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MEMORANDUM 

FOR THE MEMBERS OF THE RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD (RAB), INSTALLATION 
c, . RESTORATION PROGRAM, PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITrERY, MAINE 

On· behalf of the U.S. Navy, Tetr~ Tech NUS, inc. is pleased to provide the draft minutes from the 
September 21, 2010 Restoration Advisory Board meeting for your review and comment. 

Comments are. requested by December 22, 2010. You may provide your comments to Lisa Joy at 
(207) 438-6618. 

Sincerely, 

.~--
Deborah J. Cohet:l, P.E. 
Project Manager 

DJC/cim 
Enclosure 

DISTRIBUTION: 
D. Bogen (CD) 
P. Britz (CD) 
J. Carter (CD) 
M. Dionne (CD) 
C. Lepage (1 copy) 
M. Marshall (CD) 
J. McKenna (1 copy) 
D. McNab.b (email wlo enclosure) 
O. Roy (w/o enclosure) 
R. Wells (w/o enclosure) 
EPA (M. Audet) (1 copy and CD) 
MEDEP (I. McLeod) (1 copy and CD) 
MEDMR (D. Nault) (CD) 
USFWS (K. Munney) (w/o enclosure) 
NHF&G (D. Grout) (CD) 
NOAA (K. Finkelst~in) (w/o enclosure) 
NAVFAC Mid Atlantic (L. Cole) (CD) 
ATSDR (C. Hossom) (w/o enc;losure) 
TTNUS (D. Cohen) (1 copy and CD) 
NAVFAC MID,LANT PWD Maine Environmental (M. Thyng) (1 copy and CD) 
PNS PAO (D. Eddy) (email wlo enclosure) 

Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. 
661 Andersen Drive. Pittsburgh. PA 15220-2745 

Tel 412.921.7090 Fax 412.921.4040 www.ttnus.com 

lauren.stanko
Text Box



.. 
;. 

Ii 

, .' '. ~ESTORAl'ION '~DVISORY"BOARD MEETING"" ,.' 
.I', .p'q\~1~IYIQI)T~ ~:~VAL, SttH~Y~RD 'I' 

KiTtERY TOW~ HALt,., KITTERY, MAINE 
.,' "~' ,'''', SiEipten:.H~t; 2'1'.', '2610' 'i () ''I , )'" 

·~~If.:'''-;:)C:,.1-<, ;".( 

'" ;"'J:'. , .' 

Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) members at the meeting included the following: 

'I : 

, ,! . . ~ .: .,,) I: t t " , , ,,' ',' .' l i \ 

e 
) 

Navy RAB members - Linda Cole, Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Mid-

, Atlant,iq, and Lisa.Jo~hPortsmouth N~y~I$,~ipy~rq (PNS,). ; . ' . ,J '. 

; ! :, e, Regl!J~torYi', .. (~prel?eJl1t,a~i~~;:;i,m MGltt Audet", ,W..nited States ,i;:nvirpnr;ne,ntal Proteq!i90' Agel1cy 

CUS!=PA);, a,nd"'>TeO,ilW!,)lfe" (·r<epresentil'1g ·;lver(. McLeod)" Ma,ine ,Peipa,rtm,ent ot;,Enyiror:u'(le.ntal 

"PrQtection (MEO~P}-"ft ... '~; , 1',., 

~. : 'I ," ,_. -~C<::', .'; 

~ 8ABQ.ommunity, members Reter-Brlt~i-Michele Dj0nlJe, Mary Ma.rsha,lI, JaGk,McKenl1a, ,andP.nil 

Roy were absent. .q j : Ii' j. , 

Guests at the RAB included: ,!,I, !::','" ",!' ,' ... j' 

,e ,' • .!Danna Eiddy and Matt Thyng frprn IPN$. , ,'" 

~~ '; ,.,"',J;' . " ~~'·!.l'~:: ,'",J{ •. ~ ti~' 

,~" ,@IEf~,n",~~I,~r.kw'i~,h ~rmr;!~,N~~y'.~ng}y1a~!n,e Sq~ps\f,p~lic ,tJEjl?lt~ Cent~r (t\lM<?P~C)., ' 

, . {: . ':,) '!{I;;; 

Carolyn Lepage, Te,chniC;eLAssistagce qra.nt(IAG) technical a~jyi~or to S~~coa.st Anti-Pollution 
• ' , . .',~ , ,,"-, ", \' -", .. " ' " '~." , : il, " \' i J' . 

e 

League (SAPL). 

, " ':'-;j 

,e,5j?r,1 <~?l?f~~r a'3~~~~n~e ~ombard,9,tror:n t{yW ,~~J:np~rire ~eR~rt~~nt,p~::En~ir?prn~nJal Services 

,', ,(tNtil~N~fS).;, '·,n: ;,'".·j'j'ii ,:, ,. /,1 , ; ,< ,.:It I,,:' 'J" 

,"j. t"" 

The!meeting was opened by D6u9cBogein (RAB Community Go"ChGlir). Mfi'Hogen wel(:;(,~med'everyone to 

the' RAB,rn'e'eting: an'a reqllested that 'attende~s, introdl:lGe i themselves. The' attendees' introduced 

" ,themselves"8:nd stated the organizations they 'represented.; Mr. Glenn Markwith of,J\IMGPH0 indicated 

that he wouldb'e assistih'€l with"communitY'intervieWsfor the C0mmunity Implementati0n Plan (GIP). 
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Lisa Joy (RAB Navy: Co~ChaJr}, reported ;.that the', Shipyard' 6~r:rimandeY 'signed the final Record of 
'!'1.~ ~~ ,".' __ ': ~- 7 ' '\ {l,' ~'J~~ 11 ~ ~1f~ .1,' t:."€>f'''" , "; 

Decision (ROD) for Opera~l,e U~,\f 1 (OU1J, 9n'M9n:a~ay~ ~~e'~~~~~i9 ,c9trlpX~!ion of the ROD for OU1 in this 
<', .. "' >;~" >,' r ,.,J f ,10" - \'\l~' t -. ""::"'~"~~} -,' 

fiscal year was reflective 'oreverYone's)a?d\'y6rR:and's'tt§~~p·preCra.ted ev~~ryone's support for getting to 
" ' l.:<;r}{ :(; - -;::r ,:) • 

this point in the environmental program. 

STATUS OF WORK AND REGULATOR UPDATES 

Linda GOle,'of N)WFArC~MidtAtl~ntic;p'r6vided An update oi1'th'e' status bf:lAlorKJi:tt Operabfs' Unit (OU) 1, 

OU2, OU3, OU4, OU?, OUg, and Site 30. The presentation is attached to the minutes, 

Ms. Cole proviged upclat~d funding inforrh1itioh~' The :estimated 'spe'ridlng'lodate':'is ap~proxiinately $60 

million. The Fiscal Year 2010 (FY10) spending plan was estimated at $1 million and included the funding 

bf the BUilding 1 B4~ tah~ 'Va:ultteimoval (at Site 30). The'FVt1i~ isperidihgi~'lanis' $B.4\milliGh,arid includes 

"fOf:ldin'Q' fo'r "the reYrfedi~I'a:dibfl a10U,i -(Site 10)"an:d ~Remediallnves'tlgati6n) (RIFat d(JlqSit~ 31). The 

Navy is able to fund the RI for OUB sooner than originally scheduled. M~'>Cole~'also in'dieafed that the 

estimated cost-to-complete is $31 million, which represents an increase from last year's estimate. This 

'intr'ease' : is' ;b8.·se~ ·erfiescafatidh' <:If ,'fl:Jture'worth' c0stsand' not'because:additionalr rcehledial~ action work 

has been identified. 

The following are highlights of the update on OUs: 

• OU1 - The Navy finalized the F,easibility Study (FS)i Report arid' Proposed Ri:lIl'1ediaIAction Plan 

(PRAP) in June 2010. The 30-day public comment period on the PRAP was held from June 1,7 to 

July 16, 2010. SAPL providet!horaVand,written:c'omments ,durihg,tHe':plJblic, Gomment'perlod. On 

September 20, 2010, the final, ROD was signed by the Shipyard Commander and the final 

docume'rit~as'prbVided td U~EPA'ldr:sign'atuY~. ;;'~~::t6Ie 'riotg~;lflaf thjtR~M~diiirAction (RA) 

Work Plan, Long-term Monitoring Plan, and Land Use Control Remedial Design (LUC RD) have 

jj~e~t't1nd€~:o Thg(~IWedial actiBn i~"~x~;e(hed tot5~,ic8hd~ciea;nf2011. " ,. },' (~,:, ",:', 

• OU2 - The I\lavy continued resolving regulatory comments on the FS Report. A pre-design 
, f ' • , • • ! ., ,~ ..... 

'iflv~~tig~tI6H lsi(h~~d~d :fdr:'ciriy'%rn~dfs'~rgbt~d' tbf:Jdu2, arid 'tHg\;j\;J~vY:contiKuM'rssohJtion of 

regulatory comments on the work plan for the investigation. The Defense{ ~~~tlil~ation and 

Marketing Office (DRMO) Impact Area Removal Action work is progressing. The archeological 

surveys have been completed and the Navy is waiting for the State Historical ~~k~~'~~tib~!bfficer 
(SHI?O) final approital·to .begih excayation.:actiVities. Althoqgh thr!3Eil pot.ential a(cl:1e.oIQgical,jtems 

. i' of .interest 'were, found. around· Quarte~s N .duringJhe. first.pl;1ase :of iRe arch€l,Qi.egiQat survey, 

, f(frth'er"evaluatiol'l'" in 'the second' phaSE;!. of archeelbgioalisuwey' indioated tha,hthSli?e 'were not 

s'ignificant items. ,The Navy,has beguh mobilization ,fer; the.removaLa~tiQn and is::beginning to, Gut 
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• 

trees and grub the excavation area. The removal action',activities'are e?<pected to,b,e complete by 

the end ,of November 2010. 
;~{.',; ,.f l , ---,,'1,.;;1 ,!!'.I 

,,~ :r}~~, < ,. , ~~l I,'';-n~'>~·'/, ~,: >j' ",.' 

OU~ :- T~~,e~~ti",~,~:meOi~I,)~~~rp.!~Qn,J"1,ai~~El~.ap~,~", ~!19 }l(1p ritCl ring (OM&M) pr,ogra~r~~Qtin~es. 
Round 9 sampling, inspection, and maintenance were completed. The Navy is waiting on 

US EPA comments on the draft final LUC RD and follow-up cO,mments on the draft OM&M Plan 
..• ",p" :'<" " ~-'\t·' ;'~.;;I .' I \0:. I {- .-,'. :'~~ -~' .. ''; '(.'i'i."·':;'!l ... ~~'\ ',:~'Y,~ )~ 

" uPQq~~ (!3Elvi~ion, 1.k S9.mp,l(ng fqr the,~ext 5-year review vyill t;>~ 9pnd\JctEld in spring ?01,1 ~9 that 
, ".' (. _,I; ',,; ~ , ., , '\-'" . ,i r ! . \ -t, 

the data are availabl~ to start the 5-year review in 2011 to m~et t~e JunEl, f914 co,rppl,~,tio,n9ate. 

" ~" 9U~ ;::J~~eT,I,I:W~rim :Pff$,~,glEl.,~qn!t9rip~ ProwamP9n.tinuEls,. The, draft upd~te; tQ;}h~l~tEl~im 

,i;; Offs~9r,~iM(~~JtQ[!~'l~'1 PI~r tm,exjsip~, 1) wa,~, ~;ubmitted ,in July,; ~Q1 0 and ~tJ~, J:Ja~is yvaiti/1g on 
;; ',,' . , 

\ r regu:latory rEl'{I~w qnd 9p'rqrn~nt Je;~.oIY~i9n:}~8 Nqy'y~upmitt~d !;~P1 dx~ft~$ ~eport i,nJ.u,iy ~nd . . ~ , - .. .. 
I" 1 )', ' the documel"\t ~s ,the,l?u.pL~9t of to!1i,g,nt'~ ~f\~ pre~entation. ,: ~" """" ,;": ' 

. ,,':', ';-,> 

,. PP7;y-, Th,8"f';Jayx is px~Rsir[ng ,th!? dJq1t I1U3.eport for suorn*~lpy; t~~'@~9 of Septem,bE;lr qr early 
" ". - 'i 

Qct9pEjl'~:I.The drliltt ~IR!3P,?~,i~ a"Qoo~,we~ent?tiOI1 item foql;l.e,ryxt RA~,meetin~;" .", 

• 
. ,_ '. i i .t,;;·~,l'~:' i.'.·"'.)~ ,'_ > ' , , 1""(, 1" ":~ '>, ,\.'1 l' 1 I'. 

OUg - The additional sampling to support the RI was completed last week. The analytical results 
~ c;, ':'1' -,ht. '-.".1 ·-'i"~. I-'ll: "J • \", ':'1-/ '- ; j o'( .. J~~I,'~~!. ( , ,'J • ,.; 1 '" 

are expected in' October and an update on the results should be available for the I")ext RAB 
, l-:" " ~' "j' ~ , "" • '.' • l l' • 

meeting. 
, ',' 

• Site 30 - The Navy is in the process of receiving and resolving comments on the draft 
• 1~4i •. : ,'i'~ ( ~.,,; , "",- ~,';t1 ) l","J!i~";:'t " -~ < .. :'j, _ '.';-}',L;_\. ~'.. .,; ..... ") (- :.. ~ , 

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EElCA) aM Action Memorandum for the removal action of 
'!('i>;<:l.~J" ,)"', : ... -.:\,- ~,~~;~1~'!~~'!)"'.,,,.·,.-- ~;'-, .-,' --"j;>,', "-;"i)',- < .~:'\ • 'f<-"'~"""'il' ';,,! 

the tank vault within Building 184 at Site 30. A public comment period will be held on the final 
I ',P". < \~ :"' .. ~.,. ~~.' 1 ,;}.'( .>:1 ·i.~, '.; '; r 'l; '!" t , i ( ~', y- -', .l .,-:' .' 

EE/CA. The removal action work plan and removal action are funded and the Navy hopes to 

'~Co~du~tth~~emoval'~~ti6'~'t~is,\,vinter.' i ",' "',, 
r:;" ", . 

", ; f J ~ ~ , ( { ,,\," ! 

, ,1;J~E!lA --- MCltt Aud.et indi~pt~d th~J "US,E~I;\'~ focus, sinGe thela.st I3AB has been~o, comp~~,te,the ROD 

. ' for OU,1,pefg,re the end of the, fiS\3qJ ye~r. ~r. Aud,~t,\Na~ pl~9.~~O to hear ~ha\the Shipy~rd Con::upander 

) ha~. ~i,gn~~j the fi,r;)pl Rqq,'\ln'MO,C\!lkeq' !h,e!, Navy and M6D~,P for their eff9rs to, c9mp!~t~ resol4~ion ,of 

" ' ,cQlT1m~r.1t$,' ~nd p~~p,arati9n qt,th,e,tjnal d09:ulllent b"lfore ~,~r;>~em,q~r 30, 201 q, 'il,J,§EPA is ~lso"r,Elyjewing 

J;l?eye);9J9pcument~,'1},f1qlud..ipg,thE! draf~ OU4 ~~,~eport·t , ;, ,;' !,J J" ;, , 

. ~: ' . \ ' 
: . ~" 

, ' • , :;.,' " .' ~"'~' J, ' 

IYI~PFP,--- Ted Wolfe..proy,i~eq th~ stptl;ls. t:Ar.,W?lfe indiqated that the. M~DEP"cQncurr~nc,e leite;~;fqr:the 

ROP for PU1 ,ha~;b,~en (:traf1~di,an9 a,s,igned letter \(ViII be prQvideo s~ortly. MEDEP~pr.oyided cO!llIP,ents 

or;J th,e draf, QU4; ,f,S,!1epQrt .. , 
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DRAFT OU4 FEASIBILITY Sl'UDY REPORT '.' ,j ; 

Mr. Tim Smith, of Tetra Tech, provided a presentation on the draft bU4 FS'Report. The presentation is 

attached to the minutes. The 'draft report is out for review and comment. In addition to MEDEP 

c~i'rnments, i\lOAA ~n'd'US Fish ~n~ wiidl'ife comments6ri' the dfaft 'r~pdrt ha~e''B'~~ri h~~ei~ed'.'l 
, : ! ;' \ ;, 

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

Mr. Smith explained that the FS Report provides an evaluation of potential 'alternatives' for OU4 that will 

"su'PPOr1 thgNcivyls recci~ii1en(jatio'h for r~medial action for Ou'4; h5~e~~r, th~ FSRep'brt does not 

pr~vide th~ recommended alt~r~ati\;es. " c" ;""" ",", ,'1; 

, 064 t()'nsi~ts cif Site 5, Formkr Indi.J~i'rtallNasi~)6Jttan~:an'd slx~Are:6:s df C6RBeirri'(WOCs):"'The Navy is 

conducting a~:j~t'~rirr\' remedy fhr'bU4 that cori'sists i cit' monitoi'{ng 14 mo~~6'rih~\tation~"that provide 
, I, .~ :'.,.;. :;){:: •.. < ';"'."{~'."!}~ T ; I,r· .. ·,,· ':., ;'l.~ .. · ,~, .. ;"".'., ..• , 

coverageofthe offshore area'for interim monitorihg 'ptirposes. As 'part of the inte'rim remedy, 10 rounds 
~. ., • (, < ',' ; '< 1 ~. i'lor ' . ~ 0" ,f /, (1)" ot'., " ". ' 

of interim monitoring and two rounds of adClhiol'lal scrutin'yliave b'e'eHi' conducted betWeen September 

1999 and December 2008. Offshore data from the interim monitoring program and from onshore OU 

, inv~;sti~fatidr,.sJ'were (J§ed tb' S"llppotf the devel6pthent 'ohhS' a\)4 'FS! pfeport:' rvlr::'!Smith explained that the 

draft Revision 11 to \h~"'1999IriferirT(6ffsh6~e!Monitorihg Plan f~~!\/is!ig'~ '0) 'wa~ submitted In June 2010. 

The revision is based on the results of the 8,ounds 1 to 10 evaluatio,n r~port. Th~ URdated interim 
< "'1 "., ,I ~~, .,t,i',.~'._ ~l"', '. ~~':l.! ,'; ,;' '"";'l' '~},_, '1.,' 'tj,l> ~, ~~.,:-<! 

offshore n;lpnitorin~ ,pr()gram provideq in Revi,sion 1 of the Interim Of1shpre Monitoring Plan will be 
,.; ,,·,1; ,,! ' ( .. -;.""" . I .• ,J':, ;;~'.-' "t,.:' ,~~ ,'"·;r';:,t~}I'~}' (.~., 

conducted until a final remedy for OU4 is in place. The next round, Round 11, will ~:e conducted to 

support the next five-year sampling and is scheduled for spring 2011; 

','I '; "", '~' .... ,' t" i _ \ 1,,;[ 1 01 1 I '~'" ,;,,!i;, 
The dr~ift OU4 F~ w~s developed to ador~ss pot~ntia!unacceptC!ble ~9010gical ri!:ik in the offshore area of 

, if" .f[', • ,'" '~f",:~. .."c~."" j"(' ,,,,'-,;:;,,<. ~ .• ';\ ·t ,~" "1'. I ,,:,,-,jI~ Y1"~.,,<l,., I' ,~ .. J :'i""" ·l' 

PNS., -rh~Offsh9re H~ma~ He~lt'h"'Ri~kAssess~~nt'c~nd~d~dth~t ~h~re w~re ~C; ~n'~~ceptable human 
"' i~ ,.~ , .~, • ; \l'·, P , ., ,';(~L i;'j' \ ", ' t~' 1.'.' .It'\!f~.,-' ~ ,':. ~htir ,", ,i, ' - ,.;' 

health, risks for E;lxposure to sediment or surface water. In an,swerto a question about MEQE,P's comment 
.. j,. ,';' F,' t~, ;~l" : "~., .. .' ~.r, _ .,_", l 1" ; ;' ',\ ;} ,;><",~.,[ 1 "",.\'1"".J:; {'1; > ~ ,,_~. 

on the draft OU4 FS regarding the risk of fish con.sumption, the Navy indicated that this is being looked 
:~'I\" \ fi"I'".,:·~ ;"\/'''!t , . ." j.:l: 1'" ~c"l') 

into and the Navy will provide a response. Mr. Smith ,explained that several monitoring stations did not 

have unacceptable ecological risks; therefore, remedial alternatives were not cj~velopE.ld tor th~se 

stations. The ~emedial Action Objective (RAO) in the draft FS Report is to reducl;~; a~~~pf~bj'e 19:;els 

t~~ eco'iogical risR~ i(to 'bentHiciinv~rtebr~tesr'fro'm 'exp:osure to dh'emida.T~i'bfCbnc'8rn~\(OOCs) in"sediment 

afdU4 monit0ring' st~tions,. The'P~enfHihary RerTIeClia:tiori Goals (Pf'{Qls) for ths'F8 were'based oh the 

'Interim Reh'lediatidni'Goals (lRG's) }frd~f 'the interitn'6ffs'hore 'ftltlnitori'ng"'proghi'rh.'''", ,The "extent of 

/ corita:mi'n~fion w~~'aetermined 'based oli' the e'jd~nf of 'fDRG' exce,edantes."ir\l1r: 'SHiitfl explalned'thafthe 

extent of contamination was not delineated at MS111 ,'Where"there'i§"bni3'lodation 'With,'P'RG'eic~€!ClanC'es, 

because there is little sediment in the vicinity of this I~cation for ecological exposure. Mr. Smith reviewed 

th'erfi~urEJs :showing the' e~terif ofdontaminatidh at MS-Ol, MS-03/Ms':b4, and MS"12 '(kahd B);;in8ic~fjng 
"thatfhe 'b66rid'ary of cdntamlnatiOn wa~ eXtend~d to :the'san1pl~§'that h~d 'ccricerifraticins' less than 

PRGs. For MS-12A, a boat ramp with contaminated sediment extends intO' tH~';bu'ildirig and that the 
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·cantaminati.an extends towhe[e 'sediment-was found,anJ~e·partian aHhe baat rarnpwithin the'bu·ilding. 

In answer: to a ql;le.stiof1F'()f;?fwhet~er '·oonstru,ctiQI),. atPund the" dry, J;j00ks~, has' a,ffected, ,sediment 
\ \, 

concentrations,Mr, Smith i!1dioated tliJa!. the data",do nat indicate, afiJ"ir:mJ1)act, , In'ansWer ta' a questian .of 

whether data from dredginQe>at Pry 9.ook:.2; ~Iecate(j easkof MSf1~) ,was pravided ta USEI1A, the Navy 

indicated that the data were pravided, but these data were nat included in the draft OU4 FS Repart. 

For the. pE;lyelppment, 0fwalte.rnativ,es !·f0.[, the :,monitaring "stations" a, ,wide:, ranger ahtechn019gi~s 'Alere 

identifie.d :tQ,,'sbreert Qut 'techn{jlagies"that; would .. not! ,be, efJectivei ; (bas,ed ';01'1 cantaminants. and, site 

con!:litians)"and,ta fretain tecl'lpolagies ·that,. may,pe, effective.l ! Mr.:"Smith' eXli!lail1~d:\thaHhe.,Ne ,Actian 

L ,alternative is'require.d,in "aP\rFS"te, pravi!1le. a; ba$elinesfet comparisan, tepatentia'ihr,emeaiahieohnoICDgies. 

", Excepti far, the, Na' Ac;.tion 'alte.rl)ative;::~lternatives.:develaJ1),~ -in th.e'FS,rnust satisfy,th~ithreshald oriteria, .of 

" beipg,j'l!!otective of hum.ii!.n, health,\aliJd.\ the, envirornment and',complyirrg, with applicable an.!!! :'relevant and 

N'appropriat~ irequ'iremenlsAAffiARs); ,Balal'lcjl71gLcrite~ia.'1a~e,evaluated in,the FS: ta identify rna,jarrtradeoffs 

:> ;afithe talternatives, ar.lQ inolude reductien, of.ltaxiciW;cmQbilitYT' ,or: ,velumei,th.r,o,\:lgl:),-treatment,smart,Je.rm 

. ,l.effeotivsness,: )/ong,termneffe.otiyenes::;, ,ana Llpermar.lenee, implameNability", an~ oast"," Two /additional 

"0riterja(lr:eg'ulatorytaQoeptanoe',,a!;)d~commU:fi1ityfaoceptanGe;;;a.r:g\evalui;l;ted''8.l:j part\of;:thel'Publie., comment 
I 

" period ·.00 ,t/ileRRAF-\ nQ~; in tme FrS. ',Mr<Sr;mith},exj:!lail'l,ed'that; in !de.\(,!3.1<?pjng cpst !3stimltltes'iar,a,ltematiyes 

in ,~he':draf.t ,QU4 ,F,S Hepart{.it W111.5':as.s.wm.ed'th:aMheHetnElOia/'.a(1ltivities..Jor each mCi>raito.r<[ljlgr:statian w,ould 

be;Gandu~ted . indiv;jquall,y and not jill canjJ.mctiQn ,with r:ef!1e~ial. actioI'lS;iat, other Jlilonitarif\lg'lstatiIDns. 

Hawever, it is the Navy's preference ta bundle affshare manitaring with anshQrE!,menita(ir;)g 'pragral\l1,s'ta 

the extent passible. This bundling wauld pravide cast and energy savings far the identified alternatives. 
r 

J Mr. rSrnitlJ"als.o nQt Eildcthaha FII:lllj.al casts, d.iffer a01Qng'.statiQm;; based,.PI!Hthe ·asswnptia[lS (eg,q"rdil'lg,nwliTlber 

.of samples and analytical program far each stati~rh.lmh,e"9,;y,e~r.ar;lI'ilu~1 iQ~st$ a:reig(ea,te.r,be,y,a,u$,e"it~al.sa 

includes the casts assaciated with a 5-year review far the continued prateotiveness .of the alternative. 

'. MI'. ,Smith'ire.viewel;l ,thenaltematives ,evaluate.d~'for MS,01.,· MS-OS/MS.-04·; ,,MS,;-11, MS-12A"and MS-12B. 

, HydtauJio ,dredging, eYaluated., as a Gampanent af;'sprne ,alterrrative.s,.jnvolvest:PlJmpingvse.diment, whiph 

.)' alsaremaves water. llhere.fQre; de.watering,(i1.f!sedimenhis lne.G!3ssar,y'far tM,se altematiy,es.· 'Altern~tly:.es 

,,;;that 1d0"llot' Jnolud,e remevaL1fil,f, all 'cQntaminated"seOi/iO,e.n,t jnoIJ!Iil.e a d'1'l0nitoring), oornPQJ1!3lJt; '.w,l'lereas 

." altemative~1hat,il'lclude,rema~al .of aU <?<Dntaminated s.edlroentldo nO,t include·an;lQnitorililg G.ompa(lent~ : 

t ' 

DlJril)g .the prl'lsenta,tion, th!3re wa.s 'some;<,(!li,sQJ.:Issian 190 whatAI;l,e ~O;.,y:e§l.r ,net ,p.[~s~ntw<Drth,(NP,W1 cost 

,estimate. ;Jepresents! and"Whetherr it.he,.as§u mptions',·r.~gl'l..rpLng fthe, Jime-frame· .10[:\ m<Dnitc1.l1.ing affepled ,the 

',casts·;IT'h,e. '~@,~year:NPV,V;takes an,yt~asts. ;t~atl~r!ll·,e~pe:cteq ta, <DCCUr aver;a.jaO~y«llar time,p@rip,d beginning 

; .. ('tWith .:implementatiol) .of· ,the: r,er,nedy,ia!'u::!: nej:l!r,es,emts: these' cas,t::;,)e,A' a, QU r.rent 'l\!or:th .• eqsis¥;so that, cest 

estimates far each alternatiMe· oanillil;e compared, ,liIJe, , 30"'5(ea1)' Illasis"dee.s;: nat rneaJlt··that,a mon,ltoring 

campanent .of an alternative wauld stap at 30 years .or cantinue throughaut.the 30 ye.aIs iMhetremedy 
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indicates ,that, a .longer or shorter:.m0nitor,jn'gduration is neededn ,In:answer to a question of, whether the 

QU4 monitoring costs consiCilered shorterJdurationsthal1 3ID years; it/was explained that this was not done 

for,OU4., Costs ,fGr the' m<1>nit0ring"alternati'lles would 'be lower:,ifi ~he 'Navy assumed shorter monitoring 

, durations} but, would nG>t aff~cUhe relative C0StS of the alternatives;evaluate:d: ,c, ',) ! 

'_/ i : J t . it '-', , . "'~t t 1.1 '\ '" Ie': 
,."; i 

For MS-01, No Action, Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR), and Sediment Removal via Hydraulic 

Dredging ,were the three'e alt~rnatives evaluatedVi;'fhe sediment ,at\' MS::01, w0'uldbe difficUlt to ,remove 

because of the fast riveryourr'ents c
, in, this, area' '(along' the, Back Qhannel'Gif tne -Pisccataqua River). 

"M!lchar'lical'dr'edging1(w~'s 'nol-retained fm ,this monitoring statiOi1"becauseit would be'diffiduIHo' c'Gntrol 

~rsedimentre'lTibvah'ft'Jith 'this technology.,':'lihe fast;Gurref'llt i is al50' why ~'sedirnent COver- was not"retained 

\ for this monitoring;statibn~ The'MNR,alter,n'ative:'iwould alsofinc:hJde' LUCs~ 'There"was' somsJtiisctlssion 

about What0f.fsh6re.J:.ilJCs would'cQnsist of and'how they would 19'e1,implemented, !'The ,""UCS)mliiyloofltain 

, Fplacemerit df buoys' todemneateHtfearea\With Irestrictedi;'aC0e'Ss 'or, use. Ihanswer: to: a question an how 

I:the, NaVy would·deterr:nine)that.ths'remedY is complete ,for, monitoring alternatives, it· was noted:thaMhe 

',rT1'<lt\itoring program w0Hld speoify theG.iebisiohs that woul,d:bemade based Ion , theimonltorir'lg,data.' Also, 

the5-year reVieWs'would proviElean'evaJUation1of Whether the remedy.,remail1's plrotective:tlh anSWer't0 a 

questioti of whY' alternatives USel theitetm, MN Ri:ratl:1en than; I<:n;"g.term monitoring; Mr. Smith ;'explain-ed,that 

[ ,.' urtder"Mt\lR:,(·far' sedimer'lt sites) br,;Moi1itored'Natur'aj:'rAttenua:tion:c:~MNA;' ;forgrollndwatersites), the 

'alternative 'iMludesspedific' rnonitorir.fg. and data ,evaluation required to evaluate that"site risks 'are 

redUlcl'ng to;acG'Sptabls1'leV'els> . ; , , 'i, ;),,\ .. ,', r, "Y' ;,', !~'I y" 

(.. ;\'!." • ),'1";;/!-.', ~ ''', ", '1f'" ~V':1,,~. :,) 'I "" \'.' .~~; ,.;,.;".) '''1' ':':'l~ ;.~, 

.rrheMS~O:Bt!Y1S-02\., 8:reai is"alsd"located in the43a:ck},Ch'annel and: the js'a~e ,th'reeLaltematfvas
'
ias MS.01 

("we're:,evaluateCll>(No~Action',-MNR, ,arid, Hyd(aulic-l2)redQihg). ,:/' \' "'.. 'i, ',:i 

1',_ 

For MS-11, two alternatives were evaluated (No Action and MNR). Sediment removal was not evaluated 

ibecause; there isot:ily a srnaW'area bf,' sediment a!;,'d· refrroVal was nohoonsider.etl ,feaSible ,for this small 

area.\ In i answer, tii>' a qLfestion ,0f;:WI:1'stl:1er seditn'ehtwaspte5'ent, beforEfttl'e',(})U:2 sn"O'reline stabilization 

,tiactio'ns· were:"Gdnducted; )Ms. 'Oobe'nexplaineo that befmre'the.' 1999 stabilization action there! was one 

, iothe'r,'sediment'samplirrg location wnere'a smalParea of,seditnent,was e.xpb'se~j' along,tl'le'lSh'CIrelirieY'AHer 

theshbrelifle stabilization actiorls',' the entire: inteftidaHlreaalohg the OW2, shoreline' ,is 'c0ver~('j, with ri~rap 

and there is no longer any exposed sediment. the one location where sediment has been found is in a 

r8 smiHl' il'ltertiaa'liatea-east of the G>U2 shbreline where:setli"ment Was cfoung1at 10W'..tide'ljehindf sbrfle::rocks. 
, ) 

, A 'change in ,s'edifrremtatloh' has ilOFbeeh lhotioS:aI forf thls"atela;'lwhi6h ds,tronsisteht,With'the If'asFcurr~nts. 

,'/ 'T'he\MS~11i 'area 'i~ iii, the Main"Ghahnsl: of the PiM'9.taqua;'P.\ivett ci"nd'j's not ,in -a sedimenfation 'area:. Mr. 

, Smith explained that the MNR alternative for,MS~11"incll1des mMit0'ring 'sediment (sample collection'and 

, aMlysis),'whereas,OU2 alternatives 'inclutle'a,componentto' mG>nit<brWhether'Sedim~l1t"is accumwlatir'lg in 

,'the offshore area;' , i,ll, ,,;,),;, 
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The MS712 area WGlS :dh~icjes:l. into two; ar~as ,based on the type of contamination,· Alt~rnativ~s" fQr the ~rea 

of,seqimentqor)ta,mina!ion on 'an<;tsouth of t~,eboat ramp for Building 178 {MS~12A area)jncludec;l No 

Aqtipn,' Containm~,nt "with LUGs and Monitorio.g", Partial. 'Removal, with Containment, LUCs, ,and 

Monitoring, and:OqllJplfilt~ Hf!lmoval.' Ana,lter,native for partial rem.oval ,\o\(as de\(~Jopecj b,ecause'sOAile of 

the contaminated sediment on the boat ramp extends into Building 178, and there are additional health 

an~ safetY"consiqerations qecauseth.ere ian~, struqtural conqerns (deterio~atil)g builqing) •.. for.condJ,.Icting 

any~w,ork \Nitl;1in the ,southem portion ofvthe puilding: This alternative includes partial removal oLsedi(TIent 

(outside of the building) with a containment wall to prevent sediment inside the bU,ilding ,frOIlJ rnigraJing 

outside the building. It was noted that if a containment wall was placed along the ramp, the ramp could 

not be used in the future unless the wall was removed. Ms. Joy indicated thatJhe.J~avy, will'l'i!e.ed to 

consider c,urrent Glnd future planned uses of the building in selecting a remedial option for this a(ea. Also, 
,f~~. ;, . < -:'q1 -: .• '.. .;~ ~ .:,' [ '.,.:".~ --', , ','" ",1 ?I>~ j' .\; 

it was explained that if planned land use changes in the future, the remedy could b,e, mocjified to address 
.::"" , ~l~, 1,\(: '1 ' \,-\;, ,~-" 1',.'("'; 

ihe future changes. In review of the alternatives, Mr. Smith explained that contamination outside the 

"building did not extet:1q into the eelgrass Glr!3a p,resent on a portion 9f ~he boat ramp. In answer tQ a' 
" i< ! 'J ~., 1 , r _ ~ '} , ~ "" r < I , , ~ l , '.. •• ~ ~ 

questioll of whether the, eelgrGll;1s bed \l'{as getting larg,er,Mr.,Al!det explaineq that the portion of the boat 
·'\i':;;'.' > t ~ 'L,:' "',c"-" :"I-~J:\;, ~ ~e,_« \'l .'C : .. )i ~'_I':'-'; .". ", o'. .' ~\ , 'J ,:J c.;, 

ramp where eelgras's is fOl-lnd is at. the perfect ~JeV,ation to allow eelgrass growth so that physical 
,\' F· . "": .,' ~',.'I·'f;';'~' "' .. :: " r~ [' . -:.' '!i:" '~;"I ' 

conditions of the area' are limiting the eelgrass bed to its current location and size, 
>, i 

The MS-12B area, located south of the seawall by Building 238, is a subtidal area of sediment 

contamination. The alternatives evaluated are similar to MS-01 and MS-03/MS-04 (No Action, MNR, and 

Sediment Removal). It was assumed that the barge would be moved to conduct the alternatives. 

Mr. Smith indicated that the next step for OU4 is to resolve comments on the draft FS. The Navy is 

currently soliciting comments on the draft FS and will submit the Draft Final FS after resolution of 

comments. After resolution of comments on the FS, the Navy will identify the preferred remedy in a 

PRAP. The draft PRAP will be submitted 90 days after the Draft Final FS is submitted. Ms. Cole 

indicated that the schedule for receipt of comments and resolution of the comments is uncertain at this 

time; however, the l\Iavy is hoping to complete the PRAP in.2011. Ms. Cole also mentioned that the l\Iavy 

will need to coordinate the proposed alternatives with shipyard land use plans and that for some areas 

the remedy may be implemented sooner than in other areas. The Navy would also like to have the 

onshore remedy in place before implementing the offshore remedy. 

ISSUES 

Upon completion of presentations, Mr. Bogen asked if there were any other issues that needed to be 

discussed. No other issues or topics were raised. 
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Mr.' Bo@en' mehtio'ned ',that he' will ,be going': to' a shipyC!.td 'in Nortnern" Hl:lssia" as part" of' the 

Porfsmduth/Serverodvinski" Conneotion ~P.SC). ThEFshipya.rdh RU'ssiahas 's0tne slffiilar:ehvirbnmEl'f1tal 

• issues as PNS.' In 'early :Oetober,Mfi Bogen' wilL,provide a presentation oh'his trip'at the 'pQ'rtsmouth 

,l!ibrary. The' AAB retlue~tecrthat Mr. Bogen provide ,thepresenta.tion a:t the nextHAB meeting. ',1\' 

, The Navy rnentiOIi'ed' that they are getting i:I: list of Ilames for the GommLinity'interviews:for, the '01 P 'Update. 

M§: Cole 'will, ptdVide1Mr. Bogen' witi<r the;'current list 'ttl revieW] tosee'whethenhers a~e'iany additional 

,nam:es that should be adde'd> , , ' : 1\ ,I .. , ,',1 ',' ! 

, ' 
; 

1;1' , 

The RAB di,scussed the date for ',the , next meeting. 'The ~avy'proposed 'Dece~ber 7, 201'0, for the' 'next 
,drJ'- : ,"<; ;:'I( r';"! { " ~ ;Al ',.< ;', 'f' { . lr, -,";",.~ ,:~.l:- :. !;,.~' ,1 j' -'1''' } Lt<f: 1'~]'1 ''Ii,}' 

meeting and the RAB members present agreed. 
'J i' 'it ,J ....... ~.~\:~ J'I i It';~, ~j"!.<" 

S' f <!, 1-~t{:' ~.'f'·~ '.,' •• I.. I,". h'< 'c,<::," "~; ~ , ,. :''-.1t i: '~ , ; ''0,1'1 

Post-meeting note: the next RAB meeting IS scheduled for'"December7, '2010, and will be held in 'the 
" -; J" i;, ~.'. ':,;~ i ~' ~J ,~I;,~ ~;., l>"!' .. , _, ';" '. }\'f c '\~ o-"'~ ,.' ,i<l""}, .,! .' "!< 
meeting room at Kittery Town Hall, 200 Rogers Road, Kittery, Maine. Planned agenda items for the next 
~r·,' . '1 ~:' • ".: ' , "; ~.!. " "':~' ,z. } ;-~ ,:.. f '~"~" ~ ':"q'"i" ~ t :' '",i ";:" ,;'i;", ,1:".": " >~ j, ~" 
RAB meeting are presentations on the draft OU7 I'll Report, field activity updates (OU2, OU3, and/or 

OUg), and Mr. Bogen's trip to Russia. 
'i,' 

\ 
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ATTACHMENTS AGENDA AND PRESENTATIONS FROM SEPTI;MBER 21, 2010 



, , 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Restoration Advisory Board 

Meeting 
Agenda 

Date - September 21, 2010 

Place - Kittery Town Hall, Kittery, ME 

Time - 7 p.m. - 9 p.m. 

• Introductions - Mr. Doug Bogen, Community 
RAB Co-chair 

• Navy Co-chair Remarks - Ms. Lisa Joy, Navy 

• Status of Work - Ms. Linda Cole, Navy 

• Regulator Updates - Mr. Matt Audet, USEPA and 
Mr. Iver McLeod, MEDEP 

• Draft OU4 Feasibility Study - Mr. Tim Smith, Tetra 
Tech 

• Other Issues as Required 





Installation Restoration Funding History 

-Approximately $60 Million spent to date 

-FY 2010 spent $1.0M (funded removal of tank vault in Bldg 184) 

-FY 2011 spending plan $3.4M (will fund removal at QU1 and 
investigation at QU8) 

-Estimated $31 M for Cost-to-Complete 

CERCLA Process 

The CERCIA 
Process ... 

Remedial 
Action Remedial 

Design 

Proposed Plan! 
Record of Decision 

3 Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Inslallallon ReslorallOn Program, Seplember 20 10 



IR Sites As Currently Defined 
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OPERABLE UNIT 1 (Site 10) 

• Feasibility Study (FS) Report and 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) 
finalized Jun 10 

-Public comment period on PRAP 
was held from June 17 to July 16, 
2010 

• Record of Decision (ROD) 
-Draft Final was issued on 

September 10, 2010 

-Preparing Final 

• Remedial Action Work Plan, Long Term 
Management Plan, and Land Use Control 
Remedial Design awarded. 

-·-------- ----- - po-rt-sm- o-uth Navat ShIpyard tnstallallon RestoratIon Program. September 2010 

OPERABLE UNIT 2 (Sites 6 and 29 and the DRMO Impact Area) 

• Supplemental RI Report finalized March 
2010 

• FS Report 
-Draft Report issued Nov 08 
-Resolving regulatory comments 

• Draft PRAP to be Issued within 90 days 
after Draft Final FS Report 

• Draft ROD to be issued 30 days after end 
of public comment period 

·OU2 Pre-design Investigation 
-Draft Work Plan issued June 10 
-Regulatory revlewlresolving 

regulatory comments 

• Remedial Design Awarded 

-6---~yardinstallatlonRestorationProgram. September2010 



Removal Action· DRIVIO Impact Area at Operable Unit 2 

• Removal Action 
-First phase of archeological 
survey in Spring 2010 

-Second phase of 
archeological survey in 
September 2010 

-Soil excavation anticipated 
October 2010 

- /----------------Po- rt-s-m-o-u'-h Naval ShIpyard InstallatIon RestoratIOn Program. September 2010 

OPERABLE UNIT 3 (Site 8) 

• Continue with Post-Remedial Action Operation, 
Maintenance, and Monitoring (OM&M) 

• OM&M field work 
-Round 9 conducted in Apr to Jun 10 
- Round 10 awaiting update of OM&M Plan 

• Land Use Control Remedial Design (LUCRD) 
- Draft Final issued Mar 10 
- Regulatory review/comment resolur/on 

• OM&M Pian Update 
-Draft Plan Issued Apr 09 
- ResolvIng regulstory comments 

• Five Year Review 
- Start JuliAug 2011 
-Due Jun 2012 

• PJrtsmouth Navat ShIpyard Installation Restoration Program. September 2010 



OPERABLE UNIT 4 (Site 5 and Offshore Areas of Concern) 

• FS Report 
-Draft Report issued Jul1 0 
-Regulatory review/resolvlng regulatory comments 

• Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan (IOMP) Update 
-Draft Report issued Jun 10 
-Regulatory review/resolving regulatory comments 

OPERABLE UNIT 7 (Site 32) 

• Shoreline Stabilization conducted in 2006 • OU7 RI Report 

on Program. September 2010 

• Final Phase II RI Work Plan (Revision 1) 
issued In Nov 08 

- Technical meeting in Mar 10 to discuss site 
Information 

- Phase II RI field work conducted from Nov 
08 to Jan 09 

- Draft Rlto be Issued In September 2010 

-'-0 ---------------Po-"-s-m-o-ut-h-N-avat Shipyard InS/itiallon Restorallon Program. September 2010 -



OPERABLE UNIT 9 (Site 34) 

o Removal action completed before 
RI. 

o Approximately 2,300 tons of ash 
material removed. Of that, 800 
tons was disposed of as 
hazardous material. 

o RI UFP SAP finalized Jul 09 

o RI field work conducted Aug 09 
-Based on Mar 2010 technical meeting, 

additional sampling required before 
preparation of the RI Report 

- Sampling conducted in September 2010 

o Draft RI Report to be submitted in 
2011 

SITE 30 (Former Galvanizing Plant - Building 184) 

oRevised EEICA and Action Memorandum (Revision 2) 
-Draft EEICA that provides a removal action alternative for complete 
removal of the tank vault issued in Mar 10 

-Regulatory review/resolving regulatory comments 

oRemoval Action was funded in FY10 and is anticipated for early 
to mid FY11. 

'2 - - ------- - . - - Portsmouth Navat Shlpyardtnstal/ation Restoration Program, September2010 



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

Restoration Advisory Board Meeting 
September 21 , 2010 

Presenter 
Timothy Smith, P.E., Tetra Tech 

Purpose of Presentation 
. 

• Provide information on the Draft OU4 
Feasibility Study that is currently being 
reviewed by regulators. 

• Present OU4 background and remedial action 
objectives. 

• Discuss the assembly of remedial alternatives. 

• Describe the proposed remedial alternatives. 



Site Discovery 

Operation and 
Maintenance} 
Site Closeout 

Investigation 

~, ,_;;:.w.s 

Remedial 
Investigation 

TheCERCLA 
Process ... 

Feasibility Study 

Remedial 

Remedial 
Design 

Proposed Plan! 
Record of Decisio 

Develop Remedial 
Action Objectives 

Getting thereu"" 

Zero in on "Preferred 
Alternative" 



Operable Unit 4 (OU4) ,Background 
. 

• OU4 consists of Site 5, Former Industrial Waste Outfalis, and six 
Areas of Concern (AOes). 

• 14 monitoring stations were selected to provide coverage of the 
offshore AOCs for interim monitoring purposes. 

" As part of the interim remedy for OU4, ten rounds of interim 
monitoring and two rounds of additional scrutiny have been 
conducted between September 1999 and December 2008. 

• Some onshore OU investigations included offshore sampling. 

• Remedial alternatives were evaluated based on monitoring 
stations or groups of nearby monitoring stations. 

Interim Offshore Monitoring Program 

• Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan was prepared in 1999 and the 
draft of Revision 1 to the Plan was submitted in June 2010. 

" Revisions were made based on the results of the Rounds 1 to 10 evaluation 
report. 

.. Interim offshore monitoring will continue at select stations until a final remedy 
for OU4 is implemented. 

• No further action is recommended for select stations as discussed further in 
OU4 FS Report. 

'" Round 11 will be conducted to support the five-year sampling and is 
scheduled for spring 2011. 
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OU4 Risks 
. 

• Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment 
Conclusions: 
e Concentrations of COCs in sediment are at levels 

greater than acceptable ecological risk levels for 
benthic invertebrates . 

• There were no unacceptable ecological risks for 
surface water. 

• Offshore Human Health Risk Assessment 
Conclusions: 
o There were no unacceptable human health risks for 

exposure to sediment or surface water. 

Basis of Preliminary Remediation 
Goals . 

• PRGs for OU4 FS were based on Interim 
Remediation Goals developed for the Interim 
Offshore Monitoring Program for OU4: 
• Sediment values protective of sediment 

invertebrates (benthic invertebrates). 
o Chemicals potentially causing the greatest offshore 

impact. 
• Copper, lead, and nickel. 
• Acenaphthylene, anthracene, fluorene,High Molecular 

Weight (HMW) Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs). 



OU4 Current Conditions 
• 

• The development of the FS was based on the 
conclusions and recommendations from the 
Interim Offshore Monitoring Program for OU4 . 

• Alternatives were not developed at MS-02, 
MS-05 through MS-1 0, MS-13, and MS-14. 
e l\Jo current exceedances of PRGs . 

• l\Jo current ecological risks. 

OU4 Current Conditions (continued) 
. 

OU4 FS 
COCs at Retained Monitoring Stations 

Contaminant 
PRG MS-03 & 

MS-D1 
MS-04 

MS-11 MS-12A MS-12B 

Copper 486 mg/kg 
X X 

Lead 436 mglkg 
X X X 

Nickel 124 mglkg 
X 

Acenaphthylene 210 flg/k9 
X X X 

II Anthracene 1,236 flglkg 
X X X 

Fluorene 500 flg/k9 
X X X 

HMW PAHs 13,057 flglkg 
X X X 

°MS-12 was divided lnlo two areas. MS·12A Includes sediment located on the boat tamp that extends Irom Ihe Piscataqua 
River Inlo Building 178. MS·12B includes sooimenllocalecl at the base of the bulk-head wall east 01 Building 178. 



Remedial Action Objective (RAO) 
----------------

• Reduce risks to benthic invertebrates 
fron1 exposu re to bioavailablel 
bioaccessible COCs in sedin1ent at OU4 
monitoring stations to acceptable levels. 

Extent of Contamination 
. 

• The extent of contamination was 
determined at all but one monitoring 
station retained for evaluation in the FS. 

• Extent was based on samples with 
chemical concentrations that exceeded 
PRGs. 



Extent of Contamination 
. 

• Extent of contarnination not determined 
at MS-11 . 

• Sufficient amount of sediment is not 
present to cause an unacceptable risk to 
ecological receptors. 
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Extent of Contamination 
. 

Monitoring 
Area of 

Sediment 
Volume of 

Contaminated Contaminated 
Station Sediment (ft2) Thickness (ft) 

Sediment (yd3) 

MS-01 23,700 2 1,800 

MS-03 & MS-04 16,600 1 to 2 1,030 

I MS-12A 47,600 0.5 to 3 1,750 

MS-12B 18,100 0.5 340 

Screening of Technolo.gies 
. 

• A preliminary screening of available technologies was 
conducted and retained technologies were further 
evaluated considering effectiveness, implementability, 
and relative costs . 

• Technologies not retained included: 
o Containment. 

fj Ex-situ treatment. 

• Reuse. 



Selected Sediment Remediation 

• No Action 
• Land Use Controls (LUCs) 
• Monitored Natural Recovery 
• Partial Mechanical Renloval 
• Hydraulic Dredging 
• Dewatering 
• Off-yard Disposal 

Detailed Analysis Criteria 
. 

• Threshold Criteria ... Must satisfy requirements 

() Overall protection of human health and 
the environment. 

• Compliance with ARARs. 

• Balancing Criteria ... Used to identify major tradeoffs 

• Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume 
through treatment. 

• Short-term effectiveness. 

(') Long-term effectiveness and permanence. 

e Implementability. 

e Cost. 



DetaHed Analysis Criteria 

• Modifying Criteria ... Assess after the public comment 
period as part of the proposed plan. 

e> Regulatory Acceptance. 

o Community Acceptance. 

OU4 Costing of Alternatives 
• 

• In developing cost estimates for alternatives it was 
assumed that the remedial activities for each 
monitoring station would be done individually, and not 
in conjunction with remedial actions at other 
monitoring stations. 

• It is the Navy's preference to bundle the OU4 offshore 
monitoring with the onshore monitoring programs. 
Bundling these monitoring programs would provide 
cost and energy savings for the identified alternatives. 



Components of Alternatives for MS-01 
. 

MS01-01 No Action 

• There are no components to the no action alternative. 

MS01-02 Monitored Natural Recoverv 

• Contaminant reduction left to naturally occurring processes. 

• Long-term monitoring to evaluate contaminant trends. 

MS01-03 H~draulic Dredging with Off-y:ard Disgosal 

, • Hydraulic removal of contaminated sediment. 

10 T'''''d'ly "rt"" to p"",01 m'9rotio. of ooolrun""'o. dori'9 d~d91"9· 
• Onshore dewatering area with sediment stabilization using fly-ash. 

• Disposal of stabilized sediment at approved off-yard TSDF. 



Proposed Sediment 
Sampling Location 

WI Limit of Contaminants SC'.LE 
AS NOTED 

MS-01 ALTERNATIVE 
MS-01-02 - MONITORED NATURAL RECOVERY 

OPERABLE UNIT 4 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

KITTERY, MAINE FIGURE 4-1 



Legend 

I777l Limit 01 Contamination and 
~ Proposed Removal Limits SCALE 

AS NOTED 

MS-Ol·03· HYDRAULIC DREDGING WITH 
OFF-YARD DISPOSAL 

OPERABLE UNIT 4 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAlSHIPVARD 

MAINE FIGURE 4-2 



Comparative Analysis of Alternatives for MS-01 

----------------------------------------------------
• MS01-01 would not obtain RAOs. 
• MS01-02 would depend on naturally occurring processes to 

obtain RAOs. 
• After MS01-01 , MS01-02 would be easiest to implement 

because only a monitoring plan and long-term monitoring 
would be required. 

• MS01-03 
• Uses active remedial processes to eliminate the potential for 

unacceptable contaminant exposure upon implementation. 
• Most protective of ecological receptors and would provide the 

most long-term effectiveness and permanence because 
contaminants would be completely removed from the site. 

• Most difficult to implement. 

MS-01 Alternatives Costs 
. 

Alternatives Capital Annual Costs 
NPW 

(30 years) 

MS01-01 
$0 $0 $0 

No Action 

MS01-02 
$19,300/yr 

Monitored Natural $17,100 $312,000 
Recovery 

$25,300/5 yrs 

MS01-03 
Hydraulic Dredging $918,000 $0 $918,000 

with Off-yard Disposal 



Components of Alternatives for MS-03 and MS-04 
. 

MS03/04-01 No Action 

• There are no components to the no action alternative. 

MS03/04-02 Monitored Natural Recovery 

• Contaminant reduction left to naturally occurring processes. 

• Long-term monitoring to evaluate contaminant trends. 

MS03/04-03 Hlldraulic Dredging with Off-yard Dis~osaJ 
• Hydraulic removal of contaminated sediment. 

• Turbidity curtains to prevent migration of contamination during 
dredging. 

• Onshore dewatering area with sediment stabilization using fly-ash. 

• Disposal of stabilized sediment at approved off-yard TSDF. , ./ 
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Comparative Analysis of Alternatives for MS-03 and MS-04 

. 
• MS03/04-01 would not obtain RAOs 
• MS03/04-02 would depend on natural occurring processes 

to obtain RAOs. 
• After MS03/04-01 J MS03/04-02 would be easiest to 

implement because it only requires creating and 
implementing a long-term monitoring plan. 

• MS03/04-03 
• Uses active remedial processes to eliminate the potential for 

unacceptable contaminant exposure upon implementation. 
• Most protective of ecological receptors and would provide the 

most long-term effectiveness and permanence because 
contaminated sediment would be removed from site. 

<II Most difficult to implement. 

MS-03 and MS-04 Alternatives Costs 

Alternatives Capital Annual Costs 
NPW 

(30 years) 

MS03/04·01 
$0 $0 $0 

No Action 

MS03/04-02 
Monitored 

$17,100 
$20,300/yr 

$323,000 
Natural $25,300/5 yrs 

Recovery 

MS03/04-03 
Hydraulic 

Dredging with $682,000 $0 $682,000 
Off-yard 
Disposal 



Components of Alternatives for MS-11 
. 

MS11-01 No Action 

• There are no components to the no action alternative. 

MS11-02 Monitored Natural Recovery 

• Contaminant reduction left to naturally occurring processes. 

• Long-term monitoring to evaluate contaminant trends. 
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Compa.rative Analysis of 
Alternatives for MS-11 . 

• Currently, there is insufficient sediment at MS-11 to 
pose a risk to ecological receptors (little habitat). 

• MS11-01 would not obtain RAOs 
• MS11-02 would obtain RAOs under current conditions. 

• MS11-01: Easiest to implement because there would 
be no activities required. 

• MS11-02: Would include the sampling of any 
accumulated sediment. 

MS-11 Alternative Costs 
. 

Alternatives 

MS11-01 
No Action 

MS11-02 
Monitored 

Natural 
Recovery 

$0 

$17,100 

Annual Costs 

$0 

$1B,BOO/yr 
$25,300/5 yrs 

NPW 
(30 years) 

$0 

$304,000 



Components of Alternatives for MS-12A 
. 

MS12A-01 No Acllon 

• There are no components to the no action altemative. 

MS12A-02 Containment, LUCs, and Monitoring 

• Concrete containment barrier constructed to prevent water from 
entering Building 178. 

• Inspections to verify integrity of containment barrier. 

• Monitoring to evaluate off-shore sediment contaminant trends. 

MS12A-03 Partial Removal, Off-l1ard Dls[1osal, Containment and LUCs 

• Hydraulic removal of contaminated sediments from the offshore area 
and tidal zone. 

• Turbidity curtains to prevent migration of contamination during 
dredging. 

• Onshore dewatering area with sediment stabilization using fly-ash. 

• Disposal of stabilized sediment at approved off-yard TSDF. 

• Concrete containment barrier constructed to prevent water from 

'" 
entering Building 178. 

• Inspections to verify integrity of containment barrier . 
.... 

Components of Alternatives of MS-12A 
(continued) . 

MS12A-04 
gomolete Removal with Off-yard Disposal 

• Hydraulic removal of contaminated sediments from the offshore area 
and tidal zone. 

• Turbidity curtains to prevent migration of contamination during dredging. 

• Onshore dewatering area with sediment stabilization using fly-ash. 

• Mechanical removal of contaminated sediment from Building 178. 

• Temporary dam construction to prevent water from entering the building. 

• Disposal of stabilized sediment at approved off-yard TSDF. 



Comparative Analysis of Alternatives for MS-12A 
. 

• MS12A-01 would not provide protection of the environment 
because contaminated sediment would remain in the tidal zone 
and offshore areas. 

• MS12A-02 would control the source of contamination to the 
offshore and natural processes would eventually reduce COC 
concentrations to below PRGs. 

• MS12A-03 and MS12A-04 would eliminate the exposure 
pathways between identified receptors and contaminated 
material. 

• MS12A-04 would provide the most protection of ecological 
receptors because all contaminated sediment would be removed. 

• MS12A-03 and MS12A-04 would provide the greatest long-term 
effectiveness and permanence. 

• After I\/IS12A-01, MS12A-02 would be easiest to implement and 
requires the least amount of energy usage. 

MS-12A Alternative Costs 
. 

Alternatives Capital Annual Costs 
NPW 

(30 years) 

MS12A-01 
$0 $0 $0 

No Action 

MS12A-02 
$20,200/yr 

Containment LUCs $397,000 $676,000 
I 

and Monitoring 
$25,90015 yrs 

MS12A-03 
Partial Removal, 

$19,300/yr 
Off-yard Disposal, 

I 
$1,340,000 

$25,90015 yrs 
$1,630,000 

Containment, 
and LUCs 

MS12A-04 
Complete Removal 

$1,170,000 $0 $1,170,000 
with Off-yard 

\ Disposal 
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Components of Alternatives for MS-12B 
. 

MS12B-01 No Action 

• There are no components to the no action alternative. 

MS12B-02 Monitored Natural Recovery 

• Contaminant reduction left to naturally occurring processes. 

• Long-term monitoring to evaluate contaminant trends. 

MS12B-03 Hydraulic Dredging with Off-yard Dis!:1osal 

• Hydraulic removal of contaminated sediment. 

• Turbidity curtains to prevent migration of contamination during 
dredging. 

• Onshore dewatering area with sediment stabilization using fly-ash. 

• Disposal of stabilized sediment at approved off-yard TSDF. 
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Comparative Analysis of Alternatives for MS-12B 
-------------------------------------------------------

• MS12B-01 would not obtain RAOs. 
• MS12B-02 would depend on naturally occurring processes to 

obtain RAOs. 

• After MS12B-01 J MS12B-02 would be easiest to implement 
because only a monitoring plan and long-term monitoring would 
be required. 

• MS12B-03 
• Uses active remedial processes to eliminate the potential for 

unacceptable contaminant exposure upon implementation. 
" Most protective of ecological receptors and would provide the most 

long-term effectiveness and permanence because contaminants 
would be completely removed from the site. 

• Would be the most difficult to implement. 

MS-12B AJternative Costs 
. 

Alternatives Capital Annual Costs 
NPW 

(30 years) 

MS12B-01 
$0 $0 $0 

No Action 

MS12B-02 
$19,1401 year 

Monitored Natural $17,094 $309,149 
Recovery 

$25,3001 5 years 

MS12B-03 
Dredging with $428,824 $0 $428,824 

Off-yard Disposal 



Next Steps 
---------------------

• Resolve comments with Regulators and Finalize the 
FS. 

• Focus in on a preferred remedial alternative for OU4. 

• Prepare a Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for 
public review. 

• Develop and sign the Record of Decision (ROD). 

• Implement the selected/approved Remedial Action. 

Questions 
. 

Questions? 



:1 
:' 

The Navy began 
evaluating potential final 
remedies for OU4. 

Shipyard Commander 
signs the Record of 
Decision for OU1. 

Next meeting 
announced. 

Questions? 

, To be added to the 
mailing list, please 
contact the Shipyard 
Public Affairs Office at 
the address or 
telephone number 
listed. 

Portsmo~th Naval Shipyard 
Installation Res~oration Program 

RAB U date: Setember 21, 2010 
A meeting of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard's (PNS) Installation Restoration Advisory 
Board (RAB) was held on Tuesday, September 21, 2010, at Kittery Town Hall, Kittery, 
Maine. The agenda included presentations on the status of work and on the draft 
Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit (OU) 4. 

,In July 2010, the Navy submitted the draft FS Report for OU4, which provides the 
evaluation of possible rer:nedial alternatives to address l!nacceptable sediment risks in 
the offshore area of PNS. Since 1999, the Navy has been Implementing ,an interim 
remediation for OU4, which consists of periodic offshore monitoring at 14 Monitoring 
Stations In the PNS offshore area. As provided in the draft OU4 FS Report, data from 
the interim offshore monitoring program indicate that sediment at sevf;}ral monitoring 
stations do not present an unacceptable riskj therefore, remedial altematives were not 
developed for these monitoring stations. 

No Action, Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR). ~nd/or sediment removal alternatives 
were evaluated for monitoring stations with potential unacceptable risks. Evaluation of a 
No Action alternative is required to provide a baseline for comparison to potential 
remedial technologies. MNR alternatives include monitoring of sediment concentrations 
and land use controls to prevent disturbance of the sediment. Partial and/or complete 
sediment removal alternatives were developed depending on the conditions of the 
offshore area. 

The Navy is currently soliciting regulatory comments on the draft FS and will submit the 
Draft Final FS after resolution of comments.' After resolutidn of comments on the FS, the 
Navy will identify the preferred remedy'in a Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP). 
The draft PRAP will be submitted 90 days after the Draft Final FS is submitted. 

On September 20,2010, the final ROD for OU1 was signed by the Shipyard Commander 
and the final document was provided to US EPA for signature. MEDEP will provide a 
concurrence letter. The Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP appreciated everyone's hard Work 
to get the ROD finalized for signature before the end of the fiscal year (September 30, 
2010). 

T~e next regular meeting of the RAB will be held on: 

Tuesday, December 7, 2010, beginning at 7:00 pm 
at the Kittery Town Hall, 200 Rogers Road, Kittery, Maine 

Discussion topics will include presentations and updates on Installation Restoration 
Program activities at, Portsmouth Naval Shipyatd. As usual, interested members of the 
public are welcome. ' 

If you would like more information on this or other matters relating to the Installation 
Restoration Program at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, please contact: 

Danna Eddy Matt Audet Iver McLeod 
Public Affairs Office , USEPA Region 1 Maine Dep 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 5 Post Office Square 17 State House Station 
Portsmouth, NH 03804-5000 Boston, MA 02109-3912 Augusta, ME 04333-0017 
(207) 438-1140 (617) 918-1449 (207) 287-8010 


