatEts to ,endangered an'd ;,threatened species. and their oritiQal habitats. As discussed in 

, . ,section, 1.0, thfJrel,are .no,;.lmown . endangered' or threatened' species at OU2; however; the 
federallyrlisted 'endangefedshorttnO~liJd sturgeon is .knQwn ,to occur in the. PiscataqU,fl River. 
There;are'f1Q knawn critical babitatsJor the,short-nosed:sturgeon in: the Stpte'of Maine. The 
ACMe.quires"feGieral agenaies tc)fen$urlfJ tfJaH~ny act jon carried out by the.agency is; noUikely 
to jeopardize the continued existence of .any endangered or threatened species or adversely 
affect its critical habitat. Remedial activities would be conducted so as to avoid any adverse 
effect LJnder;the5ndan'f1¢re:q1$pte,(Sie~; 14ct 'to the ,Shod-nosed, sturga(JJn. 11 

.1.> ~~:"-~;;"I.~~J'~r' 

The status of the Endangered Species Act will be listed as appli~abfe. 

38. Comment,,, Rage :2-8, s:r!; Paragraph:, Add a ne~,s~c<tmd seliltence: /'Jurisdiction under ,the 
Rules extends 75 feetdandwards <l>Hheiowter,edge'of:a prote,cted,resource. area}~ " 

• ~.- < 
',,' 

, , ',ResBonSe:,Th.e folloWing ,text will be added to,the text and Tablet2-2: 

,'lJuriseiicti(J)n undeMheJi/uJes ificlu'(f/es the .area .f!ldjaeeAt to.wetlar1ds, Which is the area within 
.. 75Ie.et;ofthe normal high water1inel/'·. 

~~ '1 '~'~f!1,".', ;_,}. .t} "leo; 

39. Comment!, ", Page 2-8, ·d~;:Pf1ragraph:· Para!llr:aph ,not· needeCil· if there ";are do state-listed 
, . :speoies 'on· Jhe SitejiQr 'iutilizin!llthe river adjacent todhe site. Although, mentioned in the 

paragraph,ther,e is no oUrer mention of. 'nesting bald!: eagles; (note that thesehaye been 
delisted) or roseate terms, in the a rei:u , , " :! l' .«' . "j" , " , 

\ ·Respohse: The Na"'Y eoncurs tllIat ,the Maine Endangered Species' Act shoulfJ be removed 
as.an'ARAR for QU2j,'and will remO:~e the paragraph from theJext and Table' 2:2, " This is 
consistent with the,June 2010 Final'®.1:H FSHeport. 

2 ';- - , ~" -~ ,t 'i . I 

40;,. Comment: ':. Page 2-8,.,,6h Paragraph.' Remove the paragraph if not Significant Wildlife 
, Habitat. . ';,,,' .' ," 

Response: The Navy concurs that the Maine Significant Wildlife Habitat Rules should be' 
remo\le:clas an'ARAR for OU2, andrwilLremoveitheparagraph fromthe text and TabLe'2-2. 
This is consistent with the June ,20<1 0 FinalO,U t FS Rep<Dtt;" ' 
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41. CommEmt:, Page 2;9; § 2. 1.3: ;~Add paragraphs oh al'ly addition~I'· Action-specific ARARs 
add 'TSOs '~ddea'tcdhe revised Ch'a!"fer2' ARARs Tables.' ' , 

/'1 (~ , ,~~!'>.<,{1(~ ,~. '," ·1 ~;\ '~/t~ ~:. '<;"1.',., ' } :' 5,', , It' •• 

Response: Text will be added to Section 2.0 to discuss the additional action-specific 
;ARARs ,a'nclf.'TBGs;.'; The' ;revislohs"arecshown 'in the revised Section 2.0 text and ;]1iable' 2~3 

'" inCli:Jdedin,Attaehlment'C tcHhsse rlispotfses to c6mments. ,"';';, ,q : '" 

';',"; ~.~,~., 7t··'.L, ""'·!I"'\,,'t"·,i~l~·' ',---p··:,t ~~.",: ,.r~ ',,;~ '-t. t~:., r .. , <. t': .:' ;'0",,': 

42. Comment: Page 2-9, 4th Paragraph: Discuss that RCRA is a delegated program in ME. 
" '"rheiARARs teXt;can' p'Yevide' a ge'neral,descriptioricof RGRA and le'ave'the specific,citation of 

applicable standards to 'the 'Maine Haza'rdous Waste Rule'section;""" " 

(." ' Resl)al'lsc!rThe:Navyagtees'and will delet~ :text u'nder federal R€'R)\ standards and include 
"·'mbre\'detail'on:':PjlJe'rMaine'H~2:ardous W'aste Rules. This is consistenhvith'th~ Juna'2010 

Final QU1 FS Report. ',\" ' , ,hi, (l" ,r,. ,i ,'-1, .' 

43, ,Comment,' ( Page ,; 2.;§; sh Para.'fi(aph."" In tA'ird:' 'Sel'lt9hoa remove "potentially"before 
; "'applieab'le.''''' .. ' ,~;", \",,' ")':1",, . " 

'\ > , " 

Response: The change will be made as requested . 
. l>'~ t . '''',) ';J 'if.;! .. ~" " i'~.. . ~ • .I" ; ;.1.' f.~ ~ 

'4'4:Comfnent:\:Pages 2-fFan(J':Jr';\10i '/ast 2 bul/ef.s,o'r"f2-9 and first 2'0(1'2-10: Oite the 'Maine 
I';~;' HaiarQolJs ,W;astel Ru'les·ratf1er}then these{RGR~ citatio'ns~':.' '!; 
'." 
" ' 

( i (. ,. I<i. ,:' i'~ ... ;! " { ," { "," ~ I: !, I -' , ;,~ , 

Response: The bulleted items"will"!De',removed from the ,text. :Pleas9'l refer'to the Navy's 
response to Comment 1\10. 42. 

,'" :~u-,,' ,~, \f':'" :,,, ~ ;, : l'~ 1 '~','1 p' .'"} ~~ ,~ .' . ' 

45, Comment: Rtl.g-e:2"-1:0/4'''cPatagraph!, Remove this pafagraph'si'nce,LDRstandards;are not 
ARARs for CERCLA sites. ARAHsldo not applyto':off-sfte disposaL'!'" l 

"')Resporise:'TrhetNaVy 'c()n'Cuts that the LDRs ,shOUldrbe' remoVea, as' atf."APlAR"'for :Ol:.l2';'and 
'i" WilF'rer:ti0ve thE$\ pa:faqraph' from'the tex,ta'na Table '2,.3. ' This'is,'Consi~terft with the June 
·''-'201'0' Fihal Ql:J!1;F6t 'JQeport.; ,;,1 "",",' : ,,' ,," ,p "'; "" 

" f1::~· ·;1; ;i}' '~rt~ '. !1h-I-,; '~,' \ :~ 'i.' '\,' 11 ' " " ." 

46. Comment: Page 2-10, last Paragraph: Remove this paragraph since CAMU standards are 
not required to keep capped waste in place within an QU . 

. \ • :i' ~'f \ ~ I , , .'.".' 
.~.~ , 

:Response: 'Ph~' Ni!ivYcid<i>riCl:irs 'that: t'haY(l;AMlJ:' retj'uirements should be remGved as an 
ARAR for QU2, and will remove the paragraph from the text and Table '2-'3. ,::rhis is 
consistent with the June 2010 Final QU1 FS Report. 

I' : .~ A:,. i \,1. ~ ",. ~ ,:/,...,," ~ i \ .... 

47. Comment: Page 2-11, 4th Paragraph: rhis~section~~sh0uld diseusslTSCA and it regulations 
(in particular 40 C.F.R. 761.61 (c), which are the risk-based standards for PCB remediation 
'wastarrath~r tI'Ian the> poliey~ , rSCA can 're'g(ilafe PCBs less than 50'ppm' thahPoses ai risk 
,to hum'a:rr healtlflfior,',tne "enVlr6nmeMt:, (waste 6VE!,~--50 ppm 'r:nge'dsf:t<lf"b~ diSposecf'bf in a 
TSCA-compliant disposal facility). ,:, '0',> '. 'u' , ,',',':, ,< 

Response: PCBs we're' o9te6te;d"at' ooncerltrt:ltions> less 'than 50 !"pm 'and arRnot:'.A~ARs 
for QU2. Text related to TSCA will be deleted. 

e. ',. ~", 1 ! ,., '.- ;! 

48. Comment: Page 2-11, (jh Paragraph: Remove the paragraph since NAAQs are not 
ARARs, rather federal NESHAPs if applicable would be the federal air ARARs cited. 

RTe forreviseej' drafMDW2 FS - EPA Legal 11 Gt:iobert25, 2010, ' 



. Response:. ,irhe. t'Javy cqncurs thq,t th~ .. "di$~.us§ien JOf N,AAQ$ be Jernpved :fmro·fttle'Jext. 
NESHAPs will net be added te th~; text b~.caLJse OV2c;jee~ n9t fit t.l?1el1SEI?;A's.,defiijiHen .of 
a seurce as defined by the NESHAPs. Therefere, NESHAPs is net applicable fer OU2 . 

. ':\, J. ,:~ 'if ~"; '.~" \ 1" ,.-: '~+"; 

49l Comment: PfJge2~1-.!l,i la~tRt;lragrqpfJ: ,Cite ttle;sp,~c.ific .. s~9tiQl'1s e.t:JJll~lS,tate Hazarc;Jeus 
Waste Regulatiens, rather ti]an,pitiJ)€I, they.$lQe,~ifJf3 ; ~QRA,i regutati~n~hsince ... ME· is a 
delegated state and the State regulatiens are the enferceable standards . 

. , ' "f ,~. .. .. ~ i -, -~ ~ "i' "L '\ ; J '.} .. , ,", ", . 'p: .... /'J- ~ '";. i . . •.• .I .' ':, ' 

. Response: The .te~twill be revised as ir:~q u,este,d;. 9§>,nsisteRt ... yvi,h th~ Jl;lne 2010· P;inal·OU 1 
FS Repert. Please alse refer toJhe Navy's r@spensfdo Coxnrnent No. 42. .", ." 

SQ.·Comment:· Pag~ 2.f1~, 1~~. f'{3ragrapfr Aqjda.new la~t.sentE;}~Fe), The,seistanda(~s,::weuld 
be""Relevan!,,,;3.mc;J'.,ApprQwiate" fer, any vyas,te: I§ft il'1 .. plflce (that.;.e{<c.eed ,CAaracteristic 
hazardeus waste, threshelds) that was dispesed .of prier te 1980. 'iO:Y;'!', ,\ .', 

Response:. -r:heNayy respee:tfllUy, ~is,agr.ees., Tb.f}~e perferma,nc,~,. standj:uds· would be 
applicable if excavated material is determined te be a characteristic hazardeyslwaste. The 
text will be revised censistent with the June 2010 Final OU1 FS Repert. 

~ ,~, < J.,! )".. , '. ~:"'i" " "I: ' .. ) I ~ ~ .. l' ~ • .; "} ," '" 

51. Comment: Page 2-13, :Jri Paragraph: Remeve the paragraph since the Uniferm 
. '"'" EIil\(ironr:n~ntal Cqvenqnts'ts adlJlini~trativ~,>anq is not. an ,;AR~R·(th~re G@n'be ,tex,t(,~!seWher~e 

in the decument that states that ,if, toe; Plf:lpertY:'i$ )eve~ trflt1$feged frCi)ITJ th~.NaVYia dEl.~d will 
be created that incerperates the institutienat centrel restrictiens that may be required and 
Jthatd~~ deed Will comply with state irecerc;Jing ~t9.@cjp.~dS.);n ;_,0, , ;. ' , t:. .") .,' ,,; 

~> ,t~; I <~;:~ ~ ,<,',,", ,{~" 

Response: The Navy cencurs that the Uniferm Envirenmental Cevenants Act sheuld be 
rern~yed_ as an ~RA8,for O,U,2, ·ancdwill ,remQve the'iP.~ragraph~,frQm the text -anq,;;rat>J~ 2~,J. 
This is censistent withltoe JI,J[1e.20.fQ.FjJ1al OU1 FS,'~~port: 7 +)" {' 1 ,:: ,. ; :'" . 

52.,Comment:·, Page~,E~!;1 Q/ ,Z',d, Par.agfl.aph: ',Heg§UdilJg ,thE! ~hi,n;bsen~!p,n~e;! while,. t~~. re,moval 
,ac.tiqn JoaY~1'l9t.bedn.~ly,ded as a .comp.9nel'lt <ii>,f .:t.he r~medYi in th,E;i} RG),D, if:,anY cQJilte,minatien 
is left after the remeval that peses a risk te unrestricted USSj(19ng.;teJm rnQt;1ite~ing" and 
institutional centrels fer the area will need te included as part .of the remedial actien within 

',i the ROO.,·,. ' "" ,,;, .~. 
;~ 1(.,_" ;r,~.· ~" :<::-\~~i''',,", 

Response: Cemment neted. Hewever, it is the intent .of the interim actien that there weuld 
09 n~'n,eed for,future 'us,e restric;:ti0l'lS 'fellowing tl:1e completiQR/·ef .the QU2 residel111al., area 
ir.lterin1a9tion •. - ,', ': i', . . .;:., ',), 

.l. , l,~ _ ' i, ! ~,,' , 1 

53. Comment: Page 2-16, :Jri Paragraph: Regarding the fifth sentence, the interim cap may 
n(l)tJ~e sufficier:1t tQ meet ARARs under the.ROD. .' i" " 

'.~ .".~', " ':: j. :'J, { J" ,"J ~ '~--;'f' ';' ',~. ' ,," , " 

Jilesponse:· The text will .b~Hevised .. l?le;3.serefer te" the Naw's. ~e.spense teUSEPA L.egal 
1 ·Com:rneQhNq. ,1:fer\"additibnalinf:ermation for reYisiJ~ns·r~!~te.d,te, the ,ir;lterim·· capped ar~a fer 

the Draft Final OU2 FSRepert.,:", ,":'. ' 

54.Comment:: Pqge2-; 17, 4fJ Parlllgraph;: Ohange '!~ ,6QQO~~·!to.,'f1I,600/'" 

Response: The requested text change will be made te the decument. 
i . 

, , 
. : , . 
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55; Comment: Table 2-1: Use the following Table for the Chemical-specHic ARARs (which 'are 
consistent with other EPA sites in ME); . 

Regulatory 
Authority' . 

Federhl 
'Criteria, 
Advisories 
and 
Guidance 

Federal 
Criteria, 
Advisories 
and 
Guidance 
Federal 
Criteria, 
Advisories 
and 
Guidance 

Federal 
Criteria, 
Advisories 
and, 
Ouidance 

Federal 
Criteria, 

, Advisories 
and 
Guidance 

State 

I'.' 

: i 

U:~. Environ~ental 
Protection Agency 
{USEPA) Ri~k Reference 
Doses (RIDs) 

S~atus 

To Be 
Considered 

'1 .; Actl(jn:to be Taken to 
Requireme:qt Synopsis Attain ~e,quirement 

RfDs are estimates of daily Altematives will' be 
exposure levels th~t are ,develQP~d that will 
unlikely to ciause Significant address ( non-
adverse non-carcinogenic carcinogenic risks within 
health eff~cts over a the QU. 
lifetime. 

Guidelines for .To Be Guidance Jor assessing Alternatives will be' 
Carcinogen Risk Considered cancer risk. developed that will 
Assessment EPAl630/P-
03/001F (March 2005) 

addre~s carcinogenic 
risks within the QU.,:" 

Supplemental Guidance To Be Guidance of assessing ,Alterniltives will be 
for Assessing Considered cancer risks to children.. devel9ped that 'will 
Susceptibility from Early- ,!lddress carcinogenic 
Life Exposure to , , ris;ks, to children within 
Carcinogens EPAl6301R- the QU. 
03/003F (March 2'005) 

USEPA Carcinogen To Be CSFs are used to compute Alternatives will be 
As~essm~nt Group, Considered the incremental cancer risk developed that will 

"Cancer Slope, Factors from· exposur,e; to site '·address carcinogenic· 
(€sFs) (,.' contaminimts and repr~sent· 'risks within the .QU. 

'" . (' the' most up-tO-date , 
information on cancer risk 

,t 

from l,JSEPA's Carcinogen 
,Assessment Groyp. 

" Recommendations of the 
'Techrucal Review 

To " Be EPA guidance for evaluating Alternatives ,'will be 
Considered the. :tillks" posed by. lead in ,developed that will meet 

Workgroup, ,for Lead for 
,an Approach t<;? Assessing 
Risks Associated . with .. 
Adult .. Bxposure to,Lead 
in Soil 
Maine Solid Waste Rules, 

, Leild Managenieq.~ 
,Regulatiq!ls ,j (06-09,6 
C.M.R.Chapter 4241, .(, 

Relevant 
and 
Appropriate 

soil. . ' thl~ standard by 
~ddre&siJ,1g, lead-impacted' 
lIoil exceeding, adult risk 
levels in the QU. 

Regulations establish lead Alternatives will be 
safe' .lItanilards foi, soil developed that will meet 
c:g~iaiUi¥g 'lea(,t;-. tf lea(l iJ,l. ,the "Lead Safe" standard 
soil, exceeds 375 parts. per by addressing lead­
nij.Uiqn (ppm) in bare: soil impacted soil in a manner 
iq potential play areas or that will either permit 
10m) ppm in other than unrestricted residential 
p1ilY,.areas, the soil in these use or will restrict use to 
areas shall be considered a prevent r¢sidential 
lead 'ha,zlu-d. exposure. 
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'Regulatory 
Authority 
State 
Ciiteri~" 
Advisorie,s 

Action to be Taken to 
Requirement Status Requ,i,rell\ent Sy(J.opsis kitiflin .R~q~ireinent 
Maine Voluntary To Be These guidelines provide Alternatives will be 
ReSPPllse Action Considered specific' chemical developed, to m~et these, 
Proix:~, Remedial concevtr~ti,ons determineq" S~~lld!!f4s ,by addr~~sing 

, and Action Guidelines" for' by the': ME , DEP to be nsks ':posed by, soi\ 

1 

, 

"Guidance Hazardous Substances in' protl:lctive ofhuiiiall health contaminants to 'human 
Soil (M~y 20, 1991): under" (various dir~ct :ll~a).iii', and'" tlie 

exposure scenarios and eriviron~ent. i 

" protective of groundwater. 
Includes standards for 

", 

; copper that do not have 
Federal stahqards. ~,Y ) , 

1 

Notes: 
ARAR=Applicable or R~levant and Appropriate Requirement 
C.F.R. "= COQ~ 'Of Feeietal Regulations 
C.M.R. = Code, of Maine Regulations 
ppm = parts per'inlliion ' , 
CSF "" Cancer'Slope Factor 
RfD ' = Risk Reference Dose 
ME DEP = Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
USEPA = UiS. Environmental Protection Agency 

If there is non-salinegroul}dwater within the au then, the following groundwater chemical-specific,ARARs should 
be added: ' 

." I'. ,~ .' 

Federal ,Safe Drinkfng! Water Relevantand Establishes maximum cOhtaniinanr;"levels In 'ateas with non­
Act(42 U:S.C, §300f Appropriate" (MCL;s) for common organic and inorganicsalihe groundwater 
et ~eq.); National, contaminants applicable to public drinking all alternatives will 
,primary drinking Water supplies. Used as relevant and be qeveloped that 
water regulation~ (40 ' appropriate cleanup st~ndards for aquifers will meet these 
C.F.R. Part 141, and 'surfa~e water bodies that are potential drinking water 
,Subp~B, an,dG); ! " Ii " dri~ng, watflr sourceS,. " '", :' standards. 

Federal 'Saf~' Drihldng Water 'Relevhrl~ and 
Act,(42 u.s.e. §~OOf Appropriate 
et Seqi); NaQonal 

Rstdblis'hes "mrucimutn '. o0ntaminant level, In ):rreas with, 'non­
goals':(M~LGs) for public water supplies., 'saIine groundwater 
MCLGs are health gqals'for drinking :water' all 'aJ.ternatives wtll 
sources. 1 These unenforceable health "goals be,' ',developed/'that " ,pFi~' , drinking 

,water regulations (40 
~,F.R. 141, Subpart 
F) 

are avaihible for a number of organic ,and will ,meet these 

Fedenil 

inorganic'compounds. d'r:inJgng water 
',' t 'i, stand~ds. 

Health 'Advts9ries To v B~' ;Healtlf Advisories ate estimates bf ri~k due to 
(0ffice" of' Dn:nking 'Corisi,dered' con:~liffiptiOh 6fdbritaIhipat~d drinking water; 
Water) ; they consider non-carcih,ogenic" effects oilly. 

, , 
To': be considered for contaminants in 

, gfoundw~ter that may be used for drinking 
'Water,' where the standard is more 
cdnservative than either Federal or State 
st~hitOI:y or regulatory stlandards. The Health 

"Advisory' standard fm! m~ngaI),eSe is 0.3 
mglL. 

1n areas with non­
salin~ groundwater 
all alternatives will 
be developed that. 
will meet these, 
drinking water 
standards. 
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" 

Stale Maine Drinking ,Relevant and All non-saline groundwater in Maine needs In areas with non .. 
Water Rules 00- 'APIJropriate " to meet these: standards. Maine's Primary saline, ' groundwater ' 

" 144A CMR Chapters "J Drinking Water StanqlU'ds ~e eq~i",illent to lUI <:t1temative~ will 
231,232 and Z33) , , ' ' Federal },1CLs. b~ developed that' 

" 
will meet these 

.' ~ • .,. drinking' water 
, standards. 

" , 

.2) Table 2: Usethe following Table for,the Location-specific ARARs (which are;consistent 
with other EPA siterin ME): / ' 

Regulatory 
Authority 
Federal 

Federal 

Requirement Status 
Rivers and Harbor/i Relevant 
Act of 1899 (33 ,Appropriate 
U.S.C. § 403 et 
seq.; 33 C.F.R. 
Parts 320-323) 

: ' 

Clean Water" Ac~" Applicable " 
Sec 404 (33 U.S.c. 
§ 1344); Section .. " 
404(b)(1) 
Guidelines for' 
Specification of 
Disposal Sites for' 1. 

Dredged or FiU 
Material (40 C.F.R~ 
Part 230, 231 and " 
33 C.F.R. Parts, 
320-323) 

RTC for revised draft OU2 FS - EPA Legal 

.,J{equ~r~ment Synopsis 
and Sectic;m 10 of the Rivers 

and 'Harbors Act prohibits 
,unauthorized obstruction ot 
alteration of navigable 

;waters . .' No activity thai 
. impacts waters of the 

United.' States shall be 
permitted if a practicable 
,al~~wative that has less, 
al'lverse impad exists. If 
tPen~ is no other practicable 
altern~ti. ve, the impacts 
m1l:s~pJ mitigated. 

Action to be Taken to Attain 
Requirement , 

Remedial alternatives will be 
designed such that navigable 
waters would not he obstructed 
or altered in order, to meet the 
substantive 
requirements 
standards. 

environmental ' 
under these 

These regulations outline Alternatives will be developed, 
the; J'equirements for the that will seek to avoid or' 
dischatge of dredged or fill minimize the destruction of, 
materiais into surface Federal jurisdictional wetlands 
waf@FS' : including Federal and aquatic habitats. 
jurisqictional wetlands, NClI Compensatory habitat 
a<::tivity, that impacts w!lters mitigation may be performed, if 
of the.U nited States shall required. 
be, " permitted if a 
practidble alternative that 
has'. less adverse impact 

,exists.' If there is no other 
P, ractic;able altewative, tbe I' 

,,' itnPllpts must be mitigated. I 

15 Octooer'25,2010 ' 



Regulatory 
Authority " 
Federal 

'Federal 

Federal 

Federal 

Requirement 
Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 
(16 USC 661 et 
seq.) 

Status 
Applicable " 

Endangered Specie~ Applicable 
Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C. Chapter 35) 

~. , 

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

ApplicaDle 
" i " 

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

RTe for reviseodraft OU2 FS - EPA Legal 

',', 

"A:ction-to be Taken to AtbJin 
Requirement Synopsis; 'Requirement 
'Re'luiies Federal agencies Measures \ to • mitigate or, 
involved in actions that willcomperisate adverse project­
result in the control of :related impacts to fish and 
structural modification of iwildlife resources will be taken, 
any stream or body of if determined necessary. The 
water for any purpose, to appropriate Federal and State 
talce' acQ.op. to )prb~~t the reSource· agencies . will pe 
fish and wildlife .l(e~9lJ.r'f~,s consulted, 
that may be affected by the 
action., The Navy must 
consult with appropriat~ 
Federal and State resource , 
agencies to ascertain· the 

'means and measures' 
necessary to mitigate, . 
prevent, and compensat¢ 
fOl::,'project-related losses of 

. fish:·;an~ wildlife resources 
and. 'to enhance the 

_, resources. 

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

Provides for consideratiob. 
oUifupacts to endangered 
antl'thrbatened species an<;l 
ltheit· : habitats. Requires 
Jf~q¢r~iJ I agenci~s to ens~e 
that any actionsG~ed. ou,t 
by the;agency are not likely 
to-jeopardize the continued ' 

; existence of any 
endangered or threatene~. ' . 

. specie:>; or adversely affect 
, its;, critical habitat. The' , 
. short"n9sed sturgeon, 
" ,(Acipenser brevirostrum), a 

federally-listed, endangered. 
species; occurs in the 
Pis,cata4ua River. : 

Requite activities in thy 
desiM.ated ~oastal zone be 
conducted in a manner 
consistent with coastal zone 
management plans. ) 

If remedial actions at OU2 
potentially impact coastal zone 
resources, the substantive, 
environmental requirements 
under these standards will be 
met. ,I 

Section 106 of the NHP A Features with potential 
requires Federal agencies to historical/cultural significance 
take into account the will be evaluated during the 
effects of their remedial design phase. Should 
undertakings on historic any alternative impact historical 
properties and afford the properties/structures protected 
Advisory Council on by these standards activities 
Historic Preservation a will be coordinated with the 
reasonable opportunity to Advisory Council· on Historic 
comment. Preservation. 
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Regulatory 
Authority 
State' 1 

State 

State 

Requirement Status " 
Maine Natural, Applicable 

. Resources 
·Protection Act 
(NRPA) (38 
M.R.S.A. §§ 480-1\ 
to 480-Z) 

Maine NRPA, Applicable 
Wetla,nlis Protecti,on, ' 

. ,Rule ,,(06-09~ 

C,M.R., Ch~pter 

310) 

.:' I 

Maine NRP A, Appliqlble 
Permit-by-Rule 
Standards (06-096 
C.M.R., Chapter 
305) 

RTC for revis'ed draft OU2 FS - EPA Legal 

Action to be Taktln to Attain 
Requirement Synopsis.. Requirement ' ' 
'The NRPA regulates Remedial activities affecting 
activities ., affecting' regulated natural resources, 
protected natural resources: 'parti'cillarly the alteration of 
coastal sand dune systems, 'coasfal wetlands/waterways, 

, coastal wetlands, ,will' meet' substantive 
significant wildlife habitat, environmental standards under 
fragile· mountain areas, the Act, .' , , 
freshwater wetlands, great, 
ponds and rivers, streams 
orli>rqoks. 
The regulations prohibit Function and value assessments 
,a,ctivities wtiic,h w,ould have will be perfofJ;Iled, if necessary, 
an unreasonable impact ot,i for existing coastal wetland! 
wetl,a,nds (or within 75 feet habitat, particularly any 

I of the outer boundary of the "Wetlands of Special 
wetland) or cause a loss in Significance." The impacts, 
we!1and area, f1Jnc~9ps, ~~$ociated ",jth the remedial, 
and values. Under 'the'alternatives' that are 
Rules. "Wetlands of I;lna~~idable will b~ minimized 
'Spedal Significance" are, to reduce adverse' effects on 
d~:ql),~d as all coastal ,\\"etlands.a:qd mitigation 
wetliiri.ds and great ponds m~a~ures· may, be taken, if 
as' 'well as certain necessary. 
'i'resliwater wetlands which 
include (a) Significarit 
wildlife habitat, as defined 
by' 38 MRS.A. § 480-
BOO); (bJ A freshwater 
w6'tland area locatea Withiil 

"1 • Y " .., t, 

250 feet Of a coastal 
'. 

! wetl~rid; (c)' weilaitds 
subJect to flooding during' a , 
, ,. , ~ I . ,.t . , I 

100-yeat'flood' eVent; (e)' A ' 
i'resliwater wetlfrnd area 
loc'aled: WIthin 25 feet of a 
ri~er, stream, bt brook If 
tl1ere is no practicable 
ali~tnative, there must be 
rilimmal alteration of the 
vi~tland and compensatio~ 
(off-setting) may be 
requite4. 
'This c" , rule prescribe~ 
standards for specific 
activities that may take 

Response actions will be 
performed to minimize impacts . 
to . coastal wetlands or 

pl1\ce }n, or .adjac~nt to waterw~ys. 
wetlands and wafer b6<;lies. 
The standards ar~ des~gned 
to ensure that the 'dlsturbed 
~~h hIaterial is stabilized to 
prevent erosi()n" and 

; 

siltation of the water. 
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, Regulatory 
'Authority Requirement 

S4tte Maine Mandatory 
Shoreland Z9¢ng 
Act (38 ,MiR.S.{\.. 

. , ;, §§, 435-449; 06,096 
" CMR Chapter 

1000) " , 
, State Submerged ah9 

Intertidal Lands Act' 
(12 M.R.S.A. §§ 
1861-1867) 

• 
State Coastal 

Management Policy 
ACt (38 M.R.S.A. § 
1801 et seq;) 

Status 
Relevant 
Appropriate 

Applicable 

Applicable 
", " 

and 

, 

: 

, Action to be Taken'to Attain 
R~quir:ement Synop~is' Requirement ' 
To protect and conserve, Measures will be taken during 
shoreland areas by selection,-' design, and 
c.ontrolling activities within implementation of remedial 
250 ,feet of high water actions to compl)' with the 
mark, as defined in State, substantive environmental 
law. , requirements under the Act. 
The statute establishes the The substantive environmental 
State's ownership and requirements of this standard 
Ihanagement of submerged, will be achieved for any 
intertidal, and filled tidal remedial action that effect State 
land throughout the State: ogubmerged and inte,rtidallands . 
'Provide for the regulation, The substantive e~vironmental 
'conservation, beneficial requirements of this standard 
:use, and management of will be achieved, including 
coastal resources. consultation with relevant State 

agencies. 
'State J Maine Site 't'oea:tion ApP!icable , Re~laiions apply to 

control I activities at certain 
develqpments so that there 

Remedial alternatives will 

State 

'-, 

Notes: 
ARAR 
C.F.R. 
C.M.R. 
MEDEP 
MNA 
M.R.S.A. 
U.S.C 
US EPA 

t;lf Devel'opm:ettt 
. Law and 

R¢gulatiorrs ~38 are minimal adverse 
itbp'a~ts to natural M.R:S.A. §§ 48'1-

490. Also '06-096 resources, including 
C.M.R. Chapter~'~ erosi'6.p and sedimentation 

'control, noise control, 374 and 375) 
historic, protection, and air 
quality;control. 

Additional Releyant and Any fa,cility located or to 
Standards Appropriate, for be! lodted within 300 feet 
Applicable to Waste ,contarrrinatedpf a"IOO year flood zon~ 
Facilities Located in '~~~qia excef;ding ;must" be c~nst:ncte~, 
a Flood Plain (06- c;bara,cteristic opf;rfl.~ed; and mamtamed to 
096 C.M.R. waste ~breshol4s prev~~t wash-out of any 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

854(16)). .left in pl~ce tha,t bazardous waste by a 100 
was gener:ated yeW flood or have 
prior to 1980.pr9gedures in place that 

wliicb will cause the waste 
to 'be'removed to a location 
where the waste will not be 

. vu'n~able to flood waters 
and to a location which is 
authorized to manag~ 
'hazardous waste safely 
before 'flood water can 
teach the facility. 

Appilcableor Relevan,t and' Approppate ;Requirement 
Code of Federa:l 'Re tions ' ' 
Code of Maine 'R~g '~ns .. ", . 
Maine Department 6fEnvi,fonmental ProteC~on 
Monitored Natl).ral Attenuation 
Maine RevisedS'tatutes AnDotated 
United States Code t, ' 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

RTC for revlsed'draftOlJ2 FS - EPA Legal 18 

comply with applicable 
environmental requirements. 
Storm water management and 
erosion and sedimentation 
controls will be designed and 
implemented so that adverse 
effects on natural resources are 
minimized. 

Waste left in place' or managed 
within 300 feet of the 100 year 
flood zone will be managed in 
compliance wi,th these 
standards. 
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,~ "' , " 

'3Q, Table,2: Usei!the,foUovving Table for the Action-specific ARARs (which are consistent 
with other EPA.'sites in ~): ; ,,' .,"', ',i' ( 

a.egiaiat6~'" ,,' . ., 
4.titbofity , Reqll.~ei4~nt , 

f '~'\-' f' ,<- .. ~' j~"1/r'·; '.:. 

Reclera! 

, ' 

Federal 

,Ci~fW "';'W,ater,;, Ad 
Section 402 National 
,n ~ i/,/'," '., \" [",i Y 

Ponu~apt " ,pi&charg~, 
Eliffiination ':, ' System 
'(NPDES) (40C:P·.R: 
122-'j25aiid"131) . 

Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA); 
PCB Remediation 
Waste (40 
C.F.R.761.61 (c) 

'; 1 ,.;-, ',,1, 

" '\. 

l .. 

~. ). , 

q 

'i <, 

Applicable 
~ ~. t 

" ~ . ( 

This ' , act and 'AQy;al~ernativ~ i'ili~~: i~clude on-site 
regulations establish di~6harge~ tq s,Ur(aqe .. waters as part~ 
discharge limitations, of the n:oieCiial :;~ctioll' shall meeti 
monitorihg these substantive dischlirge standards.: 
rttquire¥l:ents, and best, These discharge li:QJitaQonsshall also 
'rriana&~'went P!~cti~~$. be useg to" ae~,el9P monif6fihg, 

, 'Point~s66xce' '.i" '" standards foiSWface JNaters. ' 
ais~harges of effluent' ' ' !: ' 
'!S; sutface water must I " 

complf with NPDES 'l 

'tfq~~,~ents (e.g., ',,,' 
,re~ei:~~' and State "! ' " 

\vat~;r quality criteria) . 
.This section of the The risk-based remediation of PCB 
;;,) .. " ::.,i '~. 

TSc'4 ,,' regulations contaminated soil will ,be performed 
,l?fgy\de,s, risk-based in' a manner to comply with TSCA.' 
r~~~UliIp: ,and disposal, The ROD will include a finding by 
0l?Yo~s for peB' the: , Director,., 'Office of' Site 
'remediiltion' waste Remediation ~d\ Restoration, EPA: 
based '~n the" risks Region 1", thartiie'PC:il cleanup level: 
p6stti <"; by the selected ' 'wil)' not !pose:' an: 
c6ri2eiitr~tions at t unreasonable risk to h~man health or; 
whibli 'the PCBs are the enviro~ent. I :,' ; 

.fou'tlo'.'" Written 
appr6val~ for 'the, , 

'proposed risk-based ' 
cleanup i must be 
obtairled, from the 
JJiieotorl Office of 
Site' Remediation and 
.1tesfbra~on, U.S. 
Environmental 
Protectip!J" ,Agency 
(USEPA) Regi0n L!.'.' '- I 

Federal' .i ReSolirce ReleYant and Federal ~tandards used ,Wastes' generated as part of remedial 
Coriservation and Appropriate ,to identify, manage, actiVities" .will be' characterized as 
Recove'ry "J Act for ' ,and" "c ~ispose of haZardous or Irion-hazardous. Testing: 
(RCRA)( 42 U.S.C. contaminated hazardous waste. will also be done,to determine the, 
§6901 et seq.), media Maine has been extent ohiny'hazardous waste that is, 
Subtitle C- aa?:ardous exc~ed,ing delegated tJ:te authority 't9 be, managed iIi 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 
Authority 

,i 

, F~derai 
\Criteria,, , 
Advisories 
and 
Guidance 

Federal 
I Cp,teria,' 

Advisories and " 
Guidance' 

State 

i State 

Requirement Status Requirement 
Synopsis 

;' ,Actions. tob.e Taken to Attam 
! 1 ,]~~q~i~ement ~ ; 

. qp?h Water A;c(33 Relevant 'and 
If's.c. ',§" lzsf e( :Appropriate 

}' '_, ,.J,! !("', • ( • .'_ \ , 

Used to 
\Y!lt~r . 
tanliiras 

'establish 
qu!i1it~ 

for the 

Sfani:lari:ls to' be usedformp'Moring 

wa~e~. g~,~WY ': , . d~pg ,:~~ip,e,~a1 
seq.); National 
Recommended ,Water 
Qtiajity' .,';,,!. Crit~tia \ ' 
(liNRWQC") ,";' (40 
·C.F:R: § 122.Mj , 

". 

.~ . {~':'i,'<, ~ 
prbteq~Qn 

life." , 

actIVItIes adjacent to :the nver anc~ 

of aquatio long-term water quality monitoring 
fcit any"'c6ntam,ihatec;l media' left 
within :the ~oastal' flood zone of the 

. river'(ihduding>tinJe~ and behind th~ 
rey,etwel),t. > l f"' .• : i 

'~PA\~ . ' 
Poly¢.hiorinated 
Biphenyl (PCB) SIte 
Revitalization 
Guidance Under the! 

',; To'......... B~, 'Prov1d~s; information 
Considered :Q~,',': ~haracterizing, 

. :~ieaningj up. 

"fhe 'remediation:: of PCB 
cont~riat6d s~il wlil: be performed 
in a manner to comply with TSCA. 

Toxic Substances 
Control Act 

t'" 

(November 2005) 

-,:; 

H coPtiimng, and 
di~p,Q!,!{~g of PCB 
,w~~t~ (~.g .• soil and 
'oth~t~epris generated 
~~' i~s~,lt of any PCB 

" I spill' ,clean4p~ . and 
,,' guicJAn.c~ in compiying 

with)'" ] the PCB 

.'i :. 

'regtil~tibns at 40 
. i ' ',.~' C.F::R~?'P/rrt 761. i,i 

QSERA OSwER TO, Be M@&gement ofIDW will be manag'ecf in a manner to 
P~d;li~a'tion,9345.3-03 Consid~,r~d ,,Iny}~~ti~ation-Derived protect human health and the 
FS~' J~U!lfY 1994 . W~~t~ :(IDW) must environment. 

: ' :, • , ' <!.c~~. + , • 

ensure" . protection of "t' , 

" 

Maine Hazardous .t\pplicaOJe 
Waste Rules for 
Identification and 
Listing of Hazardous 

human 'health and the 
enNir~~ment. 

, .'.,J.-t'_! ,~>,' . 

:pw~e: . standards Wastes generated as pl!rt of remedial, 
establi.sh' requirements .activities will be chkacterized as 
fpr: determining hazardous or non-hazardous. Testing 
,.~vhether wastes are will also be done to :determine the 
ha7;ardous based on extent of any hazardous waste that is Wastes (38 M.R.S.A. 

§ 1301 et seq.; 06-096 
C.M.R. 850) 

" e~wer characteristics to be, managed in' place. If 
;) , odisting. determined to be hazardous waste; 

, . \. then the waste will be managed in 
", ' ;' r: i accordance with these standards. 

Maine Hazardous App~cable; 'Thes~" regulations Wastes generated by the Navy within 
,W~ty. Manag~r;n~nt:.; ,',' '" qont~n'. J:'.equir,emepts the au since'19&g, ,if chai:aqterized 

Rulel1, - Requgern.e.,v,ts ,for ,gene:r;l}tp,rs!, of as,hazardo,lls, wilL,'be managed in 
Jor G~nerators,,! (38 hazardous waste. . "; acoprdance witl}-these;standards. 
M.RtS,.A. § 1301. e.t . , 'h ,."'1 

seq,; ,.06-Q96 GMR 
8?1) " .(" , . , ' 

.\ . 

i' 
i. 
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Regulatory 
Authority 

State 

State 

State 

Requirement 

Maine' 'Haz'ard6u~ 
Waste Managemel1t 
Rules - Stilidar,dsJor 
Hazardous 'Waste 
FaCilities (38 
~ ... I.R.S:A. § 130.1 ~t 
seg.; 06-096 CMR 
854) 

Status '" 'lReqnirement 
, 1Sy~opsis 

Actions to be Taken to ;Attaili 
Requirement i ;', ' 

Relevant and 'This rule spe~ifies the Th~se standl!Ids ar~ ~pplicable to any 
Appropriate 'standards applicable to hazardous W~$te le~, in place that was 
for ".' the establishment, dispo~&d or inter 199b and also to 
(,::ontarninat~d construction, hazardous wa~te' gener~ted as part of 
me4ia ' ~iteration and the remedial action. i Contaminated 
exceeding, operation of waste media left in place that was disposed 
characteristic ,facilities for hazardous of prior to 1980, but which exceed 
waste' waste in Maine, characteristic hazardous waste, 
thresholds including monitoring, thresholds' will be subject to relevant 
left in place closure,' and post- 'and appropriate standards identified 
that was' 'i:::losure~ Regulated from the rules, inclu4ing long-term 
generated' facilities include monitoring, institutional c'ontrol, 
Prior to hazardous waste closure, and post-closure standards. 
19'80. lantlfills (8), waste 

'piles (11), tanks (12), 
~d miscellaneous 
u~ts(l5,). 

Maine Solid Waste Applicable ProVides standard for Solid wastes generat¢d or left il1: 
geHeratiQn, treatment, place would be 'managed In 

stopige; and disposal accordance with these standards. 
Management· Rules 
(06-096 C.M.R. 
Chapter 400-411) 

,; J " 

Maine Waste Applicable 
Discharge ' Licenses 
(38 M.R.S:A. § 4L:r'et 
seq.) 4rid Waste 
Discharge Permitting, 

,1, , 

Program (06-096 
C,M.lt Chapth ~2'0-
529) 

of ~o1id and special 
waste~, Also' provides 
clpstife and' 'post-
. clbs~e standards. 
Th~se ' standards 
r:eg~la'te i the discharge 
,of pollutants from 
point sources. 

Ap ~u,b~tantiy.er,equ~yments of these, 
standards will be met with respect to 
any point source dischl1Ige to surface 
water. Appropriate controls and best 
management practices will be 
implemented. 

'" ,;"-,> . 
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Regulat9ry., , . , 
AuthoritY, Requirement 

Stat~ 

State-

, i M:ai,n~. , .' 'Wa~er 
"P\lssificatipn, flrRgilun 

" (~8 'M.R.S.A., SeCtion 
'46~-479) ., '. 

~ '; .-

" '; , 
'" \.-f'; 

.,'-'; 

J{' 

r ; 

Maine Surface Water 
Toxics Program (38 
M.R.S.A. §. 420; 06-
096" :e.~:R:· i.th'ttp!t~r 

;;, 530) 
:,. 

"1'" ' 

Status 

,. 

i 
Req~j.;e~ent 

~ Actions to be Tak~n 19 -.Attain 

~1'~9PS.~ 
This ,ptoh-am sets forth 
~t!)Ild\lfds. fo~ , . the 

, 'c \ 1,J'J " classification of Maine's 
iCrc.],' water," Activities in' a 

w~I~i body' timnof 'loWer 
water quality belo~ the 
desigbated classiflb'!ltion: 
The . Piscataqua "River 
adjacent ~to ,the Site is 
designated Class SB. 

Design'at¢<t, uses, .fpr 
Class SB' watt<rs -include 
recreatipn in and on the 
water,'" fi~Q.ing: 
aquactii~ure, propagatloh 
and . harve~ting of 
shellfish, . industrial 

.' :p~od~ss . and cooling 
water supply, 
~~dro~I~Qtric . p.6i~er 
generatIon, naVIgation 
and "as habitat for fish 

, ti"(.; . 

alld' other estuarine and 
manne li~e. 

Requirement ' , 

s,fie, ,:(~ct.\yities- wili .be designed fUld 
im~l~m~nt~Q in a ~anner that doe~ not 
qera,de ... ~e, chemical; physical, or 
bi'Ologlcal 'integrity of. the Piscataqul! 
Rivet. Water qU!llitywill be monitored 
during remedial 'operations. Long-tefIl') 
water quality mortitoring of wastes left irt 
place, in' the floodw!}y, of the river wilJ 
also be conducted.:" 

.~ , 

TIi~~~\' rules set forth Site activities will be designed and 
tii~ State water quality implemented in a manner that does not 
cnterl,a for toxic waterr;!egri/.!!e the chemiCal,' physical, .,or 
p6llrlflmts I' '." and bio~ogical integrity ,of the' Piscataqu~ 
'procedures necessary RiveI!< Watex: qllality will be monitored 

~u. I;ing renwdlai.,opecl!tions. Long-te11ll ". 'to cdntrol levels of . \y:ate(,,!quali¥Y,Jll0nitOJ;in~ of wastes left in 
'toxic' 'pollutants in pla¢:e in the' floodway of\the river will 
surfaGe waters. al~9. b¢.conducteei: " I 

State Maine Surface Water 
Quality Criteria for 
Toxic Pollutants (06-
096 C.M.:R. Chapter 
584) 

Applicable Except I if they Sit.e 'IiCfivities' wiie be designed and 
naturallY occur, levels im~lemenle'd in a mwriler that does not 
of toxic pollutants in degrade the chemical,' physical, or 
surface waters must biological integrity of the Piscataqua 
not exceed State water River. Water quality will be monitored 

RTC for\f;e~.ised'·draft CQ.W2 FS - EPA Legal 

during remedial operations. Long-term 
quality criteria. water quality monitoring of wastes left in 

place in the flood way of the river will 
also be conducte4. 
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I , 

• 'Regrilatory" :Actions to be Taken to·,Attain 
Authority Requirem~nt Status , Requiretnent 

SY:JlQPsis 
, Requirement 

: 

.. 
State .' 

, 
, ~, 

\~ , , 

State 

Maine Erosion and Applicable Activities that involve 
filling, displacing, or 
exp'0sing soil or other 
earthen materials must 

Appropriate' contr'bls will be. 
implemented to' address erosion, 
sedimentation, 'and storm water. 

Sedimentation 
Controi (38 M;R.S:.N.' . 
§ 420-C) 

, 
" l 

. take measures to 
prevent unreasonable. 
erosion of soil or 
:s~dithent beyond the 

.. project~site or into a 
prcitecteq natural . 
resource. Erosion 
conti-dl" xiteasures must 
be' ,in' place before the 
activity , begins. 
¥easures must re~ain 
in. place and functional . 
until 'the site .. ' .. t~ 
permanently 

. ,stabilized. 

.). , ,. ' 

Applicable Maine Storm Water 
Management (38 
M.R.S.A. § 420-D), " 
Maine Storm Water 
Management Rules 
(06 096 C.M.R. 
Chapter 500), and 
Direct Watershed of 
Waterbodies Most at 

Storm Water quality Where activities described in' '38' 
standards for projects M.R.S:'A. 420-D occur at the Site, 
·with 3 'acres or less of appropriate controls' to address 

Risk from New 
Development and 
Sensitive or 
Threatened Regions 
or Watersheds (06-
096 C.M.R. Chapter 
502) 

, ~ -. , ',~ 

, ifuper'ViQus surface erosion, sedi,Il1entation, and storm: 
may address water will be implemented. Erosion 

, phosphorus, nitrates, .control. 'measures will be in place 
and: suspeilded·.solids, prior to'any'r:emedial action thatwill 
but may not.directly; 'disturb the ground surface. 
address '. ,other ' 
dissolved or hazardous. 
matetials . unless 
infiltration' is 
proposed. The Storm 
Water.· Management· 

... " Rules. establish 
standards to prevent 
and control the release 
of pollutants to water 
bp<Util!, wetla¥ds, aM .. ; 

,groundwater, . and. 
, ' • ' " ~ c , ' i 

'red4ce . in;tpac~ 
assodatecl ., '. with 
increases and changes 
in flow. 

., , ;."',! ~ \ 

.,' J .. ! " 

i " 

- ~., 
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i ,Regulatory ,Actions to be Tak~n to Atq.ini 

[ Authority" Requirement ~~quke~ent 
SY,popsis 

Require~e,Jlt 

State ':, 

State 
Criteria, 
AdvisQries 
and 
Guidance 

'Notes: 
ARAR 
CERCLA' 
C.F.R. 
C.M.R. 
IDW 
MEDEP 

'M.R.S.A. 
J.Lglm3 
NPDES 
OSWER 
U.S.C. 
USEPA 

= .... 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

Maine . Ab; 'QiIality' Applicable, 
, 'ContrQI; L,aws; 

Prpte.ctiQn . Hand 

TJi.j~ iawand its ,Qvst s'upprt1~,sIQn 'and any Qth~i-" air 
assQciated regulatiQns cQntrQls 4Iat may be r:equired will be 
detail", the u,tiij~ed 'as ne~ded tQ cQmply with this 

ImprQvements .of Air i, 
(38 M.S.R.A. 581-
608-A), Chapters 101, 
105, 110, 115) 

requirements, 
,. JimitatiQn.s, and 

, : . 

exemptiQns .of State 
$.:. f emissiQns, 

,including fugitive dust 
'andj ,~(lt';ad. The 
',standar<;t: fQr 
par:tipulate matter is 
160/:" ; J.Lg/m3 
(miprqgrams per cubic 
me,tell), 24 hQur 

, ' .:' .average cQncentratiQn. 

Maine Department .of TQ: ' Be InteJrim I ambient air 
Human Services CQnsidered .guidelint(s are derived 
Interim Ambient Air from risk assessment-
Gw.delines, based criteria .or frQm 
Memorandum :> Qccupati6n'ai ;exPQs,ure 

standard. 

These guidelines will be cQnsidered, 
during the design .of remedial 
measure that may cause aiI; 
emissiQns. 

Febru!lfY 23, 1993::. ,criteria that are" ~ I, 

". prQtective .of ambient 

~ ~J~\la1j'Y· 

Applicable,QrRelevant and'Appropriat~:~eqliirement 
,Comprehensive Enyironmental,ResPQnse, CQmpensatiQn, and, Liability Act 
CQde .of Federal Regplations 
CQde .of Maine RegulatiQns 
InvestigatiQn-Derived Waste 
Maine Department bfEnvirQnmental, PrQtectiQn 
Maine Revised Statutes AnnQtated 
micrQgrams per cuoie'meter 
NatiQnal PQllutant Oischarge EliminatiOltSystem 
Office .of SQlid Waste and 'Emergency'ResPQnse 
United States CQde ' ,u:" 

U.S. EnvirQnmental Protec1foD' Agency 

Response: The following proVides' the explanation of how each of the ARARs or TSCs 
provided in USEPA Legal Comment No. 55 rel~ted to Tables 2-1 (chemical-specific), 2-2 

,(location-specific), and 2-3 (action-specific) ~RAR$' and TSCs are being addressed in the OU~ 
'FS, as appropriate. 

Cheoiical-SpeCific ARARs 

Regulatory Requirement How is this requirement addressed in the 
Authority CheJ,Dical.Specific ARARs Tables? 

Federal Criteria, U.S. EnvirQnmental PrQtectiQn The Navy agrees that this requirement shQuld remain 
AdvisQries and Agency (USEP A) Risk Reference in the OU2 FS. This citatiQn was included in the 
Guidance DQses (RIDs) Revised Draft OU2 FS (November 2008) and is 

cQnsistent the Final OU1 FS (June 2010). Refer tQ 

ATe fonevised,draft OU2 FS - EPA Legal 24 ~Octqbet 25,2010, ". 



, Regulatory 
AuthoritY 

Federal Criteria, 
A<;l v;isories, and 
Guidance 

Federal Criteria, 
i Advisories and 

Guidance 

Federal Criteria, 
Advisories and 
Guidance 

Federal Criteria, 
Ad visories and 
Guidance 

State 

State Crite~ia, 
Ad visorie:sap.d 
Guidance 

, 

Requirement 

,Guidelin~s for C~cinogen Risk 
f~,S,S~SSI)1!'lQ.t EP A/6301P-03/001F 
(March 2005) 

Supplemental Guidance for 
Assessing Susceptibility from Early­
Life Exposure to Carcinogens 
EPA/6301R-03/003F (March 2005) 

USEPA Carcinogen Assessment ' 
Group, Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) 

Recommendations of the Techniclll 
Review Workgroup for Lead for an 
Approach to Assessing Risks 
Associated with Adult Exposure to 
Lead in Soil 

'Maine Solid Waste Rilles, Lead 
Management ReguJations' (06-096 
C.M.R. Chapter 424] 

, ' 

, l 

Mrune Voru'filary Respollst? Action 
Frogfafi1"Remedial Action 
Guidelines for lfaz~dpus 
Subs~nces in Spil (May 29,,1997) 

RTe for revised draft eU2 FS - EPA Legal 25 

How is this requirement ~ddressed in the 
Chemical-Specific ARARs Tables? > 

Table 2-1 in Mtachmt;nt q fortpXt"changes. 

,Thi ~a~y agiees tt\a,.tt\l!s r!'lquirement should be 
included in the OU4,FS and \yill add the requested 
cita,ti~;mto Utfl dOc)lment. 'Refer to Table 2-1 in 
AttachmentC for text ~hanges. 
The Navy agrees thlit'lfu~ requirement should be 

, rridudecl in the OU2 FS arid wi,ll ,add the requested 
citation t6'the document Refe¥'to Table 2-1 in 
Atta,chment C £pr text <ibanges. ' 

J 1, /~ 

.. \' t.' ,.' 

The Navy agrees that this requirement should remain 
in the OU2 FS. This ci41tion was included in the 
Revised Draft O{J2' FS cNov~mber 2008) and is ' 
cOQs~stent the final OUIFS (Jl,lne 2010). Refer to 
Table 2-1 in Attachment C fQr text changes. , 

The Navy agrees that this requirement should be 
included in the OU2 FSand will 'add the requested "' 
citation to the document. This is consistent with the 
Final OUI FS (June 20i'O)': Refer to:Table 2~1 i~> 
Atw.c~ent C for text changes. 

The Navy respectfully disagrees ,that the, Maine ,Solid 
Waste A~i. Lead Manag!'lI)1ent Regulations is re~~v~t 
and appropriate and, the requested citation will not be 
added to the document.;,As,st:l:}ted 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." OU2 is not a lead­
based paint site and is neither a residential dwelling 
norchil<;l::,occupieq faciFty" ahdtherefore is not, 
,~p2licaq~~, of re~ltvaqt lWd appr9priate for remedial 
aCllviqes ,a,t OU2. USEPA met1:lOdology for assessing 
ris~T~ ~ojl for.leaq is more ,re1!::vant for OU2 than 
these M!ii'n~ ,R,egul~ijQns; ther'efare, these Maine 
Regul~ti~ns \Y~re alsO. n?ic~nsfdered as TBC. This is 
'conslit~ntvvithtbe'Fipal bUI FS (June 2010). 
'the NhVy'agrees th~ftlliheqtiirement should rexhMn 
in the ~Ui FS as TB'C. 'Thls bit~ation was included in 
the Revised Draft OU2 FS (November 2008). The 
reference will be updated to reflect the changes made 
to the Remedial Action Guidelines published January 
13,2010. Refer to Table 2-1 in Attachment C for text 
changes. 

: '; ,Octbberi25,,2010 



Regulatory , 
Authority 

Federal 

Feder~l 

Federal 

Requirement 

" 'Safe Drinking'Water Act (4iD.S.C. 
'~§300f ei' seq.); National pnniary 

drinking 'watet tegulatipns ~ (40 
C.P.R. Part 141.'Stitip~rB and G) 
saf~j)dnJdng Wat¥r Act (:42 u.s.c. 
§390f' et .seq.); N,ational pr;imary" 
drinking water 'regulations (40 

C.F.~. 11~' ~uJmatt ;F,), ,: , " 
Health Advisories (Office of 
Drinking Water) 

i~ ____________ ~ ______ ~;~~ ______ ~~ 

Maine Drinkirlg Wattir Rules, (10-
144A GMR Chapters 231, 232 and 

State 

233) 

Location-Specific ARARs ' 
" ' 

Regulatory 
.Authority' 

i <' 

Req,uirement 

How is this re,quirement addressed in theCheniical-
Specific ARARs Tables? " ' 

Groundwater at OU2 is brackish/saline and is not a 
potable solirce of water; therefore, these chemical­
specific ARA'Rs will hot be added to the text ot table. 

How is this requirement addressed in the 
L9catio~~Specific AAARs Tables? 

, : 

Federal Rivers and Harbbrs Act of 1899'(33 The Navy respectfully:disagrees that the Rivers and 
U.S.G' §,; 403 et seq.; 33' C.F.R. Harbors Act is relevant and appropriate because there 

Federal 

Federal 

Parts 320-323); , are no anticipated offshore activities as part of 
remedial activities for any of the alternatives 

:: 

'CleanWatet Act,' S6c 404 :(33 
U.S:C: §, '1,:H4); Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines ' , for. 'Sp'ecifica~oh of 

, Dispqsal"Sites for bredgrid' ot Fill 
Mai~t1al (40' C;F.R:"Plfrt 230; 231 
and ~3'G'.F.R.Paits 320~j23) 
Fish and, Wildlife coordination Act 
(16 usc 6~1 et seq.) , , 

evaluated. The requested citation' will be removed 
from the document. TIlls is consistent with the Final 
OUI FS (June 2010). 

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. 

TIlls requirement was included'in the Revised Draft 
QU2 FS aria fhe N~vy,;agr~es that this citation should 
remain in tfie OU2F'S". This is consistent' with the 
F~nal QU!, FS, (Jlin~ 20rO).Refer to Table 2-2 in 

. Aitachment C for te~t' chiinges: i 
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RegUlatory" ' 
l\uth9~itY ' 

Federal 

\' " 

r; 

federai 

" . ', 
Federal 

Requitement How,is this requirement addressed,in the' 
,., ", "', ,c">' ,.'1 Location-Spec~c~RARsTabJes? '. 

Erl,dnngeredSpecies Ad off 'i973l tFhisrequirefuent Was included in the Revised Dra:ft 
(1'6 U.S.c. Chapfer 35)'" ,r" : OU2FS. ' The .NaVy' ·agreesthat this citation should 

remain in the 0U2 FS>based' on :information from the 

Coastal Zone Mal1agemenf Act (16 
U.S:C.§ 1451:etseq.) L j 

,; 

NOAA Fisheries Office website which states that 
short-nosed sturgeon occur in the Piscataqua River. 
This is consistent with the Final OUl FS (June 2010). 
Refer to Table 2-2 in Attachment C for text changes. 

This requirement was included in the Revised praft 
OU2 FS and the Navy agiees th*t this citation should 
remain in the OU2 FS. This is consistent with the 
Final OUl FS (June 2010). Refer to Table 2-2 in 
Attachment C for text changes . 

Ie", \ ".' : ~ ~ t;· 
Natiqnal Historic Preservation Act This requirement was included in the Revised Draft 
bf'1966 (16 'U.S.C. §'470>el:seq.); OU2 FS and the Navy agrees that this citation should 
Ftotd:tion o:f'I$sto:tic ptop~rtles (36 remain in the OU2 FS. This is consistent with the 
C.F:R: Part SOO) , '," ',' 1\",. FinalOUl FS (June, 2010). Refer to Table 2-2 in 

.,: , " " 't Attaeltment C for:fe'XVchanges~ 

State , ,,' M:aihe'Natur~1 Resolkt:'gs Prdiection This" r~ijuir~riieiW Was iticlticied ,n the Revised Draft 
A<::t(NW,>A)'C3S'M:It;S.A,:. §§'~SO- OU2 FS and the Navy agrees that this citation should 
A 'to~~O-Z) " ' , ., ! remain in the OU2 FS. This is consistent with the 

~ -<~" " 

, ;-, , \ 

State 
, .,1 

" 

.-! l' " , , " 
" 
, : 

, ~ t, 

I 
,. 

r. Final OUl FS (June' 2010). Refer to Table 2-2 in 
\ 

,_ , , Attachment C for text changes. 

'Maine/ NRP~. W~tiands PrQt~c#on This requirement was included in the Revised Draft 
Rule (d6~P96 C .. M,R., CqapteryO) OU2 FS and the Navy agrees th~t this citation should 

; remain in the OU2FS: Based On MEDEP definition . 

1 i\ 

, fo'hv~tr~ifddtfqlUd~d;i'n GPapt~r.lOOO: Guidelines fbi 
.,. • ! Municipar" 'Sl1oH:iI1ne' Zoriing qrdinances, there are 

'" coastal wetlands within 250' of OU2. Therefore, this 
'.',1=·; ; 

; ARAR is applicable to remediaJ. activities at OU2 . 

\, . ; 
,~ " 

. - " ,. Refe~. to T8::h1e 2-2jn Attachment C for text changes.« 

Mai~,e N;~A, PernYt~by-Rule J,Ws"'te.cipiiement,' ~as inCltitled in the Revised Draft 
Standards (06-096 C.M.R., Chaptt~r OU:2 I:'~,'ailtl toe Nlfvyagr,ees that this citation should 
1305) i', tfih\hlriln the dtJ2fiS. TIlls· is consistent with the 
" ,,' <'" -, Fifral'OUl t<S"{Jiuie 2010). Refer to Table 2-2 in 

, .;" ,,',' , ' , 'I Attachment C for text changes. 

: ~ 1 

<'i).,-. 

" 
.~. i '" r 'j, f' 
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Regulatory ''-' 
Authority 

State i 

,1 ' 

, , 
State 

State, 
,i ' 

State 

ReqlJir~ment 'iIg~, ~ thl~r,~quiremeu't a'ddress~~ iqjh~ 
'" , Location.Specific A~Rs Tallle~li ' 
Mai~eMand~tory. Shorelafld'4orUng, The N~yy, resp,~ctt~l1y: pi~s.~grees that the NI!ljne 
Act 08>:M:.RS.A.: §§ 435-:449; 06- Mandatory ~h,o:r.el,ifle ,Zo¢ng Act is relevant and 
096 CMR Chapter 1000) appropriate and the requested :citation will not be 

'J" added to the FS. This is con~istent with the Final 

t' 

1,-' 

" ,J 

OUI FS (June 2010). There do' not appear to be any 
environmental requirements within the Maine 
Mandatory Shoreland Zoning, Act that would be 
considered relevant and appropriate to this cleanup 

", I i e,xeept, th~.tf0,~" MRSA 439" ~~ :requirements for ao. 
excavatioll (:;ontrfl9t()r cond).l.otj,ng excavation activity 
in a shoreland area to be certified in erosion control 
practiees by MEDEP. However, that requirement, 
however, does not become effective until January 1, 
2013. ' The reme,ijial ,a¢tiori ,is 'expected to be 
,cowpl~te4 prior to'.the ~ffe~t1ye: date of this secii~n. 
''ijl~r~f'lare, 11~:9pter~' stioqard& ~within the Act that 
would be both relevflnt 3pQ,app(opriate; 

SubIPerg~d;ap.d,Jnt~rtidal Lan,ds Act The Navy respectfully disagrees that the Submerged 
liM Intertiq41 : La,ngs Act is.' applicable' -ahd the \12 M.R.S.A. §,§ 1;8'61~1~,67) 

"J, i~qlie~~e~qH~ilop. ~iirhotbti a~ded to the FS. This is 
c6rtsisierif with ili~ FInal bUI FS (June 2010). 
Alternatives would i1'ot impact s~te-owned filled tide 
lands, and the state has no jurisdiction over filled tide 
lands located onb~se property; therefore, this Act 

" : ""." "." { - • t • i\ 'r 'i)." I .. ~ ;.' t 
, would ,netther' be' apphcable nor relevant and 

appropndte to this cleMup. 

Coastal ¥an;;tgement 'foHey, AO,t (38 This requirement was included lin the Revised Draft 
'M.R.S.A. § 18Q1et s~q:) . ,.' : OU2 FS and the Navy agrees th~t this citation should 

" ,....' remain in the OU2 FS. This is consistent with the . , .... 
, , Final OUI FS (June 2010). Refer to Table 2-2 in 

, " ." Attachment C for text changes. 

J\:f~Iie. ,~ite .. L,o~~tiQ!l{\ 9f ,Tllls:tpq~ireme?tj~~,S 'incl!;fded in' the 'Revised Dr~ 
I)eyelopment .L~w .~n,d,Regu~,aliol),,~, QU2 ~~ anq t!t~ NaXY ~grees ,that this citation should 
.(3S.M.R.S.A.~§ 48f-490,~~o 06- 're~n in th~' OU2~S .•. "~e reference for the 
096 C.M.R. Chapters.374 an~;a75) requIrement wIll be revIsed to 38 MRSA 481 et seq. 

, . . ',', and 06-096 CMR 371-377. This,is consistent with the 
Final OUIHHJune 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 OU2. Refer to Table 2c2 in 
Attachment C for text changes. 

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

Requirement 

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. 

Status 
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Regulatory 
Authority 

Federal 

Federal 

Federal 

Federal 

Federal 
Advisories 
Guidance 

Federal 
AdVIsories 
Guidance 

Requirement Status 
Clean Water Act, Section 402 The Navy agrees that this requirement shoulq 

. National Pollutant Discharge be included in the 0U2··BS and will add the 
Elimination. System (NPDES) (40 requested, citation to the,document. The 
C.I;l:R.'122-125 and 131) :reference 'for the. req~irement:wi11 be revised 

to 40 CPR 122-125. This is consistent with 
the Final OU1 FS (June 2010). 40 CPR 131 

I 

Toxic Substances C~:mtrQJ, Act 
(TSCA); PCB Remediation. Wa~te 
(40 C.F.R.761.61(c) .' , 

; , 

Reso).lfce· i Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA)(42 U.S.C. 
§690J. et, •. seq.), Subtitle' C-

"Haz.~dous W &ste Identification .and 
J"ist,ing Regplations; Generator and 
Han<ijer Requirefll,ents (40 C.F.R. 
Parts 2(iO-2~2). 
Clean Water Act (33!U.S.C. § 1251 
et seq.); ,Nation,a) RecoIlQ1lend.ed 
Water Quality Cnt~ria ("NRWQC") 
(40 C.F.R. § 122.44), 

• f ._j 

Criteria, EPA's Polychlorinated ' Biphenyl 
and ~B) Bite Revitalization Guidance 

Under the Toxic Substances COIjtrol 
Act (November 2005), ' 

will not be included in the O:U2 FS because it 
isdes«ribes th,y. requir~mel1ts and procedures 
for states to' deve)op, review, revise, and 
approve water q)l~lity standards. Therefore, 
this part is not applicable to remedial actions 
at OU2. Refer to Table 2-3 in Attachment C 
for text changes. 

The Nayy re~pectfully disagrees that the 
Tqxi,9 Substances Control AQt, is applicable 
and the requested citation. will not be added 
to the FS. TlJere iS,no eyiden'ce of PCBs at 
concentrations greatyr than: 50 ppm; 
therefore, these guide,lines are not applicable 
f9rQP;~. 

1Jris req*em-ent . :wis 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 2-3 in 
Attachment C for text changes. 

This requirement was included in the 
Revised O;raftOU2 fS and ,the Navy agrees 
that tlll,s citation should remain in the OU2 
F$., This is 'consistent with·theFinal OUI FS 
(June, 2010). Refer. to T.able 2-3 in 
Attachment C for text Shanges . 

The Navy respectfully disagrees that the 
EPA's PCB Site Revitalization Guidance is 
TBC and the requested citation will not be 
added to the FS. There is no evidence of 
.PCBs atconceptrations gfe~terthan 50 ppm, 
therefqre, theSl1guidel~nes !!fenqt considered 
forOU2. '. 

Criteria, USEPA' OSWER ; Publication The Navy respectfully disagrees that the 
and 9345.3-03 FS, January 1992 OSWER Publication 9345.3-03 ;is TBC and 

the requested citation will not be·added to the 
FS.' Investigation-derived waste is waste that 
is gener~ted in the. grocess of investigating or 
exaulllung an actual". or potentially 
contan\inated site;' No such waste will be 
generated during oui remedial activities. 

, ' 
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Regulatory 
Authority 
State ; i . 

State 

State 

State 

State 

State 

State 

Requirement Status 
! Majne -Hazardous Waste Rules for' This requirement. was included in the 
. Identification .' and . Listing ,of Revised Draft, OU2 FSimd,.the Navy agrees 

Hazardous Wastes, (38 M.R.S.J\ .. §'; that this eitation should remain in the OU2 
'1301 etseq.; 06-096 C.M:R. 850) FS. This is consistent with the Final OUl FS 
" .. ", ,'.'. (June 2010). Refer to Table 2-3 in 

\ ,. i Attachment C for text changes. : 

Mai'ne' Hazardous Waste 
Management Rules - 'Requirements 
for Generators (38 M.KS.k § 1301 
et seq.; 06-096 CMR 851) 

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 1301 et seq. Refer to 
Table ~-3 in Atta9!lment C for text changes. 

Maine "Hazardous' Waste' The :N~vy respectfuliy disagrees that the 
Management' Rules - Standards for' Maine Hazardous 'Waste Management Rules 
:Eti&ardous Waste' Facilities (38 - Standards fOr"Ha'iardous Waste Facilities 

i M.R.S.A § 1301 et seq'.;1.06-096 are applicable to remedial actions at OU2. 
CMR 854) There are no hazardous waste facilities 

located at OU2. 
Maine Solid Waste M~hagement This requirement was included in the 
Rules (06'-096'C.M.R. Chapter 400- Revised' Draft'OU2 FS antlthfl Navy agrees 

'411)" .' "'th'at this citation should remain in the OU2 

I, 

FS!.' Consistent with the Final' OUI FS (June 
2010) the citation 'Will be 'revised to read 06-
096 CMR CHapter's. 400 and 4'U. Chapters 
401 'through' 410 are not- applicable to 
remedial activities &lQbJ2. 'Refer to Table 2-
3;in AttachIDent C fOl1.textohahges. 

M;tne Waste Discharge LicensesTIie"Navy agte~s!that these requirements 
(38 'M.R'.S.A. § 413 et seq;) and sl'l6uld b'eincluded int1i.~ OU2FS. Based on 
Wa'ste Discharge Fennitting review of', 'the Mairie" Waste Discharge 
Program (06-096 t.M.R. ';Chapter Licenses and Maine Waste Discharge 
520-529) fermitting Progr!Ull these requirements 

"would be 'applicable to remedial alternatives 
.,that require! :water'; manage'men~ during soil 
exca,vation .. ' Refer 'to;,"¥ 'Fable 2-3 in 
Attachment C for text changes.' 

Maine" " Water clasSification This requirement was inclu4ed in the 
Revised Draft OU2 FS and the Navy agrees 
that this cjtation shO],1ld remain, inJhe OU2 
FS. This is consistent with the F;inal 00'1 FS 
(June 2010).' .Thecitation will be 'revised to 
also include 38 MRSA 465-470. Refer to· . 
Table 2-3 in Attachment C for text changes. 

'Program (38 M;R.S.A., 'Se.ction 
464-470) f • , 

Maine Surfa:ce'· Water ToXics 
Program: (38 M.R.S.A. §: 420; 06-
096 C.M:R. Cha:pter 530)' 

This requirement was incluged in the 
Revised Draft OU2 FS and the Navy agrees 
that this citation should remain in the OU2 
FS. This i~ c9nsistent witll the Final OU1 FS 
(June 2010). Refer to Table 2-3 in 
Attachment C for text changes. 
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!Regulatory 
AdthoritY 
State 

State 

State 

• {;. I. " 

State' 

State 
Advisories 
Guidance 

Requirement ,,-

Maine Surface Water Quality 
Criteria for Toxic Pollutants (06-
096 C~M.R. Chapter 584) 

status I _r", 

The Navy respectfully disagrees that the 
Maine Surface Water Quality Criteria for 
TOXlc,Pollutants'-is applica,ble to re:q1e~al, 

, I, actiot)S' fot' OU2. This is 'eonsistent with the 

Maine Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control (38 M.R.S.A. § 420-C) 

Final OUl FS (June 2010). 

This requirement was included, in ,th¢; 
Revised Draft OU2 FS and the Navy agrees 
tg~t tlti~ citation, ~9puld refDai':l,in thy "Qp2 
:qS:' Thl~ is consisten~ with'the, Final;O'tI\ FS 
'tIune 2010). " 'Refdr'tdtaBle 2-3 in 
Attachment C for t~it hhan~~s. -':.: "I 

~aine ~torJ;Il Wat~r., ~ana~em~q,t. the I';fay~~we~s that,the.Main,e S,t?r~Wa.ter.,: 
(38 M.R.S.1\. § 42:0-0), Maine Man.agement ' and Mru,ne' Stprm ,n Water ' 
Storih' 'Water Mluiageilient Rulbs Mlinageinent'Rules should b~lrieludea inth~ 
(06 096 C;M:R: 'Cliapter' 500), arid OU2FS hntl'wiIT'adi1Cthe .reqJested &itatidhs 
Direct Watershed of Waterbodies- to the documenL'This is donsistent with thl-l 
Most at Risk from New Final OUI FS (June 2010). The Navy 
Dev~;lopment, and ,Sellllitiye on Tespectfully ,.disagret;s \. that ,the', Direct 

, ': 1Ju'eiltened iR,egiops: 9f Watersheds, i'Watersheg9FWllteJ,"bodiesi,MQst at Rl~lc~fr6m 
(06,-096 ~.M.R,"i9.haRter,.502)i ' " Ne,'r ,- Q~yelopii}~nt , 'and, ~en,~~tive,; or 

\.;' , -Thfeatene~ ~€\gioJ;ls", or, Wliltersheg.s is, 
, ,app!icable, ( to' ieplt(pial ,~<;;»Q,ns a( 'QU2. 

'These regulations do not 'list any Hikes or 
stream~.in the vicinity of OU2 ,that are at risk 
from nt';w development.' . " '- ," 

. ',' ,-, : ,,-' _ "r-,., ~'-',_!' \'T-'~j c, '." ":'; :":-".,.- "', ':'~- ''--~:,::, 

Maine Air Quality Control Laws; The' Navy :rysp!!'ctfulIy:!disagfees ; that ;'11).e 
Protection ana IIiiprovenients bt Air Maine AirQuality€6ntrdl Laws;' Protection' 
(38 M.S.R.A. 58l-608-A), Chapters and Improvements of Air and Interim 

, lOt 105,110,115;) !': ~ Ainbiefit'AiF 'Guidelines are applie,able ot \. 
Criteria, Maine Department of Human THC, respectively,' fOf.:'l'emediaL ac!ions, at 

and Services Interim Ambient Air OU2. This is consistent with the Final OUl 
Guidelines; MemohmdumFebtuaty BS, (June'f401O), Instea!:h,thv M.aine V,isibl~, 
23,19.93. ! , '~mIss,ions Regulatiop,.(3S;ly::lRSA5~4;0~-

.' ,'\ ,096 CM~t,JPJ), whi~h., estabJish, oJ>3,city 
',' '. " .' ~~is for, ~Pli.~,~~q9,~!JrorriseYeralc,aieg9ries _ 

Of air coiitainip.~i:"~<?hr£~~, inSludiIl~ .. generru, , 
construction acti'vities;'will' be added to the 
text. These regulations would be relevant 
and b.ppropriate for,;alternatives mat have the 
potential. ! to:J impact air, quality, These 
standards would be met if any of :the 
alternatives result in emission of particulate 
~tter &~<;I. ,fugitive matter ito the atmpliphere 

v ,(e.g" .dJlst ge{leration)., ",' , 

56. ,Comment: Page.B-1~ 1st dash subheadinffP'"AfteJ"or volume" adq."through treatmenU, 
I,'! ) -",., 

Response: The'requested text change will!b!3 made. 

.J " 
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57. Comment: Page 3-2, § 3.1.1: Add a new last sentence: "Statutorily required ·fiv~-year 
reviews would be conducted under the no action response if contamil1ation that po~es, a risk 
is left in plac~." ". {'.. . « • 

f,. 
?! < ,1 \ 

Response: Five-year reviews will I"lot, be included in the Np Action Alternative. Please refer 
to the Navy's liesponsetoUSEPA lLegJal Comment No.8 for additional information. 

58. Comment: Page 8::3, 5th Paragraph: In the first sentence after "conditions," add "ARARs 
requirements)';" " , , 

Respcmse:' 'No text change is required. ARARs were not considered as part of the 
preliminary' ~creenirig ot' ~lternatives.ARARs were considered in the 'evaluations of the 
developmentof i:ilt~l!1c;ltiY,~·S. "" "". 

59. Com'ment: p~ge 3-,4, Sdif/1em,e(;(iatf'on'TabIQ.; 'For" GQntainmf3nVR~medial Technology may 
nee'd, t9:~ddi'Qr,C;>UlilqW~ter I?rot~GtJpn" and "Va~or ~rQteGtipr.j:: fqi Disposal/Process Option 
change "Off .yard" to .'~Off"site~' ·qnd r~move the paragrap,h ,after the. tc:il.bles; also add "On-Site 
LandfillingJ.," which, at least could pertain to the interi,m cap area .. 

Response: Groundwater'protection, vapbr protection, and on-site lanttfllHng will be added 
to the'technologYJscreening table.' GroUndwater protection will,'be retained and evaluated 
further a~d dddressed thr'QugJ'hn,onitorrrig: Vapor protection' Will be' eliminated due the lack 
of volatil~ cont~h1inants Pfes!ent' a;~ OtJ2: : On-site landfilling will be retained and evaluated 
furth~:r B:,!1;d,aqdresped'throLi~h upwadiQ~'the existing temporary cap with a permanent cap. 

As for' changing the' term'i~ttr.y~rd"'of "o~-sitell, the facility is used to seeing the "off-yard'~ 
terminolq.gy, lhis requested,.C,hang~,.wt;!s not made to the d()curnent .. Lastly, the paragraph 

I __ c t , ,.) -,_, '.' " '" ". 

following)he table. on page 3:'4lhas been removed from the te~t. ': ' 
l ' " , 

60. Comment~" ,Page 3~4i' Shoreline· Stabilization Table" ,For Limited Action/Remedial 
Technolegy.,need to·add'LLJCs alilEl Monitoring. , . 

,\ ' 

Respdilse: As a result' of tHe'technical meetings and ·the re-alignment of the alternatives 
the shorsHhestabilizatibfl' 'table will"'oe temoved from the text~ as well as the text that 
evaluated tHe. sHoreline stabilization as st~ndaJone alternatives. The shoreline stabilization~ 
req~ir~h1~m,!~ 'are' ndv.F ~a,ndi~d;:'thr9ugM' the implementation of LUCs under each alternative 
that' leave ¢'qnt8IJ1in,ants 9h$it~.: ';" '. 

61. Comment:, ,Page $-5, §3.3,1 - Note, that for No Action there still is a requirement for 
statutOllily required five-year reviews, so that should be discussed urider Implementability 
and Cost. ' 

Responset i Five-year reviews will' not be'included in the No Action alternative. Please refer 
to the Navy's response to' USEPA Legal Gomment No .. 8 for additional information. 

62. COrT1'Ii1~ht:" P. '3-5}; '§3.3.2·,-'o,The 'disCussiqn" of ~LUCs ,; shQuld include. the ','Use of ' Base 
Instructions for .active facilities and the requirement to establish deed restrictions meeting 
State recording requirements if the property is transferred from ,the Navy; 

Response: The following text will be inserted at the end of the 'first paragraph in Section 
3.3l2, consistent with the Navy, language used in the LUC RD template: 
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'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." 

63. Comment: P. 3-6, Sh Paragraph - In the second sentence insert "and monitoring" after 
"LUCs." 

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

64. 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. 

65. 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 arternative. Please refer to 
the Navy's response to USEPA Legal Comment No.8 for additional information. 

66. 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 l,JSEPA 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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ATTACHMENT A 

NOVEMBER 2008 MEETING NO"rES 

., 



, ' : 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION~' Ot-.. tOP~~ABLEUN'iT 2 
PO;FlJSMOUTI:J ~AV~~~,JiI~X~RP, ~!TIERY! ~AINE 

. Novemb~r 117J9 ,~1 ~ ~OOf3·. ',' "'.' '~ , 

Th~ ,follow.ing f?9rnrnariz§~~,q,i~9ussi9n :qn ,~~V~[pJ major iS~!Je~s re,Iate9 t?)he Operat;lI~.;~~It (qU) 
2 dratt~uRple!1l~nt?1 ,Re.med!,~1 )ny~5tlg,atIPQ (AI) .. Repo\1 ~ndrevls,ed dr?f,t ~U2 Feasl9lhty Study 
(FS},Heport as.lJ,art9fJhe fqUqwingi ' ,'. ',,',, , ,,' ,,' ''', 
,.~ ". ' ) , .. i r / . " c ; .' J '~" .... ;. • ~ ';<, \! ' 

, ",';: l'J9vember; 17" 2pOa review 9f Jh~,: qraftResto~ationf\9Yi$pry Board (RAB)\ me~ti!lg' 
" present~tiQn on;the ~E?vi~e.d dr.aft 9~~ F;~ R,~p<?rt., TeleGonference ~.m0Qg, t~e,Navy 

team ;:lnd;rfilg.I~latQr,s, " ;, :/ ,; " , " t. '. ". , i , 

• NgvE1I11ber 19 i ,2QQS' dry'. run,p'resen~lil:tio.J1 ca.t, RO~$\rT10l,Jth Naval ·S~ipyard on the I1lAB 
,meeting ,pre~~nt~tiqn of I· th~. r~vised .. draf,t QU2 FS R~port, M,~eting,attended by. Na,VY, 
tEll,am .. ' r, ; . '''' " . I :'" '. , '. '" " 

• November :,~Q,' 400a JeGhnic~J meeting at ,P0rt511l0u~h" N?vaL ,;Shipyarq on ,the draft 
Suppl~menta,1 RI Rep.9r1. \ Mf3eting attended bYi.Na'N'te~r:n and re,gul.~tors. ," 

'. ,.,' NG>ver:nber, 20, 2008 RA!3;'rneeting",~t .KiJt.ery, Fire Station;) Kittery,· Maine during the· 
·pre.sentati<Dn on the: 'reviseif <!I raft OU2·FS F:lE1PQrt.', ' 

I,·' ,I" 

.' , 

November 17, 2008 review of draft RAB presentation I ~ , 

During the'r.9,(iew Qf the draft RAe presentation, ,two. mq.jpr issue,q were discusse<;l anp include, 
eval.uation oMmeQapped area andcontamina1i.on, under bl,:Jil(j!ngs a~ OU2. " , < ''. ' 

r'! ' '! ,; , ,l v 1: '<'- j~ , ! I 3., 

General discussion: The"~r.ea rE11emed','to as the qapped area in the dr~ft HI and draft revised. 
FS Reports, ~as\Qappeq ,in, 1.993 as, part ,qtJAXI ioterir:n action .. ~ The. imerirr,actlon~a5, conqucted 
to proyj,pe a coyer' .overhighly OQnta,IJ1in~t~q materja)~. The,.capping in, 1 ~93 wa~ cQnducted as 
an interim aetiQr;I;. an' eNaluation pqheint~ri,m."ac~ion wo""ld be, l1e'c~~~~rY to.' det~rmine w~ether 
the cap is adequate as a final action or whether it would need to be modified to meet capping 
requirements for a final action. Action item: Although retaining the existing cap was considered 
in all of the alternatives developed in the draft revised FS .ffieIllPrt, thE1 Navy will prpvide an 
evaluation of the condition of the existing cap to support either retaining the cap or modifying the 
cap 8,S part Of alternatiV§,qj iQ the, d,ra,tt. ~i8.~1 F~, F;leP9r:t. :< ' ,.' 

.,<1, . i'~f: . '; . j ,}, 1 '~,-<> " " J , ", '" 

General discussion: R!l}tainjng, 6,vildings ~~.p ,and ;~98 was considered in al/;pf the draft revised 
FS Report alternativE1s. Because the buildings would act as a cover to prevent human exposure 
to. contaminated material~, under. the b,uildjn~, th~ ~IJernatiYes. 9IJJy ,\ev~luated uS,ing land use 
comr.ols';f;(.,",UCS). toprevent.·.,m9difi.cali<f)n,,qr 1 ~e(T]ov,fll. of the b~j/ding? Wit Hoy!. appropri~te 
man~gement g{1Q' ,site, restoratipn to, pre¥ent "n~r:nan . expPs,I,Jreto cO(ltaminated materjals. 
RemovalofJ~~,;building~; with ,exg,q,vat.io,n Qr "capping qf the. contamlnated ... m,at~rials. w.q.s"ript 
included jlJ the, drC\ft r~vise~,F~. R,epprt Actionitern :~igures ~howi'ng, r~m,edi.atiorJ, ~reas Will be 
revised, to include .h?tp~inR Qver. tl;l,e blJil9lPfJ? to shgw,. t~at the builqings are. incllJ~~d .\n. the, 
.remediation areas. Text,in.the FS ~epo~ will ,b.~ re\(ised fO cl~rifx hqw contamination u~doer the, 
buildings is addressed in the alternatives. . .. 

',.J 

.t,' 

, ' . . '. 
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November 19, 2008 dry, xun qf RA6 pr~~entation 
'~",:' ""-_,,;?'f.' :?,.-~ ";(.' ,Y'~.7 -,. ~ "~ }, ... IT' 

Navy personnel at th~ '~l1l~ya'rd' p'r9"dQ¢d.~bme, addi\ihnalth,Qughts relat13d "to evaluation of the 
capped area and contamination undefbuiidirl'gs'atbu:.2':"'R'" 

G~heralqis8Iissidn:,,::'AJJ~,fnatives fd~ tQi3: I;'RMO;p~rtion'bf OU2 and the \v<;lste'disposa,l-'P9rtion 
of 'OU2,iinCiude retaini'r'rg'tne exislibg 'cap"orcapping, a:dditi6nal- portIQns'~i5fi 'dU2 wi~Hthe 
appropriate land use restrictions. The Shipyard would like'to H

1
a"';'e')infotnll3tioh to e~alLfate 

removal of ,contaminated materii31 to reduce the amount of land use restrictions for the area. In 
a&iitihh, ,When1there are '~fgnihcarit' lahd'Ls~'!restrictl6ri:s, the"!Snipy,~rdCljrefers 'tHe areal 'With the 
restrictions to be green'~pace:' Art alternative' thatiriCiudes' compi'ete ,excavati'On' Of waste 
matE;lrial in the waste dispos<;ll !3rea was .. ~creened out in the alternative sereeMing stage in the 
draft'reviseeJ OU2f;FS ReJ;?ort. 'Ext~van(:)n of waS:te'irnaterialwEis'6bnsitj~reCl much ;Iessfeasible 
th~m the ciltern'ativeiir retalri'edfbr-the waste'disposal areas' i:1ecause th~Wasfe rriaterialis in the 
subsurface (beginning ,at approximately 4 feet bgs) and extends to bedrock (10 to 40 'feet bgs). 
Theref6re, there' ar~ 'ivaribtis.-'impler'tlEmtability arid cost GontDerns fofexc8vatitfi'l 'compared to 
place~en~ of r c~v~f:}~~ fl'l~[!)R~~':pb'rtio'~ :,<?!'O~2: tH'e;CQ~~8:rfj.rn~~ed\'matE!l·ial; is'.in" ~~~ top 6 
feet bgs' andexeavatlbn"0f the matena'lcould' IDe feaslble.A'ctlG)n Item: ,The-Navy wllI',revlse the 
alternatives in the draft final FS Report to' inblGae 'exeavatiOfl'of'the,cohtaminated;material in the 
capped area along wtth alternatives that consider retaining or modifying the existing cap. The 
alternatives will be reviewed and text revised to include a final cover of vegetation or other 
green space if appropriate. ',: t., '""" ,I: ':- ~"', ,,'.' ; ",' " 

Ge'neral discussion:' The Shipyard anticipates b'ontinuing :t<:) use- Building' 298'as:'an: office 
building; however, operatidns inSdila'inf;f' 3-1 0,' :dould os' mGVed and the:oullding: (;j'ouid' be 
removed. Action item: Building 298 construction drawings will be reviewed to determine how 
m udH ,soil mlay'HaYebei3n 'femoVe'(j as' pa~r of'consttuoti'on: 'of thEf ifoundatioFbiof ;tlie' tiailding. 
Re'iaining Building 31~Oaspart bf'the c~v'er-(as!pr0vided'ih tn'e FS Report) or'relnovingBuilding 
31 Q a'hd pfaci'n\g' a son' cover' is, a des:ig'n conSideration ", Text will ber addecNd the FS Report to 
indicate that remdVing BCWai~g 318 c'otrld be evaluate'd"a's part':bf tHe remedial design. ' 

, , • I • A' "II - t' • "'''''' .. :\ ' ~ '-. >" I • ,.'. ; • ; "" ' ~. t t. , :', 

Novemqef 20, 2008 teclinic~l: meeting """y " 

"," > "'~" :. ~,,' ",~ 1.) "1 .. (", "Jfl.i', I;' "::" 

During the technical meeting, three major iterrrswere discussed ana! iACll:Jtle' ednclusions 'ofothe 
RI to support tne FS report, additional soil characterization to support a remedial design for 
OlJ2~' arrd:the't~hioval i3ctI6'r(fd'r'Q(iart@rs f~faricH~ I ea'd l\c6ntarn'l hated 'sbi I." '~",i" ,1" :'.':: .' 

-' : ~. '1' , . ... ," , ~ 'l ~; ,,' I "'\ ,l " <':';..:. ,~"' ! { j_; ,_ ,'i' • ,. ~ 

General dis;cussidn: 'All werel\ih'agfeemsnt With tHe' dvera'il cdn61usiens and reobmmenaations 
ii1':the dl'afts(jppl~mehial RI Reipbrt thafsu'ppo'tted"tHe d~\Jelopment df tlie\ rehle'clial 'action 
objectives. (RAps, ip the draft revised, FS Re'pbrt.YIYi' particdlar; "the,Navy' ancNegulatorsare in 
a!ir~ement tH~t<<th'~re'ar~' 'unacceptabie, risks?from eX'pbstire t() ~,biV at OU2 'ari'd that risks,"are 
acp~ptabl~'for:grb'un'dwater'~xposure:'and migratiorL' Therefof~, 'th&f:AAOs· ihthe'draTt 'revised 
fi$'Report fbrexposure tcrsoil and erbsibri of soil;to'thabffstlore'ate acceptaole."Alse; no RAO 
is nE!~~ed for rfli~fatior'1 o(groun'dWafer."Kctibn it~M:' NO':adlon nee'tJec;"\ " ,c·,.("~rj, :,\ ': , 

:. ,I, ',: ',L, ;}' ~. ,,°"1 ::, 

General discussion: All were in agreement that sufficient data are available 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 concern is that truck, snow plow, and rail road 
traffic may have contributed to soil movement from highly contaminated areas within the DRMO 

.,,' 
J " 

December 15, 2008 



to these areas ,to the· west." 1r:l/actditi0I1,the ;8hipyard, has "information tha~ shows that soil was 
r,emoved· from:the !area west 'oft tile :DRMO arn.d.ea$t:of Bui!<rllng· ~48 as part of tli1~ €0Dstruetion of 
8IJilding;348·; (1n the. mid :to latef;:;1 Q;!!:l0s). ·It, is oot kllown whether.the, SQjJ' was contaminated from 
DRMQ ',.0per,ations .. ,The .Navy, is: oOr:lcerneCh that .!il0n-QU2, ,operations "'(geoel'al' transportation 
activities or 'Iead-based 'paint) .may.be. the souroe,of"thedead in soils in fthese areas", ·AElditional, 
characterization of the lead concentrations in the areas west of theORMO.wi!I. .. ~e:neeOeElJ9 
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 RifFS reports as 
appropriate. The RifFS reports will be revised to indicate that there is some uncertainty in 
several areas (around SS-02, SS-01, and S8-24) to the extent of lead concentrations that will 
need to be addressed as part of a pre-design or remedial design investigation. 

General discussion: The Navy is planning to conduct a removal action for 'Iead-contaminated 
soil in the b,ackyards of Quarters Sand 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 coutd be prepared and the draft final Action 
Memorandum provided for public comment to document the Navy's removal action for tAe 
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 variolJs 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 November 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 becoming 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 oj1>tiQns to reduce energy consumption. One way 
may be to evaluate ways to reduce the' number of tfClcks coming on and leaving the site as part 
of remedial actions:' Action' item; The' Navy: includes evaluation Of onsite treatment- versus 
offsits'disposal for'two of the' excavation alternativ~s. The Navy,will provide ,furttler eValuatioh! 
anti c:lisoussion as appropriate in the next version of the'FS concerning the use of energy c:lurin!!j 
alternative, implementation. ',,' 

t, 

f , l 
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ATIACHMENT B 

REVISED ALTERNATIVE DESCR"PTIONS 



REVISED AL TERNA"rlVES FOR OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU2) BASED ON REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
COMMENT RESOLUTION J. , . ",' '. " 

Waste, Disposal Area'Alternatives ' ., 
.' " , ; 

WDA";1 - No Actil;)n 

WDA-2 - Land Use Controls (LUCs) and Monitoring 
, lA"? 

WDA-3 - Surface Soil Removal and Soil Cover witli" LU'Cs and Monitoring' . 
. ,<, 

WDA-4,- U[1satur,ated, Soil fl~moval and Soi.1 Cover with J"UC~'and Monitoring , 

DefenseReuti(i~~tlon 'and Marketing Office (DRMO) Alternatives, ' 
.~ :'~"" _,',,;"., " ~.' • ,{~ '~q<'i~ 

DRMO-1 - No Action 
1 ".' 

I " , , , ' , ~~ >: . 

DRfv1Q-~{,~ LUes anq Mon,itoring 
, .. ( 

1! ') ,j'''; .,,' .1" " \ , J',,' I ';:i, 
DRMO-3 - Resid"~ntial Exoavl'ltion with Off-yard D,isposal, LUCs, and MOnitoring, 

, , I. ".' , • -, 

b~MQ'..4 - Con~tryc:tion yvq'~k~~,Exc~vation withOff~yard Qisposa';~UCs, an'd ~onitoring 
b'RMO-5' - Construction Wo~kerE'xcavation apd RC8f. C ,Gap ,with Off-yard p,ispo~'~I, LUCsl and 
Monitoring 

, , 

" ;. 
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Descriptions of the Waste Disposal Area (WDA) Alternatives 

WDA-1 -No Action 

This alternative is required under Comprehensive Environmental ResR.o,ns~,;QRp1pens,~tiorh\l;mg"hi~~iIi'y 
Act (CERCLA) to establish a basis for comparison with other alternatives. 1'10 Action includes no controls, 
remediation, or other actions to mitigate risks. Five-year reviews are also, not inch1G1ediunder the:No 
Action alternative. ' 

WDA-2 - Land Use Controls (LUCs) and Monitoring . . ~', . . t' .. 

Alternative WDA-2 consists of instituting LUCs to prevent unacceptable human exposure to contaminated 
surface and subsurface soillacross·tA'~ '3'S;600square foot'ci'ir~a,designated,'a:§ th'a\ivDA~ 'LtJds 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 GqQ,ta;mi.r:1,C~tiQn (I~?d, c9RP~r, ~n9 n,ip.~eltinyv,~~te Illa.,erial is' n9t 
migrating to groundwater or the offshOre area 'at unacceptable 'levels: ':' ThetfOllowihg' describes the 
individual components of Alternative WDA-2:, 

• l' , 

• LUCs and Inspections - The intent of LUCs is to ensure that the land use and site features (buildings 
and shoreline stabilization) within a designated, area do not changed and "r.em'afn'ln pi'ace sd thht 
contact with contarnitlants, at concentrations that W9ul9 cal,J~e l:ln unaGc/3pta.ble, risk js prev~nted for 
the life of the remedy:' TO iiTiplement LUCs' th~Navy' 'woull::f prepArEhi tuc" Reme'dial Design (RD) 
that would document tre LUCs" opera.tion. an~L maintenance ,(O&I\I1) ,reqljirements" i'1sp~ctlon 
requirements': $ign~ge requTrernerit§,' a:nd 6r~i~mitati&ns 're§porisiI:M')for "hnplemgHti:Hloh cif'LUes. 
Signage would CQnsist ,of warning, signs, at, 'the WDA to alert t~e public to the prese~ce of 
ccihtarninatio,raild :digre'strictibns.';Req'uifefnehts"for rM'migemenfof excaviHed"S6H'as part of any 
future construction activities at the site would also be included as part of the LUCs. BeccftJSe tn'e 
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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 
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WDA .. a - Surface Soil Removal and Soil Cover with LUCs,and 'Monitoring 'I' . 

\ . 

Alternative WDA,3.consists,of excavation ·and off"yard disposal Qf SQil' and· waste mat~rial from 0 to 2· feet 
below,ground surfaii:e (b.gs) within the proposed soil'cover, off,-yan,Ldisposal of soil and debris· from the 
identified areas adjacent tt>· the· proposed soil Gover: limits, tLUGsr and,·monitoring .. ,This process would 
allow for the., c.0nstruction, of .a 2-foot,thick soil cover witltlin the. identified' limits ~ithout chl;lnging 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 P(QPoS(3d soil cover limits. In.addition,'grql;lndwater 
monitoring an()l, offshore sediment accumulation moni,oring would be conducted to provide confidence 
that contamination (lead, copper, and nickel) in waste ,material i,s not migrating ,to groundwl;lter at 
unacceptable levels. The following describes the individual components of Alternative WDA-3: 

i'~ r-/ .. ~., 

• Excavation and Oft-yard Disposal - To provide a soil cover system constructed with surface 
elevationsrand grades ,that are the same as e~isting ,ground surface elevations,' 2 feet of : soil, 

'. including pavement", would be. removed from '. the, proposed limits of the' soil cover. system. 
Contaminated soil" and debris'located outside ·.the;,proposed soil cover system w0uld. be removed" in 
theirentirety,·so ·that no,WDA-related soil or.debris"is IOc,ated,o,utside the;Ji)roposed soil·coyer·limits. 
AlI'excavated material would b(3··stockpiled. characterized, and properly transported and disposed off­
yard .. Oonfirmation .samples would be collected from the floor and sidewalls of amy excavation that is 
outside'of the prQJDosed cover system. 

• Cover System - The cover,system proposed 'for Alternative WDA"3 would cOr:1sist:of a geotextile to 
act as an indic'atQr/separatioh layer, 18-inches' of·common 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 reJDlac'e 9- to 12-[nchesof the top ,soil iayers 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 
tide groundwater t~ble.elevation,'an impermeable layer isnnot conside,reo for this cover system. 

" ' .. 
• ' 'LUes and 'Inspections - The intent of LUes is"to"ensure that, thenand use and site features (soil 

cover, buildings,: and shoreline' stabilization) withifl 'a'desi€Jnated 'area do· not changed and remain in 
place so @:it contact with, cc:>nfarrtinants· at ·concentrations, that;· would' cause an;'unacceptable risk is 
prevenfed'for tHe life of the remedy." To, implement LUCs the ,l'Javy would prepare a Lt:JO RID that 
would ddcwment·the LU'cs, soil cover system O&M' requirements, ; 'cover 'system inspection 
requirementsj;signagePrequirements,and 'organizations 'resJ90hsible tor tl:1e 'implementation of LUCs, 
O&M, and'ihsr:>ectioris;' LUCs:would'also'speGify that a~ditionallactidnfwould:be required in the event 
that Building '3l0"is removedfroril,the 'site. 'L.astIYi'ih'l'jDleme'nted ktlCs would require the continued 
presence of the shoreline istabflization'alongJtA~' entit~'I~ngtH:,of the WDA ,to 'f!.lfeWent-tl:1e release of 
contaminated soil and debris to the near offshore area. For the purposes of the FS and developing 
'a 'costestimatej,:it Was assumed that annual inspections of the cover would,be, conducted tONerify 
. continued effectiveness' of ·the' 'femedy and periodic minor repair to the cover· system an<l:j,'sign 
replacementwouldbe required,'based on the results of annual site inspections. ' 

• Groundwater MOrlitetihgc.!. During'ilTiplementatidn, groundwater monitming wells would be protected 
such that they remain in place. Groundwater monitoring wells disturbed during excavation activities 
would be 'replaced follOwing theexG:avation and.cover.system construction 'I;lcljvitjes assQciated with 
this alternative. A long-term management plan would be·,prepar'edtd provide the requirements for 
groundwater monitoring including sampling frequency, location of wells, action levels, and monitoring 

. exit strategy. For the purposes of the FS iahd develeping a cost estimate,itwas assumed that five 
existing 'monitoring wells' would be sampled annually for ,30 years .and tl:1e groundwater samples 
would be analyzed for lead, copper;, and nickel. " , , . 

" ,-.: ~, ; 
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• Offshore Sediment AccLHiTrulation"Monitoring -.A long.termman&gement'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 insj:lections would take place. For the 
pmposes' of the ipS 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 
mOl'litoring of any identified" sediment. Any analytical monitoring of sediment would, be performed 
under OU4. \' ' 

- 1 

• 'Five~Year Reviews' - Because contaminatiol'l 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 . 

. , ,-·1 

WDA-4 - Unsaturated SoU Removal and Soil Cover with LUCs and Monitoring 
, I ~i ' ;~. .'9\ .: 

Alternative WDA-4 consists of excavation- ano off~yard disposal of the soil and waste located ,above the 
mean ,high tide groundwater table within the limit's of the WDA, LUCs, groundwatep monitoring, "and off­
shdresediment aocumulation monitoring. Contaminated soil and waste, located above the mean high 
tide groundwater table anobeneath Building 310,'would Jemain in place. Oltce excavation is complete, 
the excavation wollid be backfilled with soil to ,return the area'to'pre.oenstruction grades, elevations, and 
surface types. It is :.estimated that an average ,of 6 .. feet of clean soil (including j:lavement ,for parking and 
access) would be placed on top of waste material remaining in the; satmated'-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 pfthe soiLcover 
and to restrict unauthorized aocess and digging within the limits ,of the WDA, and groundwater monitoring 
and ,offshore sediment accumulation monitoring to provide confidenoe that contamination (lead, copper, 
and nickel) in waste ,material is not migratinQ to groundwater at unacceptable levels. The following 
describes the' individual components of ' Alternative WDA-4: 

'I 

• Excavati,on and Offrvard Disposal - Based on'the depth of gro,undwater;during a,mean high tide, an 
average of 6 feet of soil &nd waste material would be excavated from the WDA area. Because the 
soil below Building 310 would remain, the, excavation wpuld ,extend to a depth.of 2 fef;lt adjaceAt to 
BuJlding 310,and,sloped awayfrom the builcting so that the,e)(cavation,do,e~ not affect the building's 
foul')d&tiqn (shoring would b.e,;used as appropriate). The 2 fOot, minimum;excavation depth adjaCent to 
,lITe building would e,nsure,the placement. of 2 feet, of clean soil, over contaminated soihand de/Dris that 
might remain below Building 310 following excavation. ,All exqavate<;l',material would, be stookpiled, 
characterizeo) and, properly ,transpert~d "and dJsppsed off-yard. Confirrnation<samples would be 
coll,ected from the"floQr, ,andlisidewall$' of the excayationareas tQ, id,entify .r;emajning, contaminant 
concentration$, Dl)e to the' depth, of',excavation, 'the 9roun9water,-rnonitori.ng w~!ls 'iocated within the 
lim its, ofexca 'J.E;ltjo J1l ,wou It! be abandoned fd u ri ng the: ex;cavation process. 

• Baokfilling and Cover System - The waste r:emaining bel@w the groundwater table w@uldbe covered 
"with an ~average @f 6 feet of. soil "material and topsoil or. bituminous. concrete to. establish pre­
construction grades, elevations"andsurface types. The differenoe between theWDA-3 cover system 
and the WDA-4 cover system is that no contaminated soil or waste, with the exception of any waste 
present under Bl,Iilding31 0, would ,remain above the groundwater tabJe forAlternatjve WDA-4 .. 

• LUGs arid Inspections 1'"' The L.Ues and.inspections proposed under Altel'native ,WP~-4 would:be the 
same\'as those' presented for Alternative WDk,a. ' ."' 

,:' ,j<' 
>'! 

.' Groundwater Monitoring --' With the exoeption of reinstallingaba'ldoned monitering wells, the 
groundwater mOr:litoring 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 AUernlaUve w[jAt~tWdLlld be(the~same\a§ tf:lose presei!1'~eduhder:Alterriative,WDA":3. 

Five-Year Reviews - Because contamination would remain in excess of levels that aliOIN'tol" 
unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, five-year reviews would~be required under this alternative to 
evaluatethecbntjnuedadelquabydfthe'rerfi~dy: ",' ,.)," ," " ," 

• :'1, f' 
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Description of Defense, Reutilization and Marketing Office CDflMO) Alternativ,es" ,\ 

ORlIIIO,1 - No Action : l' 

• , 0 • 0, >, J,' ' ~ 

This alterrfative is required under GERGLA to establis~l;l,b,asis for:~Qmparis{:ln 'tJith otQer 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 - LUes and Monitoring 

Alternative DRMO-2 would consist of instituting LUGs 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 LUGs 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 unacoeptable human exposure to 
contaminated surface and subsurface soil across the DRMO area. Groundwater monitoring and 
sediment aooumulation monitoring wOl:Jld 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: 

• LUGs and Inspections - The intent of LUGs is to ensure that the land use and site features (buildings 
and shoreline stabilization) within a designated area do not changed and remain in place so that 
contact with contaminal'!ts at concentrations that would cause an unacceptable risk is prevented for 
the life of the remedy. To implement LUGs the Navy would prepare a LUG RD that would document 
the LUGs, O&M requirements, inspection requirements, signage requirements, and organizations 
responsible for implementation of LUGs. 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 aotivities at the site, would also be 
included as part of. the LUGs. It is assumed that existing asphalt or grass-covered areas would be 
maintair,led at the site and fencing would not be necessary as part of the remedy for perimeter control. 
Lastly, implemented LUGs 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 v'erify continued effectiveness of the LUGs and 
that periodic minor repair of warning signs and asphalt would be required, based on the results of 
annual site inspections. 

• 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 F'S 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 
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• 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 indicafj3d that the existing, interim cap meets,Jhe reqyirements of a perm€lnent 
RCRA C cap. " ' ,,' " ',,'" ,"';' "'c 'j "'., '<,,,'r : ,.' ' ,;,:.,,; 

PRMO-3'-Resider'itial Excavation with Offi.yard'DiS'posal,' Lues;, arldlli'lqnltorirlg 
" '~'J '" ~- , l > ' • ,~~: '. " , ( -: '.;. < • 

" 

Alterriative'DRMO-3 w6'bld"cMs'ist oh~xoavation 'and, off-yard disposal of cohtaminated soil within the' 
limits'of thel'DRMO area tharis cau~ing'ar'l' unadce'pb:tble risk, based orrresidentialexposlite, LUCs, and· 
groundwater mO'Aitoring' far"soils'left b'SloW BiJilding 298. This, aJternative would 'include' instituting' LUCs 
to preve'nt unacceptable' human expdsUre'to contaminated 'soil left below Buildihg298. In ad(jitienj' 
groundwater monitoring Would be cOndUcted to provide confidencethatsoircontamination leffbelow' 
BUilding '298 is ,not migrating· to gtou'fidwater at unacceptalJle level~Y The fbllowing' descri~es: the' 
individual components of Alter'nalive DRMO"'3: . ", ',\ "'" 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

);: ".,' , 'I; 

Excavation and Off~yard lDisposai' - It-is, assumed for this FS thaFexcavation to a: depth of ,6 feet 
within the DRMO area would achieve the required removal' of contaminated soil to residehtial,PRGs, 
excluding soil that is located beneath Building 298. Confirmation sample'S would be collected from 
the floor and 'sidewalls';df,the excavatidr'l areas to cohfirm that soil with co hcSnt ratio ns greate'rlhan 

, residential PRGs l'iave't)eeri r~moved. The results oftha'confirmatiOn sampling would direct further 
excavation, 'if needed> AII"excavated material would be' stockpiled, cnaraclerized; aM, properly 

" transpOrted and disposed off-yard. The aetI:Jal'limits and depttl's of excavatio'n would be determined 
by tH'e're~ults of the' confirmation samples. ' , ~:\ ',: , ','" '\i ' n; " 

Site' Restoration" -' 'Following excavation,! the area Will be backfilled to establish pre-construction 
grades, elevations, and surface types using clean soil. 

LUCs.ihBecause' thi~·<alterna~ived.qes .bot'ilicl~(je .Y~~ der:nol.ifion, of BlJildin9, '298, centaminated 
rnatertC!I"IJl,~y remaln;o,tl sit,e{01l9l'Yin9 ~hei'implerii'ehtatiofof tilis ~I~~~nati,v~~ THerefore, folldwin9, the 
completion of the excavation activities, the'Navy .wduld'ihstitut~ LUCs to" r,estrict acCess to the' soil 
within the footprint of Building 298. ,J The Navy would prepare i{LOC'RDithat would dotument' the 
LUQ~, "Q~M r~q4irrmj3nJ~" itW,?,j3ctip,} req~irem~,~ts, sig[1~,~e ,requiremel),t,s,,~n~, prgani~C!t!ons 
re~~pt1~tbtEt for, impl~mer')t~tj(:m 'df LUGs,a,s,,I;l,~eded. ,By l'~rn,Q~ilig 'the C9n,(~minati9h,cau~iQS an 
un~cpep~~bt~ re~f~,e6,~!a,1 ~i1~~1Jh.e shor~line'stabili,z~tion 'revetrnS'n,t ,0r:t' t,h~,we~t~~n' end of the~ D~MO 
ar~a j3xtenqj.!J,~tOBu,ilgjn~ ?98 wo~I~;hRt ge reMir,e;d to: p'te",~~t,t!:i~ ~(9~!O~ ,df~this' soil. F9,r:this 
alternative; 'LUCs wOuld"iibt -require shOreline 'stabilization fOr this pdrtio'n' onhe 'site. Howey~r LUC 
inspections would require the verifica~ion that Building'298 remains for the life of the remedy. 

Gfo'Uridw~ter MOHit6rih9 ,'1 Du,rtng irripl~rn~htaHon?,'· ~he groundw£'~r mdhito'tir')g w,ell 'a's'taoIJ§ned to 
'~~ai~:at~ rri~~~W)~91rg5)rit~rhiQGiti9~.f:rom ,SO),I:~m~~r~~u\!tlirg 2'~~j~~;~;r9Uhc;l~?ter wQul~be ,prgt~fted 
or abandoned an<;l rqpJ~c~d fqllowlng the ~lternatlVe l,mple,mei:1t~tlon.. 1'II19ritQrlIJg of groun<;:ilNater 
wq~,ld be i;:,ontil,lctectU8til, itJia.~, beeH ct~cide9 th~t m,ig/ation 'Of le~d, ,~9PRe'r:'aM:r,icl<el coritami,~Jltion 
fr!;lm ,sRII wqyld nP\le~ulr'in'grQ4nd~~lW ,cbn~:entratiohs:'weat~r . .tB~na,cceptl:tbl~ levels fo'r' hUman 
he~lth' firi<jl the e'rVironltlent. A 'loil~H'erm :mana~erp$l')t pl~r'l' would be prepared to ,provide, the 
re(rl,Jir~(!ie~ts'for~rq~n9,'1l~t~.r mqni,tpring' inclUtl},hg' ,sampling '''freq~.en~y. action,. lev~!s, ,and 
groundwa(er mp.r1il~tl.rHl e~it ~trateg'y.'Fo.r t~e 8'yrpQ$8'sof th~: FS ahd deyegjping 'a qo~f ~stim~te, it 
Was assumed' fhanWomonitoring 'wells would be'''designated'to e\talbat~ migra~lon' of cant am in lit ion 
f{6'm so.il u'nd~f 'B,~i)~ihg' ~~8 to' g~o,u':ldW'a~~'r, woqtd' bE:1'sarT;pl~H"ann'~arly lqf 3~!jye~rs, and' analyzed 
for lelid, cop~Ek;' aHa' r,1ick~1. ".' ' , > I, ." , ',"', , ," 

~ ;' '< ' 1"11' < t) L, \'..1 

5-Y~~t Re~iews ::. 'B'~cause co~taillina:tion may be present unde~' E3uil(jm~r29§ 'arid p~:~au~~'this 
contamination would remain in excess of levels that allow for unrestricted useah'd unlimited 
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. exposure, five-year reviews would be required under this alternative to evaluate the continued 
adequ~cy of the relJ)!3Qy,., " . ., ,. , '/, 

;,1 

j' ~ , t. 
, <­
",', 

DFUVIO~4'.:..,· Construction:W:~rke~iE~cav~tion with' bff-ya~d"disposal, LuCs;c~nd Mo~itor:ing .:,' 

Alternative DRMO-4 8on~i,s~ :9f;p~'llj?L,~x,J~~:'~Jj2n,~Qc;I;~1f,-y~~d. diRP9~~lqf "qF,\l\t1() ar~~}~9\IJJmt tS,cal,l,l;?jIJf! 
an unacceptable risk based on construction worker exposure, LUGs, groundwater monitoring, and 
sediment.accLJrT;lI,Jlatiqn m~rtitoring\ ,J;hi,s a!te.r~atiV~}~9Uld inoll;lc;l!3; il'),stit\:!~ir;lg"~W'~;l?,,to ide,ntify:Byildirj9 2~J3 
and; t~,e shor~!in,establli;ZFltion f!3atyr~,s. C\~, critiGFlL,!3xistjDR>§ite fe~tur!3p lthatJr:JH~~ f!3mairL9!1 sJte,·!o'~'1~W~ 
the inJegrity ,of the, 'r~rrJeqy.t t9,,r~l?,tri9t ,UI1~ut~OJizeq"a9Q~§s: ,t9 a.IJQ·,diggjng; within t~e propo.sed :soil cgY,er 
Iil1Ji,~,a~d ~o prevent !;Inaqceptaqlf? hYrnfll1 eXP'Q§u.r-~ t(:l,90I'JJal(IDi(lated sur:fa(j)~, .an4 sllDsl,ll'face soil ~oros~ 
the,pRi\.10 ar~~l,Gr,Q!Jncj~Flter;r:Pgnitqrir;l§:.an,d s~,dJ.r:nent.acc\:!rnl!lijl~ion monitoring ,«oul~ ~e, c~mc;tucted)o 
proyi~ec90fiqeI)Ge" tQat ,Gontall1iPRtion"I(lea9,cogper" c;tnd "ni\3~,~n in sQi!.i~, notmigratingfr,om. .. the 
contaminated soil left in plaoe to groundwater at unacceptabl§l([e¥,els1 ' • Ba,ssq.,q,l,! th~ dislributiofl qtC.GQs, 
soil containing concentrations of lead greater than 4,000 milligram per kilogram (mg/kg) al)d the entire 
limJts of ,the'ioterifTl caJ:)JElprepenU.helimitlN~f this:pr9posed Jf?mediaLaction. : The\follQwing del)oribes the 
indivipuaL<:;Q!inRGnents,of Alternative DRM<D,.4;" ',,' ' " ), ;~;'N ;,:; ". ,:" 

_ cr '~:<_.' " j <, ., •• \.',~,... ;":1, ' . ;(': "'j' ~. ; <"i '~~~". ~".,~h\: ';-I~ -I .'~.' f , 

• EXc8vruionand Q.ft~yard Disposal- It .i& qssulTled ;fpr this:FStbat, ar).,Flx~r:99J~ excavation depth, of 6 
fe,et ~jthin,th~ DB,~G),'Flrea IJIJOL!lq;~~Qbiev~ tbeJ~quir~d ·remp¥~1. of contaJT1if)i9,.t~q spil to Q(;mstr4<;:tion 

;;vyor~er PRGs .. !3as@~t~n tQ,eiQ!stributior;l of,GQCs, ~oil. contai,ning "porlPent~atic;lI1s of "eaG! ,gr~at~r than 
04,000. mg/kg, c;tnd, th,~,;\e!1tire,nmlts A>t th~., ir;Jt!3rim"CflP Iepresent, the dirnit~of excavatiQ'n fqr, this 
altemative. Confirmation samples would be collected frorn tl;le floor;al)9 .'~i.c;le~alls of'it/:1eEl~oayation 
areas to confirm that soil with concentrations greater than construction worker PRGs have been 
r!3r:nq\(~d. The, aptual, limits.,an~. deptrns91 ~q?v~tjon'iY\l~I:l!d be dJ~ter:mln'ed by~he ~esults 9f the 
confirmation samples. " .", ~ ,,,.'; '"t.' ;,'" 

\ 

• S!~e. Re~tor€ttion ,- .f9110W\rg exca\(a~ionk~,he. Epc;ca~ated ar~~1? wOH!q .. ,'p~,. bqc!dilled to establish ,pre~ 
?PJ1sJfudtiqr grq~~s, el~vaJipn~"a~;d ~rf~?;t :ty,p,~~~ ·US.ltl~r~GI~an .. ~qil farlQ~R~,y~,rnent. wt;lere!:p~~?Ss~ry. 

t. ~;~~ area tt;lat c~rr.ert,lx Cd~Ja,I.~~~t~~ Intenm .rap wouJd b~r.J~;stor~d,t~, Qr~qes that prom9te ppsltlve 
drainage a~~ m~tqb th~,&.!Jrr;~un9JrIR;~r9g~s of the ,9,RMQ"~re~,,. ~.":('. 

• "~u.9s 'and Insp~ct(6~',- Bec~us~'tBi~"i3:ltern~~ive go~~" nofin~14oe ~~~p~y'atj~n 'to resi~i~!Jtial' ~l!(posure 
, ,~rit'erii:l or' 1h~. d~mQfitior of B'uiJding 29~,. cQnta,r]ioated, material WOl.llq remain):)il ~ite fql!p,~irg the 

" . ,irjip.!emE?l1tatio,p 'i?f'~hi~ ~I!~r~~ti*e. 'l~:~ a r~sy.)\, ;~4C~ : ~epl~, De insfi~uteQr:g~~[\t~~' eqW~~:~,~M9 ;~r~a; 
. the LUCs proP9s~d ,U.r:Jde~·A!teroRJI'l,e DRMp,)~ "'«Hul~U~~ \H~ sam~ ~q tl1q~,e j;W3~ent~d f<?,r AI~e,rnatlve 

DRMO-2. " , . '.; , .... ". "'4 ", '" . ,. ", 

.', "r-~t i. ,Lt ... ; ;'- ;~~, cc; let ·,'ji·~t; Irs:" ;--, ,-.", 

• . Groundwater Monitoring -, CQ.rI~~!Tlinat~d, matettal fr.om Jhe in'~rim capggg, area wou.ld be removed 
·'u.h~erft1T~ alfernative'; I1QW,(;),~er.:])eC'aLJ~~e 'til is alt,el'rialiv~"~o'es':d\o( ihcj~i<!f~E,ej(cavation to r~~ide'ntiai 

. -"":i ~" . ' ,~ 'c' ;"(fO! . ,~"d':" flo) /,.<, :-1· f'~ ~}',; .,' ! .4 'f'i . '"n ~'_f _\' ':.'\ ~~_; ! \ ~-' ~L .', L ',I" 

; ,,~~pOS,Yrf? crit.~t!a 91' lpe .~~rt1;9}jtjHn;.o.f 1 Bi:d.lo,i,9!i 2~8, }Q~Wrriln~t~~,}11~~~tWI) 1JI{91.i1~l ri:m~'ain" on site 
, " ,fp-llfl,YVlng th,e rtnpl~.rn~n,t~t~Qi9,pf.1hrs'~,1ternatlve. D4flnQ rmplem,~nt~tronn~;r,q~l1dwat~r m.~mlt;o~rn!J )Neils 
:r·,Wp,ul,o;.,bEf ~\ote.Pt~g,,~~9.tl;'QftllMy.p¥Q:Jl~iQ·.ih .plaA~ .\brfi~t~j iii.~f,neon~~.:ff.\d: replac,ep fplldWin~, th~ 

, ~~me9r~1 actlon}l1WPCI~~~~.If'mQ;, t?J§);tltyr~~,trye,:. :¥9f1rtor!pgt,flfi gJ,O(J~~~ilJ~r 1(V9U!d b.1t C;:9Q~I,JR~~(j until 
It hasbeen.d~cldeClith~.!mlgratl()n of lead, cQr:n;>i~r,.,and,nIG~~lconl~HT!!n~t!R!l f{om ~oll wquld nqV~sult 
ingi'Q,u ng,\wate'r cQnbeQtration~ grec;tter ·,than ,acceptable 1.~YerS for n~:iT1an h~$:!th arig the ,.~nvWoQtrient. 

<' .',' ';'.} \', j,>.,!?t·~",!,.?), Ii(.' -'. ,l" I-.·'_r;:;;·-rl,";{ :''''.,' .~d -; .f!,~",,~< t. t-",. .if~· ' ... "\~ O":'.1:-"·:'lit, :"." 

,A. ,lor~~WrrtL i;n<\l;ti~~~W~rt.i pJ~n ,'lYb,ulp:,~~"Br.eR~r~q ~~, Rro'lid~ t,1i'e:re!:fyjlt~111~nts, }Qr 9.rQ~n,g~ater 
mo,nitoripg mQ},4,9iAl;f~,~[l:iplin9~t~gu~6qy,')g;¢~ncgrrqf w~II~,.,Cl?'lpri leY~,I~, ~ga),~9:Qi~gri~Q exit ~~r~~,egy. 
Fdr'the purposes 6f' tYIE:! frS arid"'developing a cost 'estimate; it 'was as§9i1]~,~:'I:Y«f'tW:O: moriioring ,wells 
down gradient of Building 298 would be sampled annually for 30 years ancffl1ree monitoring wells at 

;:tl~}1~~'c~MP:.~OUlleJ.9,~,~qITPle(tftnr)u~IIYJqr.,5 yeaxP' A" grourlQr.'~t~r ~al1lel~~ wo~l9, ,~e ~n~ly;ze.9 for 
'~;f'1!.;9Pper, ~nu ,nlQ),;,-e: ; ,".',. -;' ',.' " ',' 'f " .. -, .. 
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• Offshore Sediinent AeeurTllJlation Monitoring - Because th'is alternative does 'not include excavation 
, ," to residehtial'exposureeritetia or' th~ demolition of Building 298, contaminated material would remain 

'on' site following' the implementation of tMis alternative. As a result, theoffshme sediment 
accumulation mbriitoringactivitiesprdposed under Alternative' DRMO-4 would' be the same as those 

, presented for Alternative 'DRMO-2.' , , 

• 5-Year Reviews - Beeause'contamination may be prese'nt under 'Building 298 and because 'this 
contamination ,would remain'in excess of levels that allow far unrestricted use' and unlimited 

'exppsure, five-year reviews would be required' under this alternative to evaluate the continued 
': ade!quacy of the remedy.' 

DRM,O-5 - Construction Worker Excavation and RCRA CCap with Off-yard DisPQsal,LUCs, and 
Monitoring', " ' 

,-,', 

Alternative DRMO-5 consists of excavation' and off-yard disposal of soil that is "causing an unacceptable 
risk base'do'n 'construction workerexposure,'coh~tructing a permanent RCRA (:reap system o\l~r the area 
where' 'the"current interim cap is cOhstructed, lUC§" groundwater monit(l)ring, and offshore sediment 
accumulation r'ribnitori'ng. This alternative'would include institUtihg LtlCs to ,ide'ntifYSiJildihg'298"and the 
shoreliile' stabilization :features as critieal 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 contaminationi(lead, copper, and nickel) in :~oil(isnot migrating to groundwater at 
unacceptable levels.' The'J remedial action limits for AlternativeDRMO-5, are ,the ,same as those in 
Alternative ORIVIO-4. The following ciescribes,theindividual components of Alternative DRMO-5: 

• Excavation and Off-Yard Disposal - Alternative DRMO-5 consists,of excavating the soil identified in 
Alternative DRMO-4 outside the fimits of the interim cap and transporting this material to an off-yard 
di~posalfacility. Confirmation samples would be ;"c<;>lIected fr9m the floor ano sidewal,ls of the 
excavatioll are.as to confirm that soil with concentrations greater than construction'workerPRGs have 
been removed. 

~ i " 

• Site Restoration - Following excavation, the excavated area would be backfilled to establish pre­
construction grades, elevations, and surface types using clean soil and pavement. 

• 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 $tate 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 DRIVIO. 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. 

• 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, woulcl institut!3 lUGs to r~str\ct'accessH1Qthe soil ,~qrq~s the limits of 
"t~E3 DRMP ~re~, inoluEling,the foptprint of Buildi!1g 298., The Navywquld alsQ, ins!itute, LUCsto restrict 
th~ !,Ise oJ tb!3 area todts current use a,nd ,restrict future uses of, the rerna,ining DRMOarea, to protect 
the intE3g~ity of theF\CRA G c~p:"The NaYY would prepare ,a, J,..UC flQ thal,wou,IEI !'locument the L,UGs, 
soil capping system O&M requirements, capping system ins,pection requi~el1lents, signage 
requirements, and organizations responsible for the implementation of LUGs. Lastly, implemented 

,LUGs"would r!3quirethe contipued pr,efllence of ,~be shoreline stabilization,along the elJtirefl~ngth of, 
, the, DR.~O to preyerit the release of cpntaminate,d soH and Elebris, to the, nearoff~liore area" For the 

purposes of the FS and developing a, cpst estimate, it ,was assumed ann1l91 insp!3ctions ofJh!3., cover 
would be conducted to verify continued effectiveness of the remedy and periodic'minor rep~ir)o the 
cover system would be required, based on the results of annual site inspections. 

• ,GroundwatecM0nitoring';:' During implementation, groundwater monitoring wells,would be protected 
such that they remain in place or are abandoned and replaced following the remQYFlI, aqti(;m 
associated with this alternative. Monitoring of groundwater would be conducted until it has been 
decided th'i1t migra,ti.on pf' leacllcopper, and, ,l)iOKel contamina~ior;l, from sojl, would; not reS,[Jlt in 
grolin,~water concentrations greater ~han aoceptable:Jevels for human ~,ealth, anq,theerwi,rpnment. A 
IOFlg~term I rn~mag~mem, plall WOUld, be p,reparedto provi,de ,the, fequiremems ,for,,!gr~,uRdwater 
monitpring iQcluding sampling treQ4enq,Y, lopation of we,lIs,: action levels,- ,and monitpring exit s$r,ategy., 
Fpr, th,e, purpose of the fS anq developiFlg a cosLestimate, it was assumed that five mp!1iJori!1g wells 
wOl,!ld be sam,pl,ed ann.ually for 30 years. All groundwater samples would be" analyzed, for: lead, 
copper, ancj nickel. ' 

• Offshore Sediment Accumulation Monitoring - Because this alternative, does not include excavation 
to,resideFltial,exposure criteria or' the demolition of Building,29B, contaminated material would remain 
on site following the implementation of. this alternative. As a result, the, offshcire sediment 
accumulation monitoring activities proposed under Alternative DRMO-5 would be the'same as those 
presented fMAlterFlative DRMO-2. 

• Five-Year Reviews - Because contamination would 'remain within site soil at concentrations' greater 
than 60'hdentratibns that woulEl alldw for unrestrictea ,uss"of the site and 'Unlimited exposure to site 
soil, five-year reviews would be required under this alternative to evaluate the continued adequacy of 
the remedy. 

~ .", . 
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1.1 PURPOSE.OF"REPOi=lT 
! I', ' . > ~ t' ,.:: '1 

This F~~sibliity:Study :(FS) Report fo'r O'perable Unit (OU) 2 at Portsmouth l'Java'l Shipyard'(PNS), KitterY, 

Main~, was prepared byiT~tra TE~6h NUS, Inc. (TtNUS) for the Unit~d States b~partfnent of the Navy, 

Naval' Facilit'ies Erigineering'60mmand"'(I'JAVFAG) Mid~Ada:ntic un~der th~' Compreh;ensive' Long-Term 

Envitontnerit~I' ACtion Navy tCLEAN) p'rogram, Contract 'Number 'N6246i~04-b-0055~''CohtracCTask 
Order (CTO) 444. This report describes the formulation and evaluation of remedial alf~:rhatiVi3s to 

address the unacceptable risks at OU2 based on the results of the Supplemental Remedial Investigation 

(RI) Repdii for QU2 (TtNU8,"S'Optetnber2008March 201Ch. This "FS'was 'preparedtd fulfill the 

rer~;uire~ent~ 6f tt18 don;~rehensiv~ Environme~al' Re~po~se, bompensatf~n, and" Liability Act 
\.>'..,. , .. <~ ; (" f<;:~ ;.' '-; .. ~ .. < _ ., ;'<!"'/'''_ I~.' ~: ':< . r~ ,:,;';,,~ \"'~' 

(CERCLA). as arriendea by the Superfund Amendllientsand' fleauthorization Act:' As 'required' by 

CERCLA, primary consider~tidh is giV~h 't6 'rerh~dl~1 alternativ~s'that' pr.ovlde adeqllate' protkction' bf 
human health and the environment and alternatives that attain or eXgeed the regul~tory requirements and 

guidance that may potentially govern remedial activities (see S~btion'\2.6). Therefdre: in addition:to 

CERCLA requirements, this FS was also prepared with con~ideration of other regulatory requirements 
-.' ;' , !'. , ~::' , . J -. ' " 

and guidance, as appropriate. 

, ':- ". -".' 

~.2 SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES . . ~ , ','.; ~ , ' ;I, 

The purpose of this FS is to address the contamination and OU2 site risks for~xposu"re~ to soil. future 

potential groundwater migration. and future potential soil erosion in surfaGe and subsurfaGo soil at OU2. 

OU2 'consiS'tS of' siig 6 '.1: .the' IJef13ns'e P1eutilizatlbn and Maiketing Office (DflMO) Storage 'Yard, the 

,I DRMO impact ~rea; andSite'29 - Fbrrn~fT~epee Incinerator Site\ : THr'Ou'gh::ollt'fhe rem'afnde'rof this FS .. 

Site 6 an(:rpO'rtr6nsO(Sitei~9:ar'e'!re!fEirri3d to' as 'tne DRMd area arid"the remainder orSite 29'is referred 

to as the W~aste Ggisposal gArea. ' The alternatives were developed in this FS based on the conclusions 

and recomrflendatidhs' presented 'In the OU2"SGpplemeMtal RF Report: ThisFS provides an evaluation of 

~remediar alterhktive!§ lh'address uhacceptable' ~isksfo'r 0U2: The evaluation included options ffi 

addition, this Fig pre'iide~r an oIJaluatiori' of shorellriestabiliz3tion aJternati'les to' protect the offshore area 

(offshore area is pa.-t of OU4) from potential impacts associated with OU2 contamination: hoWever. "--+!he 

Gcontamination in the offshore area adjacent to OU2 will not be addressed as part of OU2. The offshore 

ar~a: is'lhCiudea in the .[jRM~: Storage Yare area'of concern of 'OU4; Based on the'risk e\ialuation in the 

OLJ2,dSu'pplemi!mtaF'RI Re'pbrt/ 'ex'pd~tJr~' to'~groundwater does non)'ose Liriaccetl!tt!ljle riSks 'for. OU2 

rece'ptorsectsed oii'G~rrorlt 'GOAd,bti6ris.' is Rat'a 'rriedtelm of GORGorn>for\ GU2.· " 
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This F~) fulfills ,~h~ requi(~ments af CERe.LA anct is can~istent with ,United States~nv!ranmelltal 

pratectial:,l..Agen9Y (l)$EPA) O.l,.Iidc;tnce. far Cqndyoting Remedial Inve~tigatians and Feasibility .Stuqie~ 
. • . b' • • ~ • .,< • ' _ ; ..' ,~. 

urder, ,C.pSCY' (USEPA" Oc~ab~r 1,988) and .me N9;vy, Ervirpnrnenta! R~staratian Program (Nf:;~F~) 

Manual,. Ch9pte,r ~r Re;mediallnve~tig'\ltian/Feasibilit~ Study (Navy~ August ~o.o.6)., 
','1 

1 .. 3 REPORT ORGAf',IIZA110N 

"rhis repart h~s bee'n dividedint~the'fOllawing five ~'ectians: 

• Sectian 1.0. - Intraductian: This sectian pravides a descriptian af the purpose, scape, and abjectives 
, ' ~-

af the FS. Thts sectian also' pravides a summary af backgraund information and the OU2 

Supplement~1 RI Repart 

• Secti.an ~.O, - Hemedial, Aotian, Qbje.ctive~;" This §epti<;ln presents Appliqapl~ or, Rele~ant and 

Apwr.apria,te Hequirementl?, (AJ:tARs), the medium Clf cqnceJt;1, RAOs, preljrnina,ry ~emediatiQn gaal~ 
~ " ','" ,,< ,'", . 

(PRGs), ,aQ.d 1:iJeasang v,alumesi,af sa,iI to, be ,addr~s.sed ~y the rem,edi~1 <;llt~rn<;ltive~, for 9U2. 

, . ,section 3.0. - Identificatian and. Screenjl')g,af TeCh,n91,og!es and Q,evelaplJ;1,Emt oJ ,.l\I,ter;nativeJs:, This 

sectian.dil?cus,se~ tMe general respanse aoti~nsi(GRAs) identified to' at1<;lin~he RAO~, the S(i;reen,ing af 

technalqgy types. and prace,Ss aptions, descr!ptiQ~alJd"evahJatian af t~chnQIRgjes!, and develapment 

, af alteroa,tives. 

• Se,ctian 4.0 - p~scriptiOI1 and Detailed Analysis; af Rer.ne~ia! Altern;<;ltive.s~, ,This sectian de~cribel? the 

,\, cancel?tual de~ign af,the alteJnalives and disCl;J§ses the detaile9 ,anf!ysis af, ,alternat,ives \Js(t;1g, the 

seven criteria af the I\latipnal Oi", and,Hazardgu~. S\,Jbstances Pol,lutian CaIJtJvs'enpY·:flap (NCP)~ 

Seotion 4.0 also inoluE!es the E!esoription anE! E!etaileE! analysis· ef the shoreline stabilization 

alternatives. 
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• ' Section 5.0 ";"00r'nparative AnalysiSdf Alternatives: This section provides a comparison of the 

. alternatives using:the'detailed'analysis information in Section 4.0. 

Appendix A provides supporting information including a discussion of PRG development and calculations 

used' in, the development' and' evaluation' af'remedial alternatives. Appendix B provides altern'ative:.! 

specific ARARs tables. 'Appendix C prQvides:thecost estimates for the alternatives. Apl'lendix 0 includes 

area and 'quantity oalcUI~tions. Appendix E includes the, soil washing J1lilot studies performed at OU2, 

Appendix F ~inCillde§'r~sponses tcrcomme'nts'on the, draft and draft fiMI documents, as appropriate. ' 

MiA Lites 'ff:Om teehriieal meetings to Fesol'Je e9mments' on the' draft and draft final deoument' \\'iII also be 

inoluded in AppendixF'" . 
. ,', 

1.4 ,FACILITY AND OU2BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Adesc.~iption ,of PNS and th~, bistory of ,the fa,cility, ~s w~nas a description and history, of OU2; are 

pr9vioe,d, in thiSl?ec!jon. 

, 1.4.1 F~cilityDe~~iption ami History 

PNS is a military facility with restricted access on an island located in the Piscataqua River, as shown on 

Fig~re 1-1.' PNS is '~eferred to on Nati~nal bce~nic and'At~osPheric Administration (NOAA) nautical 
-' " 

charts as' Se~veylsland, with the eastern tip g'iven the name Jamaica Island. Clark's Island is to the east 

attach~d by ~ r~ck ca\Jseway to Seave/lsla~d. The Pi~cataqua River is a'tidal estuary that forms'the 

s~uthern bo~ndarY b~tween Maine and New Hampshire. PNS is loc~ted in Kittery, Maine, ~orth of 

Portsmouth, New Hampshire,: at the mouth of th~ dr~at Bay Estuary (commonly refer~~d to as 
J • , 

Portsmouth'H~rbo~). " 
. I' 

PNS i~ eng~g'ed' in the conversion,ove;haul, and repair of submarines for the Navy. ~he long history of 

shipbuilding in Portsmouth Harbor dates back to 1690, when the first warship launched in North Anieri~~, 
the Falkland, was built. PNS was established as a government facility in 1800, and it served as a repair 

,\ ", I 

and building facility for ships during the Civil War. The first government-built submarine was designed 

and ,cor;u~tn.jcteQ 8,t PN,S. ,d!)ring World W~r I. A large number of, submarines have ,been, d,esigned, 

e~mstrusted, ?nd repaired ~t this tacility since 1917. PI~S continu~~ to s~r:vice $ubrpar.,ines as its primary 

milita:ry focus:, , 

'i .. , ... ; 

Prior to CERCLA prd Re~qurqe 'Y<;>,nse'rva,tipn and, ~ecoveryAct (RCFlA), regulation at eNS, 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 (000) Installation Restoration Plan 
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(lRP)., Paralleling CEROL,A, th~ IRP. focuses on th~ cleanup of lilQ.ntamina,tionfro,r;Thpast ha,zar,dol;Jswaste 

operations and past hazardous material spjJls.,::J"he IRJ?, i~'h.Jrth,er discuss,ed inth~1.aite Manag~ment Plan 

(SMP) for PNS [Amended Fiscal Year (FY) W1.Q] (Navy, March 2008February 2010). 

Inve,stigations of ha,~ardoul;i:~ub~t;:lnceJeleases,at I?f't.JSl;>egan in 19,13:3 wit.h the·ln,itia,I'Asses&ment Study 

(lAS)'(W~ston, June 198:3)., USE;PA became 'in'l.olvedwith ,F3NS, in 198q w,hen the agency ,requested 

information on PNS' ha~ardOl"l3wastes 8,ljIdGon<!luctec! !'!"vi&ual site inl;!Rection unoer:the authority of RCRA. 

SinGe ' 1'9~e., ,Maine Department of Environmental I?Joteotion (MEIJEP) has aJsoprQvidec! oVEm~igh\ of 

investigation C!.nd, remediation at PNS. In March 1@8~, !,JSEPA is&ued C!. Corrective Action Permit-under 

the RCRA Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984 (USEPA,,;.Marqh 1989) that 

required PNS to investigate 13 Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) and take appropriate corrective 

action. Until the mid-1990s, investigations C!.t, PNS, were c.Qndu~ted. under. ROIilA 'authority. Effective 

May 31, 1994, PNS was included on the National Priorities List (NPL), and subsequent studies have been 

cemdu'cted' under 'the a'uthority of CERCLA;' commonly krlown 'as'Superfund. Gdns'isterit' with the 

transition from RCRA to CERCLA, the SWMU terminology was replaced with "site.'" 0ngoing' 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 both RCAA ana cliFfcl:2A: criteria'. 

, • , • ,~. ~l -, ( ! • 

The Federal Fa<;:ility Agreem~nt (FFA)for PNS was signed I;>y USEPA and the l\Iavy in September 1999, 

became eff~~tiv~ Februa~ 2000, andl~uper~~d'es the' HSWA Permit. The S:tate~f' Main~ has elect~d ~o~ 
" ~ ., ,;', .,'i ,,' .,':;., ,.' 4.'~~ i"~ 7, "'~' ;;, _. :~!.\'. ,,;' 

to be a party to the FFA, at this time. Howe\(er, the state is afforded a participatory role in the site 
':' , °'2 ' I '-"". ~?".': . '.. ',.: . , " '. j"-' < " ,~ I " :'. ". -"' :. 

remediation process by virtue of C,E,RGLA. , Among other things, the FFA outl,ines roles and 
";", ~'<.' '-: >'~" " ,',' [ J') .~"~.~ "". '~~r' C"} )<' 

responsibilities, elj>tablishes deadlin,es/schedules, outlin"es work to be performed, and provides a dispute 
i-~ , " .; , ,'. ,~. "';'Y)" .'~ ". " "~," • , 

re~olution process for primary documents. The FFA for PI\lS ensures that CERCLA deci13ions will be 
,> I ",.-' 

consistent with RCRA and other federal and state hazardous wal3te statutes and regulations as 

appropriate for the sites C!.t PNS. USEPA, MEDEP, and the Navy continue to work t9wa~d site cleanup at 
"' : : ",~I r: ~ ),," " , -, ' , 

PNS under CERCLA. 
}i l .. 

. ,~ , 
1.4.2 OU2 Description 

~ , ~- • . b' 

QU2 is located in' the south"'cehtral portidn of PNS' along the Piscataqu8 River 'as shoYln on Figure 1-1. 

0U2''Consists ofSiter6 - DRMO 'Stoh:fge Yard and Site' 2'9 -'l=ormer'Teep~e InCinerator Sit~. The DRMO 

impact area (Quarters S, N, and 68) was included in OU2 because this area was thought to bEHtrlpacted 

by particulate deposition from DRIVIO Storage Yard activities. The general layout of OU2 is shown on 
" ' 

Figure'l-2. Because OU2 is oh the'shorefine, OWtis adjacent to 084, theoffshdre area. 

, I , ,t 
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OU2 currently and historically' included residential (Quarters S, N, and, 68) and 'industrial/occupattonal 

(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 Sand N and west of 
, ': -, ,.' . .. ' ~ , ,,', i' "'" .', .. , . . ! " , ,', i' r 

Building 298. The DRMO Storage Yard is responsible for the reuse, transfer, donation, sale, or disposal of 

excess and surplus Do'D property in New England. DRMO Storage Yard ope'ratiohs';afe 'co'nducted In the 

paved portion of the fenced area. The 'ihtEfrlm capped area (formerly 'usedfo'r DRMO ope~ations) adjacent 

to the' area currently used as the e>RMO storage area is cove~ed with grass. The interim capped area is 

barricaded (by jers~y barriers) and restricted from DRMO use and activities. The currerit' operaHbhs 'use 
" ,_ • ' 'I .., 'I ~ . ' ~ ,~ .'. ~'.' 

temporary trailers and buildings; there are no perman'ent buildings located at the DRMO "Storage Yard. 

Dumpsters for solid wastes are stored 'in the fenced area west of the'DRMO Sto~age Yard. Two buildings 

are located in the Site 29 area; Building 298 is used for office space, and Building 310 is a hose·handling 

facility. There are no hazard6us waste-related acti~itie's at dU2, and bazardous cnemica.'is ~re not used as 

part of any cif the current operations atOU2. ' 

The DRMO Storage' Yard, dumpster storage area, and areas surrounding Building 298 and 'west ~f 

Building 310 are'paved. The' ~reas north, east, and south of Building 31'0 are bovered with vegetatioh. The 

DRMO Storage Yard and Buildings 298 and 31'0 are located in a "relatively flat area, approximately' 10 tb 
30 feet lower than the surrounding area (including Quarters S, N, and 68) te--tAe-north and approximately 10 

to 50 feet lower than the «;irea te-tAe-northinorthwest northeast of Building 310. There is a steep slope 

Dot'Ne~n the ~re~ to tho north and northWesteast 6t Building 310 and ~h'e"OU2 are'a.~; the'area fs 

wooded, and bedrock outcrops are visible among the trees: Most of OU2 is locl3.ted on filled land as defined 

by the 1901 shoreline and the current s~hreline (shown as'the mean "low 'w'ater line) on i=igur~ 1 :2. Quarters 

S, N, and 68 are used as militarY residences and ~'rE~ located on the originalisla'nd (defined by the 1901 

shoreline). B'uilding 348, ioeated to the west of the DRMO Storage ¥ard, is a shredder facfiity that was built 

in the 1990$. An i~active reserVoir is locat~d northeast of Building 310. 

The OU2 shoreline is steeply sloped and has shoreline erosion controls including rip rap along theDRMO 

Storage Yard shoreline, south of Building 298, and southeast of Building 310, and a seawall along the 

shoreline south' of Buildihg 31'0. As part of ~hbreiln'e ~fabilizatioh to prevent site soils from erodir'lg. 

Igiprap was piab'ed along portions of th~ 002 sh~reiine in 199'9; 2005, 2006, and 2008. The se~wall is 

approximately 12 feet'high' a:rid appea'ts,'to be COilstrJcited ofba'se layers of stone b'lockson which a 
1 _ t 1 , • _ , , , ; ' ) I" .'~ '" ,~ i ~' , ~--" ~' \ ':. .'. ' 

concrete wall was pou red. The seawall has been In ~Iace sln'ce'the 1940s. There IS a small Intertidal 

depositional ~rea to the' 'ec1!.~t of OU2. A sediment ahd mussel sarrtpling location at MO'hitoring Station 
, . ~ " ' .' ,_ • f _ - ~ , ~ , ' . 

(MS) 11 'of the Interim'Offsnore Monitoring Program for OU4 is in this depositional area, 'and two mussel 
, 
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sampling locations at MS-11 are located in the central portion of the OU2 shoreline PTtNUS, Nev.ember 

2004). The boundary of MS-11 (see Fjgwre 1.2) defines the boundary of the,DRMO Storage'Yard. 

, 1.4.3 OU2 History 

The are~ occupied by OU? was originally known as Henderson's Point, named after a portion .of land that 
, .' ". ' , . ' . 

was rem(:)Ved in the. early 1900s. Before. the 1 ~90s, the area no~, ld,entified as Site, 29 w9s consider~d 

part of t.he DRMO $torage Yard (Site 6),. The m~in activities that occurred at Site 6 wen~ related to 
~, ';'~, • ~;; : • ~;. i • ~ " 

QRMO Storage Yard operations, and the main act,ivities that. occurred ir the Site 29 area were. relateq. to 
> '\ ~ -. J • J. " ,-, 1, ~, , : 

oPen burning, iqql,J,~trial incineratipn, and waste dil?pos~l, a!3. ~iscussed below. Histq~ic~J, i,nform~tion on 

OU2 was m,ainly obtail1~p from;,the. lAS (Westpn" June 1~8~)., a repor1;,on tre (QI~tory of the ~HMO 

Storage Yard area prepared by the Shipyard (PNS, J,anuary 1997), and review of historical maps. 
? " ~ '. > _ '" ~ 'f '> 

~ J, 1 !, v " I" 
Before fillillgbeg~n in the area,. QUq,rters S Cj.nd N were located near the historical (1901) shoreline in a 

, . -', ,}!. r, .l-' 

generally residential area. The majority of the filling in the area was condt,lct,eq, betw~en J 9<J? and 1908 

with material from the excavation of Henderson's Point. The excavated material from Henderson's Point 

app;:lrently included excGlvated.soil, gravel, and rock fragment and wood from a cofferdam. Ot,her debris 
, - I. ':0 ' 

(including material sl,lch ~s wood from removed structures) generated duriqg the excavation a~tivities was, 
" . , , • ..' l Ji ; " t· ,~-) " 

alsQ.. apparently includeg.in the fill m~t,erial. Additional filling was conducted periodically throughout the 
,. ~ 

history . .of site usage. 
, , . 

The first re,portl;ld use.oJ the DArylP ,~torage Xarg Cj.reGl was for a stone cq.Jsher facility (Building 145) used 
• F ' , • "I 

from 1919 until ~he ,19,50s when the building wasOem9lJshed. The stone crusher facility was located 
~" ' , , 

southeast of ~uil,ging 1 ~2. The DRfv10 Storage Yard was t;lstaplish~d in 1920. Materi.Glls r~portedly 

stprE1d at the DRMO Slgrage Yard inclu<jeq lea9 and ni9kel-cadmium batt~ry elements, motors, 
, . 

typewriters,~ pap~rwq?uctl3" and scrap rT]etal. The major haz~rdous m,ateria,ls. of qoncern ~~ere the .Iead 

battery cells and plates that were stockpileq on uncovereg pallets. Nickel-cadmium batteries. were Cl,lso 
I' • '" ",,' , , 

stored in this manner. Scrap metal storage was conducted in Building 146 until 2000, and the building 

was demolished around 2003. .. ': f '-." ",., 

Hi~torically~ QRMO Storage Yard oper~Jions primarily Cl,ppear t~ have occ\.lrred iq."he current fenced area 

of the PRMOStorage Yard (including the, interim c:SlPped areGl), put operations could haVe occurred in 
, , " J. ,'-' ';-r : , I " :' :~,' • " > 

adjacent areas. AdditiO.nal information obtained from the Shipyard in 2Q08 shows thatDRMO activities 
" r ."' . '. " ( -. .. ", -;' " .;- ., ,.~. -; . \" f " ~ i 

were conducted.in what is referred to as the dumpster storage area and adjacent to the south of Building 
• :," i~ .~ - t." " ~ ~'i " ~ , '," ~ -. '; i ' ;{'", < "-, ; " -r, -, ; .. ' 

348. When railroad lines were used to transport materials to and from the DRMO. loading and offloading 
, .' /" , " ' ,~, ,-. Of: ,. "I 0 ,- -. • • ~,' ;,,' ':' ~ - - "; r -; .. ",' 

, of these materials also occurred ,in the area south O.f Building 348. near the DRMO entrance. ' Snow 
, ~.,. I • j.i : f ." • ; ',_ ,;. l . 

plowing in the DRMO Storage Yard also appears to have pushed equipment or pieces of stored materials 

to adjacent areas, including the offshore area. For example, scrap metal h~s been observed in the area 
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north 'of Building. 146\ and, parts of batteries' were observed along the shoreline befero"sj::joreline; €!lonttols 

'ilero plasotL In a:'Gldition, scrap metal ,was stored in large piles within the DRMO Storage Yard,(adjacent, 

to the DRMOStorageYard fence'by'Building 146 and in the interim capped ares' before it Wa.s cappeddn 

1993), and pieces of scrap metal may have been moved to areas adjacent to the DRMO Storage Yard 

dl~Jrhg site :operations. Activities, such as ~Qpen ,storage of ,batteries and ot.hecmaterials, that could hqve 

Gausedcontarnirrants to be Jeached'or;,otherwise released by'pathway-s, suc,h as infiltration or runoff; were 

te'rminated in l3.pproximately 1983.· In 1993, interilt,. 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 

discantiiiued;beforethe interirTf'cap;was installed.,SnoWplowing~to theoffsnore area was discm;tinued in: 

the 19805 oH990s.' In '1;991 .. the' Shipva.rdconducted soil, removal from what'isnowthe: 9umpster' 

storage area. Soil was excavated to a depth' wherei'rockflarge, boulders) was. encountered, the 

excavation backfilled with soil and the area paved, and the excavated material was disposed off base. 

The exact area oFfhe:S0i1'removal in the dumpster storage area is il'10t known .. 
, i 

Filling of the remaining portion of OU2, referred to as the WYllaste ,ggisposal Agrea, may have begun in 

the 19205. This area was filled with ;I!laper, \ wood, rubbish, and cash. The ash is reportedly from open 

bumingof trash thatwas Gonducted in the waste disposal area from approximately 1918,.until 1965; when 

the <!l=!espee1 +lncinerator was built. Ash frem the Teepee IlnCiherator was "also disposed.'in the, WYllI;!.ste 

.QQisposa.IAgrea. Onsite dispdsal ended, 'around 1,975' wherl offsite Glisposal'of, trash.bega'n. Materials 

identified in soil bo'rings loca:ted. in the w.~aste·' ,ggisposal Agrea are' generally consistent with the 

badkground';information ahd'inGlude ash, cinders~ wirel"glass,> wood, and metal, ,pieces. AsbestoS was 

alsQ,found'in the waste alsposal 'area during'exoavation of the,Building,3l0 founda:tion. 

; i'L ',} 

Metallic debris'ol:is'erved in,surfaoe soil near thebedrock'outcrop:east:of Building 310 is likelyfrorn,the 

waste dispos'al area and 'was relocated during' grading.that occurred"during the construction of Buildings 

298 and"31 0.' ,,'!.'<, , ' " ' " 

, " , .. , ~_ -ll 

The +!eepee'.\incinerator (Building ~29Q)"was built in'1965 and used to burn waste ,materials ·until 1975., 

The incinerator was used primarily,fo'r'the disposal' of wood"paper, and rubbish, with occasional burning 

of cans of paint and solvents. Ash from the incinerator was deposited south of the incinerator (in the 

WYllastet-l9gisl!)(Dsal'Ag rea) until 197:1; when 'tile incinerato-r resiElue began to be landfilled'in',theJamaica 

Island Landfill (OU3, located approximately. f,OOO:feet·hortheast ofOU2) and,the K,itte'ry muniaipallandfill. 

The incinerator ceased operations in 1975 and was demolished soon after operations ended. 

'L -.' 

Building 298 was built in 1975 and ,was used as an industrial waste water treatment facility until the 

19805. Clean closure urids'r R'cRA ~~s db8~m~rit~d i'n! M'ay 1'997 ~hd a2di~pted by MEDEP' ih November 
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1997; The building is currently used as office space. In 2002, the. Shipyard excavatecl a utility treneh te 

place :(le'll utilitie,~ to servic'e the offices. Th,e excavated soil was qisposed off base. the,~trenchwas 

backfilled with' clean filLmaterial,and t~e trench is, considereO.a cle.anarea within the'OU2;boundary. ;~ 

There is:8steep hill (lorth of the CQncrete wall, north of Building 298and northeast of Building 172 .{fC?flJiler 

sandblast grit. storage hopperL The ,top oHhe hooper is· atAhe top of· the, hill: Histori.caLinfarmation, for 

OU2:do,es not indiqate that lthis hill was. used ,for storage ·activities as' part of tl:1e DRMQ Glrthatopen 

burning occurred near this are.a. -, .-1 

Building 910 was built in 1980 as a hose,handlirng facility and· continues· to be-used for' this purpose. 

B.uilding ~14 was used as a pesticiqe-handling facility 1rom H'}82 until 1995 'and was demolished in 1998. 

There have oeen no reported releases from either4acility. -c' 

; . 

Shoreline stabilization along the OUgshoreline WaS. conducted jn 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·u·se oMhe area are! the railroad lines.,and roads' that haveoeen in 

the area/siMa approXimately 1910. Railroad-lines were used at the site. from the ·mid- to late, 191 Os until 

tne'Jinterim capping of a poction 'of the DRMO Storage ¥ardin 1993. The railroad lines ran along john 

l?aulJonesAvenue to Building 146 sinc.e· the 191.05,. to, the;Wwaste 9gisposal A§.rea since'lhe 1-9205, 

al'ld to the Teepee lincinerator' since the;'1960s. ," Portions of·the railroad were removed when Buildings 

298. and, 310,.and the interim cap,were constrllcted:The'main road te;the,OU2 area.from apprQxjmately 

1915 to the 19605 or 19705 appeC!rs. to,be -an exte'nsion 'of: ,Sloat ,Avenue, which .runs south betw,een 

former aboveground tanks (see Figure 1-2) and ends at Quarter N/Seavey Avenue. The extension ran 

east to Quarter X and Building 302,and was the mainaCcessr.Gad-to buildingsleast oLQtJarter,X .. Seavey 

Road, ,was ;built\,in the 19505, a:nd,porrtions of.the·extensi~nof. SI0at,Avenue,and :Qu.anerH.€Located west 

of Quarter X) were paved for parking in the 19605. There were also access roads to Building ·145 and"a 

building directly south of Quarter R in the 19405. The area where the main road was located is now a 

parking area, and'L:.anman"Street is now located between-the' fermer locations of these aQcessJoads. 'A 

road also'ran west of; Quarter S to Building 146:1n the 1.9305 ahd 19405. . " , 

Additiorlal .. information on the histo,ricaLfiliing and uses of·OU2 ·and, historieal maps are.pmvided in _!he 

OU2Suppiamentai RI'Report (TtNU$"ScptembcF·2@0.8March 20:1 Q). , . 

, , 

1.5 SUMMARY OF OU2 ENVIRONMENTAL:. INVESTIGATIONS AND ACTIONS 

',,' " "' , ': {-

Environm(i!ntal s?mples w,ere GoJ.lectep at 9U~ as, pan 0.1 .th~,f<!lJo;t',ing inv~l?~i,ganons: 
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• Final Confirmation Study (FCS) in 1984 (LEA, June ,1986) 

• RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) in 1989 to 1992 (McLaren/Hart, July 1992) 

.;" \HFI Da~a Gaptmi~stigation in 199i4'(Hailiburton NUS, Klbvember1995) 

• Groundwater monitoring frorrr1996 fo 1997 (TtNUS, A~gust 1999) 

• Freid IriVestig~tion at Slte'29 in 1998'~(TtNUS; March' 200'0) 

• Removal Action atSite6i'n1'999 (FWENC, June 20di) 
• 'Soil Washi'rig trea:titDilit~'Study in' 20D4 and 2005 (TtNUS, January 2006) 

" , 
• Additional Investigation includind Soil Washing Treatability' Study in 2007 and 2008 (AE, April 

-2008TtNUS, August 2008) 
~ ., , . 

OU2 Supplemental Remedialln'Jestigation in 2001 and 2008 (TtNUS, 'September 2008) 

Envir6n;~ental samples hitve also' been collected iii the offshore areas of OU2. These sar'npl~~s were 

collected as part ot' the following investigations:' , 

" " 
, ",. i W

, I 

• 'Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment (EERA) in 1991 to 1993 (NCCOSC, May 2000) 

• Interim Offshore Monitoring Program from 1999 to 2003 (TtNUS, November 2004) 

• Additional Scrutiny Investigation in 2005 (TtNUS, August 2007). 
I ! ' f 

; ,~ . , 

Lastly, soil samples were also collected to support the Shipyard's utility trench excavation for Building 298 
. ' ; i -;-" , ~ . ,," ,', ';," . \ l ., " '{ , ~ 

in 2002 (TtNUS, November 2005). Soil sampling locations are shown on Figure 1-3, and groundwater 

and offshore samplinglO~qtions a~~"sh~~~ on Figure 1-4. " , " , ' , 
':, ,. \ 

The following interYm'and/or removal aC,tions were also conducted at OU2. These actions included; 

• Capping and pa,<ing of sections of the DRMO St9rage Yard area ~':Id construction of storm water 

~~~trols anq con~rete curbi~~ ~s 'p~rt ~f an' int~~i~ actio~ in' 1993 (M;Laren/~~rt, 'April 1993)'. , 
"I 0 , ,- , ~ ,- ,. .' ., " , ' 

" , 

• Emergency removal actions to stabilize the s~oreline along the DRMO Storage Yard in 1999 
, • ,,\ ""j ,. 1: 

(FWENC, June 2001). 

Shipyard U;6ltility trench exc;avp.,ion in 2002 (TtNUS, l\lovember 2005). 
, \: ,. , I· . \ ' ,: ;, ' ,; -', \ ,:~ ; , 

; ~ 

~ , ConstFustion, of. s~or,Olin9 stabili~cttiQn eontrolsEmergency removal actio,ns to ~tabilize the shoreline at 
• c > ' , • > • -, , ' ;, • ,.. 1 .~, - , , . . , • 

Site 29 in 20Q5",-aM 2096, and 2008 (TtEC, O~tob~H 2005, and J~!1e andJul¥ 2008). 
, , . " . <' ~. 

.',' " J 

Removal astian in g006. 
';oL 
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Shoreline stabilization upgrades in 2008 (Tt6Q,June 200B) 

I I r'~ • 

Priar to, the 2002 utility trenching; ,:;J:WI) $ ·Gallectf3c;1 sail, s~r:npl.es. f~pm bori~gs. within t,he plann~p; ·trElnch. 

excavatian area. The borings shaw~,c;I!·bou,ldf3rs,· rQ~kl3, a,nd fi;I,llJla1eri~L s}t;n,ilarta the material, froll) 

excavatian af Hendersan's Paint. Subsequ~ntly, th7, S,~iRyard e~c~yated a trench tQ 4 feet be!a~,:~,rqund 

surface (bgs), a geatextile fabric was placed in the trench, an~:Lthe. utilities wEilreplaced pn·the gegJ,f3xtile 

fabric. Th:e excavated sail was. dis.pqse~ . .off base,. the trench ~as backfilled with clean fill material, .and 
, ~', '.-.' ,(' , . , '-', ,. ~ \" j - ~ I -

the trench is cansid~red aclean area wit~in OU2 (TtNUS, November 2005). 
, ; ",j' , ' I' f ]'\ (~>' " . 

In 2004, three t~lSt Pits in the interim.~apped are~, q,ne test pit near D~B-.07, ,~~d ane ~est~l?it in the ,,,,,aste . 

dispasal area were excavated for callectian af large-valume sail samples for a bench-scale sail washing 

trf3atabilIW study. The test pits In the interim c;:~pped area and n~?r DSB-07, were ~~rminat.§d at, 
, ~ • , - , , " , , . ,,- . i -:- ~ ,. . , " :.' ( 

approximately 5 to, 9 feet bgs because large-size (greater than 2 feetin diameter) rock fragme!1ts Were 
• t ' C" " ,,' • ~ 

encauntered, -making further excavatian difficult, ar there was' no, recaverable sail material. The test pit in 

the waste dispasal area was termin.ated .at appraximately/6 feet bgs when groundwater was encauntered 
(TtNUS, JanuarY 2006).. ' " .'" . . '.' 

, ,',,' 

After campletian af the variaus investigatians, including risk assessment, at OU2, the Navy submitted a 

draft OU2 FS in Navember 2004. Bas.ed an regulatary and ~estoratian Advisary Baard (RAB) camments, 
r . ""'" t .. · .• ;.,. '. . 

the Navy determined that additianal investigatian was necessary to, better define the nature and extent af 
"_, -\' ,~ .;, t, ~ ,-' ..) ~:,; f " ': , ,""}.,.: • _, 

cantamination for develapment af RAOs and to, assist the Navy in refining risk-based. remediatian areas 
'~ " - t 

and cast estimates for the alternatives evaluated in the FS. The majar additia;'al'dat~'needs identified 

were related to, better delineatian af the spatial extent af sail' cantaminatian at OU2 [pr-imarily lead and 
r z· • i-, \ . : .:' ~ 

tatal palychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)] to, determine remediatian areas and better understanding af 

groundwater migratian in the partian af OU2 dawngradient af the areas af highest sail cantaminatian. The 
: " " ,_. :J, .. ,,,, t-·, : ':, 1, ).':: '. :, ~~ , ., ,.' ( ~'M-'; "~ 'J 

OU2 Addjtianallnvestigatian Quality Assurance Project Plan was prepared by TtNUS (TtNUS, Octaber 
{{ • c • L ,t . ~ I , . ~': . "'" .' . • . " I})., ! , ~'~'l ~ :,,1 . 

2007), and the investigatian was canducted in 2007 and 2008; The Additianal Investigatian included sail 

baring and graundwater well installatian, sail, graundwater, and surface water sampling, and test pitting. 
, f < < ; 

Large-volum~ sail samples were also' do II ected 'from . the test pits far' a' bench~sc~I~:soil wa~hing 
treatability testing (TtNUS, September August 2008). 

The OU2 affshore area is being e'~al~ated as part af' OU4.' Based an da:ta'f~om 'Raunds 1"fhraugh 7 af the 

Interim Offshore Manitaring Program, it was determined that additianal scrutiny was needed to, address 

elevated ~etaJs (copper, lead;';~nd nick~IY cancentrations ir'(sedimerlt'at MS-11 affshbre af OU2. Sail 

eroding alang the tap af the'; Site 29 ~horeri'he was sampl~d in 2005' 'as part rif 'additional s~rutiriY far 

MS-11. As cancluded in the Additianal Scrutiny Repart for OU4 (TtNUS. August 20071. T!he data shawed 

that the erading sail was likely the cause af the elevated metals cancentratian~ 'dbse~e'din nearby 
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offshOre sediments, and shoreline controls were subsequently placed along the nearby shoreline'in 2005 

and 2006. Because there is very little sediment 'in the depositional area (sediment can only be cbllected 

at very low tide' by scooping sedim'ent around rocks) and because erosion controls were placed alon~r 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 20(7). A.s' part 0f' the 

preparation of the OU2 Additional Investigation QAPP (TtNUS, October 2007), it also was also agreed 
i" • i ' .,., " 

that additional sediment sampling was not needed'to support the OU'2 RI. 

The data from pr~vious investigations and inf~rmation trom the' removal actions were used to evaluate 

site characteristibs, the nature and extent of c()ntamination, and site risks. A summary of the sampling 

and analytical program, boring and test pit information, and details eA-of the environmental investigations 

and actions conducted at OU2 are included in OU2 Supplemental RI Report (TtNUS, September 

2GOOMa'rch 2010). A summary of the OU2 Supplem'ental RI' Report, includin~ nature and extent of 

contamination, 'is present~d in Section 1 .6. 
1 

, .', 

OU2 SUPpLEMENTAL RI REPORT SUMMARY 1.6 

In 2GOO2010, the Navy prepared the OU2 Supplemental RI 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) are lead, PCBs. copper, nickel, and polycyClic aromatic hydrocarbon' 

(PAHs), respectively." ,'"VhcfOU2 Supplemental RI" Report' Gonoluded that COG oanGontrcltiotis in soil 

indioate una'()oe~tableFisks if the soil'is; exposed Of exoavated',' 'Evaluation of the 'nature and extent of 

lead oontan'lination indiGates areas olearly impabte,dbysite related releases. HOINever, southwest of, 

QuartefsN,there is unbe'rtainty' as to whether lead' emnGentmtions represent OU2 contamination or 

oontamination frs'm residential uses (inGluding use of lead based paint). The Supplemental RI'bon'eluded 

that exposure 'toground\\·atdt and migration of grbund'oVater oft'site do not poso unaooeptal3le'risks, and 

therofore groundwater is not a medium of GonGerA. Due to the plaoemdnt of shorelihe erosion oontrals, 

further evaluation of sediment oontamination,at MS 11 is not required. The following provides a summary 

of site characteristics, nature and extent of contamination, fate and transport of contamination, ana-results 

of the risk assessment. and conclusions and recommendations as provided in theOU2 Supplemental RI 

Report (TtI\lUS September200BI'v1arch 2010). 
, " 

1.6.1 Site Characteristics 
, . 

Site charactetization information including' regional and site-specific information on demography, land 

use, surface features,' climatology, surface water, hy'drOlogy, ecology,' geology, aAd--,hydrogeology, "and 

evaluation of the shoreline revetment is provided in Section 2.0 of the OU2 Supplemental RIHeport. 
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Informationon sit~ characteristics wasu~ed in the AI to support the evaluation of the,nature and extent of 

contamJnation, dev\3lppment of the c.oncep,tual site model,. and ur)derstanding of potential site risks. The 

foll0wing provid~s a brief. summary of pertinent inforl11ation reported in the QU2 ~upplem~.ntal AI Report. 

1.6.1.1 Demography and Land Us,e 

t" 

PN$ 'has approximately 90 officers and enlisted per~onnel and about 3,900 civilian employees (PNS, 
,. ~ 

June 2007). Kittery, Maine, is a residential community of 9,500 people, and Portsmouth, New Hampshi~e, 

has a population of approximately 21 ,000 (based on the 2000 Census). Area industries include retail and 

wholesale trades, textiles, manufacturing, f,ishing, shipbuilding, power plants, and gas storage facilities. 

Th'~ countrysid~ no~h and west of Kittery co~sists of'f~rest~ an'd s~me farmland. Along ~he coast'so~tt~ 
: .', , , .' t ""~' .'~ .' : .:. ~ ~> ~ 

of Portsmouth are small communities and seasonal dwellings. 
, .', 

A portion of PNS ison the National Register of Historic Places; The ,Portsmou,th Naval, Prison Historical 

District is the nearest historical district, located approximately 500 feet east of OU2. PrehistQric and 
,l f :' ~ , 

historic archaeological resource sensitivities for the DAMO Impact Area (particularly near Quarters Sand 

N) are moderate and high, respectively. The rest of OU2 has low or moderate s\3nsitiyity for prehistoric 

and historic archaeological resources (Louis Berger Group, Inc., April 2003). 

OU2 incluc;les the DRMO Storage Ya,rd (Site,S), $ite29, and QAMO impact area (~igl,lre 1-2). DAMO 

Storage Ya(d-related activities ,continue to be, conq!,lcteg; and ,access to the area is, controlled. , OAMO 

Storage Yard activities include storage of various type~ of equip!llent,such as empty un!Jse~ dumpsters, 

temporary buildings, and other types, of metal structures. Vehicles' are use,d to tr:ansport the equipment 

and scrap metal:from the DRMO Sto(age,Yardto,other areas oUhe f~c;jlity or off of theJacility. There,are 

no recreationai.facilities at Sites 6 and 29j'althol:lgh a partipn of OI,J2 ea~t oLthe DAMO Storag~,.ya~d, is, 

covered with grass and coold"be aQces,sed by ,anyone at the Shipyard. ,The DAMO impact aree" which 

includes Quarters $, N,and 68, is ,aresioential area used by military personneUOJ generally 3- to 4.year 

tours of duty. The .area has been a residential area since the 18005. All of these areas along with the 

offshore area make up the DRMO Storage Yard. 

1.6.1.2 Physical Characteristics 

OU2 elevations are highest in the DAMO Impact Area (northern portion of OU2) and decrease toward the 

PNS southern coastline. The elevation change across OU2 is approximately 15 to 30 feet (elevatiol')s of 
• • l- ' " 

125 to 140 feet decreasing to 110 feet). The majority of OU2 (DAMO Storage Yard, BuildIng 298 area, 

and waste disposal area) is relatively flat, with aVerage ~levations around 110 feet. ,Ther~ is a sharp 

incline, to·the eas~ of the ~aste oisposal area where bedrock is ~xposed. Th,s Jap Qf the incli,ne is ,at al') 

elevation'of 140 to, 150 fe,et.,: :. 
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" 

The,DRMO ImpMt' Area is a residential area (inCluding Quarters S, N, and 68) and IS covered witH grass, 

houses, and roads: The 8RMO Storage Yard is covered with asphalt anCl ar(inte'rim cap. ,A jersey 

barrier runs along the eastern and northeastern portion of the interim capped area, and the DRMO 

Storage Ya:rd fence'r'Urisalong'the remafnder·ofth"e.interimcapped area tdpreverit access to the area. 

The cap was' plaGed in 1993 'as an interim measure' and is approximately 2 feet thick. lhe interim cap 

components include 1 foot1ofcompacted crushed stone ag'gregate stabilized with PortlariCl;cement over 
,f6~ouiice; nmPJvoven, needls"puhotled'geotextile above and oelow ageocomposite clay,:liner (Get) 

(McLaren/Ha:rt, April 1993). 'There is a grass cover ever,the interim cap. "Access to tMe afi3a'is,arranged 

through '.the .DRMO 0ffice. The ;Swilding' 298 a:rea'!'and ,'waste, dispos'al' area '+s-are : covered with, grass 

(south, east; and north df:'Building 31 0),- cbncrete'or asphaitan'd iriCludes,Suiidings 298 arid 31'0: As part 

of the removal action in 2006G...,gravel (ballast rock) over 8-ounce non-woven geotextile was placed. over 

the soil in the wooded area in the waste disposal area after surficial debris was removed from this area as 

part of a removal astion in 2006 (TtEe, June 2008).;. : " 

" ',J ,,' '.,,:;<' 

The OU2' shorelirtealong the Pistataqua River is'Jsteeply sloped' and has aM approximate length,of 

1',100 'feet. The sHoreline is protected froth erosiontiy a seawall, 'riprap, 'and"other 'erosion control 

devices '(A-Jacks). The seawall is approximately 300 feet long and ,12- feet high and runs just easf bf 

Building 298 'to the end oHhe point where the coastlihe angles to the:southeast. 

Climatology informati6n was obtaineCl frbmthe'NOAA internet s'ite~,fonhe National Olimatic Data'Cehter 

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 200€l 

(NOAA, January 2007). Precipitation (including liquid water equivalent for snowfall) is fairly evenly 
, : "" ','j' , >' \,' j '< ; <,Ii;" : ! J ~ , ~: .,' I. c,' '. ) r '.' • to' , 'l '" _ -]' ',_, • ; ~ 
distributed over the year, With approximately 3 to 5 Inches failing per month, for an annual total of 

.' " -\'., ,L. ':, ,. ", -l~, '-, / ,'; :~;'I. ',,, ,C1' j-' > • )'. ~_ :,' "\~'~.: , ',' i 

approximately 46 Inches for Portland. Monthly average temperatures for Portland range from 

appr6ximately'26 to 40 (iF fro;n No~'~mber"th'rougti' Aprir ~~d dam approximately 50 to 70' OF from May to 

October. ~~owfa'il 6~curs m'6s'Hy from Nov~r'nber to April, with Iittllsri'6Y; occurring ih Octob~r and May. 

The ~nnuai s~6wfall is 'approximately 24 i;nch~s~ pdrt~mouth clirhate tends' to be similar to Portla~d; 
how~ver, bec~Jse'of its iocation near the ocean, t/iere tends to 6~< a little less snow and m~re rainfall i"n 

~~~~~~ ~ 

1.6.1.3 

Surface water-e:ltainage at OU2 is,collected by)storm drains that discharge to storm water outfalls along 

thesho'relins" Sutface water' ruhdff that is ndt'C50llected by the storm, drains idischarges'directlY'tbthe 

Piscataqua River.," ~eecause- OU2, is, weil Cleveldped\'! there" is minimal'water'lnfiltration to"groundwater. 

The DRMO Storage Yard is used year-round, so snow removal is necessary to keep the!DRMO"Storage 
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Yard clear. Snow was historically plowed over the shoreline into the Piscataqua River or into piles near 

the,entrance ~o the DRMQ StorC;lge Yar,d (PI\lS, ~al'lualY t997). Currently, snow. is plowed into pileswithin 

the. DRMO Storage Yard; snow plowing over the,shQreline into thJ~ river is r:10 longer conducted. 

Based on a floocj zone map for the PNS. area, tlW. 100-year flood; ozpne,in the vicinity of OU2 is at an 

elevatipn of 105 fee~, aqd the 10,0-yea~coastal.·flood zone.bas.edon wave action .is atan elevatipn of 

to9 feet (FI;MA, July 191;36). The OU2 shoreline, ·is within these two zones. As indiqated in Se.ction 

116.1.2, OU2 is at an elevation of 110 feet to 140 feet. l',l;1erefQre, .. with the exception. of theOU2 

shoreline, .OV2 is not IpQated within the 1 OO-Year fl99d zone, and wave aQtion w0uld not result in fleoding 

of the site .. As noted. by the Maine Geological Survey, the generaL tre0d of sea level increase is at.a rate 

of 0.0S inches per year (Kelly. Dickson,' and l3'elknap. 2005). .An accepted oregliction of sea level.rise -is 

+1.6 feethy 2100. 

Semi-diurnal tidal currents, the horizontal motions assQQiated with tidal changes in water levels, 

predominate in Portsmouth Harbor. Near Seavey Island, the mean tidal range is 8.1 feet. The overall 

ebb anO)lood clJrrents in ,the vicinity of PNS are high, The averageHlood currents range from 3.0 ,knots 

&Q\,It,h of Seavey Island'to.3.3 knots southwest ofHadgers Island (Ipoatedapproximately 1,000 feet east of 

PNS). The C;lverage ebt;> currents. are 3.8 knots south, of. Seavey Island and 3.7 knots.southwest of 

Badgers Island. Because Of the str~ng,currents; most.ships wait for· favorable tides before moving up and 

down the narrow Piscataqua River. The estimated flushing rates of Portsmouth Harbor and the lower 

reach,es of the Great Bay.l;stuary·range. from;3.3 to 6,,3 tidal"cycles (Mcl-aren/Hart, March 1994). 

1.6.1.4 i:cology 

• S-' 

OU2 is mostly paved, covered with buildings, or covere9 witl:! residential lawns (in DRMO knpact Area). 
• " ~ ,. ~; '. '. ';' '> • ; • .' " 

There is a grassy area north an.d east Qf Building 310 and,trees alQng the edge ef.....and on the bedrock 
, • " > , , > ~ > '" ' :;." j ; • ' ~" 

Qutcrop east of the grassy area.. OU2 provi9~s limited habitat for ecological r~cep,to.rs. . No known 
• , .' > >. ,- " I.' , ~ ~ 0. ~ " , , 

endangered" threateneq, or protected .~pecies or cri,tical habit~~s are Iqqated within the boundaries of 
, '. ' : t 'F " '. ~', ' <,,, 

PNS, including 9U2. P~S is Pot includs,9 in the.. critical h~bitats of any, sp~cies (Maine FiSheries and 
, < ", ,', .f· - • 

Wildlife, January 1989; NFI;C, Aug,-!st 1993). The short-nosed sturgeon is a federally endangered 
\ .,; - - . ';.' .' , ; , .~' .' ' '.' . e,~ .. f' ". ; '~'<'. f,':; \'.: '. 

species that is found along the eastern seaboard, but has no critical habitats located within the State of 
,. ; " ,: 0:\-

Maine. Populations in Maine are found in the Sheepscot. Kennebec. Androscoggin, and Penobscot 

Rivers. and Merrymeeting Bay (Maine Department of Inland Fisheri13s. and Wildlif~. 2003). 

The shoreline of,QU2,is steep,(L5-foot hodzontal to 1-loot vertioal slopes) and rQ~ky .. "(he e.otire length 

of.theiQU~,·shoreline is currently protected with one of,thr.ee tYPes of shereline protection (seawall, ripraP 
, 

rev~tment,and pre"G,ast concrete"block; revetme'nt): ,Un!i.ke otheJ l;)horelinesassociateo with PNS, the 

O,U2 shorelir;1e does not contain wetlands or mud fl&ts. 
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Tb~ .0U2 offshqre area includes" the pelagic habitat;. which consists of the', open wa:ter of the. Pisoataqua 

Ri~er. Jrhe:.pottOm' Qfthe''P.elagic:area(chann'el bbttom/sub-tidal.'habitat)· includes· hard-bottom areas and ' 

fine-gratned depO$itiQnalareas; The' hard-bottom areas are ,located where there is ,tidal· scour1ng and. 

aoliv,e er'osiQ.n.:. Fine'9rainedl'depositional areas are .not present ·ofts.hore of. OU2.: The rockydntertidal 

habitat oQGurs in ma:!ilY .. locations along, Seavey an,d'Jamaica 'Islandswher.e the shoreline is exposed to 

river currents and where there'are· no appreciable'fihe-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 current coastline and topography of, 9LJ2 were ~reqted by u~ing, fiJI material., Fill ms:~e~ial i,s 

encountered from the ground sblrface to a maximum depth of approximately ~5 feet bgs (08B-8B). In 

g~neral, fill t,hic;~ress i~<trE!a,~es frqrp port~i ~9 SOl,lt~\ (awp,Y .trpm the 1901 histpriCfa,1 shoreline)., By vOlulTJet 

most oUhe fill material consists of ~angular rocl< ,fragments. which .are compoS,ed of dark gray, finE!-
>~. 't,',;" ".; - ,',- ".-.. \ " t '.>~ ~, .< c.' . -. j 1~ • .t~ , • J '.". ;." 

grain~d quartzite, r!"ferre~. to as :'rock f[agment~ill.~" The rock fragm~ntfill. may: .include ,trafe to some (less 

than 45 percent) sand. or trace ,amounts, ot qebris (metal wire). The. remainder of the fill material ("surface 
~ " "',. ,~- '-"~:, 'j'.-}" ,," . ~ ~.' ' .. ",'" 'L~'~.~. ',' , I 

lliLLconsists of sand and gravel, cinders, and other gen9ral mi~or debri~ {such a~ sc~ap rpetal, wood 

debris: glass, pfastic, wire, and sandblasting grit. depending on the location at the site). 

'..l ' 

Bedro,ck ~t OU2 cOQsists ,0', a dark gra,ycor, ~~~,enish-gray qyartzite,. . The bedrpc~ s,urtq~e was,deter,minrd 

to generallY s!ope to. the. east.find. ~ou~h, to'NflfPS .,~e, river. Be~rop~ ,depth!3 varied fro1111.5 to 11;2 !~et. I,t, 

can be g!fticult t() ... di§\inQIJisb J)eJwe;e~ weathere,d, bedrQGk and:,Iarger fill material bec?\use bo~~. ~re 

composed of the same quartzite. For the western portion of OU2, the depth to bedrpck il')Crea~es f~om 

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 nort.h to,.~ou~h) .and toward 

the east. For the eastern portion of OU2, depth to bedrock increases from the island interior toward the 

ourrerit'coastlin~ (from north!tb'south)"and,frbrTrWestto east, similar, to the western portion. '. 

In the~waste dispo.sal area, iridustriahv'astefmat~rials(rnetal,.ash; 'Nood, '.viro,.glass) were·fdQnd generally: 

overlying,the bedro'Ck:(in the area filled'after1901) and overlying rock .fragmentand'isl;lrfacefill 'in the area 

fille.d"b.efore J901.>:~:r:he waste dispbsql,area-e,Xt!j!nds to the~bedrock outcrop to the east. Waste refers'to 

material Gompose~:j;mostly;of 'ash,iwire;,'metals\" Wood, cinders., rubber. <and glassJalong with ,some soil fill 

(sand with rock ;frMmehtsj silty.'aild/Qr clay),: .,q';l:1e· waste\rmaterials,were princip>allwfound in the! ,waste I 
disposal area.,FiiFmaterialwith mihOroGOurrences ofcmetalbieces. wood:pieoes, and cin'dersi is. referred to. 

as aebris. 'amll wereenco.untered in areas o.f OW~'outside,bf the waste .. disp.osal,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 periodsf,th.e,.earlv, 19005' durJnqAhe removatohHenderson'.5 pointandJrorn the 

19205, to, the:19,lOs, when,aportion-ofJhe"site was ,tilled with waste .. 'Basedoor;1Jhe;,timingof,the·filling,amd 

the sourceofthe)fill.material. the. fill ;materialfrom;theremoval of Henderson's point cQr;1taining debris ,is not 

consjdereda potential source of contamination. However, the t.ill·material placed.,posh1920s in,·the waste 

disPQsalarea,was;from the djsp,osal of tra.sh .. and ashesJro!Jil;trash.burming operations,and;js eonsidered a 

potential source .of contamination. ,East oBhe waste,d'fsposal. aFe~; some' debris and~poGI<ets of seil were 

foum:l.on ~he beOrpQ[<:,outorO!3. 

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 feeHhiGk. 

Surface fill material includes scrap metal and other metal debris in the interim capped area. Copper slag 

wa~ folind in one area (TP-201 )'in the 'top"2 to :3-teet bgs 6(soil.· I "\'1" '. 'i' 
.(' ),' 

The dumpster stotage'area\vas part'arttia originai"island'{defihed by'tHe 19'01' historiC sHdrelina), chid the I 

subsurfacefs 'bed(OCkoverlaln 'by s'urface'flll ti1atEkiai,sdme of"which bas''irate d1:ly: ' ~Oh¢ina.'lb; 
sLirface fill was likely added tbthis'i:Hea to fiil in a lo~ '~pot and match the grids ,r'ithe DRMO Storage j 

Yah:l' to th~ 'east. Surface "fill dbs'ehred in 'borin'gs" inStalled p'ost 1991 may':represent the'fill material 

placed ih 1991 as part of '8 Shipyard soil removal. 

The DRMO Impact Area was part of the original island and appears to be native (Lyman) soil and/or 

t6ps'oil fill 'at the surface overlying 'bedrock. A triang'ular a'fea' tn"the ;OR'MO' Impadt Area is an eXc'aption 

becaus'e iit does' not appear tol'hctve been a part of th~itm~rnai'isl'andli'nd has the same surtadeand 

sUbs~rlate' characteristids' as the [j'RMOStorage Yard. ' The triangular'are,f In the' D'RMdlMpact Area 

was 'fillea after 1901. '; i 

• l " 

1.6~1.6 Hydrogeology 

A detailed description of, the ,hydrogeology of PNS is pr0vioed,jn"jlile HFldData,Gap',R,ell>ort:'(Halliburton 

NUS, November 1995), which alsQ provides detailed figures showing groundwater elevations at the 

facility at ',high, tide' and ICil'w tide and salinity data. Several, other reports ,mav.e; deta,iled l information 

pertaining to 'thehydrogeology,at PNS including the RFI (McLar~n/Hart, ,July) 1992) and 6ml,Jnd~ater 

Monitoring:,Summary Re!,>ort (TtNUSi August 1999) and Field Imlestigation Hen0liV at "Site 29, (TtNUSi 

March; 2000).'Thes~ rep9rtsi(1cluqees,timptes,of hydri'i\.!lic,conguotivit,ies, ,groul]ctwatert,ElI~1i!'!tiQns during 

several ,sampling ,event$;: a,nd sl!.rnmaries 9f ;gJher"diiY9rogeoJogi:cal',gq.ta coll~~tE!l.p,J(e.g., tidal :data, 

gmyndwater !;lualiW d~~,ing s~rnPlillg, e,tG,). §n:~umjwat~r,dat,a were also, collf3ct~9 in 200.7 ;a,nd?008as 

part of the OU2 Addi.tion~I' tovestigatioAI Th~ f9110wing ',dSscribes hydrogeological'~(',)Dditili>n$l gf PNS,'and 

OU2: " ' j , . 'L" ;, 'i~'!;'t\ S;\., 
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Groundwater is encountered within both unconsolidated materials and bedrock at the facility. In general, 

overburden materials are mbderately' fo highlYpermeahle. Bedrock permeability i~ generally less tha~ 
that Of~;;corisolidated materials. Grblmdwatet in bedrock occurs principally in fractures that intersect and 

enable' groUndwater to pciientlally trav~1 in various directions. Near the' bedrock: sUrtace, fractures are 

pervasive because of we'atheting of the' rock. The size andlnterconl1ectedriess of the ,fractures ~enerallY 
I ,. , 

decrease with depth, potentially limitihg'the movement of groundwater: 

Groundwater levels in overburden 1iIt PN'S are sh~lIow, and groundwater flow d'irectlons generally mimic 

topography arid are 'iriflu~nced by the'thicknes~ andco~p6sitioh of the overburden and tIdal fluctuati~ti. 
Overall, 'g~oundwater flow directions ar~from thE¥ origi'nal island Interior toward the current co'astline. 

A total of 22 groundwater monitoring\,vells have been installed at OU2 (as shown on Figure 1-4), of which 

15 are locat~d west of the interim' 'capped area (OW~f, OW-1B, DW-2, OW-2B, OW-4, 0""-5; ow-'s, DW-

7;' OW-7B, OW-70B, OW-7S, DW-121, OW-12S, OW131, and OW-13S), ~lx are located east"bf the interim 

capped area (OW~3, DW~3S, 'OW-8, OW-8B, OW-9, OW-10B), and one 'is Ideated upgtadient of the 

western side"6f bU2 (OW-11). Although monitoring well 'OW-2; 'located west of the interim capped area, 

was abandoned in the mid-1Mbs, previou's tidal information for this well is' discussed 'hereiN. Table 2-1 

lists well constru~tion defails for the existing weils'at bU2. OU2 monitoring wells rang~ in total depth from 
, , , 

9 to 156 feet bgs and are screened in fill oniy, fill and weathered bedrock, fill and bedroCk: and bedrock 

only. Screen I~ngths included 5 feet, 10 feet, and 20 feet and were seleded based on the lithologies 

encountered and ariticipated tidal fluctuations. 'Specific details concerning construction of t~e 

groundwater monitoring wells and hydraulic cO'nducfivity testihg are provided ii{ the ~Sup'plementarRI ; 

Report (TtNUS, September 2008March 2010). 

Hydraulic gradients are steeper in the OU2 area during low tide, with differences in water level elevations 

rahging from 9a.'feet in the northern pbrtion of OU2 to '91 feet along the coastline in areas where fill is 

present (Figu'res 2-11 and'~-12 of the OU2 Supplemental Ri Report).' Attha western and eastern edges 

of OU2, near the historical shoreline where bedrock is cl~ser 'to' the surface (i.e., hear ow-s' 'and to a 

lesser extent east of OW-8 and OW-9), groundwater elevations are higher than in adjacent areas where 
,. ' , ~" " ',' I 

the subsurface is primarily composed of porous fill material. In centrast, thecgroundwater gradient is flat 

across theentite area during high'tide, exhibiting a difference of less than 1 foot in·OU2 (Figur~1-4r' . 

For, more information6n the OU2 hyd'rdgeoiogy, refer to the OU2 Supplemehtal Ffi Heport(TtNUS, March 

2010). 
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1.6.2 Nature and Extent of Contamination 

, I , ,'; 

As disGus~~d in Se?ti~n ,~,() ~f}hE:1 <?U2 'supplel!l,en!~1 RI REWO~, fh,e pr,imary cont~rnin~[1~L~q!Jrces 

<;lssoGiate9 "11 QU2 ,qre;assqc,i<;t.t~d with storage of mate}:i?,1 ~nd eqLJipm~nt at the D,RMO S~orag~ Y9-rd and 

dispo§,al of waste ma,terialsin, the wast~ disposal areq. ,Potential secondary rele§se mechanisms in the 
'i .• '. I",.~" .: ' ';;' ;, ~, -'\' \!.~ . ~._: -; ;.{ .,. ; ~'/ ':', ,'I.' ;.: " " 

DRMO include past snow plowing ,and loading and offloading of materials for storage in the DRMO 
J • ',- ,:: c; . 1 • . . ,., ~;' ( : ~ " i': i""" • , """'. '.' -,,;: . .'"' c'" ' • • " , ... .,;, t.. 

Storage Yard. The primary and secondary, ~Qil conta,minaj1ts identified ip,th,e, OU2 Additionfll Sorytiry 
". • , " j I 1 ~, l 1 " • ( , '. 

Investigation QAPP (TtNUS, October 2007) are lead and PCBs and copper, nickel and PAHs, 

resPectively. : Lead, \,"IC).sgetecte~ across the large~n, 9-~E;1fls and ~herQ!.ofe ,defi~~~ the maximum ext~nt of 
, , ", (. . , • , '4 \ .... ' ""~ • ,\." '. 

soil,cont~minatjon at OU2. RelativelY,Hhigh le:~d c09cenlrfltiot;1;~,(weat~rth?J.n J~,ooo mg~~) 'ferf;1 found 

in areas c,lear!y a,~~ociated with, QUi2, sourc;:,e~, fQunqwJth,in,the DRMO S~orB:ge ,(ard, no~h of th~, ORM() 

Storage Yard fence line (in the backyard of Quarter N), in the interim capped area within the DRMO 

~to~age Xa.r~ f~nce, and ,in the ~aste dispqs~1 aTiea. ,ty1o~t,elov(lJ,ei~ I~~d. concentratiops (greater tha~ 

1,,00.0 mg/kg) w~Je found neCilJ 9~2 sOIJfce )are,a~1 witq"n,the D~~O:$,t~rag~ Yar~, t.enp,ed ar~a, a,long the 

shoreline of QV~, in the waste, disP9~alareal orifl t~e Building 298 areq., Nort~ of th~ DRMo. Stqrage 
',' -. - ' '." '" j ,., ' 

Yard,. the E¥~Vqted c9ncentrations a.re generally witt:Jin ?O feot of the DBMP Storage Yard, fen"!3. 
) ; 1'- ' , -, "~ " • ." - , 

l=Iowovqr, le,gctQonooentratione greater than the"residqntia:i,risl( sQreqnilJ,g level (4QO,mg/kg) were found in 
. .' , - l ... :_~" . \, I..,. ;" " ; .... ~ 

several loo~i.on!>, not assooiated '."lith Ol)2 sour,oe. ar,e!;lS, whioh s~ggests ttmt other, sOl;lrqes of leQ:Q 
, " ; - " ' '. '. I - - I .' \. " , " \' ' ..... if 

(9,9., usP. of !e~d J)gsed pairt on I?l;;tijdingf3) oQr:1trilautqd to tile elQvatpd Q~A.,G~ntrations. Th,e. extoRt of lead 
\-;, ; - _.1 .. ','. ,_ . 

QqntaminQ:tionfrorn. QU2. in, ~hE;l, 'Naote qisP9s@1. area, around B~ilding 2Q~. in the DRMOStorage YaF}! 
. ','." , • " • • • ~'. , ' I ' , 

fer')Ged area, anq in tho t;lrea west. of the DRMO atE1,cage ya~d are we,ll .de(ined. North of tne DRMO 
\ ' - ( , ',' , .- ". " - "'~ i ; i j J : ; c· • ' , ~ • 

~t~ragp Xar(b ;yithin the QUqrJers)3 aF)~ N bapl<¥ard$" }~e ?xtent, of high leaq 9qnoentrations is ..... 9" 

definqd. Duo, tq the potenti,al ir;npa~ from t.1;1,e toOg hif3t9EY of residential uSo in this ar9a, there is ,eome 
.~ , ')"; - • : ! -. • '<" I .' , """ ". .' • ' ' 

unoertainty as to tho extent of impaoted soil from DRMO Storage Yard .oPQrli\tions to the s~uth and 
• , ! • ' 

southwest of Quarter N. 

Based on, the soil data. the ,extent of lead oontamination, from OU2 in toe waste disposal area. around 
: ' c., - -.., ' ___ '," ":"' , ;. "" i, : " ' '!\' -, ",'C\J' : " ,:, "; 

Building 29.8. and within the DRlVle Storage Yard fence lin~ are well defined. North ot the DRMo. Storage 
I '~ "~v;_c ,-' , 't ,;' ;'~' '--"~.' < • ."",'_ ,) • ~'1 • ,'" "./ ";' 

Ya~d. withint~El Quarters S anq N bac;~y~r9sLth~ e~ent of highle~dc~n~entrations is al~o'we" defined., . ' 

Relatively low conc.entrations of .Iead and other chemicals. were found in the area used for dumpster 
, ( -, • : I ,"~ :;;-' -: !" - ; _ ,- j ,~~.' . I - I ' , ._ ,,- ',' - ",',' > .,' • ,",' , , : 

storage .. Howev.er. it is, not known whether the low I.e\lelof contamination is because the area was not 
, .- • ~ ~ c~ ." ~_ ~ " ',Ii-; ~,. ',J'.: ' -t ~,:,.. {.~ :-, -.' 

'impacted by DRMO activities or because impacted soil was remo\led in 1991. Past plowing of snow from 

the. DRMO entranceto"the, west may, na\le,.pu§l!1ed soil contamination from the DRMO to tbe. area to the 
, { • , ' . ,~ • , . . ~ . . _, .... '..: (,' J_ , • _ -" "'? • '. "\ " :,..' . ., • \ . 

west of the entrance. In the past. contaminants may have leaked from materials stored at the DRM() that 

were loaded or offloaded in the area west of the DRMO entrance. Therefore. past snow plowing or 

loading and offloading of materials for storage in the DAMO 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 

88-01',,03), there is,some uncertainty!n ,the extent of OU2 contamination ,in ,the:area adjacent to the west 

of the [DRMO .. , Therefore" th9'!extent Of OI.:J2 contamination' may not be defined in the area west of the 

[DRMO, "'" " 

,'t' ' 

Arr area, of high lead conGeritratioMwas found north of" the DRMO Storage 'Yard ·fen'ce' line (in the 

backyarasbf Quartets S arid N),' suggesting 'thatDRMO activities' occurred in this a~ea or'thaf materials 

stored aLlhe"DRM€) Storage Yard were bllshed;'into the 'area dliring snow plowing, The elevated lead 

cOnce'ntraHons', are generally, withir't.20 feefof!the' ElRMO Storage Yard "fence. Scrap metal was found 

north .of the capped area (where scrap metal storage was conducted befor.e 1993),' north of-the'DRMO 

Storage Yard fence. Soil where scrap metal was found had elevated lead and copper concentrations. 

The general extent of leaa contaminated soil in the ,backyards of Quarters Sand N: (within the DRMO 
", " , 

Impact Area) has betm 'defined: however, there isslDme uncertainty in the extent of contamlrtation n'orth of 

the dumpster stotagearea/sQuth of O1J2"PA01 and1in,the backyardbf QUarters S. :,Because oFlikely' 

im!:faCt to soil from .the lodg r~sidential ,use of tf;,e area. there is alsiD some, uncertainty to the extent' of 

impacted,soilfrom ElRMO'Stor8:qe Yard 'operati'Ons to the south ,and southwest 'of, Quarters Ni Physical 

site·featur'es"imit the. extent of impacts from OU2 in the'east of·Quarters N backya'rd (bedrock outcrop 

and cor'lcrete'wall northwest of BtHlding "172 a'lld steep hill north/northeast of Building 172). ,. , 

Outside, of the waste dist)osal area, contaminant concentrations generally decreased with depth, and less 

soil mater-tal was fo.undbelow apr:>ro)dmateIY 6 feetbgs,acro.ss the site.Soil,:material was f.oundgenerally 

to 1 QfeeLbgs.inAhe' caopeJ:f,afea. The\majoritvof thecontartlinated soiLwas !found in.surface fill; within 

the upper ptlrtiOf:lof the~unsaturated 'zone., Some soil contamination was,found extending"deeper ahd ihto 

the.rock frag'ment' filii which' was' generally'fb,wnd at or. below mean bigh tide e.levation. Based,onthe 

sampling protocol.develbped'.in the .. OU2· Additional Investigation. ,0APP, most ot the 2Q07borinqs were 

installed tOea ma:ximum deptb oLEtto 8 :feet 'bgs (,to tfJeapproxiriJatebbttonJ""oLthe"sUrfacedill/tgp 0Lth.e 

rock fraginenHill), .consistent -with:.the depth for potential hUman. health expostue. 8.0i1 data' far the rock' 

fragment' fill is not as extens'ive as.the surfac.elfilL'and available datashows.so'me .sOil contamination in 

the rock fragment fill. 

~ 

PCB and copper concentrations provide additional information'Jtor 'uJlderstanding hot spot:.a}eas of soil 

contamination at OU2. High copper concentrations (greater than 6,000 mg/kg) were found in the area 
, tl'- . • , ~ . • ''i f ' t ,. , . ( • .. ,.- I • ! '.. " ~ ~", , .... 

aspha'lted i'n 1993, near the snoh3Ii'ne"south of the interiril'capped area, north of the DRtVlo Stcirage Yard 

fence line (southeast ofO'uarte?Ri\ ahd in "the waste dispo~al area. An ~rea- of high PCB cori~entratiOriS 
(greatei"'than 10 mg/kg) w~s'als(r fou'nd in the'inte~irri'dapped area and' waste disposal area ~nd: in 

portions of the current DRMO Storage Yard. The maximum extent of nickel and PAH contaminat!on are 
". . " , - "I' , " -' - ,,- - , ,,' 

within the areas defined by lead/coppe'r, and PCB cohtamination. 
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For ground~ater, copper,· lead, a110, ni.c~el were idE!nt.ified as pri~ary contaminants io ,the Aqdi~ional 

Investi€latioq9APR becausetm~se are th.eoffsh<xe Gogs .. 'l'.~e ~907 g~oul'I~water,data sh<;>IJY'Jha, oveJall 

the concentrations of copper, lead, and nickel are low (less than groundwater screening levels).\ Most 

detections occurred in unfiltered samples, and dissolved concentrations in the filtered samples were 

generally, lower. With the ,E!xceptiqn of elevated conceliltrations,,in ',u,nf.i.ltered sarnple§ from three wells, ' 

concentrations,of q.op~er; I~ad, and nickel were gerJerally, similar. acrqss OU2and du(iog,alltidal,stages. 

The dissplyoO filt~red~.amples for the thr~e wells did not nave elev9ted sonoentrations comPl3:rt:)9 with the 

~ther filter~d. sal'nf2Jes; therefo~e, the ,elevated leve,lsin ,.!ho. ur1fLlt~r~cl:~?-rnples wereafO Jrom soil 

partiGqlates in the grol,lndWater. , ,,' 

The, nature ;:lnQ extent.oJ qont&r:nination in the offshore area wasi:ey,aluat.ecE! tl:1rqugh ;suQage,,«ater,data 

t,rorn ?0079n~Lsedirnent data cpllected·a.t MS.,11 agpart Qtthe Interim' Q:ffshore MOl1jtqrirg. Program,. 

E~oept· forono,sample( conc,entrations of ,copper, lead, agd nickel in sl,l.!1ae~ w!\ltEi'f samples,;w,ere less 

toan, petectable levels. Coppe(was deteoted at SW~Q~ at a cOr;Jcentra,tiOD o~ 8 IlgtL in the JJ~filtered 

samploJ.,but wap not,de.~ected in the filtered sample., PGr seqimem, el~vatqd,Gopper;!ead, and niol<el 

eonGontrationp !NOFe, de,teotedin tho' small intortjsal, ar,ea oast of PU2 ,(~ M£ 11" LeGation ,~J, Thoso 

Goneontrations wore lh~ rosult o~;oreding s.oi! along,the OU2 ,shoreIiA\l.' In .2005 anq200ej shereline 

erosion oontrols were put in ~laGe, and it ' .... as determined. that further evaluation of sediment 

oenta:minatipl'l';at MS1A 'Nas,. not r~quirop. Sodimon.~. data ,«.er~,~vallJ.~ted. as ,part ,of tb~tII7lJe,rimpffshore 

Monitoring)?~ograrrl an~;\~dditional Scrutiny !nve~tigation, ,ILW~s cgli1clu~E:!d bas€l9 (i)t:1 ,the, .ev~aluation ,as 

oresen.te.d in the Addict,ional ;?crutiny Report \(Tt~"'U~, A1I9ust 290?\t!Jat:~l.e¥?:!§!,d:90poer,Je~<:I,and, nickel 

cQocentrationsi'in sedim,ent in the ,offshore ,area (at MS-H, Location '3) were, likoly the reSult of rgroding 
_ ,... . , .. ,. __ , _ . • ~,., , ..... >~~".-,~_."", ~~"", •• ~,;;, h Y-'., ".,.,~'_<_. ,,,_.~. ,""., '.',0 __ '. _ 

contaminated soii.alonq;the o.U2,shorelino, 8hpreJine cO[1trols wereplaceGi oVlar·the,eroGling soil ,in 2005 
•• ""'".. t .• ,. "' c, ". ~ • , - ~ ~-'V' _ ,~~~ > _ >w, .. , .~>_ ... ,". ~'" ·c"""" > _. _ ,. _""_ ~ 1 .~ •• 

and.?OO~. ,I~e:~re8.:·of ,J}lwac!ed 's§ldirllenLis very small. ~f19it w~s con$!!:l.g~<:I~~~\partof the ~(jditional 

Sc~utinylllv61§tigati()J'1(Tt~,lJ_~.\·.AlIgu~t 2007:) that furth~r evaluatior:J.:<?.f'~:!3_dl.':'ler:1t :~or1tgrnination was not 

reguired. CC)nsistj3nt with the Additional. SCJuti~x Hep~~~ conclusions::and,.:thotiO!,J2 Additional 

Investigation QARP, se,Qim~nt data for ,MS,\j 1,L Locati0n,3.has n()t',bf3~nicolleet~dafter the'shoroline 

controls were placed. 

1.6.3. FFate"and Transport ol.e.ontaminants 

~s discu~s~d in S,ectiqn, 4.0 of the OU2. SURplemental fU RePQrt, ... 9~oufl(;lwater, surface water, l;)edJ,ment, 
, . , ,,\.- .';.-_ ~ • " .,. '_ "-, .' , ,.' , , :. ',., 1 .. ~ ,_ l' 

and soH data,co!legt~d.for Ol)? ~nd.,the OU?off~hgr~,ar~a ~upport the,.r;Pod~ling ,concllJ.sio.n~ tha.t ~UrfClc~ 
• , ,'. _ ~ _ , ~.', 1 "'. ' { \ . " , _ . 

water would not be significantly impacted by onshore s.ources of contamilJ€ltion under current conditions. 
:. J,.' ~ 1·, '; , : . ).~ .r,' ,,}.'~S'i<~, l', 1 i, 

f· . ' .. ' r , 

/\s indieated byThe conclusions of the mod~lill9 a.nq .erosioo of metald~b,ris a.nd sqil 9bserved along ttle 
. ", '. - i- '> <; ! t ~ ;'" ,~. ~ > 

shoreline adjacent to MS-11, Location 3. indicated that, elevated chemical concentrations in sediment 
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likely Jesulted 'from erosion of cohtaminated soil in' the eastern portion of OU2.rather than from'dischcirge 

of,\contaminated groundwater from OU2 to surface water and ,then tleposition~il!1 sedimenLintthe offshore 

intertidal'zone .. ,Erosion controls (shoreline r~vetment and seaWall) are in place' along· the .entire OU2 

shoreline. " ',: 

Erosion,s .not a·E1I:1He(1t ooneern.d,)eoause .elosion Gontrol rfleas!::lr.esareJn 'jZllaee along the Qua shoreline, 

'lihe'data and,.r:l3odeling$.l)pport tho· oonol.usion: that migration af' oQntaminationthrotlgh g'roum':hvate'r or 

tiea.! flUx.' 'Naterto'the offsh(:')re jsnot a significant eurrent orJiJturo' pathwaY~''iVith theexGoption of tho 

waste dlsl9068.1 area, most af the greatorle'iels:ef oontamination ooour:.ln Eibilabovd the higH th,;Je level. 

I,IVasto matorials in tho wasto disposal areas are present in tho tidally saturatod and saturated 2:onos; tho 

waste materials' are saturated throughout mO$for all ,of the. tidaleyelci. The .Gapped area is,Jho one 'area 

outside tRo waste disPQsal aroa 1I.!hero:.gre.l;fnd'.tjater"Qomes' in Gontaot 'Imh Gentaminate,d soil at high tide. 

TO.ere is no signIficant differdnGe i.n high and low tido eonoentration§ in mteres or unfiltered.on either side 

of the GapPed QEo"a. Therel.ore,based oA the. evaluation of groundwater and .siilFtaoo 'NatO'r data, the 

migration of groundlflater oontamination is not a signifioant migration path"'lay under ourrent site 

GonditiPl1s. <' '.' 

\. 1 ~ 1 ' 

'E~cepHor the waste!djsposaL(atea and:possibly'the .interim capped area, most of the.'contamination at 

OW2'is in the soil ,above the high tide teve!: In the waste disposal'.areaj waste materials areHn the tidally 

"saturate:d,andsaturated zones: and are In.contaet with water throughout most or alL0f the tidal cycle .. The 

.,onearea of OU2 outside the waste dis!!)o.saL.area where gr0undwater isin'contact with contamiriated soil 

at high tide is the 'interim camped. area .. Groundwater concentrations in''lTilo'nitorin(lWells,atthe~shoreline 

on either side of the interim capped area <DW-12 and DW-3 clusters) show no significant difference (I.e., 

no' exoeedanoes ofscreening!priteria. in total!~or dissolved metals) ;,betwesm"high and low.tide results . 

. Based on evaluation, of groundwater and surface water data;. migration 0f, gr~DUndwater'cQnta:r'nination 

(dissolved"or.partiGulate) 'is not, 'consjdered a significantmlgratiompathway undorcurrent siteoonditions; 

,the groundwater data"collected'during the'~OU2 Additional Investigation and'the- moaelir;rg,results both 

'support the conolusion' th:at:,migratloh.>,ot',contaminationthrougt:1,·.groundwater,or tidal flux, ·water to,i,the 

offshore is not, causing an adverseiml!laot to.:the offshore and is not' considered a,.:siqnificant 'current 

pathway for human· health.and ,the environment. . rl1lis 'isnot .unexpected ,because. based,on the twice­

'daily tidal. flushinq<over 50 years,o[',more"sjnce cOhtamination was ,released at QU2r·most of the'mobile 

portion ofcontamination.likely,'has been wasbed out;. merefere. particulate mjgratioAand dissolution of 

contaminations arooot ,likely signifioant contaminamt migraticm pathways under ourtent conditions •. The 

oonclusion that tiGlaJ flux transport:mechanism'is nohcausirag'and would notJlkelV,.,oause,.an adverse risk,to 

the offshore is further supported by the presence of tho majoritY: 0f soil contani i nation inJhe unsaturated 

zone and overall low concentrations of chemicals in groundwater and surface water -in relation to risk 

screening levels. 
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Graundwater from .OU2 discharges to.. surface water,. and surface water cancentratians affshare af OU2 

do. nat show exce~dance~ ()f· surface water criteri,a that, wauld indicate an .,unacceptable risk to. the 

envjro~l!1en~ .. ,?urface water,,c,on,centrati()ns are cgnsidered laIN enaugh (Le .. · ?imjl~r to. ar less ·than the 

surface water criteria) that cantaminant migratian in surface water wauld nat adversely impact sediment 

canGentratians .. In additio.n,:because there is little· sedime.mt accumulatien. in theOU2 affshare area. 

particulates. entrair:1e<i:l.in groundwater discharging from the sitewauld . nat. likely: accumulate sufficiently in 

the offsharearea·ta create a sJgnifieant habitat far sediment invertebrates. Therefare,it is concluded that 

unacceptable. risks.fram cantamioant migratian:in groundwatertoJhe effshore are.nat,currently aeCurring. 

Hawever, based on the .. data limitatians and in cansideration af futurepotentiai canditians. there is 

uncertainty:farfuture.cantaminantf,migration fram soil in the capped area to. graundwater.and subsequent 

affshare migratiof,l' and maderate ,uncertainty far. th.e.·lenq-twm stabilityandJunctianjna,af ;the shareline 

cantrels. The fallawlf,lq discusses tlae .wncectainties and potential impacts·toJhe risk conclusians .. 

Data evaluatian shaws that the averall migratian af cantaminants in OU2 araundwater under current site 

canditians daes nat result in unacceptable risks to. the affshare and wauld nat likely result in future 

unacoeQi~bl~:risksbased an the age af; the cantaminant releas~!~the,'hi9h dilution aLthe river. and fast 

current limiting sediment accumulatielil. '. HoweNer; there is uncertainty. in this canclusian: far ·future 

contaminant migration fram the capped area if the irnperl'l1eable. c~r;tisremo.ved andhighly;cantaminated 

soil in [.this ".1:Irea (i.e!, .Ieae ..found ·at. Goneentratians ,qreat~r .than 100,000 mgLkg) remains in place. 

Therefare;there could be,adilot§f!tial futur:e risk/far migration of highly.contar:minatedseil from this ares. 

Sharelille~en!rals were. placed In:t999, 2005. and 2006;-,and the. p()rtion placed in 200.5 was upgraded in 

2008. There is!lllodeJate. uncertainty far. the lang-term stability of the shar.eline revetmemt be,caus.e design 

informatian is natavajlable toevalwate the/patential far futl:lre,slepe~failure. framstotm5!and far, lanq~terri1 

particulate'rl)i9 ~ation, thro.ug h. the ,revetment. Althoug h theshareline cantrelsplacedJn 2005 (offshare af 

Buil~inq ,298 area)oeeded.to. tDeupqrade:d·d1eeause;af signs. of potential fail.l:l~re, the.s.h.oreline r.evetment 

alang,.theDRM0.Btarage,Yard shereline has be.en in place s.ince 1999,and, no. majerfailures have; been 

identified! Although. canfirmatian ,sedimel'll:' sampling has ,nat: been} ;conducted·/. in. the; intertidal area! 

adjacent to. the.afiea wl:1.ere controls were placed in2006,nai,concerns far .erosian. were ,identified during 

recentabS.ervatians· .of the shareline as part af.,the Dl:J2Additional Investigatiam .. ' Based',an the cancerns 

forimpact/,taithe .offshare fram 'erasian, and the uncerrtainty,far tl;le~ lang~termstabilit¥, af the shoreline 

cantr:<Dis, there ispatentiall.future risk,tQthe affsnore,fram.erasian shauld the,car:1trals fail and soil erasian 

causedepasitian'in tne affshore area adjacent ,to,OU2. 

, I '; 
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1.6.4 Risk Assessment Summary 

As discussed in Section p.O of the Suppleme~tal RI" the 2000 human health risk assessment r,e,sLJlts .for 
• ;. < , •• ' 

OU2 w~re up<;lated ,b~ed ·on d~ta collect~d tn 2007 and 200B. The t\uman hea.lth risk asse~s.ment 
" ; , . ' . " " '. \ " . 

evaluated ,R9t~nti~1 risks under .current land use conditions and potential, future land ,uSe i conqitions 

(including residential) .for three eXpos we areas, Site !3, Site 29, and the DRMO ImpaC,t ,Area. F,or the Site 
< :; '"' , ' .' ) 

6, the only rurrent 'expOSure wou,ld qe, ~or a cQnstructiCln work~r. exp0l:!ed. to surtaqe ~nd, sUbsurfacespils 

during construction activities. Risks to occupational workers exposed to s~rface soil would be,of conqero 

if the asphaltor interim cap is removed. For the rem~in,c;ler pf OU2, excluding the DRMO,Ir;npaqt Area, ,. , . .' . '.'- '; '," 

occupatjp!1al exppsure to syrface soil and construction worker e}(pos~re ~o ~yrface and s~bsurface sQils 

are the major current potential.e~pqsure concerns. Future residenti,al use ,of the Sites 6 and ,29 'ar.eas 
, • j • • -, ' • 

could only occur under a potential future site d7veloPJllen~, s9,e,nar,io. The DF,tMQ ImPFlct Are~ includes 

three military residences and a parking area; therefore, current uses are residential and occupational. 

RiskS for one or mpre receptors within Sites 6, ~nd 29 ar~fls exceedEt9 USF~A, targe~ risks"and Maine 

gui<;lelines. Exposure to lead wOlM also resu,lt in unacceptaple risk at both sites. For Site 6, antimony, 
.' ".' 

copper, leaq, PAHs, an,d PCBs were identifJed as coqs. For Site 29, antir;nony, lead, PAHs, 

diQxins/furans, ~nd P,CBs, were jd~ntifi~d 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 FSi PRGs will be 

developed for these COGs to support delineation of remediation areas for evaluation of remedial 

alter-nati~es .. Uncertainties in the, extent of contamination will be considered as.part of the delineation of 
.., , • '<. ,. , • . ','.' ~, '. 

remediation areas and in the evaluation of remedial ,alternatives. 
" . • r -. 

\\\0 onshore ecological risks wer.e attributed to 01.)2 because most of the site is covered, and there is little 
, .' 

hapitat in the contaminated areas for exposure to ecological receptors. Human health risks for QU2. 
, .' ) , .. , ~; 

receptors are not a concern in the offsh,ore area because people cannot easilv access the offshore area 
':. ; f' . '" >J., -:, . , • }., e 7 " 

from OU2. Lead, copper, and ni,ckel ,are th,e ecological COCs for the offshore area; hOWever, off,shore 
'"'' ' I' ". ' " ' , 

sediment does not pose an' unacceptable risk, and no further astion is '.·.'arranted fo~ sP9i!:rllFlnt beC<;iuse 
, " ,,~, ' ; 

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 tess than surfac~ water criteria and do not 
'-. " ,-J (, 

pose unaccepta!?l~ risk. 

1.6.5 Conclusions and Recommendations 
" . ;. 

The OU2 S'upplembntal FH R~P?it concluded that the nature'ahd e~tenrof cont~rmination 'and\isite risks for 

exposure tom soil an'd grouriClwater at OU2: haves been sutiid~ntry defined to support tR&-a.~ FS for OU2 

to evaluate remedia:l 'optio~~ fot contani'inatiori~ 8asdd citi the diStribution of lead eonoentrd!ions rblati~b 
to site releases, approximate areas of overall site related impacts ",,'ere identified. Soil outside these 
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areas has lead concentrations that represent non site impaot9d, o~;lAdition$.,:} L~!;ld 'al'l~ other CQC 

concentrations in soil at OU2 indicate unacceptable risks if the soil is exposed or excavated. 

UnceltafntieH;'Th the extent 6f
i
Gonta'minafiohwefe id~ntified' for' the;(are~' west of'the' D'RMO 'ahd ih"'the 

backyards of Q'Ol:iiters Sand N within th~ DRMO Impact Are8. The' Navy will cOnduct'8 nod-timEfcritical 

removal action f,df'tontaminated soil in the backyards of Quarters Sand N. As paft of therell1i0valaction, 

additi6hal 'soil sa:mpli~g will ,ti'e conduCted. An' Engineerind ~vakjation/Cosr Analysis (EE/CAl, ABfiQn 

Memora:lidum, Removal Action Work Plan. and Removal 'Action' Report \·\,ill be prepared 'to support the 

removal action for fhe DRMO Impact Ar~a.' ; 

Exposure to groundwater an;(I migratibri of' g:roundwaidr' off' site' do not' pos'e unacoept'ahle risks for 

002.Based on the risl(' evaluation (human 'health dnd' migr~tib'rW 'ot the OU2: Suppldmentai RI, 

gr6()rid;.·.~ter is not a medium of ooneernforOU2. The FS Report'fdf OU2 was prt:pared'to address 

unaocePtable humdF\ health risks posed by e*pos'ure to soil. ' 

Evaluation'of the nature and extent of lead oontamination inElioates areas olearly impaoted by site related 

re'leas'bs: Flo~iever,so'dth\tlOst 'af Quarter'~~, espeoially ' .... ithin 1 Ote 20 feet of the hbuse, ther~' is 

unoertainty as to whethdr lead obndentratidris represent' OU2' oontamlnation' or o6ntaminatio'r'l from 

residential uses (inoi~ding use' 'of lead base'd paint). Further disdci~'sion' among the ~lavy, U5EPA, ~nd 
MEDEP will be needed to deterrr\'ine the appropriate regulatory program to address lead Gohtamination 

near Quarter~J: 

Although the human hE3'alth risk assessment evaluated risks based, on site "areas; PRGs should' be 

developed and applied to the appropriate ~xposlj're units> acro'ss the OlJ2' area to deterfnihe the 

remediation areas in the FS. Industrial and occupa~ional exposure units should consider reflect current 

and likely future land'uses, ':areas currently used for r~sideilces should use the separate military quarters 

for t~e residential expostJre units, and f~ture hypothetic~1 residentiaillilnd 'lise should use 1-acre exposure' 

units fM areas "norcurrently 'used asr~sidences. The oncertaiiity'in the extent of'ccintami'natiori west of 

the DRMO' Storage Yard should be evaluated as part of111e development of remediation areas and 

re'medial action aiternatlves. 
"'.~ \. 

Exposure to groundwater dbes not bose unacceptable risks'f6r'082'receptors. Migration ofwbundwater, 

off site does not pose unacceptable risks to the offshore based on currer'lt condition~. Hdwev~r, 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'ar'Oundwciter 'and' subsegcianl off,shore migr~ti6n 
could ,result in unacceptable risks to the offshore. To address the future potential for highly contaminated 

, . ' • - \~ ,~.: ,';; c ';"}"' ••• '." < • ~ 1 .~>, .' : ,', ~ ~[ ,", ; - .. "~) . i ..... , . 1 '".p:·), .' p 

soil in the" capped area (where the higher lead concentrations were greater than 1 00,000 mg/kg) to 
';. " i . : ". , .. ~ ~ ~~ -'" '." - . -. ". . ,",,' ~. c_' ',,' ,-" i~ -;'". j ", 

m!wat~ 't~ iroun9wat~r (if th!3 imperm~abl~,pap is, ~e~~ved and ~i9hlY co~t~min,at~? soH .~em~in~j,the 
.- <""".' . ~ ..' 
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Navy reoommended that remedial options to addreS's future potential risks for contaminant migration from 

the cappet! area hthe offshore be evalClatedin the FS for nU2. 

There i~ uncertainty in the long-term'stability and JunctloningLofJhe shoreline.controls;ctherefore, 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.along the OU2shoreline, the NavV recommended that remedial optloOsto address future 

potential risks to;{he offshore Jrom 'erosion be.:evaluated In the FS f0'r OU2, Past .releases'from OU2 that 

impacted sediment in tbe',offsbore area of QUia are being,addressed as part' oLOU4: therefore, any 

remedial action for sediment in,tn'eOU2 offshore areR (including monitoring) will; be e.Ygluatedas part of 
" 

the QU4F.S. 

1.7 SUMMARY OF CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL 

, . 
The follo,«ing is a summ~ry of theOU2 conceptual site model based on the OU2 Supplement~1 RI results: 

,< ' ~, ~, , /, . ', ' '.' > 

,. , 
• Site-related releases to fill material in the DRMO Storage Yard before 1983 resulted from the 

.-t " , ~ :. > • '\ .' ,I ' , ? '.' ' :.' ~' ;,:' i., " • 

storage of lead and nickel-cadmium ,battery cells and plates that were stockpiled on. uncovered 
.:" ,-' " :"'" " q ; If' \ ; ,. • I • ':' t .' ",~' J >. . ~, , 

. pallets. During thjs time, other, equipment a~d materials stored at the DRMO Storage Yard in ' 
. ',,'" ' . , " . , ,'" 

unpaved areas may hav,e leaked resulting in contaminant releases to soil. COCs associated with 
• r ",; ~;. "~,~ ", ' _ ""(,' '."' >C~_'; ~ 

these releases are antimony, lead" nickel, PCBs, and PAHs. Lead and PAHs could also be from 
- • . _ " ~ • ~ -, 1 ~ -'," • ", ' , . , ! ':,): " ;! ' < - , , '> • 

leaks or spills from stored items, from vehicles used as part of DRMO operations,. from railroads 
)\ -. ,.': ':':.," -, ',y' ','. "-" .. I." ,.", " , " . ,-

formerly used to transport,equipment and materials to and from the DRMO Storage Yard, or from 
" '", : ' .; r ", 1 . ~.':; ,-, • - d'" • l \ ~ , •• ' _. ,'c ~.". ; 

loading and offloading activities. Based on the distribution of lead concentrations in soil. the area 
. -,. . - '. ~ .:. .~ ':, - i j ", , " . 

. of site-related impacts was identified. Other COCs at OU2 were found within the extent of lead 
, • ~ ; ~ l ~ ~;". < ,,' • • , .'_ 1 '-, -' " . , -, ;' ,'. " , • -, 

contamination. Areas adjacent to the current DRMO Storage Yard fenceline show contaminant 
" •. t,' N , '- • • ":' - J, '",,' '.'_ ',' '.-' 

o.atterns .similar to~ the DRMO area and include the area adjacent to the waste disposal area, in 
'\ ,r t,·., - ,r ',", :, ,j' ';~'\-' " • "" .. ,~._._{, 'J ~_,.!> 

the dumpster storage area, and in the backyards of QUarters Sand N (within the DRMO Impact 
, ,. :,' ," : ••• j ; '. ' ~ • <, I -;" \ ."' " 1., ,".,' , ,~~ " 

Area). The extent of. contamination may extend west at, the dumpster storage area, where 
. , , ,. :'.; - . i - . -'. • • , _' " , '\' ',; • ,-' " ~'l 

loading and offloading activities and snow plowing may have resulted in contaminant releases . 

. Contaminated soil associated with the DRMO generally extends from the surface soils to the top 

of the rockfragment fill 'i~ye'r, a'n ~v~ra~eof: 6f~~t'6gs. 'How~ver, s;m~c~nta~;n~ted soilwas 
< : _ "'," 'J: : t . , ". • ~. .' \ .,' ; f .,' ~ . f 1 - ., , 

found at deeper depths. 
; " i. . 

• The waste disposal area was filled with waste material such as metal debris, steel, garbage, and 
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,. 
ash from open burning within the area and from the incinerator located north of the area; filling 

acti~l;iesin this a;e~"e~ded; bef6;e 1980.: the vJaste rh~t~rl~1 w~s ob~e~ed fro'rTi s~~eral feet bgs 
. ,_ !r~ < :~~' • ,.<, {~_rr'. . >, ~j, '.', '-, ~,';'" '., 

to the top of bedrock or rock fragment fill, which occurs at greater than 10 feet bas along the 
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shoreline and as shallow as 5 feet bgs inland\ .Mostof the.waste mater!al·(particularly along the 

shoreline) is in the saturated zone.: Thew?ste materiS!l,on the s~oreline side, is c0ntaine~ by a 

seawall. eoes associated with the waste material are antimony, copper, lead, nickel. PAHs, and 

dimdns/furans. The, extent of 'contamination was delineated based on tbe extent of waste 
,;,~» -,' 

material. 

)" 

• Exoeptfor the, DRMQ ImgaGL,Are~;. ,most, of.Ol!2,and adjacent.,are,as are:pavedal'!d currently 

used 4()~ opoupationalactivi1ies (DRMe §torCiae Yar~,' dumpster st()rage, area. E(luildinqs 298 and 

3:10¥J?ng iwe~tot Ule QRMQ:.stonage,Y~rdL' There"isa.. feflce around the DRMO St()rag,e Yard, 

including tne portion with'an il"1terim .c.S!!? .The interim cap a~ea :has a grass cover and is not used 
• • _ _ ~., , • .., , ,_ '. . •• ~ _ _ _ ,"; • "_r 

as part of the DRMO activities. The DRMO Impact Area includes militarv residences (Quarters Sj 

N, and 68). The Shipyard does not have plans to change land use for OU2. 

• The depths for human health exposure to soil are based on feet bgs. For the DRMO Storage 

Y~~d arEia (ar~~ ~ithih the fe~ce), which i~pa:ved or ca:pp~d. the only currerit exposLNe would' De 

for a construction worker exposed to surface (0 to 2 feet bgs) and subsurface (2 feet bgs to the 

upper. tidally'satLm:ited zone," which i~ apprOXimately 10 feet bgs) soil durind construction 

• 

• 

, activities." RiskS tdoccupational worke'rs exposed to;surfa:t:~ soil would be of cOncern if the 

a~phalt o'r interim' ~ab is removed. Access to the'ORM0Storage' Yard'is restricted: therefore, 

recreationarexposure is not ~ current concerrifor' this'irea. For the remainder of'Ol:J2, excluding 
" i, '_::. ~~' "' , , > ':e ", , , ' , :' . f " r' , 

the DRMO Impact Area, occupational"exposl:Jre to surfaoe soil and construction worker exposure 

to surface and' ~ubsurface' s~iI are the :majof current p6t~ntial exposure concerns. rhere is 

current residential use of the DRMO I~pad Area and f6t~l'e hyPothetical 'residential use of the 

'rest of OU2'. For theh'Un,1:ln healih risk' assessment. current and future poteriti~I' risks were 

ev~fi.Jated. The human ,health risk assedsment', indicated unacceptabie risksior all receptors 

exposed to s6i1at cui for lead and 'One or mora oth~r,eOds:·teadaO~;'copper concentrations in 

sbilarlgreat~r than:thei:tc6~pta5Ie residenti~1 risk fevels in k oortioh'of th~'[JRMO\lmpact Area. 

U'n~ccepi~ble' risks for" resldeh'fial: 'constructioh' wbrker,':occupiltional workEilr, and recreational 
\ ~ " 'y, ,;.' {. ' .. . ~. J \', . I \' ';. .! , t~ 

u$erwere found thtoughouttne D'RIVIO area and,the waste disposal area. 

Groundwater at the site i~'brackish/salfrie and i$"not a potable souroe of water. Non-potable 

exposure to groundwater would bie for' a construction worker exposed to grbund~ater during 

excavation below the water table. Bas.ed on the risk evaluation fa; humaif"heaJth 'groundwater 

exposure does not pose unacceptable risks. 
01:' 

Mibration' ~f groundwater off site does not pose unaccepta:ble risks to the offshore based on 

~utrent cb:nditi'~ns. How~~ier, based on tAe dat~ Ilfni~~tions a-ndj~ consideration 61 futut€'Potential 
'~, .; I, _, ' ,~; 
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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. 
i 

• Shoreline erosion controls are in place along the OU2 shoreline; therefore, erosion of 

contaminated soil is not a current concern for OU2. There is uncertainty 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 OU2 that impacted sediment in the offshore area of OU2 

are being addressed as part of OU4; therefore. any remedial action for sediment in the OU2 

offshore area (including monitoring) will be evaluated as part of the OU4 FS. 

OU2 sonsists of Site 6 the DRMO Storage Yard, Site 29 the Teepee Insinerator Site, and the 

DRMO Impast Area. 

Based on the distribution of lead sonsentrations in soil, the area of site related impaGts was identified. 

Other GOGs at OU2 were found within the extent of lead Gontamination. 

Based on the risl< evaluation (human health and migration), groundwater is not a medium of GonGem 

for OU2. Site Gonditions and groundwater eoneentrations support that there is limited solubility of 

metals from soil to groundwater and that site ground'A!ater migrating to the" offshore would not 

adversely impaet surfaGe 'Nater and sediment in the Piscataqua River. 

Evaluation of offshore data showed that erosion of contaminated soil along the OU2 shoreline, not 

migration of contaminated ground'Nater, was the sourse of eontamination detected in offshore 

sediments. Therefore, no environmental impacts are expected to OGGur beoause of migration of 

groundvlater from OU2 to-the offshore. Shoreline erosion controls have been put in plaee along the 

OU2 shoreline; therefore, erosion of contaminated soil is not a surrent Goncem for OU2. 

The human health risk assessment indicated unacceptable risl{s for one or more receptors exposed 

to soil at OU2. Lead and copper concentrations in soil are greater than the aGGeptable residential risk 

levels in a portion of the DRMO Impact Area. 
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2,.0 !REMEDIAL ACTION, OBJECTIVES 

, . 
This section identifies the ARARs, discusses the med!lJlTl of concern, and develops the RAOs for 

remedial acti~;t;~~ 'at' OU2. ARARs are regulatory r~quir~me~ts and guidance that govern remedial 
<'."" 

activities. The medium of concern at OU2 is defined along with the volume of the contaminated 'medi'um. 

RAOs are medium-sp~cific goals that define the objectives of conducting remedial actions and are 
• , • • " 1 ! ~ ';- . , . ,- , 

developed to allow consideration of a range of remedial 'alternatives developed in subsequent sections. 
i : " t'l' , '~ , 

2.1 'APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPR()PFhir~ REQ~I'RE'~ENTS -AND 'TO BE 

CONSIDERED CRITERIA 

Tables 2-1 through 2-3 'present a summary offi3deral and State of Ma:ineARAR:s and lito be considered" 

(TeO) criteria for OU2. The two threshold criteria that remedii:ll alternatives'must- meet, as described in 

Section 4, are: (1) prbtection of-human health arid the en\/irdn'ment and (2) compliance with ARARS', 

RemE3diaFalternatives'illl.lst attain or exce'ed conformance with all ARAHs"unles's 'a wa'iver of an ARAR is 

justified, as desCribed"furtheHri"this section. 

ARARs address a cHemical~ Idcation, or' action"at a"site af:1d are defined asanystar:\dard, requirement, 

criterion, or limitation under' federal 'envirohmental law, or' any promulgated 'stan'dardi requirement, 

criterion, or limitation under a state environmental' or facility-§siting lawAhat is more stringent than the 

associated federal standard, requirement, criterion, or limitation, that is either legally applicable to the 

CERCLA hazardous s'ubstancs(s)' at the site, or is relevant a.nd' 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 1$ the degree of human ,health and, environmental protection afforded by,:agiven 

remedy. Section 121 ofCERCL:.A requires'that ptirliaryrconsideration be given to remedial alternatives 

tha:t attain or exceed ARARs.The purpose' of this requirement' is to make' CEROLA, response actions 

consistent with other pertinent federal and state ~nvironmental requirements; 

Definitions of th~ two types of ARARs, as well as TBC criteria, are as follows: 

j, ~.,' 

e' AbOlicable ReqUirements"are tHose cleanup standards, standards· of control, and other' ~LJbstantive 

, environmental protection requirements, criteria, oro'limitations promulgated underfederalor state law 

that specifically address 'a hazardous -substance; pellutant, cOr:1taminant, remedial action,,'location, or 

other circumstance at a CERCLA site. 
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• Relevant and Appropriate'Requirements are,tt:u,llse,cleanupstandards;"standards of control, and other 

substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal 

or state Jaw that, although not "applicable," address problems or situations sufficiently similar 
'I ".',' ~'~ ,',; " ' . ,I 

(relevant) to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their u,se is well suited (appropriate) to the 
t fr' '" f . j'I'? ,: '. ,;" , ' 

particular site. 
: '. '~, ,: ' 

( "~ " 

• T8C Criteria are non-promulgated, non-enfo'rceable guidelines or criteria that may be useful for 
, '. • .'. " : ~< ,,,< ' .' ',,- • ~ , 

developing remedial action alternatives and for determining action levels that are protective of human 

h~alth <;lnd/or the el)vironment. I;xamplos of T8C ,criteria include Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) and 
",' 

Reference Doses (RfDs). 

SectiQR 121 (d)( 4) of CERCLA allows the selectipn of ,a remedial alternafiyo that will not attl'lin ,all ARARs if 

any of six conditi(;ms fpr. €l wajver qf ARAf,ls e~iMs. 1hese six conqitio!'1s Cj.re as, follows: (1) the,(Elmedial 

a,ction Js an illtElri,r:n ,me~sure YJ,hereby the final remedy will attair the p:-~AR upon comple!ion; 

(2) compliCj.,nGe will- result in :greater~ril?k to, human ' ~e?lth and the envir()liIment than other options; 

(3) compliance is technically impracticable; (4) an alternative remedial,aGtiqn will attain the equivalent of 

the ARAR; (5) for state requirements, the state has not consistently applied the requirement in similar 

circumstances; OU~) cqmpliance With the A8AR will not provide a p,ala,nce between protecting public 

health" welfare, ano the er;lV,ironmen,t at the facility with the avail~bility of fund money for response at 9ther 

facilities (fu,nd-balancing). The ,last cO,nditiol'] only ~pplies 19 Superfund-financed actions. 

ARARs and T13Cs fall into ,three ,,:;ategories, The, characteri~atipn, of, t~Else 9.ategories is Qot concl!Jsive 

because many requirements are combinations of the three types of ARARs and l:E~9s.,These ,Categories 

are as follows: 

" 

• Ghen:tical.Specifio; Health- or" risk-bas~Eld ,nunJori~al value~ or. methodQlogjes that establish 

concentration',or discharge limits for particular contaminants"within the, media of concern. 
I' , 

limits for paFtioular oentaminants within media,ofoonoqm.:,ChQmioal sppoifio,AR/>J~sgo'lern the extent-of 

site oloanup. In the absonoo etohemioaJspeeifio ARARs, I?ite ba€ledoleanyp oriteria may'be E1eveloped 

using guidanoe provided under UaEPA RfD guidanoe or UaEPA l=Iealth Assessment Group CaFs. 

• Location-Specific: Restrictions based on the concentrations of hazardous substances or the conduct 

at activities in, specific, locations; These maY re~trict or, preq.lude,c~rtain remedial actions or may 

apl!)ly only to certain ,portions of a site;', L;qcatiQn-specific ,AFlA,Rs and 18Cs pertain to special, site 

feature,s"and;~xamples include floodplain and coastal zone reqJ;Jirements. 

} .. - l' 
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-Action~SpeeifiG: ;Techriology- or activity-based contrOls or restrictions on ,activities :telated to 

management of ha:zardous substanc'os. ;A;ctioh-speCific ARARs an€! TBCs pertain to implementirig 'a 

given remedy. Examples are RCRA requirements for management of hazardous waste that may be 

generated as part of rerrredial actions. 

'" t 

Throughout the follo'Ning AJ.qAR. analysis ahd assooiafed taDles, the terRi "potentially'" is used when 

requirements ("applioaDle" OF "relevant and appropriate") would De'invol<:od only if oertaiM remedial aotions 

are tal<en (may not De "applioaDle" or "relevant and appropriate" for some of the oonsidered remedial 

adtions)'. 

2.1.1 Chemical-Specific ARARsiand TBes 
r. I , ._ > 

This section present~ a sl,lmmp.ry of f~deral and State,ofMa,ine chemical:cspecific TB~ criteria. Table 2-1 

presents a list of federal ana S~ate of, MaiF)e, chemical-specific ARARs and TBCs f,or OU2. No federal or 
, ' • , < • " '-' ~ , ., • .' 

State of !V1aine chemical-specific ARARs wer.e identified. and n,o State of Maine c~emical,specific TBCs 

were identified.", The All oITemieal speoifio A8A8s and TB9s provide sO,me medium-specifi,C g~idance on 

"acceptable" or "permissible" concentrations of contamjnqnts. 

Federal, 

6ffic~ of S'olid Wast~and Emergency Response (OSWERl DirectiVe 9355.4-12 (Mem'Orandum: Revised 

Interi~ Soil Lead ~uidance for CERC'LA; Sites ~n9 RCRA' Corrective Acti~ni' Fa~ilities) provides a 

reco~mended concentration of 400 mg/kg 'for I~ad'in soil for residential land use. The memorandum 
.' , , 

clarifies that the recommended concentration is ~ screen'iriQ level "that may be used as a tool to 
, ' . 

determine which sites or portions of sites do not require further ~tudy." The mem~randum further clarifies 

that "a screening level is defined as a level of contamination above which there may be ~nough concern 

to 'warrant site-~'~'~cifiC study of risks, and "lev~ls of :~~ntari;lnation above the screening level would not 

automatically r~quire a rem~dial' action, nor designate the sit~ as 'contaminated'.'" -rne' 400 mg/kg 

scre~'ning ievel w~s d~veloped b~s~'d o~ a ~od~i specifically designed to siriiulale lead uptake in Children 

in a residential setting. Adlilt'lead exposure is ev~l~ated based on ~ USEPA publication prepared by the 
, , . ~. ,f \. . ( J \ ,j , ," .', 

Technical Review Workgroup (TRW) for Lead (January 2003), wherein a methodology is described for 
t -) ~ < • ' 

assessing risks aSsociated with non-residential aduit exposures to lead in soil. The diret::ti~e 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) 

c;:onsidered unlikely to ,Caus.~,~,i9DifiCQnt,adverse,eff~cts,asso~iat~d witha,.threshQld m~chanism of ac\ion 

in hl,lman e~po~~r,E3' pver ~ lifetime, ,JlfDl> ,an;~,:p~()\(ided)n USERA'slntegrated Risk Information System 

, " 
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(IRIS), . RfDs were, used to estil1J~tE;l;' nq!,1-carc,il1ogen,ic,risk ?,S part oUheflE;lvjseq ()U¢ J1isk.'~s$essment 

'I (TtNUS, November ~QQQ). RfD,s;~were !Jsed t9 d~Yelop RlryGsfor non-car,einogenic GGCs; " 

, ~i 

USEPA Human Health Assessment Group CSFs present the mo~t uR-toi-,datE;l informa~ion on p~,ncer risk 

potency for known and suspected carcinogens. CSFs are provided in USEPA's IRIS. CSFs were used to 

estimate carclnagenic risk as. Pl;lrt ofthe,Rev,ised .0,1.J2 Hisk A$s~ssment (TtNUS, l\Jovember 200(). ,·CSFs 

eaR:-were.beuse<;l;to',esta,bltsh PinGs ,ferearcinogenic COGs,. " ' " 

USEPA Region 9 PRGs are presumptive levels calculated using standard exposure assumptions for 
i ' 

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 10.6 fOJ .oareinGlg,ens.,; U's§P'A. Region ~Pf,=lGs were u,sed 

as screening levels as part of the Revised OU2 Risk Assessment (TtNUS, November 2000). Although 

not strictly a -rSC' criterio'n to be'rdet !jy. remedial action alternativeS; the 'meth6dolog~? uSed' to calctJlate 

the" USEPA Region 9 PRGs' sGre6hlng 'levels cah beused'to' develd'p' AAGssoil ·tlean-up' levels for 

chem'icals other-,thah lead. 'USEPA Re'gianal SCireeniH~f tevels (RSLS) replace the . individua.l USEPA 

regions's:creeliing levels:(S.g., Region '9 PRGs) In 2008~"The·t:rSEPt'i RSbs ar'o eased 'on Oak Ridge 

National LabOFatory RSLs for ChemiGal Contaminants at Su'perlunEI"Sit6s: 

Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment (March 2005) provide a framework to scientists for a~sessli'ig 

possible cancer risks from exposures to pollutants or other agents in the environment The guidelines are 

i~t~~de~ to"inak~: great~r ~se of th~' incr~asl~q sCi~ntifid~under~;~ridi~g 6f th~ ;~ech~~iS~~ that'~nd'erli~ 
the car~i~ogenic-process. rhe guidelines include 'discussions"'~f' all of the' four- steps of ttl'e ri~k 
I i" \~ <',< ~ ': !: , ,0) -"~I ."," ,-:"r;::~ ~-'--, '~\', ~ ;,.~;- ~,~< (-~, '.;" 

assessment process and provide guidance to risk asseSSQrs O.n these steps. These guidelines are TBCs 
l. < -', >',.- <: ; :.. > .' '. ' ',' \ r,' . . . .;:"( ~:'f~\,'" < ' '(:t: ";' , ' ~ 

for OU2 SQil and were used to develop PRGs for carcinogenic COCs. 
- > ; ) ' \ • .. I,~ {; . [,>"1' ',. _.' I > • , ' ~ -1 f';! , ,_:~-

Supplem~ntal Guidance for Asses~ing Susceptibility f;om Early~Life Exposure' to' C~r~i~og'ens (M~rch 
I'r ' ,; ,; j : ~ -, -,~'::' ,}~:'~. " ~£ ,,' f': - I , , ' ' ) ,," ,": ,<~ /':, , " ~ '> -, ,~:>" ;" j 

2005) addresses a number of issu'es pertaining to cancer risks associated with early-life exposures in 
: ' '''', ? 't\ ~ ;; ~ ,,'">j., ,':' ,; __ " .' '·v~- ! - " '.. . ~ ',\ ~ Ai ~i[' j 

general. and provides specifio guidance on potency adjustment only for caroinogens acting through a 
- .";-,' L' ; q,; '" : -"i.-' .... ~, ·;'".<.l'" ,"'., , c ~ \f; '_.' . ,~.,,, it~, ~ .. ,::::~~ ,>_ \, \-; .~','.,.I'O ',! ,> 

mutagenic mode Qf action. If chemical-specific data are not available to directly assess cancer 
.. ,\ ~ < "':.','", '~i>' t',' ""j " .~ .. -<' i, ~',-,- " \ \ '; -. \<x ~~ '. ;or~'"'T''' , .1'L~'-,:' " 

susceptibility from early-life exposures. the guidance recommends a default approach using estimates 

from chronic studt~~. T~ese ~uidelines ~r~ TBC~' fo;jdu2'~~'d wer~ ~s~d y~' de~~~p PRG~' '~or 
) ~', )" '- '.-~# '. . ' ... ;- .. , .. } ft" ; t' .. '! .... ",:'~ r-, ' ,':-'~" " 

carcinQgenic COCs. 

State of Maine 
"", {J t,t 

Maino Risk J\ssessmenf' GUitlelinds are' pro'JidecFiM the GuldanGe Manualifor Human [.1ealth Risl<: 

AssessmeRt 'at f-4ai!a:rciEius' Substa:nGe~ Sit~e prbpared''bY'iMeDgP};:ana thO'Maine,'OCepartmo'nt bfHHrnan 

ServiGcs (June, 1994). The guidanGc n:lanual provides aooeptable oareinogeniG and non GaroinogeniG 

, 
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risk Idvels at 1 xtQ.,a and 1, respectively. These guidelines are "'P8Gguidanoefor makingrisl< 

management a90isions. l '\ 

Remedial Action'Guidelines (RAGs) (MEDEP, 0ivision of Remediation, Mav January,201 Q i\-997)present 

chemical"specifio guidelines'to assist in making remedial decisiol1s at hazardous substance sites that can 

be considered for developing soil cleanup levels. Direct contact guideliAes are presented ',for three 

exposure scenarios: residential, trespasser, and adult worker. The default exposure factors for' each 

scenario' arb ElesoribeEi in, the companion Technioal; 8asis, a.nd8acl<ground for Soil Remedial .'Vetien 

Guidelines 8ased on Direct-Gontaet (8asis Statement). 80th the trespasser ,and adult worl<er g8ideliAes 

are fo'rnoR residential exposures. Depending on the, contaminant, there FRay l3e sigllificantdifferences, 

and guidelines proteeti'/e of one of these pOl'lulatioRs may not be p'FOteotive ef the ethers. '4=he residehtial 

direct'contact-standard fOF lead was·established by the Maine Oepartment of Flealth and FlIfIFRah Services 

(DFlS). MEDEP has oonsulted with DFiS regarding 'aoceptable, non residential guidelines for.lead. ' 

2. t.2 " Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs . 

This sec;:,tion preserts a summary of federal and State of Maiqe ,~qcation-~pecific ARARs and TBQs. 

Table 2-2 presents a list of,f!30,eral and State of Maine 10G~t.ion-specific AI)ARs and TB9s for O,U2. 

Federal 
:0 

Federal Floodpla'in Management Exe~utive Order (E.O.) 11988 [40 Code of Federal Reg~lati~'ns (CFR) 

Part 'a, P.ppen·di~ ft.] P~~'liide~ for oOh6idej"ati~~ of floodplains during remedial aotions: 'E.O. 11988 
, " ._ I ; - _ ~ .,},' ,. , '; 

requires federal agenoies to avoid long term and short term adverse impaots assooiated viith ocoupanoy 
. t ; ,- _t (". • >,. \.' i. ,,' .' 

and modification of floodplains and to avoid support of floodplain development wherever there is a 

practioable 'aiternative. If no praotioable C;lternative exists to performing cieanup'in a floodplain, potential 
/ ." .' ",' " , f " r" .'~ .,' , . l;' 

harm must be mitigated and aotionE; tal<en to preserve the natural and benefioial values of the floodplain. 

40 CFRo Part a, Appendix A contains USEPA polioy f~~ i~pl~menting the p'rol.;isions of E.O: 11988. 

Although a portion of the site is within the 100 year floodplain of the Pisoataqua River, it is anticipated that 

remedial' aotions for soil at OU2 woold" not adversely atfMt the flaodplain. Flowever, shoreline 

stabilization work would e~tend into the 106 year fl~Odplain of the Piscataqua River. 

Coastal Zone Managein'ent Act [16 United 'States Code' nJsC) §1451 et seq.l provides for the 
, ; ~ • ': • , " < "',', ' <, , : , 

preservation and proi'eCtion of coastal zone areas,management of coastal zones to' be the state's 

, 

, . (,' ~, , ~' ,..,~ . . ,,' ("J, , l '~ 

responsibility, and that managelilent of coastai'zohe development to be in such a way as to minimize the 

eff~cts on coastal zo~e re~ourc~s. S~ction 304(1) exCludes federal lands from th~ coastal ar~a if those 

lands are s~bject'solel~ to the discretion ~f or' are held in trust by'the federal' government.' UndJr Section~ 
l ' ".' , ' ,,':\ " t , . ~, '-' 

307 (c), Paragraphs (1) and "(2), federal activifies and develo'pment projects in or directly 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 Goastal 

zone. However, CERCLA requires that the remedial action meet only substantive requirements of the 

regulatipr,to'Rr,ovidjl"prot,e~tionJo, coastal zone ,areas. As part of mepting these,.requirements, MEDEP 

WOUld, be included in the, review, process for, the remedial design and work plan for ar:1y'alternative 

affectingj.'the' coastal zone atOue. 

Ri'ler,and J=.IarborsAot "Seotion ;1.0 faa UaCADa: a@ GF'R a20 to 2221 prohibits uoauthori1!ed obstruotion 

or altfjration of na'Jigllble waters. AotivitiQS jn'{olving exoavatioAo~ depositiof.l.ot materials in, navigaelo 

watprs or, affeotingsuoh, 'Naters must sDfVethe puelie interest, and benefits' must outwQigh, advers,e 

impacts on naturalrosourses,'aosthetics, and navigation. Those, mgulations, are applioaele, if remedial 

aotiono fOF,O\,;l2, in\lolvework in the, Pisoataqua .River, and ,suoh, aations woul€! need to be designed to 

meetthe.stlbstantive reJ~uirernents of aeotion'1{') oUffi,e'aot. 

Federal Proteofion of Wetlands E.O, 11990 provides ,for oonsideration, of,wetlands'du~ing remedial 

aotions. This E.G. is implemented by UaEPA's August 6, 1985, Policy on Flood Plains and VVetlands 

Assessn:iehts fbrCERCLJVAoti~ns '(CERCLA 'Cornplianoe Polioy). E.d; 11990 requires federa'i agenoies, 

in oarrying' olit their ~esponsi~llities, to tal<:e60tlon to minimiZb the destruotlon, loss, or degradation of 

wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and benefioial values of wetlands. The order 

emphasizes the importanoe of avoiding undertal~iAg ne't.' oonstruotion looated in wetlands (unless there is 

no praotioable alternative to that oonstruction); minimizing the harm to 'A'etlands (if the only praoticable 
" '.- ~ .' • < 

alternative rpq~ires oo'~struotion in the ' .... etland); and providing early and adequate opportunities tor puelip 
. '~:' .. " : ~', - " " ' '~ \ 

revim\' of plans iO't~olving ne'A' oonstruotion in wetlands. A wetlands funotions and values assesoment 
, . ,"; ~ , 

'Nould be oonduoteo to guide mitigative efforts for any adverse impaots that may ooour to wetlands during 
" :.';. .' ' .)' .;., ) i ','" ~ , • ' : 1 ' 

remedial aotivities. Based on the disoussion of eoologioal oonditions at OU2, there are no wetlands or 
. , ", ,<" ·,'1' ."\ - n,-J • , '.~ 1 

mU9 flats,~loflg tho, GU2, shoreline, Ba,sed on the disoussion of eoologisal oonditions at GU2, there are 
, - , . -, -1' ' - ~ , . ,~ ." ': f, > .,~ .' • 

no IJ't'etiands or mud flats along the QU2 shoreline . 
. >. '-. ' <) , 

Clean Water Act (CWA) - -Section 404(b)-(1) Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or 
~: " • t :. • , "," • , __ ~ )-',r' . ~ . -' 

Fill Material (40 CFR Parts 230-232: 33 CFR Parts §§320-330) regulate the discharge of dredged pr fill 
. . - . .:' "~,, ". ,~ , '" ,;" '. 

material into U.S. waters, including wetlands. The purpose of Section 404 is to ensure that proposed 

discharges are evaluated with respect to impacts on the aquatic ,ecosystem. Guidelines and regulations 

r~latedtoper!l1ining ~nder th~ qWA Section ~04 prog~am f~r discharges of dred,Q,~d 0; fill material ~re 
,- " .. ' - ~ , ., 

provided ,in 40 CFR Parts 230-232. Guidejines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill \, ' '"n- ~ ",,', '"', " . I 

Material (40 CFR Part 2$0) ar~ applicable tQ the dredge and fill of wetland environments. Proce,dures are 
,:, .. ' _ t ~ . < \ : < <" \ "" , ': ri " ',,' ~ ~ • 

established by 40 CFR Part 231 establiehes prooedures for prohibiting or with<;lrawing th~ specification, or 
, - - ! f' " • 'l . '. i '}l. , . .( '; , . 'r ;, ", ~ J ' , 

denying, restricting, or withdrawing the ,use for specificatjol'] of any defin~d area as a disposal site for 
. :; ,'- .''', ,:-;..( "'i.. 

1t0403/P 2-6 CT0444 



REVISION 0 
NOVEMBER 2QQSOCTOBER 2010 

dredged or fill materials pursuant to' Section '404(c) ,of the CWA. Definitions' ,applicaole to. the CINA 

Section 404Ji>roqralTl arEl.provided !Ely 40 CFR .Part 232 .. previE;les' Elefiniticinsa13plicaele to'trno:'OWA 

€aeotian 404 f'lregra'm',and describes activities:that are exempted' fr<:>m ,permit requirements. ·Ifca remedial 

action involvesi the discharge of dredge· or fill into the waters ·of the United States, including wetlanas, the 

substantive requirements of"this seGtion may ne'Eld to 'be ;met 'Discharge' df dredged material incl.iJaes 

addition of materials incidental to excavation activities.·Activities that adversely,., aftect the 'aquatic 

ecosystem are prohibited unless there are no practical alternatives. In addition, activities that may affect 

water quality, violate toxid effluent standards, adverseiy affect ahy endangere'd dr threatened ,species, .or 

cause significant degradation of the 'Waters of the Unitsc:!' $tates (includes significant adverse, affects to 

huiTlan'healthor welfars; aquatic life and other wildlife;'andwetlands)' are prohibited. This act woLJld be 

applicable, to' 'n3ri1edi'al ,actions""that ,cowie potentially include discharge of excavated material or 

wastewater to the offshore area; 
, , 

The National Historical Preservation' Act (16 'USC; :&410 et seq.: rr:S6 CPR Part BOO) establishes 

requirements relating to potential loss or destruction of significant scientific, historical, or archaeological 

data as'~Hesult dl'any propdsed"remedy. Prehistoric .and historical archeological reS.0urce sens-itivity for 

:the DRMO "Impact Area (particularly Inear" Quarters S and NY are moderate and~hlgh. respectively., The 

. 'rest'0f-OU2 has low op{moderatesensitivitv,for prehistoric and historic archaeological resources~OU2'is 

'lew,.' The State Historic' p.~eservation Officer (SHPO), wbl'Jld beocontacted ariddhe remedial design and 

,work: plans would be developed to me'et the substantiVe requirements of this act. This act would be 

applicable to remedial aotivitiesat OU2f This aotweulEl l3e applioablo'ifexoavatien aotivities are inolu'EleEi 

as parHjf a remeEilial cr6tidR at @Y2: ' , 

The Endan~rered SPeCies' Act 'of 1973 (16 USC "§1531 et seq.: 50 CRR Part 402) provides for 

consideration of impacts'to elldangered and threateneo,species and their critical nabitats. As dis€ussed 

in 'Section, 1.0; there' are.rio known endangered or'threatened species ahGU2: however; the' federally­

Iisted'endangeredsh0rt-nosed sturgeon is kridWn to occur in the,Piscataqua ,River. There are no known 

critical habitats for the short-nosed'sturgeoh ,in the State of Maine .. The Act requfres federalageneies to 

ensure that any action carried outDY the agency is not likely tOjeoJDardize the'continued existence of any 

endangered or, threatened· species or adversely affect its dritical hal:>itat. Remedial activities; would) be 

:conducted 'S<1, as ,'to avoid 'any adver~e, effect under the,,~ndangeied';'Species Act to the shortmosed 

sturgeon.' 

1 "-"' ", 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Aot (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 issuinCnapermit 'or 
l 

undertaking federal action for the modification of any body of water, consult with the appropriate state 

aqehcy ex~rcis;i~ig' i~ri~3jdti~n ~v~~).'Wfia'lif~' reso~}ce~ 'tt; tonsefve tt'lose 'f~s6urc'~s:' Coordinati~r1~'ith 
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United ~tates' fisl:"t and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or; ,National Marino FisheriesSerwice (NMFS) and 

appropriate state aqencieswouldbe required. if alteration oL,a,~ody of water. including discharge of 

pollutants into a wetlanq,of c,onstruction in~ wetland. will occur as, a result of remedial activities. This 

act w,ouldbe ~applicable to reme,dial a(3tions at QU2 that may impact the: coastal floodplain ,or adjacent 

river.. ,Actiy-Ities ~thatwould reduce adverse" impac.ts would be, considered and implemented. as 

appropriate. after, coordination with USFWB and NMFS. 

. , . 

The Pish and "Nildlife Coordination I\ot (16 USC 661 ot,soq.: aaCFRaaO; 40 GrR 6.aOatand,theFederal 

Preteotio.nof VVetlands, EO. 11 990 (~O"CFF,l J?art,6. ARRendix A) have been o'.'qll;lated and determined 

not to be ARN~s !Qeoauf;le there are no \votl.a(1ds ,or proteoted habitats withjn QF. adjaoentto, OUa. "The 

Migratory, Bira Treaty J\oL(16. USC 70a) 'and tho Mafine M&r;nm.al ProteotioF;lAot (16 USG 1261,throl;!gh 

1421 hand 40 GFR 1 a, 1 g, 216, and 229) have been evaluated and J~eterlTl!lJod, not to be, .• ARARs 

beoause human aotivity and the high density of industrial aotivity in OU2 preoludes the presenoe of a 

signifioaF!lt hq:bitat."therof'ore,'thee;e aots are not oonf;ljdered further, in this,fS. 

The, lindangewd ,aReoies Aot of ,197a. (,ie USC Gha@ter,aS) previd,es tQr".Gonsi,EiQr[\tion of, imf;l,aots to 

endangered afRettlJreatened speoies aA9 theil' qriti13al hab,itats. This aot;:".reguirQ~, Federal, age,moies; in 

oonsultation with the,SeoreJm:y 8f the Interior, to ensure that .any a'?tion authQrit;ed"fundod, or oarried ~ut· : 

by thE! agenoy;is Filot 1!!<eJy to jeQpardi'i!:e the $ontinued existenoe of any. el}Ei&tl§ereEi or throatenedspeoies 

8r aelv9fs_eIY atteot oritio&LA'abjtat .. ,lf tAO, sqoretqry,eetermines' that suotUJ, speoi~e; may ee present, the 

Federal' agenoy. must oonduot abtologioal ,assessment 1.8 -identify' any e,FildaogeJed' or tllFOatened 'speoies 

likely to be atfeoted by tho agenoy's aotion. However, no Imown endanger,Qd,Jhreatened, or prqtoeted 

spooies or oritical habitat is looated within the boundaries of PNS, inoluding OU2, and PNS is not included 

in the. er.itioal hqbitats 'af ~ny speoies (Maine. Fisheries Ci;nd -'A/ildlife, January 1 989: Nf~G, Al:lgust 19~3). 

The 80B aBd 'l'l,ater.,Consefvation Land ManagemeAt.Plan (Soil. G8nservati~n Servioe! AUgl;JSt 1995) 

n8te~,,;th~ NorthemB.ala .Eagles,are I{RO¥t'A,to,l;:Ise'tAe Gwat Bay,Estuary.,J,\ls0r'~hisplal1 indioates that 

piping plover, may possibly e:l(ist qLthe mQuti::l of the Pisl;Sataqwa HivoF.;~egarding ett::ler signific?lnt 

habitats, Clark's Island. was netedto requiFO speoiaLconsiEiefation eeoa,use of ,its I:js9 by oolaRial' nestin~ 

seabirds (nesting season is frem Af13~il 1 tEl .,August ,15).> . ,,~Iarl<'s Island, IQoatpd en the ,eastem side of 

PNS, is' not located near the vioinity of OU2. No enEianger.ed or .threatenQd speoies were identified at 

FINS .duringthe.onshore El;3ole,.gic,a,1 ,A,ssesement, of P~JS (M~l"aFen/Hart, August. ~ 9912); . Speoial 

oonsideration may be required for remedial action that Gould disturb nesting seabirds, if presf?m at or 

nearby OU2. Therefore, the Endangered Speoies Act is Gonsidered a TBG for OU2. 

State of Maine , . ~ , 

Maine Site Location of Development Law [.38 Main~ Revised Stat~tes Annotated. (MRSA) §481 ot ~oq.; 
: • J • • _ t " ': ','h ',- ,-.' ~. -t,"j' , n'. " " ',. , , 'l ,j 

06-096 Code of Maine Rules (eMR) Parts 371-377' regulates the siting' of developmental a9tivities to 
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ensure that developments will have minimal adverse 'impaCt on the,riatural environmentahd to protect the 

health, safety, and general Welfare onhe people:' App'roval is needed for de'Jelo'pmental' aotivity that 
I 

includes any activity,that consumes, generates, or handles 'hazardous wastes, hazardous m'atter;~br oil. 

The developmental activity should have 'no Linfea.so'nable adverse effect on the' natural envitonment(e.g., 

air quality, runoff, erosion and sedimentation, surface wateran'd groundwater quality)." Regulations,also 

include consideration of the preservation of historic sites and unusual natural areas and the protection of 

'wildlife, and'fiSneries, 'ThiS'act' is applicable ,at Que geoause 'if:·, remedial activities ,at OU2 'wm-atfeCl' an 

area exceeding 3 'acres. Substantive requirements of 'this law would need to be met;under the CEROLA 

process in consultation with MEDEP. Activitieswouldb'e conducted to reduce'the potential for adverse 

impact on the natu'ral environment. historic sites. and, wildlife and'fisheries: 

Maine Natural'Hesources Protection Act (38 MRSA §480 otseg.; 06-ID96 CMR Part 305) regulates any 

activity conducted: in; on, or over any profected, 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~i bulldozil1g~i removal or 

diSplaG'ement of soil or other materialsii draining or other dewatering~1' and construction; repair, or 

alteration of any permanent 'structure. The activity mllst not cause u'nreasonable erosion 'of soil or 

se'diment~ n'or unreasonably inhioif the natural transfer 6f soil from the terrestrial to the marine, or 

freshwater environment; cause unreasonable harm,to any significant wildlife'habitat;freshiNater 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, ot ,increas,e ,flooding in;,the"activity area or 

adjacent properties. 
~', .' 

I .' • ", .;;' '. ,i. >; ~ 

Disturbance 6f soil material adjacent to a wetland or water body 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' dd 
would be applicable to any remedial action at OU? that could disturb soil near the I)horeline of .OU2. 

'. ." ,'_ ... " ,t" ", . _ ,.' " 

;; 

Maine Wetland Protection Rules (06-096 CIVIR Part.31Q) pn;)Vide additional standards for protection of 
• ,~ • '. ; • .' - • ': < " " • l' " \ 

, . 

wetlands. as defined in,MEDEP Chapter.,. 1000. Guidelines for Municipal Shoreline Zoning Ordinances. 
• ~ ~ '. -. ',' ' -.,' ;:--, _ _"}, ; 1 '~ .' • < , : - - , 

protqotion. Jurisdiction under the. Rules includes the area adjacent to wetlands. which isJhe area within 
, ~ ,~ , ; ',; - - ": " - I - I ,- ,'" '. ' _. '--'," " , . ".' , ,~ i • ":'.. 

75 feet of the normal high water line. , No activity th~t would c;au~e aJoss in wetland area, funct!ons~ and 
- i.. .' , ~:;:~ '/ ". eel. ,,",'; -',." ~ :; \. ":, • ,,".,: • : .: 

values is permitte,d if there, is. a practiCable alterna~ive to !he projE;!ct that would be less dam,ag(ng to the 
, . , , " ' ' " ' , • ~,. : •• '.>' ) '<' ~ , '. .: 

environment. Restoration or enhancement of the affected wetlands may be required (minor alteratiqns 

that will have no effect on wetland functions and values are exempt). 

t'" ' 
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MaineJ:;oastal,,Manaqement. Policies (38 MRSA ,§l80tetseq.) provid~ for ,the regulation, ,Gons~!'Vation, 

beneticial.!us,g, and rnanagfi)m61nt, of coa,stal,.r;eso!.!r.ce,us~ by federal; state, Jegional, J~rid local 

gove.rnments. , ,Ttle c9as~aI2are,a incorporates ,~Ih c<:)aste,1 !llunicipalities and !Jnorgafli;zed townships ,.on 

tid9tL wa~erscand alLcQastal\ :islands, The" Sl:lbstar::)tivo 'envi,ronmentall requirement.§. pttbese . 'standards 

wqyld be.adOressed, in cpnsultat.ion with·MI=DEf!. ,. /. 

Maine'!iFldaFlaered~peGies i\Gt(~ fit MBgt~ 775'~ ei, seg;} desigAateq sPQ.9ie§hOf~fil:)h oFcwi.ldlif.e found in the 

$tato·qs eFlElC;lRgexe.Q. oHhreatened:.' SpeGies listed J4f1der the ,Main61, '~Ildariger:pd 9peeies)\oLjnolude 

sev~Jal eflda!j\gereg.speGios: (Gonsistiog 1,of.8jrd,s, repHies,; amp/1il9ians" mayflie!?;€lamselfliel:) aq~ 

dragonflies, 19utterflies, and moth~) aAd r§,eMQf&1 t~reQtened.:speGies (GoAf;1i9ting : of. 19irds,' mammals, 

reptiles, amphil9ians, fish, mollusl~s, mayflies, damselflies and drogonflies, 19utterflies, and moths). The 

FulesalsQ identif.¥ essontial, haQi*a4:sJpr sp,9,Qies,;.fJpsignated as en9angeFq~, or:thrpat~n61<;li§~eGi,Qs; !~d;l3aS 

reQuirlB9 ·'sp.e9i~J maFla,gement,oonsidorqtiQns. inolude ,t,he Bald eqgle" Nest Site. qn:d iJI;!,e ,Rof;leate Tern 

, ,'.' 

t " 

Maino;SignifiGant NVilalifel=lal9itat Rules (06 096 CMR aa5) outlines requirements for aotivities impaotin9 

signifieant Wil€llif~ tJal9it&ts" inGluaiFlgGertain' seabif~",nesti!'lg' islaFlds. , There are. ,no ,wilalife' hal9itat& <at 

QUa;, l;1e'NevQr,~.speGial Pensiaeration may' 1ge required for !FOmQaiGiL.a6~ionth.at Gould ~istuFI9 o.ert~in 

n.es~ing seal9iras, if pres€)nt:qtor neaFOU2" Therofere,these,,fulef,lar,e, Gonsi(;iereqTBC Griteria f~r QU2., 

2.1';3 "Actian".iSpec::iflc ARARs,atld :rB,Cs 

This section presents a summary of federal and State of Maine action-specific ARARs and TBCs. 

Tabl~ 2-3 prel3enJs a H,st of. federal and St!3-te qf Majneagtion-specific ARARs and TBCs for OU2,. 
< ,. _'< • < <, -, i '." -," i" '.' " < 

Federal 

RCRA Subtitle:C,RC~A 'R~6ulati!6hs"idtrdentifi~~tibri and Usting of H'~~aradusr Water (4'O'CFR Part"261 ), 

Standards Applicable to Generators of Hazardous Waste (40 GFR Part 262) and Standards for 
, ,~, ' _ " > _ .' .' , _ ,_, - ~ I t- -' " ' __ . ," . : ' 1 • -, ? 1 

Hazardbus'WastEn"SD'Facilities (40 CFR 'Part 264) govern the generatidn"'transport:ationiind disposal of 

hazardous ~as't!e.': the State"of ; Maine • has 'FlORA delegation, ahd' tH~ Maine Hazardous Waste 

M~~aqeme~t R61~s' provide! references to tff€!' federa:i 'RCRAredulations' where a.pProdriate. fhase 
stahcl~rd'~ are applicable if 'wast~~ O'e'nerated dUring 'r~rrtedial actldh 'is' detemji~edto be "RCRA 1 

cha:r~ct~ristic nazar8oU5 waste ahd relevant a~d abpropri~re f6r"remediaf'a2tibh that iA~luaes a RCRJxt; 

CWA (33 USCU's.C. §1251 et seq.); National Recommended Water Quality Criteria (NRWQq (40 CFR 

Part 122.44) are used to establish water quality standards for the protection of aquatic life. These 
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standards ,w0ulcl be relevant and ,appropriate to alternatives that.may impaot· the water guality 6fthe 

Pisoataqu8 River. Remedial activities' would be'condueted to reduce adverse impacts to thebffshore~ 

Stormwater manaqement' erosion controls, and· management of water discharges: would be inclu'ded in 

remedial activities,. as appropriate . 

. /1 

Clean \,',tater /\ctCWA - Section 40.2 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, Pellutant Discharge Elimination System (NPD!i::S) permit progralT!: NPDES" r~quirements 

(40' CFR Part 122) may be applicabl~ if the direct discharge ·of pollutants into navigable waters'is part of 

the, remedial action (Le., discharge of effluent from a treatme,nt system). The?e .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 surfac~ 

waters, includingAhe Piscataqua River, if, a treatment &ystem is employed as part of a remedial action at 

OU2. F:, 

RCRA £ubtitle 0 regulates the treatment, starage, and dispasal of hazardous waste from its.generation 

until 'its ultimate dtsposal. Aooording, toUSE:PA guidance (USEPA,/\u§ust 1 Q88), RORA Subtitle C 

requirements for.the treatment, storage,'9r-Eiisposa4 of hazardous· ..... aste would be applioable if: 

• The ' .... aste is a listed or oharaoteristio waste under RCRA. 

• The 'Naste ' .... as treated, stored, or disposed (as defined in 40 CrR 260.10) after the effeotive date of 

the RCRl\ requirements uAder'oonsideration. 

• Theadtivity'at the "GERCLA site donstitutes ourreAt treatment, storage, or disposal as defined, by 

RCRA,"'· " ,h:" , '., ., 

;., 

Rc'RA SubtitleC' requirements ', .. ould alse be appliaable if hazardous wastes 'Nere generated as a result 

of remedial "activities. 'gheh ' .... aste' would be requited' to be managed in aoeordanoo with' these 

requirements. /\s a result," the following RCRA Subtitle 'C) requirements are potentially applieable toOU2: 

• Identifieation and Listing of Hazardous "Vastes; Toxioity Charaeteristio (40 CFR 261.24). 

• 'RORA S'tandards Applicable tcH~et'1erattlrsbf Hazardous "Vasto (40 CPR 262), 

• Treatment'storagb, and disposal '(T8D) facility requir6~ents (40 CF'R 264), ineiuding tloFreoti'ie 

i action Management units (C;I\MUs) and temporar)' units, " 

• 'LandbispbsaJ RrlstFiotions (Lo'Rg) (40 'eFR 268). '" 
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RGRA Regl:Jlations for Identification and ,ListincLof Hazardous \,IVas~es(40 CFR 261) identify.t~ose, solid 

wastes:thakare subj,egt.:to ~regulatien as' hazaFdoue.: wa~tes.)9azardo.us' ,;NasteS"are ';listed, -and, test 

proo~pure~ are . .9\:ltlined~o·getermine·9haraoteristio ~pzar90us ' .... astes. ~Jl'~quirements iAi,40 CPR 261.24 

identify the regulatory levels for olassifying a solid ' .... aste as a RCRA:oharc;wt~ris~io .h~zardol:J§:,waste 

based on Toxioity Charaoteristio Leaohing Prooedl:Jre (TCLP) resl:Jlts. These regulations are applisable if 

remedial adtions'involvethb generation of solid wastes. " : ! • , 

Standards Applioable to Generators, eUjazaFdous 'Naste (40 'GPR-262~ indionta tltlat'a"generator,:that 

treats, stores; or disposes of ,Razardeus'Mlastc 0.11' .site must oomply,' .... it/;!'tRese.standards; whioh inolude 

manifest F06Il:Jirements,.pre transport requirements (Le., paokaging, Ia;Qeling;plaoarding), rebordl<eeping, 

and repoFting. These"standards are applisable if remedial'aotioAS involve generation of hazardous waste. 

I _, I • 

Staneardsfor:Hazardou's Wasto'nm:Wasilities :(40, €PR'264.) are potehtially applienble to oRsite remedial 

aotions involving hazardous wastes and offsite faoilities reoeiving hazardous waste from the site' for 

treatment or disposal. Standards for TSO faoilities inolude reql:Jirements for preparedness and 

pre'Jention, releases·fwm SWMUs (Le., oorreotive aotiqn'requi~ements), slosureand post 'GIE:l~ldre' oare, 

use andm'anagement of o~ntainers;' and design and operating; standards 'forta,Ak systems, surfaoe 

impol:Jndments', -."t,.raste piles" Jandfills,'insinerators; and misselianeol:Jsunits.· :,vlJhen.'a. site·.sf portion 

thereof reoeives a CAMU designation, the designatEld area ql:Jalifies for oertain exemptions from RCR/\ 

Sl:Jbtitle C requirements. /\ temporary unit, suoh as a .... .,aste ,pile that is.onlyu~te~ 1.o£;·a short:time.dl:Jring 

remediation, also qualifies for sartain exemptions. 

RCRA LORs (40 CPR 268) restriot sartain wastes from being plaoed,or disposQELoF:l thgiand-unless they 

meet spesifis best 'demonstrated available teohnology (BOAT) treatment standards (expressed as 

sQnsentFatioBs,;total"or in the,TGU;> extrast,or.as, sPQGitieg teshnologioSj),.: Re{Tm\(alam:Ltroatrnont of a 

RCRA hazareous 'Naste or movement of the waste ol:Jtside of a CAMU, thereby oonstitl:Jting "pJ6l:Qement," 

would trigger the LORs. It is antisipated that either I:Jniversal treatment standards (40 CPR 268,48) or 

alternative LOR tw.atment standards for oontaminaied,soii. (1Q;CFl,R a6~,4g). \'.:puld,RQ;qpf3,lis~~le ~Q QUaif 

oQntaminated sail meets hni!Oardoue waste,sfiteria t;tfter.:exqqvption or., iLQthpr hazardG.lJs '·wastps aw 

generated ,dl:JFiA{:j, remedial .,aotion.: . However, LOR!?, .v.'oula l'1ot)~e" IlPpliQable to, qnsi*o~.JF09:trn,eQt of 

exoavated soil and reuse of treated soil. LORs 'Nould be applioable to offsite disposal of soil from the site. 

RCRP. Standards f§§FgGeFaL,ReElistorJFJ~),a.Q19~; ;~Q, CI'fS ,26'~f:S~~.p$Jrt~SJ applie~ :,~peGial J)tq,F),dards 

fOFele(aAup atC,I\MUs 3;Q,a is mquired tl;:) impIQment',rQm99ial qotivities,unc;ier 40 CFR,21?~,1q;1and RCR~ , 

a.08(h) or to implement remedial aotivities at,f;:wilitiq9,npt,sl:Jbjeot ,~o ~O C~R 264.tQ1.;.Thi& reg~,!ation 

provides slarifioation that RCR/\ Stan~ards are appliq~R!e to ",ny: SVVMU!;,: ,l\hil1!, rqgHirq~ol1tie pot9ntially 
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relevantabd.aJ'lJ'lropriatefol' maRageme'Bt of remediation wastes (e.g.' •. staging .piles) if remedial,aotion 

involves:bxoavation and staging of hazdh30us ' .... a~te.s' at QUa: .\. 

RCRA Tanl< SYstem ReguirementsHO CPR 264,. S!:II2)bart J) .apply to.'o~Nners [lAd operatoFS of faoilitios 

that use tanl<: systems to store or treat hazardous waste. These regulations are applioable if remedial 

a:dtivitiesineludci stordge/trctatmol'lt· of hazardou6 .. 'Ntlste· at'OU2. 

" .. ' 

RCRA,Miseelianeous,Unit:,Reguirements':HO .. GPR 264, BUSsart XLapply to O"'lners and operators. of 

faoilities'that'treat; stOFO. or dispose.;,of hazardous ' .... aste,in miseellane,o!:ls 'units. ThMe'regula-tioAs are 

applieaels .if remedial aeti'lities' at OU2 inelude troatmentlstoFdge/disposal of hazardO!:ls wastes. in 

misoella:neo!:ls !:Inits; 

USEPA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy (40 CPR 761. S!:Ibparts D, N, and 0) reg!:llates PCB manufacturing. 

proseesirig, distribution in commU'ree';. dnd lise profilbitions' (40 CPR 761 ).. Subpart [f' applies :to' tAe 

storage and . disposal of PCB sontaminated wastes. Disposal of pca 'cQAtaminatea'Naste is regulated 

undcr 40 CPR 76;1 ;6'0. Cloanupand disposal options for PCB rernediation'lt'astes oontalning greate~ than 

50mgti<g IS, regl:llatod under 40 CF~ 761.6:1'. Por remOdial aotions at oUa,.Subpart, D'liould be 
\ 

potentially applieable as an aotion spesifie ARAR if PCB eontaminated excavated soil eXGeeding 50 I 

mg,ll<g.PCBs is scnt .feJ offsitedisposdl"OF treatment at.a':faeilityqppR9Ved'undor'this Subpart.' Howevor, if 

eoneontrationsare loss. thail50 fiRg/l~g, then. Subpart [). 'NG.l:Jld bo Used. as rele'Jantan'd apprQpriate .Fa::th.er 

than applieubls. 'Subparts ~l and O'gbvern sampling and voriliGation·.oJ qle,g.FJ!:Ip levels'. DependiAg o.Athe 

remedial.aotion alternative, these'subparts' Gould be rele.vant .and. apprapriate. " 

RCRA ,Subtitle ,Dprovides oriteria for :.the disposal of hoo' hazardous .,iNAstes and may be p,QteAtially 

app'lioable if'rhateJial removed from OU2ls Glasslfiod as flon ha.zardous. 

~latidnal Ambient Air Qualitv StaAdardsH@ CPR 50 and 5a) are AotinGlude.d because·the state ambiem 

air quality standards previae the emissions's!andards for air pollutants neeessary to attain the Nati!;mal 

/\mbiont Air Quality Standards .. , 

State of Maine " 

Maine Hazardous Waste Management Rules (o6~096 CIVIR Parts. 800.801. ,850. 851. and ,857) provide ,. ; >,...... . J > .f -,: , ~. c<~,: .~-.~ " .'" -,~. 

standards .for the"qeneration. transportayon.tr,~atr:llent,stQrage" and dis,p.osal of hazCJ;rdq,ljs w~st~. 

Therefore. these performance standards. would be aPl2licable .'. if hazargous waste is generated. . ".' . . '. <' ') i~,-" ,. ,'0' , ,-' ~ ,",,' , • % " r 'd', '.. " • < • ,','1', 

transported, treated .. stored. or disposed as part of a r.emedial action atOU2 .. The following summarizes 
• ",~. e ~ , • -. ~ ':r . . .. ~:, -", - , ',,:: .. - > '. • • 

the specific standards. 
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Identification and Discharge.oLHCizardous. Matter (06-096 CMR Parts 800, 801) identifies those. solid 

wastes that are subject to regulation as hazardous.and outlir:les, the procedures for treatment or cleanup 1 

of discharges. The procedures for discharge reporting are also included in these rules. These standards 

are apolicable if remedial actions involve gene,ratio~,of hCizardous weiste. 

Identification of Hazardous Wastes (06-096 CMB Par't, 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 sulDjeot to,;regulation as hazardous,;ya~tes .. Hazardou§ wastes are, liste~t .and,test pr~cedures are 

outlined to.,determine characteristic hazardous wastes. Requirements in 40 CFR Part 261.24 identify. the 

regulatory. levels ./for classifyinq.asolid Waste as a RCBA characteristic hazardous waste base.d on 

Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) results. These regulations are applicable if remedial 

actions involve the generation of solid wastes. 

Standards for Generators of Hazardous WastEdQ6.096 CMR,,-Part 85.1,) indicate that a generator that 

treats, stmes, or disposes of hazardous waste. on site ,must comply with these standards, 'which include 

manifest,~eguirements, pre-transport requirements (Le., packaging; labeling, placarding), ,recordkeeping, 

and JEil[i)orting. These standards are. applicable if remedial actions involve generation of hazardous waste. 

Hazardous. Waste Manifest Hegl!Jirements (06 .. 096 CMR Part 857) set forth rules, for generators of 

hazardous waste .that .reguire them to track the movemeDt.ef, hazardous waste from the point of 

generation ,to any intermediate. points and finally to. its ultimate disposition byuse of a manifest. This rule 

refers to Standards Applicable to Generators of Hazardous Waste (40 ·CFPl. Part 262), which. indicates 

that a generator that treats, stores, or disposes of hazardous waste on site must comply with these 

star;ldards, which include. manifest requirements,. ore-transport., requirements (I.e ... packaging". labeling, 

placarding), recordkeepinq, and reporting,; These standards arce) applicable,if remedial actions .involve 

generation of hazardous waste. 

provide standards. for the generation, transportation,. treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous 

,'vaster The rules, establish performanoe standards fer hazardous 'Nast.e ,landfills inoluding migratioA .of 

hazardous wastes, oonstituents, or derivatives into ground and surfaoe ' .... aters of the state; Mazardous 

'Naste inoludes federally regulated (RCR/\) hazardous ' .... aste. Faeilities for whioh standards for the 

looation, design, oonstruotion, operation, maintenanoe, management, and olosure are provided inolude 

landfills, surfaoe impoundments, land treatment faoilities, waste piles, storage faoilities, and inoinerators. 

The 'reg~iQtio~s alsd':~rovia'e standardsS for delailiRQ greund' .... ater ffionitdring reqUirements for hazardous 

'.· .. aste,ferlilities.' The F~gulationi: outlinO'goAbi"aJ '~Found'NateF monitoring standards 'fer deteG1:ion 

menitorin§, Gomplianoe menitering; and 'oorrsoti11O eotion monitoring: The state provisions aregerierally 

more stringeR!' than the .federal rb€lu'lmioRs, :dh9 the State of Maihe has RGFt'\' delegation. 'therefore, 
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these performanoRstanda(ds:.1 .... ouldbeapplioablo if halilmol:ls wa.ste is geMroted, tFansportes, treatea, 

stored, or sisposed as part of a remedialaotioFi'at.OU2. ' ;;r 

Maine Am16idAt Air Quality;gtam;laras (:3S:MBSA 584; .06 096 'CMR 11 G) are, establishes for partioulate 

matter, sulfur, disxide, oarbbn'ltIofl9xiao,'9zone, hyarooarbons;', nitrogen .dioxidp, lead,and' 'total 

dhroFhium: "Vhis' regulation alsoostaO'lIshes ambient inorements thatsefine the maximum ambient 

inorease 9t apartioular pollutantthat cfcln be permittes for 8'giveri.areadep'ending'on the olassifieation of 

that area. Theso-requirements a:re applioable it remedial aotions at OU2 inolude disoRargds to ambient air 

(e.g., fugitive sust during exoavation). 

MaiM'.l\if!"'Peliution.'Cohtrol ba';'" 'Classifioation'of Air Qualitv Qontrol, Regions' (@S MSRA 58:3: 06096 

CMR 114) establishes ans classifies aiF€luality regions. "PNS is looatediA the Metropolitan.PortlaAsAiF 

Quality Region which is'aClass II' regibn"ana a ndnattaiAment,area for S10M. These requirementsilFe 

applioable if remesial aotions at OU2 inolude diseharges to ambient air. 

Maine Air' Pollution .Control' lavls '.MaihO'.Emission Usence ReEluirements (a8MSRA 585 ans.590: 

06"09a·CMR 1151 reEluire ne'N souree of air emissions to semoristFate that their emissions do not violate 

aml9ient'air Elualitystandarss. ~JO'.'1 S9UrGeS 'must meet pfe'oonstruotion ana post oonstruetion monit6riRg 

requ!rem'ents. -These roEluireme'nts' are applieablb if 'Femesial :aotisns at OU2 ineluse disoharges to 

ambleR! air. 

Maine'Statewide·Water Quality'Griteri13. '(SWao)' are set forth in the -!VIaine Surfaoe Water Toxics Control 

Program' (38.·MSRA Parts 420 and, 464;~ 06~096 CMR I?art 530) .,regulations, 'which also·"establish 

procedures for the control of toxic pollutants'insurface waters. SWQC are<set,atfederal,I\IRWQC,levels, 

Discharges of treated water to a surface water body may occur fo(alternatives that would require water 

management during soil excavation, The substantive reguirements would be met if any discharges of 

treatedrwater to surface water.h>odies are re9'uired, 

Maine. SuFil'aooWater. ToxiosOontrol Pragram (a8 .MSRA420 ahs 464: 06 @96GMF,t BaG) allows fOF tho 

toxieity of:'hazarsEltJs' substanoes on, organisms, as well as ttleLpersistel10e ane. dograoability of the 

hazardous substanoe, to be eonsideres in sotorminjngeloanup levels.' .Asditionally,. it allows for 

oonsiseration of the impaots assoeiated ' .... ith the disoharge stream flow rate. These regulations are 

applioable if remedial aotivities inoluse disoharge to reoeiving streamsat"@U'2. 

Maine W~ste 'Dis~harqe Ljce;'s~s (38 f'iRSA :413 at seq.) arid Waste Discharge Permitting p'rogl'ari1' (06~ 
096 CMFf 520 ':....' 6'29) p'rovides'stanaa~ds that r~gu'late the discha;rge of Pollutants from point sOUrces. 

. ~", 

i ,"' 
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These standards, would be;applicable to alternatives that require management durinq,soil exc;:avation and 

where discharges of treated water to s a surface waterbody may occur., , 

Erosion,andSedimer;'ltationGontrol (~8 MF\S~ Pa,rt, 4~OJC),Cl:nd StormwGlt~J)Manaqement (3~, M~SA Part 

4'20-0: 06,09Iil,CM8 Rarts 500 and 502)' regulations require ero~ion c,Qntrol me.aSJ.,lfeS be in pJace before 

activities such as filling; djsplCl.cing"w exposing soil. or other eCl.lithen materials.(l)ccur. These reg.ulations 

are,'applie:able iL remediakactiyities include earth moving, at OU~. ,Substantive requlrelT]ents of tlJese 

regulations, would need·to be met to minimize erosion of material into the Piscataqua River: ',. 

Maine Solid Waste Management Regulations (06-096 CMR Parts 400 te-and 411) provide standards for 

the generation, transportatiol"l; treatment, s,torage, and ~isposal'of:solid wa~,e and~peqiaLwaste. Asolid 

waste facility 'requires a license pursuant to;,the Maine Site ,Location (..aw,·and Maine Solid, Waste Law; 

Solid ,wastes generated fr(l)m remedial action atOU2 wO,uld I;>edisposed at approlD~iately licensed, and 

permitted facilities. 

UF'llform E:F'lViFOnmeF'ltal CoyenaAts AQtc(M!;l~A, Title d~, ,Ghal?tef~1) oroates 'a, statutorYmeehanismfor 

oreating; meaifyiAg, eAforeiBg, andtormiAating environmental Govenants. The eF)vironmental'Go\'eAants 

Greatod undeFi this: aet ,are based on' traditional': property' I.a .... ' prinoiples .. andare r,e,oorde6lJAJhe looal laAd 

reoords and aiAd suooessive owners of thepreperty. $,t8te. alld 190al gm.leFnments, aAd 'peteAtially Eilthqrs, 

have olear rights to enforoe the land use restriotiens and thereby ensure with greater Gsrtainty the 

proteotion of human I:!ealth and the environment throughout the life of the land use restriotioA and through 

variou~ rpell estate transaotions or legal., issues., QU2·,. iEl loqat~d ,OA a fi3deral, ~!tl0ility; therqfore, 

rneooaAisma:for' erl'lireF'lmental c9vOAaAts,' inol(JdiRg : IJimd" use , .. festrjetiqAs; are .gO)ternedqy . the 

appropriate feder?" guiaelines. J=lowever, t,hls. aot: is GOl;lsidereEt reJe~:ant and; '!lPI),FoFlPiate for remedial 
'. 

actions at ~,U2 that. iApludoland use restriotioAs. 

, ' 

Maine Visible Emissions Regulations (38 MSRA Part 564: @6,"0.9,0 CMRBart . .1,@·1)establish Opacit'l-limits 

for emissions from several categories of air contaminant sources, including general construction activities. 

Thi3se, rOQulations would IDe. considered for alternatives;"thatd;Jave Jhe;'\J()tential tQ impact air quality. 

These stamGlaras. WQuid be met if an\l of the,l:alternatives result:inemission,of particulate::matterand 

fugitive matter tOtthe,atmosphere (e.q.,.,dustgeneration).i 

2.2 MEDIUM OF CONGERN . L ' ,-~-' . 

The r;negiurT:1 of c.oncern that poses ~ pot~!1tial ,uJ:lacCeP.t~9Ie ri~,~ that, l1,eec;ls to be ac;ldresseq ip this FS 
, • ' . ' \ ~ '. ",:,,,~ ::,\ .. ," j- ~, ; ~. ~.' "" , :. 

inc',!J~~sthe ~~.rface anp subsprface s?il at 0vg. , ~<?,iI, i~ a mediur,n 9~ qon,cer,n,;b~ca~~fco~pentr,atio.ns, Q~ 

COCs are at levels greater than acceptable risk levels 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 or compromised.: The current land uses are' of an industrial/occupational nature at Site 6 add 

Site 29, and, residential (military) and occupational at the DRMO Impact AreJa. There are no recreatienal 

facilities at OU2, although ,a portion of Site 29 is covered with grass and ceuldbe accessed by people at 

ttie Shipyard:' The future land uses are industrial/occupational, recreational, and residential. Additionally, \ 

currently or in 'the future, construction' activity ceuld potentially occur anywhere within OU2. 'Consistent 

with the OU2 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 wor~er 

exposure, a subsurface depth to the groundwater table or a maximum depth of 10 feet bgs is used for 

typical construction work: H~wever. soil outside of the wa.st~ disp~sal area was found to 'an average 

depth of 6 feet bgs at which point a rock fragment fill layer began that had little to no soil. This average 

depth was used for estimation of volume of contamin~ted material for the FS. 

rhe volume of soil is based ~n the 'horizonta.l a'nd ~erticai extent of the remediation areas based on the' 

receptor and PRGs for each receptor. The PRGs are discussed further in Section 2.4, and the 
• 

corresponding volumes of soil to be addressed are discussed in Section 2.5. 

2.3 REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

RAGs are medium-specific goals't0r protecUng human health and, the environment. RAOs are required to 

speoify the contaminants of t0ncern, exposure routes and receptors of concern, and 'an acceptable 

contaminant level or tange,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 exposed to s0il contaminants at CDU2. In addition, erosion of soHrom the shoreline 
---- - -

of OU2 hasvbeeh'noted; 'The erosion bfthe OU2 shoreline mas been identifie<ll as the likely mechanism 

for the' elevated concentrations of 'eertain metals (especially lead) in offshore sediment. Based, en an 

understanding' ef these potential human ,health and environmental ,risks, the following RAOs have been 

developed for OU2: 

1. Prevent HUman expesure through ingestion, dust inhalation, and dermal contact to contaminated 

soil with COe concentrations that exceed PRGs (concentrations causing unacceptable risk). 

2.' Pretect the 'offshore environment from erosion of contaminated soil from the OU2 shorel.ine. 

3. Prevent- unacceptable risk fro'm future potential miqratier:1of ,contaminants from unsaturated ,zone 

soil to groundwater in the interim capped area. " I t. 
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-r:he PRGs are the chemical-specjfic, goals for represen.tative site concentrations (pase,q, an the exposure 

cor.tC,entr;ationHhat .. when achieved .. will result in site concentrations that ,pese, an' accept~plerisk for the 

targeted receptor. PRGs have been developed on, a receptor-specific basil:! for protection of hur;nan 

health from eXplosure to soil contaminants. ,The developed",PRGs wer,e used to determin~ the 

remediation areas, and"volumes to be/addressed by tnis FS. The, PRGs and ass(1)eiated remediation 

areas and volumes are diseussed in the following sections. 

2.4' REMEDIA:rION GOALS ,FQR;OU2 

Adiscussion of the development of PRGs and, remediation areas can be found in Appendix A. 
I ,,} ,,' , ' ',"" 

" 
Current, likely future, and hypothetic~1 future site uses were used in the development of PRGs for the 

receptors that may be exposed'to contaminated soil at OU2 .. Exposure to surface soil (0 to 2 feet bgs) 

was considered for occupational, residential, and recreational receptors, and exposure to surface and 
, ',' ~ , j '. , - , 

subsurface soil (0 to 1 0 f~et bgs) was consigered for construction. workers., 
, . . 

Most of OU2 and adjacent areas are currently used for occupational activities (DRMO Storage Yard, 

dumpster storage area, Buildings 29B and 310, and wesLof the DRMO Storage Yard).Jhe Shipyan;l 
, <. 1\'" ' ", f 

does not have plans to ohange land !:Jse for these areas; therefore, ooo!:Jpational !:Jse of these areas is 

antioipated to, Gontin!:Je.' The northern portion ef,O,U2 has military residences,.' There are,no:,o!:Jr.Eent plans 

te" Ghange land !:Jse for this area;:therefore, residential !:Jsp.is 'antiQipated, to Gontirll:Je.Hesidential ,use, of 

current occupational areas ,is considered a hypothetical future land tJ~e. Although the eXisting residences 

are. fOL military use (3-year tour of dl:Jty) , residential 'PRGs were developed based ,on child (for (1on­

carcinogens) and life-long (for carcinogens) residentL~1 exposures. There are no curremtplans to ,change 

land use for these areas. 

Recreational facilities' are nbt present within th.e occupation areas, but there, ar~ no restrictions to access 

the' grassy area around BuildiBgs 2gB,and 310;' The grassy area/is Gonsidere,d the most likely,area where 

poter:1tial exposure to contaminated soil during recreational ,act;'vIitiel:!would occur. ,The other occupational 

areas are fenced and asphalted ,or ir:1terim ,capped; therefore, recreationalexpasure to contaminated soil 

in asphalted or interim capped areas is not a current or likely future exposure route for these areasr, 

Constructien activities are 'anticipated to be limited at QU2;.there are no plans: to c,onstruct additional 

building's based,on current land ,use. Therefore, construction ,worker 'exposl:Jre to contaminated soil is 

most likely to occur during utility repair or' upgrade that requir,es .e~cavationQf soil., ' ~ased on the 

anticip~Jed limited constructionaotjvities, exposure to'contaminated soil would be of,shert' duration (likely 

less than 30 days and not more than 60 days). 
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Risk-ba'sed PRGs were developed, for most of theOU2 COOs. ARAR-basedr
, PRGs were used for 

dioxins/furans. The fOllowing risk-based PRGs for OU2''Were evaluated 'for the targeted receptors 

discussed previously. 

" 1 '" , 
" " PRtffor Receptor'(l l 

COC Consfrubtioh " J 

, 'Occupatiomll Recreational , 

,,';'. " 
" \(Vor~~r (rn,aLkg),. l,Jser (01W~9) Useri(mglkg) 

Antimony (N) 
" .:: ' §1§ 681 3930 

,f'.'".· 

Cqpper. (N) "~,1J60om 68,10oill 39~,OOom 
" 

' .. ~.. 1 '. " '-', 
'-sad 

4,000 (:30 day) 
1,600 4,600 2,000 (6().:day) 

Nickel (N) ." ; , '#l "'25,80' " r 34,10~ , 21,10d21 

PAH (BaPeq) (C) , \ :".~ " 45121 , , , 2.0 5.0 .. 
PCB (total) (C) 155121 

• .->' •• -~~ , 
.6.0 .{I' ' , 

" 

34 

(1) PRGs are based on 5 x 10-6 risk for carcinogens (C) and an HI of 1 for non-carcinogens (N}. 
I.,~ad PRG is based on le,ad e?<ppsur~ modeling discussed jn Attachment 1 of Appendix J!'.. 
(2) The maximum detection in soil was less than the PRGfor this receptor. ' , 

Resident 
(mglkg) 

73 
;", 

7,300 
' ,. 

400 

3,650 

,0.676 

1 

PRG d~velop.ment fon~ntil'!Tlony, copper, lead, nickel, PAHs, and, PCBs' is discussed in detail in Appendix 

Al PAH,PRGs are baseq.qn ben;zo(a)pyrene (BAPeq) equivalent toxicity for carcinogenic PAHs. PCB 

PRGs are based OA total PCBs. Remediation areas that address lead and copper contamination will also 

address contamination from,tl11e other OU2 COCs. Therefore, lead was determined to be the primary 

contaminant and copper the 'secondary contaminant" for estimating remediation 'areas and volumes. 

Dioxins/furans exposure concentrations, expressed in terms of2,3,.7,8-TCQDequivalents"were evaluated 

separately fromthe other COGs. Based on 'comparison ,of the Upper.Confidence Limit (UCL) of the mean 

to the residential ano i!i'ujlwWialARARs'of 1 ug/kg and 20 ug/kg, no action would be required a$ a. result of 

the pr~,sence of di9Xins/flJra.ns (see Appendix,A). As discussed in 'Appe,ndix A, Toxic Substance Control 

Act.(TSCA) POBOisposal Regulations are,inot GlPplicable"to OU2 bes:ause PCB Cconcentrations are less 

than 50 mg/kg (see, Appendix A), .. 

2.5 REI'y'IEDIA"FIO,1".I AREAS A~D VOLUMES 

D,l,Je to the distribution of antimony, ,nickel, PAHs, all9 POBs, remediation areas based on lead and 
., J. r 

COPPer would result in the expqs,ure point concentrations (EPCs) for antimony, nickel, ,PAHs, and PCBs 
, ,-, - i,", , ' . ~ • " , ,__. 

being less t,h,an, PRGs. . Therefore, areas and volum.~~ of S9il for eaqh receptor w~re estimated by 
'~ ,;""'-, < > 'f";-! - , . . " 

evaluating the, area and volume of ~9il, that would ne~d '9 be remediated so that the lea.g, and copper 
~ , • • > • ' ,'; ,.,", ., :/ 

EPCs for the exposure u!1it wpul,d be, e.quaJ,to or lesS than the PR~. The estimation of rj3media,tion areas 
,-, ~ • ' ;" ,->, ," • " ' • -!"~ )< ,i • 

and volumes assumed that I~,ad and copper cqqtamination in t~eyarQs of QuartEfrs ~ 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 [emedy for OjJ2~ setherefore, they are not includea h~he foll.owing disous~ion, The 

figureJ:j and calqulati0ns supporting the estimation of the areas and volulJles are included in Appendix A. 

The remediation areas for residential, occupational, and construction (industrial) worker exposure are 

" I shown on Figures ~-1, 2-g+ and 2-3,re'spectiv~ly. Also depicted oh these figures is ;the area of lead and 

copper contamination in t,he' yargs of Ouaners. S· ,and N that is)~~ing Elvaluat~d separately. The 

remediation areas shown' on' thesedigur~s were based on the c;ljstriQl)tio,n 9f cC>ntar:nina,tion and current 

I site features including the DRMO area, the interim '~apped area, the~Waste gf}isp,osal gAr~l:i.' and the . 

, shoreline protection area. The DRMO arE;la includes 'locations that have'not ~,E!en capped and have OU2 . 

contamination where DRMO' Storage Y~rd activities occurred or :were 'lik~I~:jrnpacted by the DRMO 
. ' " . ".. ~ , 

a§torage activities. The interim capped area includes the area' of the',DHMO that w~s capped ,as part of 

the interim remedy in 1993. The boundqry of the waste disposal area is based on the extent of waste 

material observed in borings and contaminant distribution around th~ wa..ste disposal a..reas. 

The remediation areas for residential and occup~~ional exposureIor thi& FS"'weire based on soil lead 
',; " . -~ 

concentrations exceeding 400 mg/kg (the distributions of locations with lead concentrations exceeding 

400 mg/kg, 800 mg/kg, and 1,000 mg/kg ,were;not significantly different) and'1I,6o.O mglka ,(distribution' of 

locations with lead concentrations exce'edinq '.11 ,600, ~;OOO" and 4,Q€l0 mg/kg/were not significantly 

different); respectively. There are. four exceptions to theremediatiorr areas' for residential and 

occu!!?ational exposure being defined by lead concentrations greater than 4.00., mg/kg and 1,600 mg/kg, 

respectively. The 'entire fenced area.(Jsed'for dumpster storage was included,in the reme.diation area'for 

residential users beca~se' any remedial acti0n" basedomlJesidentialexposure would likely include. the 

entire area. and not just a portion of the' are'a.' This a[ea was. excluded~ from the remediation area for 

occupational. w0rkers because only one location' exceeded. 1 ,6o.Q,,:ng/kg,:(conoenttation;was,·less than 

2,00.0 mg/kg), indicatiaa that a lead,exposure concentration 'for this area would noLexceed the,PRG of 

1,600 ma/kg. The area near the,erntrance to' the'[)RMO Storage.:'vard!.was,included.in the remediation 

area because it may have been impacted by snow contaminated with lead fr0m the,soil ,that was ,plowed 

into this area. There is uncertainty in the western OU2 boundary (shown as a dashed line on Figures 2-1, 

2-2, and 2-3). A pre-design investigation will be cOriddc'ted to determinEUlne~extent of/contamination, in 

this area and whether the OU2 boundary will be extended.The area approximately aoo feet west of the 

DRMO Storage Yard ','Jas not iholuded beoause it was 'nd! 'likely impa6ted by"DFtMO Storage Yard 

aotivities. ~0;,~(jv6r, the 'area neaF'th'e ent'ranoe 'to'th'e' DRMO Storage Yard \tJati' lholudedin· the 

remediatiori area 'beoa~se if may have b6en"impaotOd by' sno;'..,' Gontaminated with lead from tho soilihat 

' .... as plowed into th'is area. The area a'round Blliialrig 3'48 \i,rasnotlhofudEis booause sanipilng, if! the a:roa 

and acijclGO'nt to the; east southeast did not lndieatb there was sigFiifibant lead Gontamin'Cl-tion' or that the 

DRMO Storage Yard aotiviti~s impaoied th'is area. j Finally, the' area inolJding the bedrook ebtorop to the 
,.,1 
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westaRd north ... t'est. of Building d~ (4\\'as not inoluded beoause there • .... ere only pookets-'M- soil on tho I 

outcrop, which do not represent 'a Significant'risk to Ruman.health or tRe environment. .:' 

,; 

For estimating the. volume of soil f0r residential"exposure, surface and shallow subsurface lead 

concentrations were considered in the DRMO'8torage Yard area ,(@O,500square feetfe'et....:aFea) .. the 

£Gapped ,5!Area {61,500 square feet) .. and the waste disposal area (33,600 square feet). Including 

shallow subsurfacel:?Qil in the remediation volume for 'residential exposure would address tl:1'e potential for 

exposure to shallow subsurface soil if tAis soil was· excavated and deposited on the ground surface (and 

thus becoming surface soil). On average. RIock,fragment fill· with little soil was foundapproximstely 6 

feet bgs; therefor~i a debth of 6·feet D!l!s'wasused for volume calculations:tlhe d~pthof excavation of 

soil would be to the top of the rock fragment fill layer within the DRMO area and £Gapped area. This 

would,. .achieve the. remedial "goal: of the' removal of c0ntaminants to ;a depth ,where the material is 

predominantly rock. not,soil;for excavation alternatives. r.hewasle disposal area averages a depth "of ~5 

fe~t bgs. The volume· of sqil 'reqLiirir:1g removal-from the OU2·areato!achieve residential 'exposure'would 

be 20,)100 cubic yar!ls, from, the' DRMO area, 13,700 cubic yards ·fromfemvthe oappedinterimcapped 

area:. and 18,7QQ.·cuOic yards from the wasledisposal area for a total of 52·,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 

unacceptal;>le 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 te-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. 

The remediation area for occupational users was based on lead ooneentrations exceeding 1,6000 mg/l<g 

(distribution of 10Gations with lead conoentrations mweeding 1,600, 2,000, and 4,000 mg/l<g were not 

signifieantly d!fferent from residential). There 'Nere four exeeptions to the remediation area being 

developed based on lead eoneentrations exeeeding 1,600 mg/kg. The entire fenoed area used for 

dumpster storage was not ineluded in the remediation area. This area was mwluded because only one 

location exceeded 1,600 mg/kg (oonoentration ',\las less than 2,000 mg/l<g), indioating that a lead 

exposure conoentration for this area would not exoeed the PRG of 1,600 mg/l<g. The area west of the 

DRMO Storage Yard entranoe was not inoluded because it is not within the area used fer oooupational 

use and lead oonoentratiens slightly exceeded 1,600 mg/kg, indieating that it ',\lould not represent a 
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signifioant risk to ocoupational 'Horl"ers. The area 'around !auilding a48'Nas not ,inoluded beoause 

sampling in the area and adjaoent to the, east s~utheast did.'not indioate there 'Has lead Gontamination or 

that the DRMO Storage Yard aotivities impaoted this area. The area ineluding the bodroGI(' outcrop to the 

west a.mt northwest. of..!auilding 310 Vias not iAsluded besause there • ..... ero, only pookets of' 'soil on the 

outGrop,~ 'Nhich;do notJepresent a signifieant risk to human health or. the environment. ., .. ' . 

F'or. the constructian ,workerexplosure.l., the remediatian. area 'was based an sail lead cancentratians 

exceeding 4,000 mg/kg. Addressing the area cantaminated with lead at'·cancentratibns greater than 

4,000: mglkg wpula likely result in expasurecancentratians less,than" the canstructian warker PRG based 

on 60~,day expasure,(2,OOO mg/kg) and less than the acoupatianal, user PRG (1 ;600 mq/kg). 

For estima~ing the valum,e af soil far, canstrtlcti9!l worker expasure, surface .and shallaw.subs!Jrfape lead 

co.ncentrations werecansidered in the DRMO area and .tneinterim cGapped are~, to. the tap of the rack 

fragment fill.layer (appraximately,6 feet bgs). ,The waste'dispasal area averages a depth. af 15 feet bgs. 

The valume af saikrequiring r.emaval fram theOU2 area to. achieve the accupatianal and caiilstructian 

warker expasure wauld be '4,600 cubic yards from the DRMO area, .13,700 cubic yards fofm-fram·the 

interim capped area and 18,700 cubic yards from the waste dispasal area far a tatal af 37,000 cubic 

yards. 

-', 
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jMedtUmI Activity 

Soil/Risk 
Assessment 

TABLE 2-1 

,':', 

"- -CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs " 
OPERABLE UNIT 2 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAl,.o:SH:lPY4RD, KITTERY, MAINE 
.," PAGE 1, O,F 3 , , \:' 

~Requlreri1entlCUation : 

Office of Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response 
f9S\OyERl nirectiy~~355A-
f2-· " .. ' 

:Status 

To be 
considered 
(TBC):mG 

-, Syrropsis ::: ' 

US-EPA I:Jnitetl Sta1es Envirdnrnehtal 
Protection Agenc~l-(IJSEPAt~a.s . 
provided recommended'Yn'e:th6dblegy 
foras_sessfrig 'risk cau~ed'bY;:9@asJlh~~' 
to le~9 in-SUrface soil Onaer residem!al 
scen~rio.s:.,,!··,' ,_ .. _~'" "~',_ 

'Evaluation/ActionTo'-Be ;Taken' 

Guidelines were used to develop risk­
based cleanup goals for lead in soil.GaR 
be used to develop PRGs for lead. 

Rec6t:nrhendations.of the .. -­
Technical Review Workgroup 
for Lead for an Approach to 
Assessing Risks Associated 
with Adult~Exposures to"tead 
inSol1. (USEPA, January 

USEPAhas:'pro\ddedreco:mmended: ". , "Guidelir:ies:we,r.eusedto develOp Jisko 
methodologv'for assessing risks to adult based cleanup goals for lead in soil. 
receptors'cause<ffN-e5q)osure to lead'in 

:W03) "" 
USEPA Risk Reference 
Doses (RfDsl from Integrated 
Risk Information System 
i-IRISl 

USEPA HumariHealth 
Assessm'ent G'roup Gancer 

"," Slope'Fadors lCSFsl from 
IRIS 

TBC 

TBC 

soil' u'hder residenti8A arid ,.' 
commercial/irtdustrialsceriaribs. 

RfDs 9re estimates-of daiiy'exposure for 
-l,hrTfan populations (including sensitive 
stlbp6pulations) eonsideredlmlikely to 
causei'significant adverse "health effects 
associated'with a thresh'ol~ mechanism 
of ad ion in hunjan s>m:O$UTO over a 
li{~tim~. , , _ 

,CSFspresent the ,most up:to-,date 
" .' - . .infer-mation on canceLr'iskpotency for 

known and suspected carcinogens. 

RfDs were used to develop risk-based 
soil cleanup goals for non-carcinogenic 
contaminants dfconce.rnfCOCs).RIDs 
'Nera used to esfimdt$non careinogeRic 
~isk (lspart of tho I9HRAfoF{)(;ti'and 
oan b,Olisqd-to de'lelIJP soll cl'oanl1p 
~,' " ....... "" - ... ', 

CSFs wer:e~:Lised . .to develop.,r;[sk-based 
".saiJ':cleanup goals for...carcinoqen.ic 
COGs.€SFs~ .. 'eiihjset1 to estimate­
caroinogenio risk as part orthe ~uman " .,' 
~ealth Risl< Assessments (~~RA) for 
OU2, but were not needed for 
development of soil cleanup goals for 

,002-. 



!Medium! Activity 

TABLE 2-1 

,CHEMICAL-SPECiFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
OPERABLE UNIT,2 FEASIBILtTY STUDY REPORT 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE 
PAGE20F3 

USEPARe,gi~gaJ Screeriing 
,-,-evelsTor. CAer:hical-'" , , 
Contaminants at Superfund 

, Sites (RSLs)9 PRGs 
, (Ootober 2004) 

Guidelines for Carcinogen 
RisRA.ssessme~nt ;': ,,. .... " 
EPAJ63diP~03/ci01-FrMarch 
2005['.: . yt" . 

SupptementaLG.liidance for. 
Assessing Susceptibility from 
Early-Life Exposure to 
~arcinogens EPAl630/R-
031G@BF JM,arch\200S) 

·~.';:f ,.-;~ 

GurdaMO' Manual to'r Human 
Health'R.isk·Assussments at 
Hazardous Substano.e Sites 
(MEDEP and Maine " 
Department of Human 
Servioes, June 1994) 

Status 

TBC 

··rne 

Synopsis 

, In 20dsUSEPA iepiacea'Jeg[on~ .. 
specific,iiS:k,·based-screen.ing . .Ievels.with 

, RSLs';{'These are risk-based USEPA 
Reg'ioh'9 'de'iGloped"Fi'S'kbased",i.-l 

, tondmtrations fdr'contamimants in soil,' 
, afr;and tap'water to assist risk -
. assessorS'~il'd'0therS'irfinitiqJ 
screening":level evaJuation$ 'of 
enYlronmen!~L nleasU!r~!D~nW·' 
These guidelines are used to perform 
Human Health Risk Assessment 
(HHRAL" TheY; pr&vldea;;=framiwork for 
assessing possfbfe"cancer risks from , .~ 
exposures:YO poflutants'0:r'6iHer' ade:nts 
irithEienvirdnment: ":.~::~ ~:i' ... ::\'".,.: .. ? 

,The.Se,gukfeHiies "are .useClluperfarm. 
HHRkan-C! address a number of issues 
perlainihq'to"canceF'fisks{ ass6dat'ettr 

withearly-I:ife exposures in gei¥erafiand 
proViae'specific guidance dfl')potefi'cw 
aolU§f:ment·for carcin'Ogens aetihg_, 
thrO'uah amutaaenic mode of'a'dion .. 

This guidanoe manl1al provides 
aooeptable saFofhOgenlo arjifnon' . 
oarq.iQ,ogep!o. risk levels (1 x1 O-&-and--+; 

.' ,· .. ,Fpspeotivelyl. .-.'. ;,'" 

USE-PA.risk--basee!.screeninq'leve(s, . 
,were,~coj:)Slaered.asbarL6f tbe 
aev@lopmentof soil cleanup 
d'6als~tfSEP'I"."'Regidrl'9 'PRGs"',\,ere 
u'sea:;ifs Fls/(soreenin'g'lcYiolsas'p'art of 
the HRR/(fQ'rOlJ2 arid-od'r{I:50'Llseoto' 
~e\i~JQP s6:il Qieantlp~bal~_:'" .':: ",,, .' 

These guidelines were used to develop 
risk-based soil cleanup goals for 
carcinogenic COCs. 

....... ,.. ....... -' 
. .. :1:hisqufd'anco.was.useGLto de.velop risk-. 

based soil cleanup goals for 
carcinogenic COCs. 

This . .guidanoe .manlfal·o.an be used'f.or 
.. risk"fnanagemenfdOoislons at OU2. 



Medium/Activity 

; billRisk 
~sessment 

TABLE 2-1 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
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Requirement! Citation Status Synopsis 

Maine Remedial Action TBC The Maine RAGs grovide grocedures to 
Guidelines (RAGs) for Soil determine soil cleanug levels. MaiRe 
Contaminated with has developed sChemical-specific 
Hazardous Substances guidelines that may assist in making 
(MEDEP, January: 201 O) remedial decisions at OU2are also 
Remedial Astian Guidelines grovided. Guidelines are presented for 
(MEQEJ~, May ~ 997) four exposure scenarios. 

Evaluation/Action To Be Taken 

These guidelines can be used to 
develop soil cleanup goals. 

AR R - A licable or Relevant and A 
C C - Contaminant of Concern 
CS s - Cancer Slope Factors 

OSWER - Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 
RAG - Remedial Action Guideline 

H RA - Human Health Risk Assessment 
IRIS -Integrated Risk Information System 
M~DEP - Maine Department of Environmental Protection 

RfDs - Reference Doses 
RSL - Regional Screening Level 
TBC - To be conSidered 
USEPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency 



Requirement 

FEDER~t. 

Cae stal Zone 

.IAI, 

':;.\" 

-

Citation 

Federal Floodptain 
Management, E.O. 
.t1~gB<{«> CFH6. 
,A;pjJi:jndh(A) 

, Coastal Zone 
'Management:: , 
~ct[f1!5 United 
States"Gode fUSCl 
1451 et seq.It 

River and Harbors' 
. ~.~ACifseGtforJ1ot:3a 
. usc 40:3; a3 CFR 

... - 220, 322, and :32:3) 

TABLE 2-2 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
OPERABLE UNIT 2 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAtNE 
PAGE 1 OF6 

Statusffi 

Potentia!l.Y 
Applioal3le 

Potentially 
Applicable 

~ w 

Synopsis-

·If no pm:otisal3le'altarnativ:o:::exists to 
p.eriormingoleanup tA a f!Qodptaia, " ,::: 

, potential harm must~be mitigated and 
aetions.taken to proservett.te benefioial ' , 
values 'of' the 'floodpiain. 

Thisacj: provides for t'fte.preservatio'h and 
. PIotection of cOaStai zone' areas. "Federal 
~g9tiVjlie§Jbj:i~ .!ire in or dTt~ilyaff.~pfihg the 
coastal'zo'ne must be c6nsrsteht, to'tne' ,. 
m8*imumextenrpf.actic~ble, With' a 
federally approved'State,managemcnt·. 
·program. 

Ppt9nf,:any 'sedti6h 1(Y'of tHe Ri'J6; aNd HarbCfrs~4'.ot 
.... Applrb.~b(e." problblu{ucii:f(ithoflzod. olis'tru~tion 'br' . 

alteration of navrgal3le 'Waiters. Aoti't'ities 
.- in\,tolving"'oxoa\.ation or deposition cir 

matej-iak;=in Aavjgable waters or affeoting 
:y:' such waters :tl}Ust sows the", p.uoliC interest, 

:a.nd bodafi1s ml1stout'No.igh adv.ro.rse 
impaots o:onatu ral ,res6U,fQe.s;c"aosthetics , 
and navigation. 

... ," Evaluation-I Adion To Be- Taken 

If <;lq:ti'.'ities at OU2 potentially impaot the 
:t\cio$laifl Qf)op Pis9ataql:laRi:t.'e~, .;lCti'.'ities 
that .wol1fa'J:i:Mu6e ad;.{~:rSe fffipaGtS wpuld be 
oonSid~~k(~~J~npl~miipted,,"~ aPPfoPQate .. 
.It is an~ipa.tea that y.)!1J~9jal ap1iol)s for soil 
at oua would n,ot adyprsely ~ffeot the, 
fJoodpl,ain. " ' 

. .Jf.::AOOocaliife for onstlbre:remediaLactions at 
@rgble UnltftOUt2'1halwoiiro potentially 
impacttl;J'e~6asfarZ0ne~Aaciivjtjes that 

. ".woul<!:!educ~,~avErr~~'.imp~.~ts..~~u.I~\t:>,e .. 
considered and implemented, as appropriate 
to meet the substantive requirements of this 
act. Maine Department of Environmental 
Protection (MEDEP} would be included in the 
revi:ew.:of'remedlal designsianclwork plans to 
meeHAe substantive 'requirements, of this 
'act. 

RemedfEilalternathms ,..JbLrfa be ddsigncd 
sub,h.t~~'iJa'ir§abre.I ••• ~atersc;I{~WdWaltie;:"., 
obstrUcted'ot.altered> :'..: ~. '," . 



Requirement 

j We ands and US Waters 

LOCATION,·S'PECtFIC ARARs ANO-TBes 
OPERABLE l;JfSll'T 2 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY,. MAINE 
" PAGE 2,OF 6 .' 

Citation", Statusftt 

FedetirPrdtqcti'onof . Pbj96fi~lly 
\Pletlands, E01l99Q . ',AppllcCt:tlle 

'/40CFR§6, 
Appendix A, CWA 

· Section 404, and 
, 40CFR§§2dO and 
~ 

Cleali'Water Act' 
fCWA1:Section 

· 404(b}(1) G'uidelines 
· f9r S~p~~eificati.Q!:I qf_ 
Disposal Sites for 

; Dredged or Fill 
Material (40 CFR 

, Parts 230-232; 33 
· CFR'.Par:ts 320-330) 

Potentially 
; Applicable, 

Synopsis, 

, l\pp'e~dixA ihCfud'es.iho·fpqerSi pol/oy on 
.wOflarids:p:wtoe.tioa; Vd.deHhis 'ordbi"" . 
federal agencies are required to minimize 
the destruction, loss, or degradation of 
wetlands, and preserve and enhanoe 

: natural and benefioial values of 'Netlands. 
If no praGtioable alternative exists to 
remedial aotivity that may adversely affect 
ct'·wetland, impaGtstromsiRlploriJontiag'the 
onoS'en 'alternative Rlostoo -mitigated. 

Tti'e~e regUlations'outlfne"'fhe;!feguirements 
: fck'S~ciion 404 'of theOiW\:rdgUlateS the . 
dls'charge of dredgE3d or fiu material Into US 

:. wateQ:;,in.~ludirig:~'{Vcijl~nds. ' r~~!ilptHpos~: 
l of Section 404 is to ensure that proposed 
. discharges are evaluated with resp.ect to 
, impasKon the'aquatic ecosystem. No 
, a'Ctivity,that.adversely·af.fects a\·rotland US 
watersds permitted if a practicable' , 
alternative that bas less effect is 'available. 
If thereors no other practicable a1ternative, 
ifitpacts must oe mitigated. 

': '. 

'- Evaltu:ltion I :4ction To Be Taken 

, /\ weUands functions 'andvalti6~ 'asshssment 
; ..... ould~be·QQndudh)d. to'~ilid3JTiHi'giitltlci 
efforts for any adverse impacts that may 
'OGOU~ to wetlands during remedial activities. 
However, there"has been'no 'Netlands ' 
identiHed at Ol::J2 during,pastprojeots. : 

, , 

This act wouldoo·abplicabJe to remedial 
. actions tliafcouJd' p@ter:rUafly4!ooltide ; 
. discharge c)f(JexcavateGl·materiEiJor;·, 
waS'fewatS-Ho'the oilsh€lre-area.;The 
SUbstantive redUirements of tne'standards 
would be met if anyalt.erations were ,made to 
the. w~er~o.u rs~e:A \:'(fi}tl~!~O fUBRtl~ns 8;~9: 
values assessr:ttontwoul.dbe. Gonc:iuotedtR 

: guJdb'~init!9ati'le j)ffO'l1s.:jf) .. eha~ds COLA lei bb: 
, ad~iQJ;~elyir!ri~acteq~ufirig: re,rpedlpl'! . 
! tWfi:Jlt,es:" iC,"'" . '. 

',"'"- .. -

,I 
. , 



.. '.. RequJr~ment 
His ric Prese.rvation 

. Oth r Natural Resources 

CitatLqn 
: National Historic 
Preservation Act (16 
USC:470 et seq.;;; 36 
CfR J?art BOO}-

The Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 
(1-6 USC 1531 et 
seq.;. 50 .CFR·Bart 
200; 402) Chapter 
aat 

TABLE 2-2 

LOCATION·SPEC.IFIC ARAR~ AND.TBCs 
OPERABLE UNIT 2 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE 
PAGE30F6 

Potentially 
Applicable 

Potentially 
Applicable 

, " §ynopsi,s "~_ ': 
. Provides requirements relating to potential 
loss or destr~ction of significant scientific, 
histericaL, orarchaeofogicaLdata due to 
remedial actions at a site. 

P-rovides for.coosideratio;n of itnpacts to 
efldang~"edaod threatened'species, aQd 
tFt~.ir:pritical habi~ats. Hequirs.s4e!:lel;B." 
agencies to ensU{e.,tt1~t any action car:ried ... 
out by tlieagency is~ot iikeJy to Je,opardize 
ths:GontiAlJE!9 existence of any.erndangered 

• or threatened species :or: advers:ely affect 
its criticaJhabitat;· The entire state of 

. Maine· is·censidered·a- ~a6hat-of the 
federally~ljsted endangered short-nosed 
stur eoi,: . " 

RemedlaLactivit·jeswou4d,be. condl:lcted so 
as to-avoid anSl'adverse-effect'lilnder the Act 
ta the shert'::nosed''Sturgeon:Ne. kno.wn .... 
enqa;ngfilred'or,ttJreatened I?peaies ororitioal 
ha;.bitats'qxistFlt PNS. For thisF;easol1; tl'ila 
Endange.red Sp~closi\ct"is not-oansido.red 
rolo¥ao!"and appropfigd~. Ho\\'o!/er; sp'ooial 

, oonside(~j,o'Q may beroq9i'fe.d{orreql:edial 
aotian ·that Gould disturb sartain nosting 
seabirds. 



Requirement 
. 

" "~"''' - . 

STATE 

Ot r Natural Resources 

Citation 
Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 11 
16 U~C'661Jhrough 

TABLE 2-2 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
OPERABLE UNIT 2 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPOFJT 

PORTSMOlJTH,NAVAL,SHIPYARD K~T+EA:Y ·MAINE '.", ,. , 
PAGE 4, OF&" 

,'~ " "" " 

Statust1t ,Synop~i~ ; 
Potentially This, act requir:es any f?(ierall;igency 
Relevant ptoposing tqmooify a body.'of,wat~rJo" " 

I anG sensolt, coordinate wJtn tbe'~United 

,~v~lu,ati9.!)·(~~tipt\,T9,B'T~~n 
This act,wou!d,be.aoolicable,to:J:-emedial 
acfionStat OU2.that may imoacUhe coastal 
fIIodQlaja"o.f adigcent I:iver., ActJvities that 

006, a3CFR§3!29; AppFOpriate States,fish and ~ild!iJf;) ;~e,l"\(ice Qf Natciof1al ' WQl,fld reduce.adverseirnQaets,.would be. 
40'cFR§6,.aQ?e( 
seq.) , 

; 

Maine Site Location 
of Development Law ' 
(38 Maine Revised 
Statutes Annotated 
[MRSA1481 et seq.; 
06-096 Code of 

i Maine Rules{CMRl 
Parts~371-317) 

rvliiine E,ndar!9.ered 
Species Act (12 
MRSA 7751 et seq.) 

AQQlicable Mar:i~Fisher:i~s',:;$elV~~e.::78 r;>propriate 
state a;gem;ies"if alteration of y at ; 
WC:\ter, including,~jjscharge .of p(i)Jwtants into 
a wetland or constructio'n in 'a wetland, will 
occur as a result of offsite remedial 
activities. Consultation is strongly 
resommenEleEl for onsite astiens. 

Potentially This statute and the related regulations 
Relevant prohibit any development from adversely 
and affecting existing uses, scenic character, or 
Appropriate existing natural resources in or near a 

POten~aUy 
l\pplieable 

~ community. Remediation activities must 
not have adverse effect on the natural 
environment, historiesites, unusual natural 
areas, and wildlife af/(Utshe'Eies. 

-_ Qesignatl3§ Spf.1Qies' cif:~haf1g 'N!lqlife ~ 
found in the State as endangerod or 
threaten'dE! an'Elldi;jntifies essential habitats 
for these specieS. 

cons:idered.;ami~f!temented as,a~QroQriate 
aftelrcoorooation:·witb USRWSisRd NMFS. 
~samieas fmlst l3etaken te rniRimii!e tRe 

'v." - '"' • '" • • 

~ataG'leFSe impaetste'fistr aAGwih,ilife 
• 5 !;iur:ing remedial aotivities. 

, 

~~l:':' 

.' 

L---------L--------L,,-----_...,-_________ .....J----------------

"" ' 



Requirement Citation 

Maine Si!3nifisanl 
~.{iIEllife FlaBitat 
Rl;lles (06096 CMR 

aaat 
Maine Natural 
Resources 
Protection Act 
Permit by Rule 
Standards (38 

I 
MRSA 480 et seq.; 
06-096 CMR Part 
305) 

We ands Maine Wetland 
Rrotection Rules.,l 
f06-096 CMR Part 

- 3101 , - ,--

~,,,,,, "; 

. 
. -

. _Co~stal Zon:e -' Maine.;Coastal 
Management 

I Policies (38 MRSA 
1801 et seq.) 

TABLE 2-2 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
OPERABLE UNIT 2 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE 
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Statusf't Synopsis 

Potentially Gl;ltlines rOEjl;lirements for asti"'ities 
Applisaele impaetin§ si!3nifisant '/,41E1life Raeitats, 

insll;lElin§ sertain seaeirEl nestin§ islanEls. 

Potentially This act regulates activity conducted in, on, 
Applicable or over any protected natural resource or 

any activity conducted adjacent to and 
operated in such a way that material or soil 
may be washed into any freshwater or 
coastal wetland, great pond, river, stream, 
or brook. 

Potentially Standards are provided for grotection of 
Applicable wetlands, as defined in MEDEP Ch. 1000 

Guidelines for Municigal Shoreline Zoning 
Ordinances. preteetisn. Jurisdiction under 
the Rules includes the area adjacent to the 
wetlands, which is the area within 75 feet 
of the normal high water nne. Activities 
that have an unreasonabt~ impact on 
wetlands are prohibited . 

~stentially These policies provjd~for the~.regu:lation, 
Applicable conservation, beneficial use, and 

management of coastal resources. 
" 

i ". 

". -
- . 

Evaluation I Action To Be Taken 

+I=Iore are no ""iIEllife I=Iaeitats at G6J2, el;lt 
speeial sonsiEleFation fRay ee reEjl:lireEl fer 
FOmeElial aetiens tl=lat sel;llEl Elistl;lrB nestin§ 
seaeiFEls, if present at or neaF G6J2. 

If any workThis act would be agglicable to 
remedial activities that ma~ disturb in'Jsl .. 'es 
tl=le Elistl;lFBanse of soil material near the 
shoreline of OU2,. Remedial actions-it would 
be performed in compliance with the 
substantive requirements of this act. 
Potential adverse effects to existing natural 
resources would be evaluated. 

A wetlands functions and values assessment 
would be conducted to guide restorative 
efforts for wetlands that may be adversely 
impacted by remedial activities. 

Remedial actions atQU2 would need to be 
consistent with these policies. The 
substantive environmental and facility:-siting 
requirements of these standards would be 
addressed in conSUltation with MEDEP. 

!l~:~erfR "potontially" is I;IsoEl wRen rOEjl:lirements ("applioahlo'" or "relevant anEl-appropriate") '...,ould be invoked only wRon sartain remeElial astions 
Fe t . 
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MEDEP - Maine D~partment ohEnvir.onmental Prot~Gtion 
MRSA - MainEl'Hevised Statutes Annotated" . 
,au -Operable Unit 
'TeC - To Be Considered 
USC. - UnitedStatas Code 

\ " 



II Requirement 
FE.DERAL 

Surface Water 

,~ 
'Management 

Citation' 

Clean Water Act . 
(Sft/A) 133 United 
states Code (USC) 
§f251et seqJ;', ' " 
~ati0naj. 'f'; .. ' 

a'ecommended' Water 
GltlalhyCrneria' 
(flJ'RWQC) ('40 CFR 
8art'1.22;44SG\6.lM 
aa'USC1'26fet seq:; 
40CF~ ,1'22:4'4; and 
~bqffi§:I~'+ 

CW*'Sectlon 462 
National<Po'llotant 
Discharge'Elirnination 
Sysil3m fNPDES) (40 
CFR 'Parts'122-'i 25) , 

TABLE 2-3 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
e OPERABLE UN,IT'2= FEASTEflLITY STUDY' R'EPORT 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE. 

StatusJ4 

Potentially 
Relevant and 
Appropriate 
Relevant and 
Appropriate 

Applicable 

PAGE 1 OF9 . 

'Synopsis 

These criteria are used to establish 
water quality standards for the 
protection of aquatic life. C'l'lA are 
health based oriteria developed for 
oarbinogeri16 and non oomiribg.enio 
!1ompounds and 'Nater quality 
parameters: eVi,fA 'establishes' 
guidefifleeriOl" p6ttulants in sUFfase 
'NateL CIJ'IA is also applioable for the 
protootion of human health from 
expesureto Goritaminantsifi drinking 
wajer'as",veYas framirigestion'of 
aqimtio'biota and lOT th'eprOteotion or 
fres'h\l;.iltef' and saltwater :aqtJatiolife. 

CWA .Ssctidri '4'02 requi'res:NPDES 
perririfs:tcirany discharges to 
navida:bl.e waters. 

Evaluation/Action T'o'Be Taken 

These standards would be relevant and 
apl3£QI'i!~iate:.tQaJt.e.rnatjves that may impact 
fhe,wateFC.G\ilintY-,ef,:U:Js,.Piscataqua:El:rver,,,;," 
Renied iaLaet4vit4es,\;;"ouJd::JiJ&conG,ucted fo 
reduc'e adve'rseimbads fO tf19 offShbre. 
Stormwater manaqement. erosion controls. 
and mamaqemeht:ef,watert:Ji:seharqes would 
be incli;,taecflrnemedial activities, as' 
apbro'priateiC'NA,Ylolild b'e used:ifsurfaoe 
\'later rilonitol'irrgis'reqilii;ee to'measure tho 
effO'oti'leness of a r'emeaial aotioR'·at a ' 
bompliafu:ie "!'loirif based 6rih:JU'mi*ihg, and 
to 'ensure'thatminim'um 'oleanLip'lo'lels am 
being met. 
Ttl'~:se regula:tioris would be applicable to 
aJfe'riM.tives that' r9'duirefwafer"rr{ana,ciement 
during soffexcavalion ailH «there''dJscharges 
of treated water to a surface:water'hod\(may 
occur:;'''¥he .su'bshiniive 're-gUiremenfs'Wouid 
,be met'ifCanydischarheEtof ttealedwaf~rto 
surface water bodies are rEiOC!ired. ' 



Requirement Citation 
':EDERAl (:continued) " 

, 
Hazardous Waste Resource 

Conservation and 
Recover~ Act (RC-RJ\) 
SUbtitle C...: " _, . 

'" 

Id~ntific:atio.n arid." 
Ustit?g"6f~Hkardpus 

_}Naste.s [40'Code-'of 
: Federal Regulations 

(CFR) Part 261], , 
Standards'ApQlicable 
to"Ger:rerafors of 

~ 

HazarGious Waste:rl$O 
CPR Hart'262), and 
Standfirds tor 

<---" 

l-:iazacri::l0u8 w.aste 
r~ri::atffierlt;"Storage' 
and' Olsgosal-(TSD) 
Facilities (<tOCFR Part 
26'4) 
~ Toxioity 

." GhpraQteristic (40 GFR 
2€l1.24) 

RGRA SUBtitle G 
" ~.". 

StaFidarEis AI3f:llicaele 
to Generators of 
19azardous Waste (4 Q 
GFR 2€l2) 
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StatusJ'1t Synopsis 
,. 

Potentially RCRA regulations govern the 
ApplicableL generation transoortation and 

Relevant and disposal of hazardous waste. The 

Appropriatet State of Maine has RCRA delegation, 
andthe"&'!aide l1azardous. Waste 
Management Rules (irovide 
referEmces'to th'efederaXFlCRA 
regulatior:ls where apprG'p;riate.+Rese ' 
reqtlirem'ents provideTegulatory levels 
fa;o'slassifying:asoliEl waste asa 
RCRAohamGteristio"ha;z;ardous : 

Wast&.-

Defines ftidsD solid wastestflatare 
subjeGt to regulation as hazardous 

.. '/i'astes uRder'4'Q'G~rq 262' through 
265ar'ld 4Q'CFR 124,' 270, and.271. 

.'" 
" 

,-

~oteAtially +hese regulatiens esfa13lish standards 
Af:lplioaele for generators of haza:rdous waste. ' .. 

.. 

: .. , .. 

.. >.; -

Evaluation/Action To Be Taken 

These peliormance sfandardswould be 
ag(;!lical1te Ifhazardbtls waste isg'enerated, 
trarispofted, treated; disposed, or stOred as 
Qaa ofla remedial 'action at OQerabJe Ulflit '-
(au) 2. Applioahleto .a:lternatives':that : ,-
involve,.of,tsite"tmo'sportatioR and disposal of 
ha;z;ardo'us vlasle, 

" 

"~. 

Wastes generated' dillring 'remedial actions' 
would be aharyze9'f6determine wh'ether 
they ·are HCRA 'characteristil:::.hazardous 
wastes. UanaIYtical'resiJlts"oxceed the ,." ... 
stan"dar€lsin 40 CPR Part 26t:24:i the' waste 
would tie,·mana€Jed'ln accordance with 
RC·R· .. (scl'btitle~C requirements. ' 
.... . -.",~ "'""; " ~ .", .. 

-,~ .-, 

j;{CRA regulations fOLcaQ!i1ioo: wQu-,(j,be·, 
re1evant;,and ~aQQrQ!i1datef.or: alternatives"that 
incl~:deaHGRA.t caQ. . .. 

" 
'" 

-

19ai!:arElous INastes~g'enerateEl~dHEing , 
.. Fsmedial aetioRs \i.'ei:llE'f lie'Ffianaged in" 
accordanoe 'Nith these regulations. 



Requirement 

, 
I. ; 

~ 
,ID, 

1\ '" 

Citation 

RCM Subtitle C 
Stalldardsror 
Hazardeus::VVasfe 

~ T8D Faeilities (40 
OF-R 264) 

: Land Disposal 
Restrictions (40 CFR 
298t' 

RCRA Standards (40 
CFR' 2,64, Subpart S) 

RCRA Subtitle=C 
Tank System 
Requirements / 
40CH:.t'§26<'S-':..'b'part 
J" '" ", ", ", 
~CB,A, ,f{ljbt[tIQC 
Miscellaneous Unit 
Requirements / 
40CFR§264,Subpart 
eX 
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Status-~ 

" Potentially 
, Applioable 

Potentially 
Applicable 

Potentially 
Relevant and 
Appropriate 

Potentially 
Applicable. 

Synopsis 

Establishes standards for acceptable 
management of hazardous .. ",aste. 

, Applioable to alternatives involving 
, land disposal of ha>!ardouswastes' 
and'requires'troatmennodiminish a 

, "'aste's tijxioit)i arfdJ.Or)"rfihJmize .. 
contarpiFlant migration., Treatl"Aent 
standards are provided. 

, Provldes"spooiaJstandards for 
cleanup atCoFroctive Astion 
Management Units. 

Those requir'erilents-applyto O'Nners 
an'(j op'eratorS'bf f8.cHi:fi6s fhLituse i 

• 

tank syStems to store or treeit 
hazard6tJs waste:- " " 

Evaluation/Action To Be Taken 

: Those:standards'woaldbn 'applicable' for 
onsite,treatment eRd storage'Df ha:zardous 
wastes. I'n addition~'1;h'ese standards Vi'Quld 
pertain to offsite waste'disposaliacilities. 

, Wastes gene:Kl.'teddu~ing .remedial actions 
, ',,",ould be disp'osed 'at appropriately licensed 
andpermittedfaciliUes-. 

, Pertains to offsite'tYaste disposal faoilities. 
: IJItastes- generate,d~duringremedial astions 
, wotdd ue'.disposed at appropriately licensed 

"': antI' perrriittea faoilities.' " 

This requirement is potentially relevant and 
appropriate for management of remediation 
'Nastes (e.g., staging piles) if remedial action 
in'>'olves m<:eavation and staging of 
hazardous wastes at OU2. 

If tank syerems'are~used tO~store materials 
fhatarer hazardOtls"\ .... aste~ fIJi) taol< 'syStems 
'Nould'be managQainacooraancewith these 
reqiJir€!'rn:bnts. ,," '1 

f ,~- ,', :~;" .. 
" . ....,'.- ,. 

Poten~l?ny , 
Applicable 

IhesQrQ.9!JJ.ren]eritf~ply to owners", 
and operators of faoilities that treat, 
store; 'or disposo'of hazardou~ waste 

, ,in m'isoetlaneou6 Units. ,., 
, " 

If miscollariaotls uriitsaro used to tFoat"or 
store mUteriai~;thatilFe hazardous 'mlsles,'" 
the units will be managed aocording to these 
requirements. 



In A • :--: 

rr,",~;;n ::~~ 

'C'. . IA 

,A' C. 

., ; 

11 

• .' ~ , 'l, : 

nSEPA PCB Spill 
ef6~mlp Pdlicyf40 
CFf.:r7-ar( , 
Subparts:O; ~J, and 0 

RORA Subtitle 0 (40 
CFR25B) -

Maine Air Pollution 
Control La'N 
Classifioation of Air 
@:ualityGotitrol ." 
Regions /3B-MSRA 
58@; 06"096"CMR 114 

I ..' ~< 

TABLE 2-3 

APTION-Sp'g~IF~G ~RAfl§.A~D TBC~ ... _, 
OPERABLE UNIT 2- FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 
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Relevant and 
Appropriate 

Potentially 
'. AppJieable 

Potentially 
Applicable 

Provides regulations governing 
disposdl of PCB'contaminated 'Naste 
(4'0 CFR761.60)ahd cleanup and 
disposalopiibns'f6F'P¢B rdme'diation 
!!iq:M9S.J49'CF'R 761,~1j;'V..tliGI'! 
inolude PCB oontaminated 
environmontal media. Subpart 0 
applies to soils oentaminated ' .... ith 
PCB at Gonoentrations greater than 
50 mg/kgooncontrations. 

Suqparts.N:,a;nq 0 :99yerp,sampliJi19 
aa(;!,verif,icq:tJQnot 9l0af-lup lexels, 

Applioable10,the':rtIanagement'and 
dispo"Sal of nOR 'ha:mrdoos'Nastes. 

.,.;: : 

Establishes air quality regions, the 
classification of eaoh region, and the 
ambient air quality and emission 
standards. 

If conoentrations are less than 50 mglkg, 
thdn Subpart 0 ' .... ould be used as relevant , 
aria 'appropriate;"'(J'opShCiln'g'on ·'th-eremhdkil ' 
aCtioh tiltern'8tWe,"Subp'aiFtsN and .. O·' .... ould 
bc(reliYJafitaAd a' 'Fo'Fiata,' - . _ _ _._.,_ ". P:P. . P ,_, .. 

'- ,j 

\~laste:s.g'ORO'fatedduring remedied aotions 
, :v..,ould be disposed. at appropriatoly licensed 
: an'd- peFmUte!d'lacilities.~ ,. , --.~",., 

Applioableto-alternatives that have the 
. potential to'impact ambieflt,afF quality' 
: standards. 'If state :requ ire meats aFOI;TlOre 
. skingooNhan tede'raJ.'requirements,. state 

requirements',tak6'preoedeAoe;- "Ad 'the ,c , 

completion of tberemedial aotion; these' 
remedia:lstcl!A'ekrrds')i\'duld need to 'be met. 



Requirement 

STATE 

Hazardous Waste 

Citation 

Maine Air Pollution 
Control Laws Maine 
EmissiOn [ioense 

! Requirements I 
81:fMSRl{585 and 
590; 06 096 CMR 115 

Ider:1tification of 
HazardOus.Matter 06-
09.6:CMR Part 800 
Maine l=Iazardous 
Waste Management 
Rules (06 096 CMR 
800 801, 850 854, 
~. : 

TABLE 2-3 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs' 
OPERABI::E UNIT 2- FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 

. PORTSMOUTH NAV-A~ SfIIPYA~~. KITTERY"MAINE 
. cPAGE5 OF 9' .. . 

Status-tI? 

Potentially 
Applioable 

. Potentially 
Applicable 

Establishes tba,;Lne'i'i'and medified 
souroes ot air erriissions are required 
to dem'bnstrate-that emissions do not 

. 'Jiokrte ambient air qua!it~' sfandards. 
NO' ..... souroes must meet pre ..... 
oonsfruotion-monitoring ancfpost 
oonstruotion monitoring requirements. 

ThiS rule identifies certain substances 
,as' hazardous matter, discharges of 
whichare"subh3ct fo dIscharge... 
removal, notification, reporting and 
other requiremttnts under 38 MR£A. 
§:t3'jl;~efse~ 'and nile~ ado~ted 
the·feunder. =hbsEi regu;{iOr; proVide 
standardsfoFthe geneffiHOn; . 
transportation, tri3atmenk Storage, and 
disposaJ of hazardous waste.' Tney set 
fO.rth the state~defjnjti,on and oriteria for 
es~ab.lishing'll!lOtherwaste materials 
are hazardous~and-subjE;lGt to 
assooiated hazardous:J;~i!aste 
regulations. They also provide 
standards for detailing ground'"vater 
monitoring r.equiremel1ts for hai:ar.dous 
waste faoilities. 

E,(aluati(m/Action To Be Taken 

.-.... ': .-., - "":,:-

Wastes gen-erated "as part ofremeidial 
. acfivities.woulcf bS ... chanicterized aR 

hazardbuSbr_tIon::hazardous.lf: determined 
. to he hazardotls' wastei/fhen the waste 
; wciuldf b'e manaded in accordance with 
regtifafory' reqtiirerrl'ents.' These -; 
perfopnaAE;)e standa(a~ Y~bulE:;i gg'potentially 
applioable ifhazaF~6IJsy'.<uste is 'gtl_nerated, 
tra'nsported, treated, dispnsed, onitored as 
ptIF't of remedial aotioo-afOLi2. 

" 



Requirement Citation 

Discharge of 
Hazardous Matter: 
Removal and Written 
Reporting Procedures 
06-096 CMR Part 801 

Identification of 
Hazardous Wastes 06-
096 Part 850'-' 

Standards fOJ' 
Generators of, 

, Hazardous'Waste.C3R 
MRSA 1301 et seq., 
0'6-096 Part 851 ) 

HaZ8rdol::Js Waste 
Manifest 
Reg!uirements 06-096 
Part 8'57' 
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Status-~ 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

C, Synopsi.s .' ,." 
These regulations set f£lrtlil·the state 
definition and criteria fc€mestablishing 
whether waste materials 'are 
hazardous and subject -to associated 

. hazardousiwast-ereguJations. 
"'- ', .. ,,~ ~ , ' 

nl'ese standards establish '" 
Teguire'ments for determining whether 
waSies:are hazaraous baseaohelther 

. ctlaracteriStic Of: listing. '., 

These regulations contain' ;, .... 
reguitements'tbLtbe gen'eiato,rs of 
bazardous waste... _ " 

This rule estalalishes reg:uirements for 
the,ase of manifests to trackthe',": 
mmlement of'"hazardous:waste from 
the point oJ 'gerneration to any , 
intermediate pOints:and finally to its 

, altimate dispositionahu establishes 
related,restaoFlsibiHties-aAG liabilities of 
generators., transporters and owners 
and "operators of waste facilities for 

"haiaraoas waste.': . 
; '<~ ~ 

Evaluation/Action To Be Taken 

Wastes generated as part of remedial 
activities would be characterized as 
hazardous or non-hazardous. If determined 
to be hazardous waste, then the waste 
would be managed in accordance with 
re€!ulato!¥'reql::li re.ments .. 

Wastes g:e'neraleeas part 5f remedial 
'a:ctivitres wouJCl"becharaCterlzed 'ais 
hazardous ornon::naz'a:F'Gtdus. -If determined 
tObei:f,yazardous waste', therr"the waste 
wOuld.be n,'anaded i'n accordance with 
regulatO'iyregtii'rements .. 

, Wastesd'en:erated as part of remedial 
acfIvitIes,\(\tdutd~be characte,rized as 
hazardouso'r rion-hazardous. "'If determined ,~ 
to be hazardous waste, then the waste 
would be;;njarnaC;J"edTn:.accorrdance with' , 
reQulatorv requirements,,: 
Wastes .qenerated'!as part 'of remedial 
acti'liities would be; character-ized 'as 
hazardous 'or non:-hazardous. If 'determined 
to be hazardousWastejtnen'thewaste 
would;be"manooed in accordance"with 

,. reg'ulaf6ryr€qlmements~ -. 



Requirement 

4rtace ~~t.er 

rosion 

Citation, 

Maine. Stifface Water 
Toxits Control 
. Pr.Qg~grh(3Ef*$BA 
Parts:420.and'464..=. . 
470;,.06-096 6MB Part 
530)--- . 

Maine Waste 
Discharge Licenses 
(38 MRSA 413 et seq.) 
and Waste' Dlscharge 
Permitting I?rogram 
C06-096- CMR '520 - -
629) 

Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control 
(a8~MRSA_Part 420-C) 
and Storr:nwater 
Management 
(38 MRSA ~ 420 0; 
Oe OQe CM~ Part 500) 
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Status-

Potentially 
Ap:plicable 

Applicable 

Potentially 
Applicable 

Synopsis· 

This rute sets'fbith;:th~ Maine 
Statewide'Water Quality-criteria 
(SWat) fQ.tJ6~ic p.oIJl,Jta~ts'Qng ," .. , 
procedufes:neeessary to control 
levels'of·toxic po:llutants, iIT·surface 
water~ SWQO are set at federal 
NRWQOlevels. 

These standards regulate the 
discharge 1)f poHutantscfmm point 
SOlJrces~' 

Erosiol'l contfor measlires;musfbe' in 
place"oefore activities:such as f:i11ing, 
displacing, oyexposlrig.soH or other 
earthen materials occur. Prior 
MEDEP approva~ is required if the 
disturbed area isin the direct. 
watershep of a !;lody of water mgst,at 
risk for er'oslonlor':.sedimentatidn. - . -., , ,'-.\~ 

This wouldbe'a i'C'El. 
re . uire-water' nrcina' 
excavation 'wh9're disc 
watsF'to a surface water body may occur. 
"Phe>'sHbstantive,reguirem:emtstWoutd'be met 
if any discilames)of·'treat.edwatef'too, 
Sanae.e watefDGdies are regLiifed:Stato'::ide 
\.1.'?terQuality Ctiteria,WDuld .ql).used;it 
sunaoe ...... ater !,nooitoriog.:ls· required to 
measure.ibo effecti>.'enQSs of a mr;Redial . 
aotiop Jft~a oorhPlianoeAQ[rilbased on lufl 
mb(Jng, ~od to ensure that goals a~.being 
~ 

These ,r-egulations would be applicable to 
alternatives -thatr-eguire water management 
during soil excavation .and where,disGflarges 
of treateci water:,to-a:stJriacewaterbody may 
occur.' Tl;)e..:substanthle'regtlifemems would 
be-:-.:r:Tl·et-if any. discharges of trea1ed waterta­
sl:Hiace-wmerbodies,are r~gui~ed~,_: 

Theset:oonli'olS wbOTthD'efffflplement9dif any 
~ap@licable t&alterna'fwesthaf need to 
aaoress:.erosi0n.and;' sedffnentation,and 
storm ~'~tE)r mar;ip.9·eIl)OF)t:. A1a(), f1A,PJ)licable 
plans ,would becoer-£iinated·with MEDEP­
before implementation. 



Requ.irement 

Storm water 
ManaQement 

Waste 
l\ttanaQement 

,Citation 

Storm-water 
Manaaement 
(38 MRSA Part 420-D: 
06-096 CMR Part 500) . 

Mai.rie Ambient Air­
, QuantyStandards 
(3BMRSA 584'; 06 
096 GMR 110) " 

Unitorm Environmental 
G' . A (M~g"/{ oventmts', i9t:.:v ,; 

. Title3tl •.. Chaptor:31 ) 

Maine:sotid;;V\la;~he 
Management 
RegLiIgfiQns_ ...-. 
(06-096,CMR Parts 
400,;- and'41'1) 
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Status-~ 

Applicable 

Potentially 
Applioable 

Potentially 
Applioable 

Po~entially 

App[i~able 

Synopsis 

Storm water management measures 
must, be in ,place before activities such 
as filling. displacing .. or exposing soU 
o(bther earthen materialoccLir. 

Establishes ambient air quality 
standards for the protection publio 
hea:lth and welfare for part~ 
m'atter, .. s.ulfuP'dio~id.e, oarbon­
rylono~lde, omRe'; tJ:~drooarbons, 
nitrogen dioxitle,lead,and total 
ohromium. 

Speoifies'r'equired 00 nlentsof 
environmental-oovenants enacted in 
the State-of Maine. " - < ,," 

Provides standards-f6dJ'E:ine"ratton, 
transportation'; treafrheriti"stoi-age, 

.., anc((jj$po~al of,$dlJp'~6d;sReciaL 
wastes. Also provides Glosure and 

. ,,- ·post-closure maintenance 'standards. 

Ev:~luad91)l~ctI9.nTo Be Taken-

These cantmls wouJd be, appJicableto 
alterna@es'~hat need"1:oaddress storm .. 
water.management.:::Appl,icable·plans' would 

De 'coordiriatedWif.f.f,MEDEP befo,fe" 
implemsntatiorn. 

,h;ppUoable to alternathlOs that have the, 
potential toimj'1aclambientai'r quality 
standards: )\lUheobrtlpletiQA,of the remedial 
aotion, these remodial standards 'N{)uJd n.eed 
to be met.' 

Those standards ' .... o,uld.b.e us.ed if any oUhe 
altematives resu.!! in 'emission of , 
l.maooeptabJe levels ",of Airbgm.e partioulates 
to the atmosphere. Lead_and total, 
suspended partioulate,emis"siQl)s~may be of 
o.opoem !!it Ol)2." ",::' ';" ' 

This' aof'Nilibe ie.levant aRa;app~rdpri:ite if a 
remedltilalfernafi';<o'irivdl\1lngLUCs is' 
ohosOn.-· ,- "'.:,: 

Theso'requl'ations wouldbe:appik:abi'Ei: to 
alternatives 'Wtl~re:waste is 'generate!:'!.. . .. 

.... VV~sJe¢ gen~r~tedjj!1fjng~f~lT.1~dj~:3,}~C'lQfi,bIlS "., 
activities·would be.disposed at appropriately 
licen~sed and perrtiiftetj facilities." ,., ... 
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Requirement Citation Status·t1t 

Additional Standards Relevant and 
AQQlicable to Waste AQQroQriate 
Facilities Located in a , 
Flood Plain (06-096 
CMR 854.16) 

A.ir Emissions Visible Emissions TBC 
Regulation (38 MRSA 
Part 584; 06-096 CMR 
Part 101 ). . 

actions are taken. 
AR - A licable or Relevant and A uirement 
R - Code of Federall1egulations 
R - Code of Maine Rules 
A - Clean Water Act 
OEP - Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
SA - Maine Revised Statutes Annotated 
DES - National Pollutant-Dischar e Elimination S stem 
WOC - National Recommended Water Qualit Criteria 

Synopsis Evaluation/Action To Be Taken 

Any facility located OJ to -be located Waste managed within 300 feet of the 100 
within 300 feet of a 100 year flood year flood zone would be managed in 
zone must be constructed, oQerated, comQliance with these standards. 
-and maintained to Qrevent wash-out 
of any' hazardous waste by' a 100 year 
flood or have Qrocedures in Qlace that 
which will cause the waste to be 
removed to a location where the 
waste will not be'vulnerable to flood 
waters and toa location which is 
authorized to manage hazardgus 
waste safely before flood water can 
reach the facility. 

These regulations establish oQacity These regulations would be considered for 
limits for emissions from several alternatives that have the !;1otential to im!;1act 
categories of air contaminant sources, air guality. These standards would be met if 
including general construction any of the alternatives result in emission of 
activities. !;1articulate matter and fugitive matter to the 

atmosQhere (e.g., dust generation). 

'RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
SWQC - Statewide Water Quality Criteria 
TBC - To Be Considered 
TSD - Treatment, storage, and disposal 
USC - United States Code 
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