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1 .O INTRODUCTION 

This Site Management Plan (SMP) for the Naval Submarine Base - New London (NSB-NLON), Groton, 

Connecticut, was prepared for the U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy) by Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. (TtNUS), 

under the Comprehensive Long-term Environmental Action Navy (CLEAN) Contract, Contract Number 

N62472-90-D-1298, Contract Task Order (CTO) 0257. TtNUS was formerly Brown & Root 

Environmental. The SMP serves as a management tool for planning, reviewing, and setting priorities for 

environmental investigative and remedial response activities to be conducted at NSB-NLON within the 

Navy’s Installation Restoration (IR) Program. Ultimately, the SMP serves as the schedule for 

implementation of the IR Program at NSB-NLON. The SMP is updated annually to revise priorities and 

schedules of activities as additional information (including funding availability) becomes available. 

This version of the SMP presents the rationale for the sequence of future investigation and remediation 

activities and the estimated schedule for completion of these activities, with detailed schedules presented 

through Fiscal Year 2013. The use of an SMP allows for annual adjustment in scheduled activities for 

reasons such as Federal budgetary constraints, changes in scope of investigation/remediation activities, 

or other unanticipated events. A Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) has been developed for NSB-NLON. 

The FFA establishes the roles and responsibilities of the Navy, United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (U.S. EPA), and State of Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP) and 

serves as an Interagency Agreement (IAG) for the completion of all necessary investigation and remedial 

actions at NSB-NLON. The SMP provides the schedule for completion of the investigation and remedial 

actions. 

1.1 NSB-NLON BACKGROUND 

As detailed in the FFA, “Naval Submarine Base New London” or “NSBNL” shall mean the real property 

located on the east bank of the Thames River in the Towns of Groton and Ledyard, Connecticut, known 

as the Naval Submarine Base New London and the Nautilus Memorial consisting of approximately 

568 acres and NSBNL shall include the Navy family housing commonly known as Polaris Park, Nautilus 

Park, Trident Park, Conning Towers, and Dolphin Gardens, consisting of approximately 534 acres and 

located in said towns. 

Base Description 

NSB-NLON is located in southeastern Connecticut in the towns of Ledyard and Groton, as depicted on 

Figure 8-l. NSB-NLON is situated on the east bank of the Thames River, approximately 6 miles north of 
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Long Island Sound. The site is bounded to the east by Connecticut Route 12, to the south by Crystal 

Lake Road, and to the west by the Thames River. The northern border is a low ridge that trends 

approximately east-southeast from the river to Baldwin Hill. 

NSB-NLON currently provides a base command for Naval submarine activities in the Atlantic Ocean. 

Additionally, NSB-NLON includes housing for Navy personnel and their families; submarine training 

facilities; military offices; medical facilities; and facilities designed for the maintenance, repair, and overhaul 

of submarines. 

Land use adjacent to the base is residential and commercial. Residential development along Military 

Highway, Sleepy Hollow, Long Cove Road, and Pinelock Drive borders the site to the north and extends 

north into the Gales Ferry section of Ledyard. Property along Route 12 to the east of the base consists of 

widely spaced private homes and open, wooded land. Farther south on Route 12, development is mixed 

commercial and residential, and includes a church, automobile sales and repair facilities, convenience 

stores, restaurants, and a gas station. Private residences, an automobile service station, and a dry 

cleaning establishment are located along the south side of Crystal Lake Road; farther south is housing for 

Navy personnel. 

1.1.2 Base History 

In 1867, the State of Connecticut donated a 112-acre parcel of land on the-east bank of the Thames River 

to the Navy. The Navy did not use the property until 1868 when it officially designated the property a 

Navy Yard. The site was then used to moor small craft and obsolete warships, and served as a coaling 

station for the Atlantic fleet. The Department of the Navy designated the site a Submarine Base in 1916. 

During World War I, facilities at the base were expanded extensively; 6 piers and 81 buildings were 

added. In 1917, a submarine school was established, and in 1918 the Submarine Medical Center was 

founded. 

NSB-NLON underwent another period of growth during World War II. Between 1935 and 1945 the Navy 

built in excess of 180 buildings and acquired adjacent land to expand NSB-NLON from 112 to 497 acres 

of land. The growth of NSB-NLON continued after World War II. The Medical Research Laboratory was 

established in 1946. 

In 1968 the status of the Submarine School was changed from an activity to a command and. became the 

largest tenant on the base. The Naval Submarine Support Facility was established in 1974, and the 

Naval Undersea Medical Institute was established the following year. 
f--x \ 
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1.1.3 Environmental History 

The Navy initiated the Naval Assessment and Control of Installation Pollutants (NACIP) Program on 

September 11, 1980, to identify and control environmental contaminants from past use and disposal of 

hazardous substances. Subsequently, the Initial Assessment Study (IAS), (Envirodyne, 1982) completed 

in March 1983, identified several potential disposal areas. The results of the IAS lead to the inclusion of 

NSB-NLON on the Federal Agency Hazardous Waste Compliance Docket on February 12, 1988; a 

forming of the Technical Review Committee; U.S. EPA’s proposing that NSB-NLON be added to the 

National Priorities List (NPL) on October 25, 1989; and finally, the placement of NSB-NLON on the NPL 

on August 30, 1990. 

Previous investigations and enforcement histories for NSB-NLON are summarized as follows: 

. Initial Assessment Study (IAS), Envirodvne Ennineers. Inc. (Envirodvne, 1982). The purpose of the 

IAS was to identify and evaluate past waste disposal practices at NSB-NLON and to assess the 

potential for environmental impacts. 

m l 

. 

Installation Restoration Program, 1986. In response to the growing awareness of the potential effects ., ,I 
of hazardous materials on human health and the environment, the U.S. Department of Defense 

(DOD) developed the IR Program to investigate and clean up potential problem areas created by past 

events at federal facilities. The IRP was the catalyst for environmental investigations at the NSB- 

NLON. 

Verification Study, Wehran Enqineerina, Inc., (Wehran, 1988). The purpose of the Verification Study 

was to determine whether toxic and hazardous materials identified in the IAS were present on site 

and to recommend whether additional study was warranted. 

Placement of NSB-NLON on the National Priorities List (NPL) by the U.S. EPA, 1990. .o.^, ~,, . ,, 

Phase I Remedial Investigation (RI) NSB-NLON, Atlantic Environmental Services, Inc. (Atlantic 1992). 

In May 1990, Atlantic Environmental Services, Inc., initiated an IR Study of NSB-NLON. The scope of 

work for this IR Study included a Phase I Remedial Investigation (RI) of the following 11 sites located 

at NSB-NLON (Atlantic, 1992): 

Site 1 - Construction Battalion Unit Drum Storage Area 

Site 2 - Area A (Area Landfill, Area A Wetland, and Area A Downstream Watercourses) 

Site 3 - Over Bank Disposal Area 
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Site 4 - Rubble Fill at Bunker A-86 

Site 6 - Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 

Site 7 - Torpedo Shops 

Site 8 - Goss Cove Landfill 

Site 13 - Lower Subase 

Site 14 - Over Bank Disposal Area Northeast 

Site 15 - Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area 

Site 18 - Former Gasoline Station 

The sites were initially identified in the IAS (NEESA, 1983). The site numbers listed above were assigned 

to each site during this IAS. 

Elements of this RI report included a review of the physical characteristics of each study area, a 

characterization of the nature and extent of contamination within each study area, a characterization of 

contaminant fate and transport within each study area, and a health and ecological risk assessment of 

contaminants contained within each of the 11 sites. 

l Supplement to Initial Assessment Study Draft Final (NFESC, 19951. The March 3983 IAS, prepared - 

by the Naval Energy and Environmental Support Activity [NEESA], investigated potential hazardous 

substance release sites at NSB-NLON [NEESA, 19831. A Supplement’ to the Initial Assessment 

Study (SIAS) was prepared in April 1995 by the Naval Facilities Engineering Service Center following 

completion of the Phase I and Phase II Rls and a Verification Study, (NFESC, 1995). The purpose of 

the SIAS was to update the IAS for the period between 1983 and 1995. The scope of the SIAS 

included identification of all hazardous waste storage areas and all releases of hazardous substances 

within NSB-NLON. 

The field team for the SIAS used on-base record searches, site ,visits, and employee interviews to 

develop information for the report. The following sites were included in the evaluation: 

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO), Building 355” . 
,.._, 

’ Building 450, OTTO Fuel Wastewater Tank 

Building 450, Drum Storage Area 

Pesticide Use: Golf Course 

Pesticide Use: Public Works 

Transformer at Building 157, Vault 31 

Paint Residue from Repainting Potable Water Tank 99 
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Paint Residue from Repainting Potable Water Tank 326 

Paint Residue from Repainting Potable Water Tank 444 

Paint Residue from Repainting Potable Water Tank 452 

Paint Residue from Repainting Potable Water Tank 480 

DRMO Scrap Metal Storage Area 

Hazardous Waste Accumulation Areas 

l Federal Facilitv Agreement (FFA) for NSB-NLON, 1994. The Navy entered into an FFA with U.S. 

EPA and the CTDEP regarding the cleanup of environmental contamination at NSB-NLON. The 

document was signed by all three parties and became effective on January 11, 1995. The FFA 

established the roles and responsibilities of each agency, set deadlines for the investigation and 

cleanup of hazardous waste sites, and established a mechanism for the resolution of disputes among 

the agencies. 

l Phase II Remedial Investiaation, B&R Environmental Final, (B&RE, 1997b) A Phase II RI Report was 

prepared in March 1997 by B&R Environmental for 13 sites. These sites include 10 of the Ii sites 

covered in the Phase I RI, in addition to the Thames River and the Area A Weapons Center (Site 20). 

Site 18, the Former Gasoline Station, was not investigated in the Phase II RI but was generally 

discussed for informational purposes. According to the Navy, the designation for Site 18 has been 

changed to refer to the Solvent Storage Area (Building 33) as presented in the Phase II RI Report 

(B&RE, 1997b), and not to the Former Gasoline Station, as presented in the Phase I RI Report 

(Atlantic, 1992). 

The Phase II RI field investigations were used to further develop the elements of the Phase I RI, 

including the physical characteristics of each study area, a characterization of the nature and extent 

of contamination within each study area, a characterization of contaminant fate and transport within 

each study area, and a baseline human health and ecological risk assessment of contaminants 

contained within each of the sites. Remedial action objectives were identified for each of the sites in 

the Phase II RI. These objectives were used to support No Further Action, further characterization, or 

feasibility study recommendations for sites. 

l Additional documents have been generated since the Phase II RI was completed. Because of the 

-large number of documents, they are not discussed in detail in this section. The appropriate 

references to these additional documents are provided in Sections 2.0 and 7.0. 
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1.2 SMP SITES 

Although various site designation numbers have been used in the past, an updated site designation list 

has been established for NSB-NLON. These designations are consistent with the Phase II RI and will be 

used throughout this SMP and subsequent activities. The site number does not imply that the site is an 

Area of Concern (AOC). The following sites will be addressed within this SMP: 

Site 1 - Construction Battalion Unit (CBU) Drum Storage Area 

Site 2 - Area A Landfill and 

Area A Wetland 

Site 3 - Area A Downstream Water CoursesiOBDA Pond and 

Over Bank Disposal Area (OBDA) 

Site 4 - Rubble Fill Area at Bunker A-86 

Site 6 - Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) 

Site 7 - Torpedo Shops 

Site 8 - Goss Cove Landfill 

Site 9 - Oily Wastewater Tank (OT-5) 

Site 10 - Lower Subase - Fuel Storage Tanks and Tank 54-H -- ,- .I 

Site 11 - Lower Subase - Power Plant Oil Tanks 

Site 13 - Lower Subase - Building 79 Waste Oil Pit 

Site 14 - Over Bank Disposal Area Northeast (OBDANE) 

Site 15 - Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area (SASDA) 

Site 16 - Hospital Incinerators 

Site 17 - Lower Subase - Hazardous Materials/Solvent Storage Area (Building 31) 

Site 18 - Solvent Storage Area (Building 33) 

Site 19 - Lower Subase - Solvent Storage Area (Building 316) 

Site 20 - Area A Weapons Center 

Site 21 - Lower Subase - Berth 16 

Site 22 - Lower Subase - Pier 33 

Site 23 - Fuel Farm 

Site 24 - Lower Subase - Central Paint Accumulation Area (Building 174) 

Site 25 - Lower Subase - Classified Materials Incinerator 

Site 5 (Hazardous Waste Storage Facility at Bunker A-85) is not addressed in this SMP because future 

activities at the site will be conducted under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA Part A 

Permit). Site 12 (Building 428 Gas Tanks) is also not addressed in this SMP because it is not a CERCLA 
Y-h 

.__- 
site and it is being evaluated under the CTDEP’s UST Program. 
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The soil and groundwater operable units at Site 23 (Fuel Farm) are addressed in Section 2.0 of this SMP. 

However, the soil operable unit will be further investigated and remediated under RCRA and is not 

discussed in the subsequent sections of this SMP. The groundwater operable unit will be further 

investigated under CERCLA as part of the Basewide Groundwater OU Remedial Investigation and is 

therefore included in the remaining sections of this SMP. 

Because of recent remedial actions completed at NSB-NLON under the IR Program, seven sites now fall 

into the categories of Remedies in Place (RIP) or Response Complete (RC). Site 2 - Area A Landfill, Site 

3B - Over Bank Disposal Area (OBDA) Debris, Site 6 - Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 

(DRMO), and Site 4 - Rubble Fill at Bunker A-86 fall into the RIP category and Site 1 - CBU Drum 

Storage Area, Site 9 - Oily Wastewater Tank (OT-5) and Site 15 - Spent Acid Storage and Disposal 

Area (SASDA) fall into the RC category. Further explanation of the RIP and RC categories is provided in 

Section 4.1. 

1.3 REPORT ORGANIZATION 

The SMP is organized as follows: 

l Section 1 .O consists of this introduction. 

l Section 2.0 describes the history and status of each site at NSB-NLON. 

l Section 3.0 provides a description of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 

and Liability Act (CERCLA) remedial process. 

l Section 4.0 provides a description of the ranking procedure and a summary of ranking results. 

l Section 5.0 presents the sequence of activities and target dates for primary/secondary documents 

along with a discussion of their development. 

l Section 6.0 provides the names and responsibilities of cleanup team members. 

l Section 7.0 provides a listing of site-specific documents. 

l Section 8.0 provides site maps and figures. 
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l References for in-text citations are provided in the reference section following Section 8.9. 

The Appendices are as follows: 

l Appendix A presents the Executive Summary for the Relative Risk Site Evaluation Concept. 

l Appendix B presents the Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets. 

l Appendix C presents the Summary and Detailed Schedules. 

l Appendix D presents responses to USEPA’s comments on the draft 1898 SiinP. 

l Appendix E presents responses to CTDEP’s cbmments on the draft 1998 ShnP. 
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m 2.0 SITE DESCRIPTIONS AND GROUPINGS 

This section presents a brief history and status of each site addressed within this SMP for NSB-NLON. 

Included in the summary of findings tables, if available, are a description of the site and remedial activities 

conducted or ongoing at the site, as well as, the nature and extent of contamination, potential migration 

pathways, toxicity and persistence of contaminants, and potential for adverse impact to the environment. 

Figure 8-2 presents the location of the sites. 

2.1 SITE DESCRIPTIONS 

2.1.1 Site 1 - Construction Battalion Unit (CBU) Drum Storaae Area 

Site 1, Construction Battalion Unit (CBU) Drum Storage Area, was a 15-foot by 30-foot, open, unpaved 

area located in the northern section of NSB-NLON, adjacent to the deployed personnel parking lot and 

the Area A Landfill. The site was situated on a flat, open area at the edge of a wooded hillside that slopes 

toward the site. The site map is included as Figure 8-3. The 1983 IAS indicated that twenty-six 55-gallon 

drums containing waste oil, lube oil, and paint materials were stored at the site (NEESA, 1983). In a later 

site inspection in 1988, field personnel identified two %-gallon drums containing engine oil (Atlantic, 

1992). Field personnel did not find any drums at the site during a 1994 investigation (B&RE, 1997b). All 

drums had been disposed of off site by NSB-NLON personnel. Also, no surface soil staining or stressed 

vegetation was evident during the 1994 investigation (B&RE, 1997b). 

Field personnel reported a fuel odor and an oily sheen during drilling operations (Atlantic, 1992). 

Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were detected in the Site 1 soil samples. 

Historically, surface drainage from the CBU Drum Storage Area flowed northeast across the unpaved 

Deployed Parking Lot (which covers a portion of the Area A Landfill) and into the Area A Wetland via a 

catch basin and storm sewer located approximately 40 feet northeast of the CBU Drum Storage Area 

(B&RE, 1997b). Groundwater in this area flows in a northeasterly direction toward Area A Wetland 

(B&RE, 1997b). Because of the relatively low concentrations of detected contaminants, the immobile 

nature of these contaminants within the soil matrix and the lack of contamination detected in the 

groundwater, No Further Action was recommended for this site. This site was included in the Phase II RI 

and a summary of findings table is included as Table 2-1. The groundwater operable unit associated with 

this site will be investigated as part of the Area A Landfill Groundwater Monitoring Program and the 

Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 
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A No Further Action Decision Document for this sjte was signed by all parties and distributed on 

September 19, 1996 (USEPA, 1996). This document removed the CBU Drum Storage Area from the 

further consideration in the IRP process and changed the status of this site to RC. In addition, this site 

fell within the limits of the low-permeability cover system installed at the Area A Landfill. Construction of 

this system was completed in September 1997; therefore, the site is currently capped. 

2.1.2 Site 2 - Area A Landfill-and Area A Wetland 

Site 2 - Area A Landfill 

Site 2, Area A Landfill, is located in the northeastern and northcentral sections of NSB-NLCiN and 

encompasses approximately 13 acres. The site map is included as Figure 8-4. The western edge of the 

‘Area A Landfill boarders the Area A Wetland. According to test boring data, the landfill depth is estimated 

to average between IO to 20 feet (B&RE, 1997b). Aerial photographs of the site indicate that a majority 

of the fill material is located along the eastern and western boundaries of the landfill. 

According to the Initial Assessment Study (IAS), landfilling operations were initiated at the site during the 

mid-1950’s (NEESA, 1983). Prior to 1963, residual materials collected from the base incinerator were 

deposited in the Area A Landfill. Following closure of the base incinerator in 1963, all refuse and debris 

generated by base operations were disposed of directly into the Area A Landfill. The Area A Landfill was 

closed in 1973 and a concrete pad was constructed on the southwestern section, adjacent to Building 

373, for above-ground storage of industrial wastes. At the time of the IAS, 42 steel drums containing 

mineral oil and PCB’s, 87 transformers, and 60 to 80 electric switches were stored on the pad on wooden 

pallets. Two transformers and several electrical switches were observed to be leaking. Leaked oil was 

also noted. No materials are currently stored on this concrete pad (B&RE, 1997b). 

.f-% 

The IAS also reported that refuse including steel drums, oxygen candles, wood and metal scraps, 

concrete, and tires, were evident at the edge of the landfill adjacent to the Area A Wetland (NEESA, 

1983). According to the report, petroleum compounds had been poured into the northwestern section of 

the landfill and eventually drained into the Area A Wetland. Also, waste sulfuric acid collected in barrels 

during battery maintenance operations was buried in trenches excavated in the Area A Landfill. During 

the Phase I RI, Atlantic field personnel observed orange residue extending along the base of the landfill 

slope from the dike to the east end of the deployed parking lot (Atlantic, 1992). 

Landfill runoff drains north as overland flow into the Area A Wetland (B&RE, 1997b). Water from the Area 

A Wetland subsequently discharges to the Area A Downstream Watercourses and into the Thames River. 
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Groundwater flows northeast across most of the landfill, toward the Area A Wetland. Although 

groundwater flow directions in the bedrock and overburden are similar, the degree of hydraulic connection 

varies across the site area (B&RE, 1997b). 

This site was included in the Phase II RI. A summary of findings table is included as Table 2-2. 

An interim remedial action was performed at the Area A Landfill which involved the construction of a low- 

permeability cover system over the landfill area. The final cover system was constructed during the 

period from March 3, 1997 through September 5, 1997 (B&RE, 1998c). The status of Area A Landfill is 

considered remedies in place (RIP). Groundwater monitoring will be completed at this site to verify the 

effectiveness of the cover system to reduce contaminant migration. A draft final Groundwater Monitoring 

Plan for the Area A Landfill was issued in January 1999 (TtNUS, 1999b). The groundwater will also be 

evaluated during the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 

Site 2 - Area A Wetland 

,f.-J 

Site 2, Area A Wetland, is adjacent to the northern edge of the Area A Landfill. The site map is included 

as Figure 8-5. In the late 195Os, dredge spoils from the Thames River were pumped to the Area A 

Wetland and contained within an earthen dike that extended from the Area A Landfill to the south side of 

the Area A Weapons Center (Atlantic, 1992). Based on boring logs, the total volume of dredged material 

in the wetland was estimated to be 1.2 million cubic yards (Atlantic, 1992). A small pond containing 

between 1 and 3 feet of water is located at the southeast end of the Area A Wetland. The wetland 

receives runoff from surrounding areas including Route 12, the Area A Weapons Center, and the Area A 

Landfill. Wetland discharge is directed through an earthen dike via four, 24-inch metal culverts to the 

Area A Downstream Watercourses, which discharge and into the Thames River (B&RE, 1997b). 

In the 1960s and early 1970s pesticide “bricks” containing formulated (water-soluble) dichlorodiphenyl- 

trichloroethane (DDT) were placed on the wetland ice during the winter and allowed to melt as a mosquito 

control measure (Atlantic, 1992). This site was included in the Phase II RI and the recommendation for 

the site in the RI was limited action. Groundwater beneath the Area A Wetland will be reinvestigated as 

part of the Area A Landfill Groundwater Monitoring Program (TtNUS, 1999b). The groundwater will also 

be investigated as part of the Basewide Groundwater OU RI (TtNUS, 1998). A summary of findings table 

is included as Table 2-3. 
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2.1.3 Site 3 - Area A Downstream Watercourses and Over Bank Disposal Area 

Site 3 - Area A Downstream WatercourseslOBDA Pond 

Site 3, the Area A Downstream Watercourses, includes North Lake, Upper Pond, Lower Pond, the Over 

Bank Disposal Area (OBDA) Pond, and interconnected,Streams 1 through 6. The site map is included as 

Figure 8-6. The primary discharge point of the Area A Wetland is through a dike. The discharge forms 

Stream 4, which flows west into Upper Pond. Stream 3 directs discharge from the Upper Pond into 

Stream 5. Stream 5 flows west into the Thames River. Stream 2 directs discharge from the Lower Pond 

to a confluence with Stream 1. Stream 1 directs discharge from the OBDA Pond to this confluence, and 

the combined Stream 1 and Stream 2 flows are directed to Stream 6, which flows west to the Thames 

River. Further development is not planned for the Area A Downstream Watercourses because this area 

lies within designated Explosive Safety Quantity Distance arcs defined for the Weapons Center. 

Site 3, Area A Downstream Watercourses, was included in the Phase II RI (B&RE, 1997b). North Lake 

was proposed for No Further Action in the Phase II RI. A feasibility study (B&RE, 1997j) was prepared for 

the soils and sediments at Site 3. A ROD for the sojl and sediment at this site was signed in March 1998. 

Preparation of the remedial design for the site has begun (FWEC, 1999). A pre-design sampling effort of 

the soil and sediment was conducted in July 1998 to confirm the extent of contamination. The 

groundwater associated with this site will be further.investigated during the Basewide Groundwater OU 

RI. A summary of findings table for Site 3 is included as Table 24. 

Site 3 - OBDA Debris 

The OBDA is located along the southeastern bank of the OBDA Pond. The site map is included as 

Figure 8-6. According to the Initial Assessment Study, 30 partially covered, ZOO-gallon metal fuel tanks, 

in addition to scrap lumber, were found deposited at the OBDA (NEESA, 1983). A site inspection of the 

OBDA confirmed these earlier observations and also included telephone poles, rolls of wire, and several 

empty, unlabeled 55-gallon drums (Atlantic, 1992). Also, orange sediments were observed in the seep 
, 

being discharged from under the bank of OBDA (Atlantic, 1992). 

A time-critical removal action was conducted at this site in 1997. Tanks, large metal items, timbers and 

miscellaneous construction debris was removed from the site. Potentially contaminated debris was 

decontaminated onsite. Potentially contaminated material and soil removed from the debris during 

decontamination was sampled and analyzed for DDT. DDT is the primary chemical of concern at Site 3. 

DDT was not detected in any of the samples (FWEC, 1997c). The soil resulting from the decontamination 

of debris and concrete debris were incorporated into the subgrade of the Area A Landfill. Two gas 

cylinders were removed from the OBDA. One of the tanks (i.e., acetylene) was disposed of as hazardous 
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waste. All other debris was disposed off site as clean waste in permitted landfills or at metal recycling 

facilities. An Action Memorandum was written for this site in July 1997 (U.S. Navy, 1997b). Since the 

debris has been removed, the status of this site was changed to RIP. Confirmatory sampling of the soil 

which had underlain the debris will be conducted as part of the Site 3 Area A Downstream Watercourses 

remedial action. A summary of findings for the OBDA is included as Table 2-5. The groundwater 

associated with this site will be further investigation during the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 

2.1 A Site 4 - Rubble Fill Area at Bunker A-86 

Site 4, the Rubble Fill Area, was a 25-foot by 60-foot plot located in the north central section of NSB- 

NLON, approximately 80 feet west. of Bunker A-86. The site map is included as Figure 8-7. According to 

the Initial Assessment Study report (Envirodyne, 1982) waste materials, including an electric motor, 

concrete, asphalt, tar buckets, wood, and gravel, were discarded at the site in the early 1970s (NEESA, 

1983). In addition to wood and concrete construction debris, previous investigations located an empty 5- 

gallon container of monothanolanine (labeled as a corrosive), an empty 5-gallon container of thorite 

(labeled as nonshrinking compound for patching concrete), and a 55-gallon drum of lube oil that was 

approximately 10 percent full at the site (Atlantic, 1992). 

After pooling in a small drainage swale located immediately west of the fill area, excess surface runoff from 

this site flows north-northeast toward the Area A Landfill and the Area A Wetland. Groundwater also flows 

to the north-northeast toward the Area A Landfill and Area A Wetland (B&RE, 1997b). This site was 

included in the Phase II RI. 

A low-permeability cover system has been installed on the Area A Landfill. In conjunction with the 

construction of the low-permeability cover system on the Area A Landfill, an interception trench was 

constructed into the hillside between the landfill and Site 4. Grading required for the construction of the 

interception trench involved excavating the soil at Site 4 and the hillside between the Site 4 and the Area ’ 

A Landfill to a depth of approximately 8 feet. This excavation constituted a time-critical removal action for 

Site 4. The excavated soil and construction debris was incorporated into the Area A Landfill subgrade, 

except wood debris which was sampled and disposed of off-site (FWEC, 1997b). Following the 

excavation, verification sampling was conducted in an area of about 17,000 square feet to determine the 

extent of residual contamination (B&RE, 1997c). 

The Verification Sampling Report (B&RE, 1997~) concluded that if the human health risk assessment 

conducted for the Phase II RI were revised using the verification sampling data, the cumulative 

incremental cancer risk would be expected to exceed the upper limit of the USEPA target risk range (i.e., 

lx lOA). The remaining soil at Site 4 was subsequently removed, leaving only exposed bedrock. An 

Action Memorandum was written for this site in September 1997 (U.S. Navy, 1997d). The Navy prepared 
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a risk evaluation memorandum in March 1998 to document the negligible remaining risks associated with fc-%& 
the site. A No Further Action PRAP (U.S. Navy, 1998c) and ROD (U.S. Navy, 1998d) were prepared for 

this site. The status of this site is considered to be RIP. The groundwater in this area will be monitored in 

conjunction with the Area A Landfill Groundwater Monitoring Plan and the’Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 

A summary of findings table for this site is included as Table 2-6. 

2.1.5 Site 6 - Defense Reutilization and Marketinn Office (DRMO) 

The Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) is a 3.5-acre site located adjacent to the Thames 

River in the northwestern section of NSB-NLON. The site map is included as Figure 8-8. The site 

currently includes Buildings 491, 479, 355, 397, and 353. 

Between 1950 and 1969, the DRMO site was used as a primary landfill and burning site for 

nonsalvageable waste items, including construction materials and combustible scrap. In 1992 the burned 

materials were pushed to the shoreline and partially covered (NEESA, 1983). In a 1982 site inspection, 

field personnel found metal scrap, submarine batteries, and metal bailing materials stored over most of 

the site (Atlantic, 1992). A former battery acid handling facility was located within Building 491, and an 

in-ground, rubber-lined tank and associated pumping equipment were located adjacent to the east side of 

Building 491 (Atlantic, 1992). 

At the same time the Phase II RI was being performed, approximately 2500 cubic yards (cy) of lead-, 

PAH-, and PCB-contaminated soils were excavated from the northern portion of the DRMO (B&RE, 

1997b) as part of a time-critical removal action. The excavated area was backfilled with clean soil, and 

the excavated soil was transported off site to ,a RCRA landfill (B&RE, 1997b). The backfilled area was 

then capped with woven geotextile liner; a geosynthetic clay liner, and a nonwoven geotextile liner and 

approximately 9 inches of crushed stone, and 3 inches of asphalt. The remaining portion of the DRMO 

was repaved. 

An Action Memorandum was prepared in March 1995 (Atlantic, 1995b) to document the removal action 

completed at the DRMO. A feasibility study (B&RE, 19979) was completed for the site and the selected 

remedial alternative was documented in an interim ROD (U.S. Navy, 1998a). The status of the site has 

been changed to RIP. A summary of findings table is included as Table 2-7. 

2.1.6 Site 7 - Tomedo Shops 

Site 7, the Torpedo Shops, includes Buildings 477, 450 and 325, which are located in the northern portion 

of NSB-NLON, along the north side of Triton Avenue. The site map is included as Figure 8-9. ,* --\ 
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Building 450 is the primary MK-48 torpedo overhaul/assembly facility. Additional torpedo overhaul 

activities are performed within Building 325. Building 477 was formerly used to store Otto fuel in drums. 

Between 1955 and 1983, wastewater discharges from Building 325 were directed through a leach field 

located southwest of the Building. In 1975 the original leachfield clogged and was replaced by a new 

leachfield immediately adjacent to the original one. The building was connected to the sanitary sewage 

system in 1983. Building 450 was constructed in i974 (B&RE, 1997b). Wastewater generated from 

toilets, lavatories, and showers in Building 450 was directed to the Building 450 septic system. Building 

450 was connected to the sanitary sewer system in 1983. Building 450 was also constructed with a liquid 

waste collection system, which discharged through floor drainage into a 1500-gallon, underground waste 

tank/sump. The waste tank was periodically pumped, and the contents were disposed off site. Building 

477 is located approximately 65 feet east of Building 450, and petroleum products have been used in this 

building for torpedo maintenance. 

The following items were noted during an inspection of Building 325 (B&RE, 1997b): a variety of fuels, 

solvents, and petroleum products have been used in the building. Otto fuel (a nitrated ester that 

produces hydrogen cyanide when burned), high-octane alcohol (190 proof), and TH-Dimer (jet rocket 

fuel) were observed in the Building 325 maintenance areas. Solvents, including mineral spirits, alcohol, 

and 1 ,l ,l-trichloroethane, as well as petroleum products, such as motor oil and grease, were used in 

Building 325. A sink in one area was previously used for film development, and another sink was used 

for the overhaul of alkaline batteries. Liquids dumped into these sinks drained into the septic system until 

1983. Weapons washdown fluids were directed into a shallow sump covered by a flush-mounted steel 

grating. The outlet from this sump was not located. An 8,000-gallon underground fuel oil tank was 

located on the south side of Building 325. A storage closet located in an attached building included 

containers of 1 ,I, 1 -trichloroethane and methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone). Drums and cylinders 

containing propane, isobutane, 2-butanone (MEK), xylot, methylene chloride, propellant, and zinc 

chromate were stored along the outer, east wall of this attached building. 

During torpedo maintenance operations in Building 450, an Otto fuel and seawater mixture was drained 

from the torpedoes and replaced with fresh fuel (B&RE, 1996a). According to an earlier study, 

Building 450 generated approximately 3,000 gallons Otto fuel waste water per month (Atlantic, 1992). 

This Otto fuel was previously stored in a 4,000-gallon, underground tank south of Building 450. Onsite 

personnel reported that solvents, including 1 ,l ,l -trichloroethane, trichloroethene, toluene, mineral spirits, 

alcohol, and bulk freon, and petroleum products including TL-250 motor oil and hydraulic fluid have been 

used in this building for torpedo maintenance (Atlantic, 1992). During an inspection of Building 450, field 

personnel noted the following items (Atlantic, 1992): the hazardous waste sump was decommissioned in 

(“r”: 1987. It was replaced with three, l,OOO-gallon, above-ground tanks located to the south of the building. 
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The floor drains were sealed and replaced with a new system for pumping waste products to the new 

tanks. A 4,000-gallon, above-ground, Otto fuel storage tank replaced the previous tank and was located 

to the south of the building. 

Surface runoff from the site flows southwest to drainage swales and storm sewers located on the south 

side of Buildings 325 and 450 (B&RE, 1997b). These drainage swales and storm sewers pass through 

culverts under Triton Avenue, into the Area A Downstream Watercourses and into the Thames River. 

The general direction of shallow groundwater flow is to the west-southwest toward the Area A 

Downstream Watercourses (B&RE, 1997b). 

An interim removal action was completed within the Torpedo Shops along the southern side of Building 

325 in December of 1995. This action was completed under the CTDEP UST Program. The focus of the 

effort was to remove soil contaminated with Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons in excess of the direct 

exposure remediation standard for residential use. Approximately 12 cubic yards of soil were removed 

from the site and disposed at an approved landfill (B&RE, 1996a). This site was included in the Phase II 

RI. Further characterization of the groundwater and soil at the Torpedo Shops will be completed during 

the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. A summary of findings table is included as Table 2-8. 

2.1.7 Site 8 - Goss Cove Landfill 

Site 8 consists of the Goss Cove Landfill site, which is located in the southwestern portion of NSB-NLON, 

along the eastern bank of the Thames River. The site map is included as Figure 8-10. The Nautilus 

Submarine Museum and a paved parking lot are constructed directly over the former site of the landfill. 

The Goss Cove Landfill was operated between 1946 and 1957 (NEESA, 1983). items disposed of at the 

landfill include incinerator ash; inert rubble; and several large compressed gas cylinders that were empty 

and others that contained propane and ammonia (NEESA, 1983). 

A review of the boring logs generated during construction of the Nautilus Museum indicated the presence 

of fill material consisting of cinders, metal, brick, glass, and sand and gravel to a depth of 15 feet (Atlantic, 

1992). Beneath the fill is a layer of organic silt approximately 10 to 15 feet thick. This material is 

presumably the sediment bottom of the former cove. The, sj!t is under!ain by fine sand to depths ranging 

from 25 to 100 feet below the surface. The thickness of overburden increases from, east to west. 

Groundwater flows through the Goss Cove area toward the Thames. River (B&RE, 1997b). 

Some of the most substantial env/ronmental contamination detected at NSB-NLON was encountered at jIj.. .” .u.,,I r,.l, . , .,. .) ,, .., ,.. ~.. .A_^ _ 
the Goss Cove Landfill Site. The analytical results indicate that the landfill acts as a source of 

contamination (B&RE, 1997b). Many of the chemicals detected in the soil samples were also detected in 
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the groundwater, surface water, and sediment samples, a fact which confirms the likelihood of 

contaminant transport from the site. Based on the available data, it appears likely that the Goss Cove 

Landfill has contributed to environmental contamination in Goss Cove (B&RE, 1997b). This site is 

included in the Phase II RI. 

A data gap investigation (DGI) was conducted at the Goss Cove Landfill Site (B&RE, 1997e). The 

primary objective of the DGI was to determine if the source of the tetrachloroethene (PCE) contamination 

detected during the Phase II RI in the groundwater lies within the Goss Cove Landfill Site (B&RE, 1997e). 

The DGI concluded that the PCE contamination appears to be migrating on to the Goss Cove Site from 

an upgradient source. In addition, a Wetlands Function and Values Assessment (Connecticut College, 

1998) and a chemical and toxicological assessment (SAIC, 1998) were completed on Goss Cove to 

address concerns resulting from the Phase II RI. A summary of findings table is included as Table 2-9. A 

draft final feasibility study for the soil OU at Goss Cove Landfill has been completed (TtNUS, 1999d). The 

groundwater OU at this site will be investigated during the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 

2.1.8 Site 9 - Oily Wastewater Tank (OT-5) 

Site 9, Waste Oil Tank (OT-5) was an underground, concrete storage tank located between Sculpin 

Avenue and Tang Avenue in the southern portion of NSB-NLON. The investigations conducted at Site 9 

have been done under the CTDEP UST program. The site map is included as Figure 8-l 1. The tank 

had a diameter of approximately 112 feet and was 11 feet deep. The top of the tank was approximately 5 

feet below the ground surface. The tank had a capacity of approximately 810,000 gallons. 

The tank was constructed in the 1940s and used to store fuel oil. In the late 1970s the tank was 

converted to a storage tank for bilge water and other waste solutions. Use of OT-5 was stopped in 1993 

when all tank contents, including floating product and most of the settled sludge, were removed (HNUS, 

1994a). A residual sludge layer of approximately 2 to 3 inches was left in the tank during purging. This 

sludge contained PCB’s at concentrations exceeding 500 milligram per kilogram (mg/kg) (HNUS, 1994a). 

After OT-5 had been emptied, groundwater infiltrated through cracks in the concrete surface and partially 

refilled the tank (HNUS, 1994a). Subsurface contamination of the surrounding soil and groundwater may 

have been caused by draining of the infiltrated water through the cracks and into the surrounding media. 

In 1993, a majority of the contents of OT-5 including the floating product layer, water, and sludge were 

removed and disposed of off site. Residual materials contained in OT-5 were later removed and stored 

on site as follows: 
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Storaoe Vessel Contents 

Frac Trailer No. 1 6,000 Gallons Waste Decontamination Fluid 

Frac Trailer No. 2 19,000 Gallons OT-5 Bottom Sludge 

Roll-Off Container No. 1 20,000 Pounds Bottom Sludge + Waste Wipe Cloths + Discarded PPE 

Roll-Off Container No. 2 20,000 Pounds Bottom Sludge + Waste Wipe Cloths + Discarded PPE 

The primary waste contaminants were PCBs at concentrations up to 500 mg/kg. 

In April 1994, B&R Environmental completed a removal action of these materials and then performed 

Post Removal Action sampling that confirmed the residual waste materials had been properly shipped 

and disposed of and that the waste storage vessels had been properly decontaminated (HNUS, 1994b). 

After the contents of OT-5 were removed, the tank was cleaned and the top of the tank was crushed. The 

tank was closed in place by filling it with inert material. The status of this site is considered to be RC. A 

summary of findings table is included as Table 2-l 0. 

2.1.9 Site 10 - Lower Subase-Fuel Storage Tanks and Tank 54-H 

Six former underground storage tanks, including tank 54-H, are located at the Lower Subase at the corner 

of Corvina Road and Amber Jack Road. The site map is included as Figure 8-12. According to the FFA, 

Tanks E, F, and G each had 125,000-gallon capacities and were used to store diesel fuel. Tanks K and L 

each had 25,000-gallon capacities and were used to store lubrication and hydraulic oil. Tank 54-H had a 

30,000-gallon capacity and was used as a reclamation tank for the other five tanks. Tanks E, F and G 

have been filled with sand, and new steel tanks have been installed within the concrete shells at 

locations K and L (FFA, 1995). Tank 54-H has also been decommissioned. This site was included in the 

Phase II RI (B&RE, 19976) and Lower Subase RI (TtNUS, 1999c). Sites 10 and 11 were evaluated 

collectively as Zone 1 in the Lower Subase RI. Petroleum compounds and metals were identified during 

the Lower Subase RI as the primary contaminants of concern. The RI recommends that the soil and 

groundwater operable units proceed to a feasibility study to evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives. A 

summary of findings table is included as Table 2-11. 

2.1.10 Site 11 - Lower Subase - Power Plant Oil Tanks 

Site 11 consists of four former underground tanks (A, B, C, and D) located immediately east of Building 

29. The site map is included as Figure 8-12. According to the FFA, concrete tanks A and B each had a 

capacity of 250,000 gallons and were used to store No. 6 grade fuel oil that was pumped from tank farms 

located at the south end of NSB-NLON. Concrete tanks C and D each have a capacity of 125,000 
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gallons and were used to store diesel oil. The tanks have been in place since World War II. The old 

I concrete tanks were repaired and are now used as containment structures for three new, 150,000 gallon, 

steel tanks. An additional 30,000 gallon, concrete tank was repaired and used as a shell for a new, 

30,000 gallon steel inner tank. This site was included in the Phase II RI (B&RE, 199713) and Lower 

Subase RI (TtNUS, 1999c). Sites 10 and II were evaluated collectively as Zone I in the Lower Subase 

RI. Petroleum compounds and metals were identified during the Lower Subase RI as the primary 

contaminants of concern. The RI recommends that the soil and groundwater operable units proceed to a 

feasibility study to evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives. A summary of findings table is included as 

Table 2-l 2. 

2.1.11 Site 13 - Lower Subase-Building 79 Waste Oil Pit 

Site 13 consists of the waste oil pit located in the northwest corner of Building 79 on the Lower Subase. 

The site map is included as Figure 8-12. The pit was formerly used as a collection area for waste oil and 

solvents that were generated during cleaning and servicing of diesel train engines. The pit has been filled 

-‘with concrete (Wehran, 1987). 

Analytical results from soil samples collected from borings in the area of the waste oil pit indicate that 

subsurface contamination is primarily lubricating/motor oil (NESO, 1979). The oil was detected at a 

sample interval of 6 to 9 feet below the ground surface (NESO, 1979). It is estimated that the saturated 

volume of contamination is approximately 50 feet by 50 feet by 4 feet deep. 

A majority of the site is paved or covered with buildings. Surface water runoff from these paved area and 

structures is directed through numerous catch basins and storm sewers that discharge into the Thames 

River. Groundwater flows toward the Thames River and may be locally affected by tidal fluctuations in 

the Thames River. This site was included in the Phase II RI and Lower Subase RI. The site was 

included in Zone 4 for the Lower Subase RI. Petroleum compounds and lead were identified during the 

Lower Subase RI as the primary contaminants of concern. The RI recommends that the soil and 

groundwater operable units proceed to a feasibility study to evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives. A 

summary of findings table is included as Table 2-13. 

2.1.12 Site 14 - Over Bank Disposal Area-Northeast 

Site 14 consists of the Over Bank Disposal Area Northeast (OBDANE) site, which is located in a heavily 

wooded area on the edge of a ravine northwest of the Area A Landfill and west of the Area A Weapons 

Center and south of the Torpedo Shops. The site is circular and approximately 80 feet in diameter. The 

site map is included as Figure 8-l 3. 
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Several empty, fiber drums were identified at the site during a previous field investigation (Atlantic, 1992). 

No visual staining or stressed vegetation was evident during this investigation. No development is 

planned for this area. 

Surface runoff from the OBDANE site flows to the southwest into a stream (Stream 3) that originates from 

the Area A Downstream Watercourses (B&RE, 1997b). The stream then flows along Triton Road and 

ultimately discharges into the Thames River at the southern end of the DRMO site. Groundwater flows 

west toward the Area A Downstream Watercourses and the Thames River. Further characterization was 

recommended for this site in the Phase II RI. A removal action is recommended for the soil at this site in 

the draft EDSR for the Basewide Groundwater OU RI (TtNUS, 1998). The removal action should be done 

in conjunction with the remedial actions at the Area A Downstream WatercoursesIOBDA Pond, Site 3. 

The groundwater OU at the site will be further characterized during the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. A 

summary of findings table is included as Table 2-14. 

2.1.13 Site 15 - Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area 

Site 15, the Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area (SASDA), was located between the southern side of 

Building 409 and Building 410 in the southeastern portion of NSB-NLON. The site map is included as 

Figure 8-14. The site consisted of a concrete storage pad and an underground storage tank. 

According to previous reports (Atlantic, 1994b), the area was used for storage and disposal of discarded 

batteries. Acid was removed from the battery housings and temporarily stored in the 4- by 4- by 12-foot, 

rubber-coated, underground tank. The acid was periodically emptied from the tank by a pumper truck 

and disposed of off site. The battery housings were temporarily stored on the adjacent concrete pad. 

All battery acid and housing storage at the site was terminated. According to documentation 

(Atlantic, 1994b), the acid storage tank was filled with soil and covered by a concrete pad. Future plans 

for this area included the demolition of Buildings 409 and 410 and the construction of a warehouse. This 

site was included in the Phase II RI. 

A Removal Action was completed at this site by OHM. The September 1995 Final Report for Soil 

Remediation (OHM, 1’995b) indicated the following items: 

l All contaminated pavement, tank contents, and tank materials have been excavated, characterized, 

and properly disposed of. 
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l All soil around and beneath the spent acid tank to a depth of 4 feet below ground surface (BGS), or 

with a total lead concentration of 500 mg/kg or more, or a TCLP extract lead concentration of 5.0 

mg/L or more, have been excavated and properly disposed of. 

l The site has been regraded, repaved, and restored to its original condition. 

An Action Memorandum (Atlantic, 1995b) was prepared to document the remedial action. Additional 

sampling and analysis was completed at the site by the CTDEP in 1997. The focus of the sampling and 

analysis effort was to verify if remaining concentrations of inorganics were a potential problem based on 

mobility. The results of the effort showed that the inorganics do not represent a potential problem. A 

source control Record of Decision (U.S. Navy, 1997~) for this site was written and signed on September 

19, 1997, documenting the selected remedy of No Further Action. The status of this site is RC. A 

summary of findings table is included as Table 2-15. The groundwater associated with this site will be 

further characterized as part of the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 

2.1.14 Site 16 - Hospital Incinerator 

Site 16 consists of the hospital incinerator. In the 1980s the Naval Hospital Groton operated a skid- 

mounted waste incinerator at two sites adjacent to the base hospital. The two sites are located west of 

Tautog Road, adjacent to Building 449 and Building 452. The site map is included as Figure 8-15. 

According to the FFA, the incinerator was used to destroy medical records and medical waste 

contaminated with pathological agents. Ash generated by the waste incinerator was transferred by 

dumpster and disposed of at the municipal landfill. This site will be investigated during the Basewide 

Groundwater OU RI. A summary of findings table is included as Table 2-16. 

2.1.15 Site 17 - Lower Subase-Hazardous Materials/Solvent Storage Area (Building 31) 

Site 17, Building 31, is located along Albacore Road on the Lower Subase. The site map is included as 

Figure 8-16. Constructed in 1917, Building 31 was originally used as a battery overhaul facility (HNUS, 

1993). After World War II the building was converted to a storage facility for hazardous materials. 

Materials stored in the building include paint thinners, paints, epoxy coatings, lubricating oils, adhesives, 

welding flux, solder, photographic supplies, batteries, antifreeze, detergents, bleach, disinfectants, and 

numerous containerized organic compounds (HNUS, 1993). 

During reconstruction activities, lead was detected in the soil underlying a section of the concrete slab 

floor of Building 31. Several subsequent soil samples collected from various locations within Building 31 
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contained significant lead concentrations (HNUS, 1993). This site was included in the Phase II RI (B&RE, 

1997b) and Lower Subase RI (TtNUS, 1999c). 
,./--PI 

A time-critical removal action was completed by the National Environmental Services Corporation (NESC) 

in October 1993. The removal action included excavation of lead contaminated soil, onsite solidification 

of a concrete floor over the backfilled solidified soil, offsite solidification/stabilization and disposal of the 

contaminated soil excavated outside Building 31, and backfilling of the areas excavated outside Building 

31 with clean fill. Post removal action field sampling conducted by B&R Environmental verified that the 

following objectives had been met: 

l All soil above mean low tide elevation with a total lead concentration of 500 mg/kg or more has been 

excavated. 

l Solidified soil has a TCLP extract lead concentration of less than 5.0 mg/L. 

l Solidified soils have acceptable geotechnical strength. 
\ 

l Those demolition debris slated for offsite nonhazardous landfilling were disposed of at an approved 

hazardous waste landfill by the Navy’s remediation contractor, NESC, and the remaining concrete F---k 

floor slab within Building 31 was either not contaminated or was properly decontaminated. 

Decontamination of debris and disposal in a non-hazardous landfill was not as cost effective as direct 

disposal of the debris in the hazardous landfill. 

Additional soil, groundwater and sediment sampling (in the adjacent Thames River) and analysis were 

conducted at this site in conjunction with the Lower Subase RI (TtNUS, 1999c). The site was included in 

Zone 3 for the Lower Subase RI report. The results of the Lower Subase RI indicated,that lead is still a 

concern in the soil and groundwater at this site and that petroleum compounds are also of concern in the 

soil. The RI recommends that the soil and groundwater operable units proceed to a feasibility study to 

evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives. A summary of findings table is include as Table 2-17. 

2.1.16 Site 18 - Solvent Storaae Area (Buildinn 33) 

Site 18 consists of Building 33, which is located east of Gray Ave. The site map is included as 

Figure 8-l 7. Several 55-gallon drums and gas cylinders containing solvents, such as trichloroethene and 

dichloroethene, are stored in Building 33 (FFA, 1995). This site will be investigated during the Basewide 

Groundwater OU RI. A summary of findings table is included as Table 2-l 8. 
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2.1.17 Site 19 - Lower Subase-Solvent Storaae Area (Building 316) 

Site 19, Building 316, is located on the Lower Subase, west of Pier 2. The site map is included as 

Figure 8-12. Several 5-gallon cans containing methylethyl ketone were stored in Building 316 

(FFA, 1995). A summary of findings table is included as Table 2-19. Solvents are no longer stored in this 

facility. 

Soil and groundwater sampling and analysis’ were conducted at this site during the Lower Subase RI 

(TtNUS, 1999c). Metals and PAHs were identified as contaminants of concern at this site. This site was 

included in Zone 4 during the Lower Subase RI and Zone 4 will proceed to a feasibility study to evaluate 

appropriate remedial alternatives for the soil and groundwater operable units. 
I 

2.1.18 Site 20 - Area A Weapons Center 

Site 20 is the Area A Weapons Center, which is located north of the terminus of Triton Avenue, adjacent to ’ 

the Area A Wetland. The site map is included as Figure 8-18. The site includes Building 524 and the north 

and south weapons storage areas. Building 524 is used for administration, minor torpedo assembly, and 

storage of simulator torpedoes (B&RE, 1997b). No weapons production takes place in this building. 

Chemicals and chemical wastes, including cleaning and lubricating compounds, paints, and adhesive 

generated by activities in Building 524, are stored in l-gallon to 5-gallon containers in seven metal storage 

cabinets located on a paved area to the south of the building (B&RE, 1997b). Many of these materials are 

classified as corrosive or flammable. 

The north and south weapons storage bunkers are located southeast of Building 524. Weapons 

containing liquid fuels, such as Otto fuel, JP-10, and TH Dimer (jet rocket fuel), are stored in these 

bunkers (B&RE, 1997b). Routine maintenance and security improvements that are planned for the Area 

A Weapons Center include grouting and waterproofing of bunkers, repaving of roads, regrading, and 

culvert installation. Minimal contamination of surface water and groundwater exists and potential for 

substantial contaminant transport is low. Therefore, limited action was recommended for this site in the 

Phase II RI (B&RE, 1997b). A feasibility study is currently being prepared for the soil OU at this site. The 

groundwater OU will be investigated during the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. A summary of findings 

table is included as Table 2-19. 

2.1.19 Site 21 - Lower Subase-Berth 16 

Site 21 is Berth 16. Berth 16 site is located at the Lower Subase along the Thames River atthe 

intersection of Amberjack Road and Albacore Road. The site map is included as Figure 8-19. The 

following structures are currently included in Berth 16 (Atlantic, 1995a): 
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Building Original Use 

103 Instruction 
173 Substation 
106 Photolab and electronics 
157 Periscope Shop 

456,478 Maintenance Shop 

Current Use 

Instruction 
Electrical distribution 
Storage 
Optical Shop 
Maintenance Shop 

Berth 16 formerly included a refuse/classified materials incinerator; an underground, 250-gallon, diesel 

fuel storage tank; and an underground, diesel-fuel transfer line (Atlantic, 1995a). The incinerator was 

located at the current site of Building 478. ‘The incinerator has been separated from Site 21 and is now 

Site 25. Sites 21 and 25 were evaluated collectively as Zone 7 during the Lower Subase RI. The 

underground storage tank was located adjacent to the northern wall of Building 157, and the underground 

fuel line extended along Pier 15, east of Building 173. All of these items are currently decommissioned 

, 

(Atlantic, 1995a). 

Additional soil, groundwater and sediment sampling (in the adjacent Thames River) and analysis were 

conducted at this site in conjunction with the Lower Subase RI (TtNUS, 1999c). Lead and petroleum 

compounds were identified as the primary contaminants of concern for Zone 7. The RI recommended 

that this Zone proceed to a feasibility study to evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives for the soil and 

groundwater operable units. A summary of findings table is included as Table 2-21. 

2.1.20 Site 22 - Lower Subase - Pier 33 

Pier 33 is located at the Lower Subase along the Thames River and includes Pier 33, Building 175 and 

approximately 800 feet of property in the area of Pier 33, Building 175 and Amberjack Road. The site 

map is included as Figure 8-20. Building 175 was originally used to house several above-ground battery 

acid storage tanks (Atlantic, 1995a). Transfer lines from the battery acid storage tanks extended along 

Amberjack Road in trenches to the piers (Atlantic, 1995a). ‘These storage tanks and the associated 

transfer piping have been removed. 

Currently, a lOOO-gallon, underground fuel storage tank is located adjacent to the southern side of 

Building 175 and a 250-gallon, underground diesel storage tank is located adjacent to the northern side of 

Building 175 (Atlantic, 1995a). The building is now used for miscellaneous storage. 

Additional soil, groundwater and sediment sampling (in the adjacent Thames River) and analysis were 

completed for this site in conjunction with the Lower Subase RI (TtNUS, 1999c). This site was included in 

Zone 5 for the Lower Subase RI report. Petroleum compounds and lead were identified as the primary 

contaminants of concern for this site. The RI recommended that this site proceed to a feasibility study to 
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evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives for the soil and groundwater operable units. A summary of 

findings table is included as Table 2-22. 

2.1.21 Site 23 - Fuel Farm 

Site 23 consists of the Fuel Farm, which is located at the southern end of NSB-NLON and covers an area 

of approximately 35 to 37 acres. The investigations conducted at Site 23 have been done under the 

RCRA UST program. The site map is included as Figure 8-21. The Fuel Farm features include the 

following (B&RE, 1997i): 

l Nine former 1 IO-foot-diameter, 1 l-foot-high fuel oil USTs (OT-1 to,OT-9) 

l A 30,000-gallon, double-walled UST (OT-10) 

l Oil/water separator 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

m l 

. 

. 

Waste oil tank 

Fuel oil loading rack 

Tanker truck pumping pad and trough 

Associated UST piping systems 

MWR Recreation Center (Building 461) 

Buildings 310, 322, and O-831 

Six baseball fields 

Restroom facility (Building 445) 

In the early 1940s Crystal Lake was drained and dredged to allow for construction of the nine concrete 

underground storage tanks. When construction was complete, the former lake bed was reportedly filed 

with soils excavated from a small hill west of the tank area and graded to create a level surface for 

development of NSB-NLON (B&RE; 1997i). 

Each of the nine USTs had a holding capacity of 750,000 gallons (B&RE, 1997i). No. 6 fuel oil was 

stored in tanks OT-1 through OT-3 from the date of construction until removed from service in the 

summer of 1991. The remaining tanks were used to store diesel fuel. A reduced demand for diesel in the 

mid-1970s by NSB-NLON lead to the decommissioning and demolition of tank OT-6. The reduced 

demand for diesel also led to the modification of tank OT-5 for waste oil storage purposes 

(B&RE, 199613). Tank OT-4 was used to store tank bottom wastes from OT-1. Tank OT-5 was used as 

part of an oil/water separator system. Tanks OT-4 and OT-5 were reportedly decommissioned after the 

installation of a new 30,000-gallon waste oil underground tank (OT-10) in 1990 (B&RE, 1997i). Tanks 

OT-7 through OT-9 were decommissioned in the summer of 1990 and were used exclusively for storage 

of diesel during all 48 years of service. 
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Currently tanks OT-I through OT-9 have been demolished and closed in place. Tank closure was 

accomplished by demolishing the tank roof supports and allowing the roof to collapse into the tank. The 

void was then filled with gravel and the site restored using soil and topsoil. A Final Site Investigation 

Report for the Tank Farm was issued in September 1997 (B&RE, 1997i). No Further Action was 

recommended for OT-1, OT-4, OT-5, OT-6, OT-7, OT-9, and the Loading Area. Free product removal 

and soil excavation were completed at OT-8. Design of a replacement storm sewer system has begun 

and it is anticipated that the design will be completed in 1999. Two data gap investigations will be 

completed to facilitate the design of the replacement storm sewer system. One of the investigations will 

be a hydrogeologic study and the other will be an investigation of the soil and groundwater in the vicinity 

of OT-2 and OT-3. It is likely that hot spot excavation will be completed during the installation of the new 

storm sewer. Excavation at GS-7 and GS-8 along the Upper Base fuel pipeline was recommended. The 

Lower Subase fuel pipelines were evaluated in the Lower Subase RI and will be addressed in the 

upcoming FS. A summary of findings table is included as Table 2-23. The groundwater associated with 

this site will be further characterized during the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 

2.1.22 Site 24 - Lower Subase-Central Paint Accumulation Area (Building 174) 

Site 24, Building 174, is located at the Lower Subase along the Thames River, immediately east of Pier 

32. The site map is included as Figure 8-22. 

In 1982, Building 174 was refitted to contain boat anchor sandblasting and painting activities (FFA, 1995). 

Also, in the late 1980s the building was used as the primary paint storage facility for all paints used for 

boat maintenance activities (FFA, 1995). 

Soil, groundwater and sediment sampling (in the adjacent Thames River) and analysis were completed 

for this site in conjunction with the Lower Subase RI (TtNUS, 1999c). This site was included in Zone 6 for 

the Lower Subase RI. Petroleum compounds and several inorganics were identified as contaminants of 

concern for this site. The RI recommended that this sjte proceed to a feasibility study to evaluate 

appropriate remedial alternatives for the soil and groundwater operable units. A summary of findings 

table is included as Table 2-24. 

2.1.23 Site 25 - Lower Subase-Classified Materials Incinerator , , I 1 / . .L I ” . . ” ,,.j. _ 

Site 25 consists of the former classified materials incinerator located on the Lower Subase, approximately 

300 feet east of Pier 17. The site map is included as Figure 8-19. It has been reported that, between 

1944 and 1963; facilities within former Building 97 (current Building 478) were used to burn classified 

materials and other solid wastes generated at NSB-NLON (FFA, 1995). Residual ash produced by 
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materials burning were disposed in the Goss Cove Landfill (FFA, 1995). The incinerator was demolished 

in 1979. 

Soil, groundwater, and sediment sampling (in the adjacent Thames River) and analysis were completed 

for this site in conjunction with the Lower Subase RI (TtNUS, 1999c). This site was evaluated collectively 

with Site 21 as Zone 7 during the RI. Lead and petroleum compounds were identified as the primary 

contaminants of concern for Zone 7. The RI recommended that Zone 7 proceed to a feasibility study to 

evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives for the soil and groundwater operable units, A summary of 

findings table is included as Table 2-25. 

2.2 SITE GROUPINGS 

Several sites are located in the area of NSB-NLON referred to as the Lower Subase. The Lower Subase 

site is bounded on the west by the Thames River and to the east by the Providence and Worcester 

Railroad. The Lower Subase extends to and includes Pier 1 to the south and Pier 33 to the north. The 

Lower Subase is the original Subase and, therefore, the history of its use dates back to 1867. Most of the 

construction at the Lower Subase took place in the early 1900s with a major expansion from 1935 to 

1945. These sites, which were described in previous sections, have been grouped together to facilitate 

additional investigation. The following sites are included in the Lower Subase: 

Site 10 

Site 11 

Site 13 

Site 17 

Site 19 

Site 21 

Site 22 

Site 24 - 

Site 25 - 

Lower Subase - Fuel Storage Tanks and Tank 54-H 

Lower Subase - Power Plant Oil Tanks 

Lower Subase - Building 79 Waste Oil Pit 

Lower Subase - Hazardous Materials/Solvent Storage Area (Building 31) 

Lower Subase - Solvent Storage Area (Building 316) 

Lower Subase - Berth 16 

Lower Subase - Pier 33 

Lower Subase - Central Paint Accumulation Area (Building 174) 

Lower Subase - Classified Materials Incinerator 
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TABLE 2-I 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE I- CONSTRUCTION BATTALION UNIT (CBU) DRUM STORAGE AREA 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

Objective Determine the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 

Source of Waste oils, lubricants, and paint solvents leaked from 55-gallon storage drums formerly located on the site. 
Contamination 

Analytical Parameters Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) 
Soils: Soils and Groundwater: 
TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, 
pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics and cyanide TAL inorganics and boron and hardness 
Other TPH and TCLP metals and PCBs Other TPH 

Nature and Extent of Soils: 
Contamination _ PAH contamination detected in subsurface soils up to a maximum concentration of 16,000 pg/kg. Pesticides 

detected in surface soils up to a maximum concentration of 3900 pg/kg (4,4’-DDD) and in the subsurface soils up to a 
maximum concentration of 2100 pg/kg (4,4’-DDD). Metals detected in soils at maximum concentrations exceeding 
background levels. Highest detected contaminant concentrations occurred at soil depths between 5 and 8 feet below 
ground surface. 

Groundwater: 
Various metals detected in filtered and unfiltered samples. The maximum detected concentration of VOCs was 24 
pg/L (xylenes) and SVOCs was 31 pg/L (naphthalene). 

Recommended A No Further Action Decision Document was signed by all parties and was distributed on September 19, 1996. 
Remedial Alternative This document removed the CBU Drum Storage Area from further consideration in the IRP process and changed 

the status to RC. The site was capped during construction of the Area A Landfill Cover System. Groundwater 
associated with this site will be monitored as part of the Area A Landfill Groundwater Monitoring Plan and the 
Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 



TABLE 2-2 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 2 - AREA A LANDFILL 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

3bjective Determine the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 

Source of Contamination Landfilling of refuse generated from on-base activities; leaks of transformer fluids, PCBs, and waste acids from drums 
stored at this site. 

Jnalytical Parameters Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) Atlantic, FFS (1994) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) 
Soil and Groundwater: soil: soil: 
TCL organics (volatiles, semi- TCL organics (volatiles, semi- Dioxin 
volatiles, pesticides/PCBs) volatiles, pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics and cyanide TAL inorganics plus boron and Groundwater: 
Other TCLP metals and pesticides cyanide 
(soil), radiological (groundwater) Dioxin 

TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, 

Engineering parameters 
peSticides/PCBs) 

TCLP (volatiles, semi-volatiles, 
TAL inorganics plus boron and hardness 

pesticides/PCB.s, herbicides, 
Radiological 

metals) 

Nature and Extent of $glI 
Contamination ‘Relatively high concentrations of various organic and inorganic chemicals were detected in a few soil samples. 

Ethylbenzene and xylenes were detected in the subsurface soil at maximum concentrations of 28,000 pglkg, and 140,000 
pg/kg, respectively. Chlorobenzene was detected in the surface and subsurface soil at maximum concentrations of 
4,500 pg/kg. Aroclor-1254 was detected in the subsurface soil at a maximum concentration of 100,000 pglkg. Aroclor- 
1260 was detected in the surface soil at a maximum concentration of 12,000 pg/kg. In addition several PAHs were 
detected in the soil and several metals were detected in the surface soil at concentrations exceeding background. 

Groundwater: 

BTEX contamination at maximum concentrations of 760 pg/L (xylenes, total). Chlorobenzene contamination at maximum 
concentrations of 1200 pg/L. Aroclor-1260 contamination at a maximum concentration of 710 pg/L. 

Recommended Remedial A low-permeability cover system was installed at the site in 1997. Groundwater monitoring will be completed at the site as 
Alternative part of a long-term Groundwater Monitoring Plan and Basewide Groundwater OU RI. The status of the landfill is considered 

to be RIP. 

BTEX - Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes. 



Objective 

Source of 
Contamination 

Analytical 
Parameters 

Nature and Extent of 
Contamination 

Recommended 
Remedial Alternative 

TABLE 2-3 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 2 - AREA A WETLAND 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

Determine the nature and extent of contamination in the site soils, sediments, surface water and groundwater. 

Pesticide bricks used for mosquito control. 
Drainage from adjoining sites. Placement of Thames River dredge spoils in site. 

Atlantic, Phase I, RI (1992) Atlantic, FFS (1994) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) 

Soils, Sediment, Surface Water, Groundwater Sediment Surface Water and Groundwater 
TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, TCL inorganics (volatiles, semi- TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles) 
pesticides/PCBs) volatiles, pesticides/PCBs) TCL pesticides/PCBs - surface water 
TAL inorganics and cyanide and boron TAL inorganics plus boron and TAL inorganics and boron and hardness 
TCLP-metals, pesticides cyanide 
Other radiological for groundwater Engineering parameters Sediment 

TCL Pesticides 
TCLP - metals, engineering parameters 

Soil and Sediments: 

Numerous PAHs in surface soil and sediments at concentrations up to a maximum of 80,000 pg/kg (fluoranthene). 
Maximum detected PCB concentration in sediment samples was 1,500 pglkg (Aroclor - 1260). 4,4’-ODD, 4,4’-DDE and 4,4’- 
DDT were the most frequently detected pesticides (18 out of 43,18 out of 46, and 13 out of 39, respectively) and at the 
highest concentrations (up to 4,800 pg/kg for 4,4’-DDD). 

Surface Water and Groundwater: 
Relatively low concentrations of all organic and inorganic contaminants were detected in surface water and groundwater 
samples. Manganese was detected in filtered, shallow and deep groundwater samples at maximum concentrations of 
9,360 pg/kg and 7,090 pg/kg, respectively. 

Limited Action was recommended for this site in the Phase II RI. The groundwater beneath the Area A Wetland will be 
monitored as part of the Area A Landfill Groundwater Monitoring Program and the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 



TABLE 2-4 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 3 -AREA A DOWNSTREAM WATER COURSESIOBDA POND 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 
PAGE 1 OF 2 

Ibiective 

jource of Contamination 

inalytical Parameters 

Nature and Extent of 
Contamination 

Ietermine the nature and extent of soil, sediment, surface water, and groundwater contamination at the site. 

drainage into the water courses from adjoining base facilities. Direct disposal into the wetland located at the base of 
he OBDA dike. Pesticide bricks used for mosauito control. 

Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) Atlantic, FFS (1994) 
Soils. Sediments, Surface Water, Groundwater Soil 
TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, TCL organics (pesticides/PCBs) 
lesticides/PCBs) Engineering Characteristics 
TAL inorganics and cyanide 
3ther TCLP-metals, pesticides (soil, sediment) Sediment 
iadiology (surface water, groundwater) TCL organ@ (volatiles, 

semivolatiles, pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics plus boron and 
cyanide 
Dioxin, engineering char. 
TCLP (VOC, SVOC, pesticide, 
herbicide, metal) 

B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) 
Soil/Gas Survey - Area A Water 
Courses 
Sediment, Surface Water, 
Groundwater 
TCL organics (volatiles, 
semivolatiles, pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics and boron and 
hardness 
Other radiological (groundwater) 
Dioxin (sediment) 

Concentrations of pesticides in soil detected up to a maximum concentration of 1,400,OOO pg/kg (4,4’-DDT). 

Sediment: 
PAHs detected at a maximum concentration of 4,700 pg/kg (pyrene) adjacent to Shark Boulevard. Maximum 

pesticide contamination detected at Zone 1 (300,000 pg/kg of 44’ ODD), Zone 2 (850,000 pg/kg of 44’ ODD) and 
Zone 3 (120,000 pglkg of 4,4’ DDD) sample locations. 

Surface Water: 
No significant pesticide contamination. Magnesium contamination at maximum concentration of 22,600 pg/L. 

Groundwater: 
Trichloroethene detected in deep wells at a maximum concentration of 17 pg/L. Vinyl chloride detected in shallow 
wells at maximum concentration of 130 pg/L. Magnesium detected in filtered shallow groundwater samples at 
maximum concentrations of 61,000 pg/L. 
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TABLE 2-5 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ’ 
SITE 3 - OBDA DEBRIS 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

(Obiective 1 Remove the debris from the site and dispose off-site. 

Potential Source of Contamination 

Analytical Parameters 

Nature and Extent of Contamination 

Recommended Remedial Alternative 

Direct disposal of debris over the OBDA dike. 

FWEC, OBDA PRR (1997c) 
Debris A Soil Resultino from Decontamination of Debris: 
4,4’-DOT 4/I’-DDT 

No sample results available, action only involved determination of contamination of debris. 

The debris at this site was removed during a time-critical removal action and the status of the site has 
been changed to RIP. An Action Memorandum was prepared by the Navy in July 1997 to document the 
removal action. Confirmatory sampling of the soil which had underlain the debris will occur as part of the 
remedial action for the Downstream Water Courses/OBDA Pond. The groundwater associated with this 
site will be investiaated as oart of the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 



TABLE 2-6 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

8 
SITE 4 - RUBBLE FILL AREA AT BUNKER A86 

% 
NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

3bjective 

Source of Contamination 

halytical Parameters 

Vature and Extent of 
Contamination 

Determine the nature and extent of soil, sediment, surface water, and groundwater contamination. Confirm removal of 
contaminated soil. 

Refuse generated by on-base construction activities. 

Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) 
soil: Soil, Sediment, Surface Water, Groundwater: 
TCL organ& (volatiles, semivolatiles, TCL organ& (volatiles, semivolatiles, 
pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics and cyanide and boron TAL inorganics and boron and hardness 
Other TCLP-metals, PCBs Other TCLP-metals (soil) 

Engineering characteristics (soil, groundwater, sediment) 
B&RE, Bunker A-86 VSR (1997c) 

% semtvolatrles . . 

TAL inorganics 
SPLP-Metals 

$ioiJ. 
PAH contamination in surface soil at a maximum concentration of 180,000 pg/kg (phenanthrene). Several metals were 
detected at concentrations that exceeded background. All of the soil at this site was removed during a removal action 
that took place in 1997. 

Sediment: 
Semivolatiles detected at maximum concentration of 820,000 pg/kg (butylbenzylphthalate). 

Surface Water: 
One semivolatile and eleven inorganics detected in unfiltered surface water. Only three inorganics detected in the 
filtered surface water. 

Groundwater: 

Recommended Remedial 
hlternative 

Low concentrations of volatiles (maximum detection=1 1 pg/L of chloroform), semivolatiles (maximum detection=1 1 pg/L 
of bis(2ethylhexyl phthalate) and pesticides (maximum detection=053 pg/L of heptachlor). Concentrations of 
inorganics detected in groundwater exceeded federal and state screening criteria. 

The status of this site has been changed to RIP because all-of the soil has been removed and groundwater in the area 
will be monitored in conjunction with the Area A Landfill Groundwater Monitoring Plan and the Basewide Groundwater 
OU RI. A risk evaluation memorandum was prepared for this site to document the minimal risks. A No Further Action 
PRAP and RODwere prepared for the soil OU at this site in 1998. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
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Objective 

Source of Contamination 

Analytical Parameters 

Determine the nature and extent of soil, surface water, and groundwater contamination at the site. 

Discharges from a former battery acid handling facility. Residue from previous onsite landfilling activities. 

Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) 
Soil, Surface Water, Groundwater: Soil, Groundwater: 
TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, 
pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) (soil) 
TAL inorganic plus boron and cyanide TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles) (groundwater) 
Other TCLP-metals (soil), TAL inorganics plus boron and hardness 
Radiological (surface water, groundwater) Other radiological (groundwater) 

Engineering characteristics 

Atlantic, FFS (1994a) OHM, Final Report for Interim Remedial Action (199ka) 

i I 
!3oJ 
TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, 
pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics plus boron and cyanide 
Dioxin, engineering characteristics 

; TCLP (metals) 

soil: 
Total lead, PCBs, and PAHs 
TCLP (metals) 

Pavement: 
PCBs, lead (total) 

& 
NIOSH lead, beryllium, PCBs, and PAHs 
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Nature and Extent of Contamination soil: 
Numerous volatile and semivolatile organic compounds detected in subsurface soils. Trichloroethene and 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane detected at concentrations of 7,100 pg/kg and 6,400 pg/kg, respectively. 1,2- 
Dichloroethene was detected at a maximum concentration of 16,000 pg/kg. Aroclor 1260 detected in the 
subsurface soils at a maximum concentration of 12,000 pg/kg. Lead detected in surface and subsurface 
soils at maximum concentrations of 5,980 mglkg and 2140 mglkg, respectively. TCLP for lead exceeded 
federal standards. 

Surface Water: 
No organic chemicals were detected. Several metals were detected in the single sample analyzed. 

Groundwater: 

Recommended Remedial Alternative 

Concentrations of lead detected in shallow and deep unfiltered groundwater samples during the Phase II R 
at maximum concentrations of 52.7 pg/L and 50.9 pg/L. Lead was only detected in one of the filtered 
samples of a concentration of 2.4 pg/L. 

The soil at the site was remediated in January 1995 to mitigate potential exposure and associated risk. 
After contaminated soil was removed, the area was backfilled with clean soil and capped. A feasibility 
study was completed to verify the appropriate remedial action. A Final Interim Record of Decision was 
prepared and signed in 1998, documenting the selected remedial action as institutional controls, 
monitoring, and maintenance of the existing cover system. The status of the site has been changed to 
RIP. The groundwater at this site is currently being monitored as part of the DRMO Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan to verity that contaminant migration is not occurring. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 7 - TORPEDO SHOPS 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 
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Objective 

iource of Contamination 

\nalytical Parameters 

Nature and Extent of Contamination 

Determine the nature and extent of soil, sediment, surface water, and groundwater contamination at the 
site. 

Waste discharges from Torpedo Shop drains into the former Torpedo Shop septic systems. 

Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) B&RE, Site Characterization 
Soil, Sediment, Surface Water Soil, Sediment, Surface Water, Report for Building 325 (1996a) 
and Groundwater and Groundwater Soil and Groundwater 
TCL organics (volatiles, TCL organics (volatiles, Volatiles (BTEX) 
semivolatiles, pesticides/PCBs) semivolatiles, pesticides/PCBs) TPH 
TAL inorganics and cyanide TAL inorganics boron and 
Other TCLP-metals (soil and surface hardness 
water) Other TPH (soils, groundwater) 

TCLP-metals, -volatiles, 
semivolatiles, pesticides and 
herbicides (soils) 
PesticidelPCBs (not for 
groundwater) 
Engineering characteristics (not 
for surface water) 

soil: 
Concentrations of metals above background levels detected in surface and subsurface soils. 
Diethylphthalate detected in surface soil at maximum concentrations of 14,000 pg/kg. PAHs detected in 
shallow soil samples to a maximum concentration of 4300 pg/kg (phenanthrene). 

Sediment: 
Maximum concentrations for analytes detected in sediment included methylene chloride (18 pg/kg) 
pyrene (240 pg/kg), and 4,4’-DDD (93 pglkg). 

Surface Water: 
Maximum concentrations of barium, lead and manganese detected in surface water were 30.5 pg/L, 4.4 
pg/L, and 32.1 pg/L, respectively. No organic chemicals other than di-n-butylphthalate (0.6 pg/L) were 
detected. 

1 
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Groundwater: 
Various chlorinated volatile hydrocarbons detected during all three rounds of sampling in only unfiltered 
samples. The maximum detection was 42 pg/L (1 ,I ,I-trichloroethane). Semivolatiles [maximum 
detection=380 pg/L of bis(2ethylhexyl) phthalate] and inorganics (arsenic=1 12 pg/L, lead=84.1 pg/L and 
manganese=7,830 pg/L). 

Further characterization of the Torpedo Shops is required and will be completed during the Basewide 
Groundwater OU RI.. The characterization will focus on the abandoned sewer lines and leach fields and 
on gaining a better understanding of the shops’ historical sewer system. Both surface and subsurface soil 
sampling as well as groundwater sampling at additional monitoring points are required. 



Ibiective 
jource of Contamination 

Ualytical Parameters 

rlature and Extent of Contamination 

TABLE 2-9 
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Determine the natural and extent of soil, sediment, surface water, and groundwater contamination at the site. 

Contaminant migration from inactive landfill, tetrachloroethene contamination in groundwater is migrating onto 
the Goss Cove Site from a southeasterly direction, potentially from an off-site source. 

Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) BBRE, Phase II RI (1997b) 
Soil, Surface Water, Groundwater . Soil, Sediment, Surface Water, Groundwater 
TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, 
pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics and cyanide and boron TAL inorganics and boron and hardness 
Other TCLP-metals (soil) Engineering characteristics 
Radiological (groundwater and Other TCLP-metals (soil and sediment), 
surface water) Radiological (groundwater) 

Dioxin (soil) 
B&RE, Data Gap Investigation Report for 
Goss Cove Landfill (B&RE, 199761) 
Soil, Groundwater 
TCL organ& (VOCs) 
soil: 

Air 
TCL volatiles 

BTEX compounds detected in subsurface soil at a maximum concentration of 480,000 pglkg (xylenes). 
Phenol and chrysene detected in subsurface soil at maximum concentrations of 1,600,OOO pg/kg and 
500,000 pg/kg, respectively. PCBs detected in subsurface soils at a maximum concentration of 33,000 pglkg 
(Aroclor-1254). 

Sediment: 
PAHs detected at maximum concentration of 8,000 pg/kg (pyrene). 

Surface Water: 
Boron detected at a maximum concentration of 580 pg/L 

Groundwater: 
BTEX compounds detected in groundwater at a maximum concentration of 610 pg/L. 
Tetradhloroethene detected in deep well sample at a maximum concentration of 5,600 pg/L during the RI. 
During the Data Gap Investigation (DGI), tetrachloroethene was detected at a maximum concentration of 
2,500 pg/L at the well closest to the off-site dry cleaners. Boron detected in filtered, deep well samples at a 
maximum concentration of 2,590 pg/L. 



Recommended Remedial Alternative 

TABLE 2-9 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 8 - GOSS COVE LANDFILL 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

The Data Gap Investigation Report concluded that the tetrachloroethene contamination was not originating 
from the Goss Cove site. A draft final Feasibility Study has been prepared for the soil OU at this site. The 
preferred alternative includes capping, institutional controls, and monitoring. A PRAP and ROD will be 
prepared to document the preferred alternative. The groundwater at this site will be evaluated as part of the 
Basewide Groundwater OU RI. A Wetlands Function and Values Assessment and a Chemical and 
Toxicological Assessment of Goss Cove were completed to address outstanding data gaps. The results of 
the studies indicate that no further action is reauired for the sediment and surface water OUs at this site. 



. . 

TABLE 2-10 ’ 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 9 - OILY WASTEWATER TANK (OT-5) 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 
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Obiective 

-i 

1 Determine the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 

‘i 

. 
source of Contamination 

4nalytical Parameters 

Uature and Extent of Contamination 

Residual fuel oil contamination contained in tank sludge passing through cracks in the concrete tank walls 
and bottom. 

@iJ Groundwater Tank Water Concrete 
TCL organics TCL organics TCL organics TCL organics 
(volatiles, semi- (volatiles, semi- (volatiles, semi- (volatiles, semi- 
volatiles, volatiles volatiles volatiles 
pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics TAL inorganics TAL inorganics TAL inorganics 
Other TCLP-metals Other TCLP-metals Other TCLP-metals Other TCLP-metals 

gil: 
Semivolatile organic compounds and metals detected in samples collected above the tank (2 to 4 feet 
bgs). 2-Methylnaphthalene detected at a maximum concentration of 2,600 pg/kg. Arsenic, beryllium, and 
chromium detected at concentrations of 2,800 pg/kg, 430 pglkg, and 30,700 pglkg, respectively. No 
significant contamination detected below the tank. 

Groundwater: 
The only chemical which was found at a concentration slightly exceeding federal or state MCLs was 
tetrachloroethene. 

Tank Water: 
Various semivolatiles, pesticides, PCBs and inorganics were detected in the tank water. 

Concrete: 
No chemical concentrations detected in the analyzed samples were above screening levels. 
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Recommended Remedial Alternative OT-5 contents have not significantly affected subsurface soil or groundwater. The majority of soil 
contamination was detected above the tank at a depth of 2 to 4 feet below the ground surface. 

In 1993, a majority of the contents of OT-5, including the floating product layer, water, and sludge, were 
removed and disposed off site. Residual materials contained in OT-5 were later removed and stored 
onsite as follows: 

Storaae Vessel Contents 
Frac Trailer No. 1 6,000 Gallons Waste Decontamination Fluid 
Frac Trailer No. 2 19,000 Gallons OT-5 Bottom Sludge 
Roll-off Container No. 1 20,000 Pounds Bottom Sludge + Waste Wipe Cloths + Discarded PPE 
Roll-off Container No. 2 20,000 Pounds Bottom Sludge + Waste Wipe Cloths + Discarded PPE 

The primary waste contaminants were PCBs at concentrations up to 500 mg/kg. 

In April 1994, HNUS completed a removal action of these materials and then performed Post Removal 
Action sampling that confirmed the residual waste materials had been properly shipped and disposed of, 
and that the waste storage vessels had been properly decontaminated. After the contents of OT-5 was 
removed the tank was cleaned, and the top of the tank was crushed. The tank was closed in place by 
filling it with inert material. The status of this site is considered to be RC. L 
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TABLE 2-11 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 10 - LOWER SUBASE - FUEL STORAGE TANKS AND TANK 54-H 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

3bjective Determine the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 

source of Leaks of stored fuels through cracks in the tank walls. 
sontamination 

4nalytical Parameters Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) TtNUS, Lower Subase RI (1999c) 
&iJ: $Ojl: @iJ: 
TCL volatiles TCLP - metals TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals Lead TAL metals 
TCLP - metals TPH SPLP lead 
TPH, Fluorescence TPH 

Nature and Extent of 
Contamination 

Groundwater: Groundwater: Groundwater: 
TCL volatiles TCL volatiles and semivolatiles TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals TAL metals TAL metals 
TPH, Fluorescence TPH TPH 

Hardness Natural Attenuation Parameters 

$&I: 
High concentrations of TPH (51,600 mg/kg) detected in deep soil samples and high concentrations (2,300 mg/kg) detected 
in shallow soil samples. Concentrations of SVOCs in shallow soil were as high as 45 mglkg and concentrations in deep soil 
were as high as 42 mg/kg. Lead was detected in shallow and deep soil samples and in TCLP leachates from shallow and 
deep soil samples. 

Groundwater: 

Recommended 
Remedial Alternative 

A small plume of lead contamination exists in the area between Building 89 and Site 11. TCL VOCs and SVOCs were 
infrequently detected at low concentrations. TPH and fluorescence data indicate petroleum contamination in groundwater. 
Free-phase product detected in well 13MW18. 

The Lower Subase RI Report recommended that the soil and groundwater operable units proceed to a feasibility study. 
Passive or in-situ remedial alternatives should be considered for the soil. “Hot Spot” removal actions and institutional 
controls should also be considered. It is recommended that free-phase product be removed from the groundwater and that 
a monitored natural attenuation/tiered groundwater monitoring program be implemented. Cleaning and repair of the storm 
sewer system should also be evaluated in the feasibility study. ; 



TABLE 2-12 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE II- LOWER SUBASE - POWER PLANT OIL TANKS 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

Objective 
Source of Contamination 

Analytical Parameters 

Nature and Extent of 
Contamination 

Determine the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 
Leaks of fuel oil through cracks in the concrete storage tanks. 

Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) TtNUS, Lower Subase RI (1999c) 
a: a: @: 
TCL volatiles TCLP - metals TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals Lead TAL metals 
TCLP - metals TPH SPLP lead 
TPH, Fluorescence TPH 

Groundwater: Groundwater: Groundwater: 
TCL volatiles TCL volatiles and semivolatiles TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals TAL metals TAL metals 
TPH, Fluorescence TPH TPH 

Hardness Natural Attenuation Parameters 

@Jl: . 
High concentrations of TPH (51,600 mglkg) detected in deep soil samples and high concentrations (2,300 mg/kg) 
detected in shallow soil samples. Concentrations of SVOCs in shallow soil were as high as 45 mglkg and 
concentrations in deep soil were as high as 42 mg/kg. Lead was detected in shallow and deep soil samples and in 
TCLP leachates from shallow and deep soil samples. 

Groundwater: 

Recommended Remedial 
dlternative 

A small plume of lead contamination exists in the area between Building 89 and Site 11. TCL VOCs and SVOCs 
were infrequently detected at low concentrations. TPH and fluorescence data indicate petroleum contamination in 
groundwater. Free-phase product detected in well 13MW18. 

The Lower Subase RI Report recommended that the soil and groundwater operable units proceed to a feasibility 
study. Passive or in-situ remedial alternatives should be considered for the soil. “Hot Spot” removal actions and 
institutional controls should also be considered. It is recommended that free-phase product be removed from the 
groundwater and that a monitored natural attenuation/tiered groundwater monitoring program be implemented. 
Cleaning and repair of the storm sewer system should also be evaluated in the feasibility study. 



Obiective 

Source of Contamination 

Analytical Parameters 

tture and Extent of 
bntamination 

Recommended Remedial 
Alternative 

TABLE 2-13 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 13 - LOWER SUBASE - BUILDING 79 WASTE OIL PIT 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

Determine the nature and extent of soil and nroundwater contamination at the site. 

Contaminant migration from inactive waste disposal area. 

Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) TtNUS, Lower Subase RI (1999c) 

$OJ: 
TCL organics (volatiles) 
TPH 
TAL inorganics, boron and cyanide 
TCLP-metals 
Fluorescence oil identification 

Groundwater: 
TCL organics (volatiles) 
TAL inorganics, born and cyanide 
TPH 
Fluorescence oil identification 

3: 
TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals 
SPLP lead 
TPH 

Lead 
TCLP-metals 

Groundwater: 
TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles) 
TAL inorganics, boron and hardness 

Groundwater: 
TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals 
TPH 
Natural Attenuation Parameters 

Little VOC contamination was evident in the soils, PAH and TPH contamination was detected in shallow soils, but was 
more widespread in deep soils. Two areas of lead contamination were identified in shallow soils and lead was detected 
in TCLP leachates from shallow soils. Lead concentrations in deep soils were significantly less than in shallow soils. 
Lead was detected at a maximum concentration of 10,600 mg/kg. Detected TPH concentrations at this site reached 
11,800 mgn(g. 

Groundwater: 
Minor concentrations of VOCs and SVOCs were detected in groundwater samples. Three small areas of lead 
contamination were detected in the groundwater. Other inorganics detected in the groundwater at significant 
concentrations included antimony, arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, copper, mercury, nickel, thallium, and zinc. 

The Lower Subase RI Report recommended that the soil and groundwater operable units proceed to a feasibility study. 
Passive or in-situ remedial alternatives as well as “hot spot” removal actions and institutional controls should be 
considered for the soil. A tiered groundwater monitoring program and cleaning and repair of the storm sewer system 
should also be evaluated in the feasibility study. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 14 - OVER BANK DISPOSAL AREA - NORTHEAST 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

Objective 

Source of Contamination 

Analytical Parameters 

Determine the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 

Contaminant migration from inactive waste disposal area. 

Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) 
soil: soil: 
TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, 
pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics, cyanide and boron TAL inorganics, boron and hardness 
TCLP-metals TCLP metals 

Nature and Extent of Contamination 

Groundwater: 
TCL organics (volatiles and semivolatiles) 
TAL inorganics, boron and hardness 

soils: 
Concentrations of VOCs ranged no higher than 18 pglkg. Arsenic and lead were detected at maximum 
concentrations of 16.3 mglkg and 403 mg/kg, respectively, in the surface soil. 

Groundwater: 

Recommended Remedial Alternative 

Carbon disulfide and bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate were detected at 1 l.tg/L each in the groundwater. 
Arsenic was detected at 2.1 pg/L in one groundwater sample. Manganese, iron, aluminum, and zinc were 
detected in the groundwater at maximum concentrations of 779 pg/L, 4,430 pg/L, 171 pg/L, and 9.1 pg/L, 
respectively. 

Based on detections of lead and arsenic in the surface soil at 14893, the Phase II RI recommended 
further characterization. A removal action is recommended for the soil at this site in the draft EDSR for the 
Basewide Groundwater OU RI (TtNUS, 1998). The removal action should be done in conjunction with the 
remedial actions at the Area A Downstream Watercourses/OBDA Pond, Site 3. Confirmation sampling 
should be done following the removal action. The groundwater OU should be further characterized during 
the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 
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3bjective 
Source of Contamination 

Analytical Parameters 

Determine the nature and extent of soil, sediment, and groundwater contamination at the site. 

Acid leaks from the battery acid storage tank and battery housing storage pad located at the site. 

Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) 
soil:- Soil, Sediment and Groundwater 
TCL organics (volatiles, TCL Organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, pesticides/PCBs) 
semivolatiles, pesticides/PCBs) TAL lnorganics 
TAL lnorganics Other engineering characteristics (sediment, groundwater) 
TCLP - metals 

Uature and Extent of 
Zontamination 

Atlantic, FFS (1994) OHM, Final Report for Soil Remediation at SASDA (1995b) 
@iJ soil: 
TCL organ& (volatiles, Total Lead 
semivolatiles, pesticides/PCBs) TCLP Lead 
TAL lnorganics 
Other TCLP (volatiles, CTDEP 
semivolatiles, pesticides, soil: 
herbicides, and metals) SPLP Lead 
Engineering Characteristics 

soil: 
Volatile organic compounds were detected at trace levels. Semivolatile organic compounds, including benzoic 
acid, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, carbazole, dibenzofuran and several PAHs, were detected in surface soil at a 
maximum concentration of 3,705 pg/kg. Pesticides, particularly DDT, DDD, and DDE, were detected at a 
maximum concentration of 190 pg/kg, 55 pg/kg, and 130 pglkg, respectively, in the surface soil. Lead was 
detected in the surface soil samples at a maximum concentration of 432 pglkg with a corresponding TCLP 
concentration of 1.4 mg/L. It has been estimated that approximately 200 cubic yards of lead-contaminated soil 
surround the tank. Other metals detected in the soil includes barium, cadmium, and chromium. 

Sediment: 
Three phthalate esters were detected at concentrations ranging from 37 pg/kg to 990 pg/kg. Benzoic acid 
(260 pg/kg), carbazole (22 pglkg), and several PAHs ranging from 25 pg/kg to 250 pglkg were detected in the 
sediment. Three pesticides (4,4’-DDT [6 pg/kg], endosulfan sulfate [ 10 pglkg] and heptachlor [2.5 pg/kg]) as 
well as several metals were detected. Lead was found at a wncentration’of 18.1 mglkg. 
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Nature and Extent of 
Contamination (Continued) 

Recommended Remedial 
Alternative 

Groundwater: 
Carbon disulfide was the only volatile detected at 3 pg/L. Semivolatiles detected in groundwater samples 
included bis(2ethylhexyl)phthalate, naphthalene, phenanthrene, 1,4dichlorobenzene, and di-n-butyl 
phthalate. One pesticide, heptachlor, was detected at 0.54 pg/L. Several metals were detected in the 
groundwater. 

A Removal Action was completed by OHM. All contaminated pavement, tank contents, and tank materials 
have been excavated, characterized, and properly disposed of. All soil around and beneath the spend acid 
tank to a depth of 4 feet below ground surface (BGS), or with a total lead concentration of 500 mg/kg or more, 
or a TCLP extract lead concentration of 5.0 mg/L or more, have been excavated and properly disposed of. 
The site has been regraded, repaved, and restored to its original condition. This small, paved site presents 
relatively low risks for contaminant migration or exposure. Normal health and safety procedures should be 
followed during any construction activities at the site. No Further Action is recommended. 

TCLP analysis of soil remaining after excavation showed lead concentrations in excess of Connecticut’s 
Pollutant Mobility Criteria for GB designated areas, but not in excess of federal criteria. The CTDEP 
conducted additional testing of the soil and analyzed the samples by SPLP. The results confirmed that lead 
was not mobile. No Further Action was recommended for the site. A ROD has been signed for this site 
documenting the selected remedy as No Further Action for the soil. The status of the site is RC. The 
groundwater OU will be further characterized during the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 
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TABLE 2-16 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 16 - HOSPITAL INCINERATORS 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

Objective 

Potential Source of Contamination 

Analytical Parameters 

Nature and Extent of Contamination 

Recommended Remedial Alternative 

Determine by investigation if there is a potential for the existence of contamination due to past practices at 
the site that may pose a threat, or potential threat, to public health, welfare, or the environment. 

Former skid-mounted incinerator 

No sample results available 

No sample results available 
Further investigation of this site is recommended. The site will be investigated during the Basewide 
Groundwater OU RI. 
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Objective Determine the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 
Source of Contamination Leaks of battery acid and other hazardous materials stored at the site through the concrete floor slabs. 

Analytical Parameters Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) HNUS, Action Memorandum (1995a) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) 
Post-Removal Action Report 

gl: $OJl: soil: 
TCL volatiles TCL volatiles TCLP metals 
TAL metals TAURCRA metals Lead 
TCLP metals TCLP metals TPH 
TPH Lead 
Fluorescence PH 

Groundwater: Groundwater: Groundwater: 
TCL volatiles TCL (volatiles, semivolatiles, pesticides/PCBs) TCL volatiles and semivolatiles 
TAL metals TAL metals TAL metals 
TPH RCRA metals TPH 
Fluorescence Hardness 

Nature and Extent of 
Contamination 

TtNUS, Lower Subase RI (1999c) 
a: Groundwater: 
TCL semivolatiles TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals TAL metals 
SPLP lead TPH 
TPH Natural Attenuation Parameters 

$OJ: 
Although a majority of soil under and adjacent to Building 31 has been remediated, some soils in the vicinity of Building 31 
still have elevated levels of lead. The maximum concentrations of lead detected in remaining shallow and deep soil were 
4,390 mg/kg and 6,060 mglkg, respectively. SVOCs, primarily PAHs, and TPH, were also detected at relatively high 
concentrations in both shallow and deep soil. 

Groundwater: 
Lead was detected at a maximum total concentration of 392 pg/L in a sample taken from a temporary well inside of Building 
31. The maximum concentration of lead detected in a permanent well outside of Building 31 was 10.5 us/L. Analytical data 
does not indicate that SVOCs or TPH have migrated to the groundwater. 



TABLE 2-l 7 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 17 - LOWER SUBASE - HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/SOLVENT STORAGE AREA (BUILDING 31) 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

Recommended 
Remedial Alternative 

A time-critical removal action was completed by the National Environmental Services Corporation (NESC) in October 1993. 
All soil above mean low tide elevation with a total lead concentration of 500 mglkg or more has been excavated. Solidified 
soil has a TCL,P extract lead concentration of less than 5.0 mg/L. Solidified soils have acceptable geotechnical strength. 
Those demolition debris slated for offsite nonhazardous landfilling were disposed of at an approved hazardous waste landfill 
by the Navy’s remediation contractor, NESC. Decontamination of debris and disposal in a non-hazardous landfill was not as 
cost effective as direct disposal of the debris in the hazardous landfill. The remaining concrete floor slab within Building 31 
was either not contaminated or was properly decontaminated. 

Further characterization activities at this site took place as part of the Lower Subase RI. The Lower Subase RI 
recommended that the soil and groundwater OUs proceed to a feasibility study. Institutional controls and “hot spot” removal 
actions should be evaluated for the lead contamination in the soil. A tiered groundwater monitoring program should be 
considered for the site’s groundwater. In addition, the storm sewer system in the vicinity of Building 31 should be cleaned 
and repaired.. 

N 
4 



TABLE 2-18 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 18 - SOLVENT STORAGE AREA (BUILDING 33) 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTIiXJT 

Objective Determine if there is a potential for the existence of contamination due to past practices at the site that 
may pose a threat, or potential threat, to public health, welfare, or the environment. 

Analytical Parameters 

Potential Source of Contamination 

1 No sample results available 

1 Solvent drums and gas cylinders 

Nature and Extent of Contamination 
Recommended Remedial Alternative 

1 No sample results available 

Further investigation of this site is recommended. The site will be investigated during the Basewide 
Groundwater OU RI. 



TABLE 2-19 -- 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 19 - LOWER SUBASE - SOLVENT STORAGE AREA (BUILDING 316) 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

Objective Determine by evaluation of newly acquired data if there is a potential for the existence of contamination due to 
past practices at the site that may pose a threat, or potential threat, to public health, welfare, or the 
environment. 

Potential Source of Contamination Cans of solvent 

Analytical Parameters TtNUS, Lower Subase RI (1999c) 
@Ji: Groundwater: 
TCL semivolatiles TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals TAL metals 
SPLP lead TPH 
TPH Natural Attenuation Parameters 

Nature and Extent of Semivolatiles, predominantly PAHs, and inorganics were detected in shallow and deep soil samples. 
Contamination Semivolatile concentrations ranged from 22 uglkg (benzo(b)fluoranthene) to 65 pglkg [indeno(l,2,3- 

cd)pyrene]. The maximum concentration of lead detected near this site was 57.1 mg/kg and the maximum 
aluminum concentration was 3,770 mg/kg. TPH was detected at a concentration of 210 mglkg in a shallow 
soil sample. 

Recommended Remedial 
Alternative 

lnorganics were detected in filtered and unfiltered groundwater samples. Antimony, barium, copper, and zinc 
were detected in filtered samples. Semivolatiles and TPH were not detected in the groundwater samples. 
This site was investigated as part of zone 4 during the Lower Subase RI. It is recommended in the RI that 
Zone 4 proceed to a feasibility study to evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives for the soil and groundwater 
OUs. .“Hot spot” removal actions, passive or in-situ remedial alternatives, and institutional controls are 
recommended for evaluation for the soil in the feasibility study. A tiered groundwater monitoring program and 

cleaning and repair of the Zone 4 storm sewer system are also recommended. 



TABLE 2-20 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 20 - AREA A WEAPONS CENTER 
NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

3bjective Determine the nature and extent of soil, sediment, surface water, and groundwater contamination. 

source of Contamination Possible leaks from containers of cleaning solutions, paints, adhesives, and lubricants stored in metal storage cabinets 
located south of Building 524. Leaks of liquid fuels from the weapons storage bunkers. 

9nalytical Parameters Atlantic, Phase I RI (1992) B&RE, Phase II RI (1997b) 
Soil, aroundwater Soils, Sediments, Surface Water, Groundwater: 
TCL organ&, (volatiles TCL organics (volatiles, semivolatiles, pesticides/PCBs) 
semivolatiles, pesticides/PCBs) TAL inorganics and boron and hardness 
TAL inorganics plus boron Other TCLP inorganics (soils, sediments), dioxin (sediments) 
and cyanide 
TCLP-metals and pesticides (soil) 
Radiological (groundwater) 

qature and Extent of &i& 
Zontamination The most prevalent contaminants detected were phthalate esters and PAHs. PAH contamination was detected in 

surface soils at concentrations as high as 5700 pg/kg (fluoranthene). A few phthalate esters were detected in several 
of the subsurface and surface soil samples, however these compounds were generally detected less frequently and at 
lower concentrations than the PAHs. The maximum concentration of VOC detected was 690 pglkg (acetone in one 
sample). 

Sediments: 
The most prevalent contaminants detected were phthalate esters and PAHs. PAH contamination at concentrations up 
to 6900 p.g/kg (flouranthene and pyrene) was detected. Concentrations of phthalate esters ranged from 26 pg/kg to 
1,100 /.rglkg. 

Surface Water, Groundwater: 
Minimal organic and inorganic contamination. The only organic compounds detected in surface water were di-n- 
octylphthalate and butyl benzylphthalate (both at concentrations of 2 pg/L or less). Concentrations of organics in 
groundwater were all less than 12 pg/L. Manganese was detected at elevated levels (6,500 PgIL) in the groundwater. 

Recommended Remedial A feasibility study is currently being prepared for the soil OU at this site. The groundwater OU will be further 
Alternative characterized during the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 



TABLE 2-21 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 21- LOWER SUBASE - BERTH 16: 
NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

PAGE 1 OF 2 

3bjective 

:ource of 
Zontamination 

halytical Parameters Atlantic, Final Site Inspection Report (1995a) 
@iJ: 
TCL organics (volatiles, 
semivolatiles, 
pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics 
TPH 
Fluorescence 
Dioxin 
Other TCLP-metals 

Nature and Extent of 
Contamination 

Determine the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 

Leaks and operating residues generated by underground storage tanks, underground fuel transfer piping, and a refuse 
Incinerator formerlv operated on the site. . . 

TtNUS, Lower Subase RI (1999c) 

K semrvolatrles 
. . 

TAL metals 
SPLP Lead 
TPH Natural Attenuation Parameters 

Sediments: 
TCL organics (volatiles, 
semivolatiles, 
pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics 
TPH 
Fluorescence 
Other TCLP-metals 

Groundwater: 
TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals 
TPH 

Groundwater: 
TCL organics (volatiles, 
semivolatiles 
pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics 
TPH 
Fluorescence 
Other TCLP-metals 

&il: 
Concentrations of TPH detected across the site, particularly northwest of Building 157. Maximum detected TPH 
concentration was 2,600 mglkg. Several SVOCs, primarily PAHs, were detected in shallow and deep soil. High 
concentrations of inorganic% were detected across the site. Detected concentrations of lead ranged from 1.6 to 189,000 
mglkg. 

Groundwatec 
Low VOC concentrations detected in groundwater samples (0.6 pg/L to 2 pg/L). 
No TPH concentrations detected in grou,ndwater samples. 
High lead concentrations up to a maximum value of 117 pg/L (total). Maximum concentration of lead in filtered samples 

was 97.5 pg/L 



TABLE 2-21 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 21- LOWER SUBASE - BERTH 16 
NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

PAGE 2 OF 2 

Nature and Extent of Sediments: 
Contamination 
(Continued) 

TPH concentrations up to 1300 mg/kg detected in Berth-16 storm sewer sediment. lnorganics also detected in sediment 
samples. 

Recommended 
Remedial Alternative 

Additional investigations were conducted in conjunction with the Lower Subase RI in 1997 to determine the extent of TPH, 
lead, or SVOCs. The Lower Subase RI recommends that this site, which was collectively evaluated with Site 25 as 
Zone 7 in the RI, should proceed to a feasibility study to evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives for the soil and 
groundwater. “Hot spoP’ removal actions for lead, institutional controls, and passive or in-situ remedial alternatives should 
be evaluated for soil in the feasibility study. A tiered groundwater monitoring program and cleaning and repair of storm 
sewer system should also be evaluated in the feasibility study. 



TABLE 2-22 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 22 - LOWER SUBASE - PIER 33 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 
PAGE 1 OF 2 

Objective 1 Determine the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 

;ource of Contamination Leaks from underground fuel storage tanks and associated piping networks currently located at the site. 

Lnalytical Parameters Atlantic, 1995a Final Site Inspection Report 
soil: Sediments: Groundwater: 
TCL organ& (volatiles, TCL organics (volatiles, TCL organ& (volatiles, 
semivolatiles, semivolatiles, semivolatiles 
pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics TAL inorganics TAL inorganics 
TPH TPH TPH 
Fluorescence Fluorescence Fluorescence 
Other TCLP-metals 

Jature and Extent of 
Zontamination 

TtNUS, Lower Subase RI (1999c) 
g&il: Groundwater: 
TCL semivolatiles TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals TAL metals 
SPLP lead TPH 
TPH Natural Attenuation Parameters 

giOJ: 
TPH detected in soils at a maximum concentration of 6,800 ppm. Concentrations of VOCs and SVOCs up to maximum 
concentrations of 1,900 pglkg and 23,000 pglkg, respectively. Contamination originating from tank on southern side of 
Building 175. 

Sediment: 
Maximum detected TPH concentration of 3,300 mg/kg in storm sewers. High concentration of lead up to a maximum 
value of 85,600 mg/kg. 

Groundwater: 
No detected concentrations of TPH. Low concentrations of VOCs. Low concentrations of metals. 



TABLE 2-22 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 22 - LOWER SUBASE - PIER 33 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

Recommended Remedial Additional investigations.were conducted in conjunction with the Lower Subase RI in 1997 to determine the extent of TPH, 
Alternative lead, or SVOCs. The Lower Subase RI recommends that soil and groundwater operable units for this site proceed to a 

feasibility study to evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives. “Hot spot” removal actions for the petroleum 
contamination, institutional controls, and in-situ or passive remedial alternatives should be evaluated for the soil in the 
feasibility study. A combination of monitored natural attenuation and tiered-groundwater monitoring program should be 
evaluated for the groundwater. Cleaning and repair of the storm sewer system should also be considered during the 
feasibility study. 



TABLE 2-23 

3bjective 

3ource of 
Zontamination 

4nalytical 
Darameters 

Nature and Extent of 
Contamination 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 23 - FUEL FARM 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 
PAGE 1 OF 2 

Determine the nature and extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. 

Leaks from the nine former 1 IO-foot-diameter, 1 i-foot-high concrete USTs and the associated underground fuel. transfer 
piping. 

Tank Farm Soil: Tank Farm Groundwater: Fuel Pipeline Soil: 
Tank Area Tank Area TPH 
TPH, BTEX TPH, BTEX 
Methyltert- MTBE, DRO, GRO 
butylether 
(MTBE) 

Sitewide Soil: Sitewide Sitewide Sitewide Stream Sitewide Pipe 
Groundwater: Surface Water: Sediments: Sediments: 

TCL organics TCL organ& TCL organics TCL organics TCL organ& 
(volatiles, (volatiles, (volatiles, (volatiles, (volatiles, 
semivolatiles, semivolatiles, semivolatiles, semivolatiles, semivolatiles, 
pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBS) pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics, TAL inorganics, TAL inorganics, . TAL inorganics, TAL inorganics, 
cyanide and TPH cyanide and TPH cyanide and TPH cyanide and TPH cyanide and TPH 

Sitewide Soil: 
Contaminants detected in the soil included volatiles, semivolatiles, pesticides, inorganics and TPH. Benzo(a)pyrene (1.7 
mg/kg), chromium (26.1 mg/kg), and lead (85.1 mg/kg) were detected at concentrations exceeding their associated 
screening criteria. lnorganics are prevalent throughout the UST farm and are suspected to be attributed to the type of fill 
material used during the construction of the UST farm. 

Sitewide Groundwater: 
Volatiles, semivolatiles, pesticides, inorganics and TPH were detected in the groundwater. Acenaphthene (0.6 pg/L), 
benzo(a)anthracene (0.8 pg/L), phenanthrene (23 pg/L), arsenic (21 .I pg/L), beryllium (5.6 PgIL), copper (52.7 PglL), lead 
(165 pg/L), mercury (5.8 pg/L), nickel (5,990 pg/L), and zinc (165 PglL) were detected at concentrations exceeding their 
associated screening criteria. 

Sitewide Surface Water: 
Contaminants detected in the surface water included inorganics and TPH. None of the contaminants detected were at 
concentrations exceeding their associated screening criteria. 

! r 



TABLE 2-23 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 23 - FUEL FARM 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

Nature and Extent of 
Contamination 
(Continued) 

Recommended 
Remedial Alternative 

Sitewide Sediments: 
Volatiles, semivolatiles, pesticides, inorganics and TPH were detected in the sitewide sediments (i.e., stream and storm 
sewer sediments). Benzo(a)anthracene (3.3 mg/kg), benzo(a)pyrene (3.9 mglkg), benzo(b)fluoranthene (5.1 mg/kg), 
benzo(k)fluoranthene (2.8 mglkg), dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (1.1 mg/kg), cadmium (1.2 mg/kg), chromium (53.3 mg/kg), lead 
(185 mg/kg), and vanadium (41.9 mglkg) were detected at concentrations exceeding their associated screening criteria. 

Sitewide Pipeline Sediments: 
Contaminants detected in the pipeline sediments (i.e., sediments from catch basins near tanks) included volatiles, 
semivolatiles, pesticides, PCBs, inorganics and TPH. Benzo(a)anthracene (3.5 mglkg), benzo(a)pyrene (3.8 mg/kg), 
benzo(b)fluoranthene (4.3 mg/kg), benzo(k)fluoranthene (3.1 mglkg), dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (1 .l mg/kg), aroclor-1260 
(5.2 msn<g), dieldnn (0.039 mg/kg), cadmium (2.2 mg/kg), chromium (27.7 mg/kg), lead (7,340 mg/kg), thallium (1.6 mg/kg), 
and vanadium (40.5 mg/kg) were detected at concentrations exceeding their associated screening criteria. 

Fuel Pipeline: 
Eight of eighty samples had TPH concentrations that were in excess of screening criteria. 

Tank Area Soil: 
TPH concentrations detected around OT-4 (9,860 mglkg) exceeded the TPH screening criteria. 

I 

Tank Area Groundwater: 
TPH concentrations detected at OT-1 (17,300 pg/L), OT-2 (5,400 pg/L), OT-3 (17,800 pg/L), OT-4 (120,000 Pg/L), OT-8 
(4,920,OOO pg/L) and OT-9 (900 pg/L) exceeded the TPH screening criteria. The benzene (828 pg/L) concentration 
detected at OT-2 exceeded the screening criteria. Concentrations of phenanthrene (180 pg/L) and several inorganics were 
detected at OT-4 at levels exceeding their respective screening criteria. Free product was observed near OT-8 in well MW- 
7 at a thickness of 1.66 feet. 

Tanks OT-1 through OT-9 have been closed in place. No Further Action is recommended for the soil OUs at OT-l,OT4, 
OT-5,OT-6,OT-7,OT-9, and the Loading Area. Free product removal and soil excavation have been completed at OT-8. 
Design of a replacement storm sewer system has begun and it is anticipated that the design will be completed in 1999. 
Two date gap investigations (i.e., hydrogeologic investigation and data gap investigation between OT-2 and OT-3) will be 
completed to facilitate the design of the replacement storm sewer system. It is likely that hot spot excavation will be 
completed during installation of the new storm sewer. Excavation at GS-7 and GS-8 along the Upper Base fuel pipeline 
was recommended. The Lower Subase fuel pipelines were evaluated in the Lower Subase RI and will be addressed in the 
upcoming FS. The groundwater associated with this site will be further characterized during the Basewide Groundwater OU 
RI. 



TABLE 2-24 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS. 
SITE 24 - LOWER SUBASE - CENTRAL PAINT ACCUMULATION AREA (BUILDING 174) 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

Objective 

Potential Source of 
Contamination 

Anatytical Parameters 

Nature and Extent of 
Contamination 

Determine by investigation if there is a potential for the existence of contamination due to past practices at the 
site that may pose a threat, or potential threat, to public health, welfare or the environment. 

Accumulated Paint 

TtNUS, Lower Subase RI (1999c) 
$SOiJ: Groundwater: 
TCL volatiles and semivolatiles TCL volatiles and semivolatiles 
TAL metals TAL metals 
SPLP metals TPH 
TPH Natural Attenuation Parameters 

TPH and SVOCs, primarily PAHs, were the primary contaminants detected in this area. The maximum 
concentration of TPH (4,000 mg/kg) was detected in a shallow soil sample. The maximum detected 
concentration of a SVOC was 1,000 yg/kg (pyrene). Several inorganics were also identified as contaminants of 
concern. 

Recommended Remedial 
Alternative 

lnorganics (antimony, barium, thallium) were detected in groundwater at significant levels. Four SVOCs were 
detected at low concentrations in the groundwater. 

This site was investigated during the Lower Subase RI. The RI recommended that this site proceed to a 
feasibility study to evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives for the soil and groundwater. Passive or in-situ 
remedial alternatives and institutional controls should be evaluated for the soil. A tiered groundwater monitoring 
program and cleaning and repair of the storm sewer system should also be evaluated during the feasibility 
study. 



TABLE 2-25 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 25 - LOWER SUBASE - CLASSIFIED MATERIALS INCINERATOR 

NSB-NLON, GROTON. CONNECTICUT 
PAGE 16F 2 

Objective 

Source of Contamination 

dnalytical Parameters 

Determine by investigation if there is a potential for the existence of contamination due to past practices at the 
site that may pose a threat, or potential threat, to public health, welfare, or the environment. 

Former Incinerator 

Atlantic, Final Site Inspection Report (1995a) 
soil: Sediments: Groundwater: 
TCL organics (volatiles, TCL organics (volatiles, TCL organ& (volatiles, 
semivolatiles, semivolatiles, semivolatiles 
pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) pesticides/PCBs) 
TAL inorganics TAL inorganics TAL inorganics 
TPH TPH TPH 
Fluorescence Fluorescence Fluorescence 
Dioxin Other TCLP-metals Other TCLP-metals 
Other TCLP-metals 

Nature and Extent of 
Contamination 

TtNUS, Lower Subase RI (1999c) 
$OJl: Groundwater: 
TCL semivolatiles TCL semivolatiles 
TAL metals TAL metals 
SPLP Lead TPH 
TPH Natural Attenuation Parameters 

g: 
Concentrations of TPH detected across the site particularly northwest of Building 157. Maximum detected TPH 
concentration was 2600 mg/kg. Several SVOCs, primarily PAHs, were detected in shallow and deep soil. High 
concentrations of inorganics were detected across the site. Detected concentrations of lead ranged from 1.6 to 
189,000 mg/kg. 

Groundwater: 
Low VOC concentrations detected in groundwater samples (0.6 pg/L to 2 pg/L). No TPH concentrations 
detected in groundwater samples. High lead concentrations up to a maximum value of 117 pg/L (total). 
Maximum concentration of lead in filtered sample was 97.5 pg/L 

Sediments: 
TPH concentrations up to 1300 mg/kg detected in Berth-16 storm sewer sediment. lnorganics also detected in 
sediment samples. 



TABLE 2-25 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
SITE 25 - LOWER SUBASE - CLASSIFIED MATERIALS INCINERATOR 

NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

Recommended Remedial 
Alternative 

This site was investigated jointly with Site 21 as Zone 7 during the Lower Subase RI. Additional investigations 
were conducted in conjunction with the Lower Subase RI in 1997 to determine the extent of TPH, lead, or 
SVOCs. The Lower Subase RI recommends that Zone 7 should proceed to a feasibility study to evaluate 
appropriate remedial alternatives for the soil and groundwater. “Hot spot” removal actions for lead, institutional 
controls, and passive or in-situ remedial alternatives should be evaluated for soil in the feasibility study. A 
tiered groundwater monitoring program and cleaning and repair of storm sewer system should also be 
evaluated in the feasibility study. 



REVISION 2 
MARCH 1999 

f--J 3.0 REGULATORY PROCESS ACTIVITIES 

r Beginning in 1980, investigations of the NSB-NLON hazardous waste sites were conducted under the 

Department of Navy Assessment and Control of Installation Pollutants (NACIP) Program. Since 1986, 

investigations at NSB-NLON have been conducted under the Department of Defense (DOD) IR Program. 

Funding to pay for such investigations is allocated for DOD sites under the Defense Environmental 

Restoration Account (DERA). 

A Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) for NSB-NLON was completed in January 1995 between the U.S. 

EPA, Region I, the State of Connecticut, and the United States Navy. This agreement was entered to: 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

Ensure that the environmental impacts associated with the past and present activities at NSB-NLON 

are thoroughly investigated and that the appropriate remedial action is taken as necessary to protect 

human health and the environment. 

Establish a procedural framework and timetable for developing, implementing, and monitoring 

appropriate response actions at NSB-NLON in accordance with CERCLA as amended by the 1986 

Super-fund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) and the 1984 Hazardous and Solid Waste 

Amendments (HSWA). 
‘, 

Provide for the operation and maintenance of any remedial action selected and implemented 

pursuant to the FFA. 

Provide for the appropriate state involvement in the initiation, development, selection, and 

enforcement of remedial actions to be undertaken at the NSB-NLON. 

Identify removal actions that are appropriate for the NSB-NLON. 

The IR Program parallels CERCLA, otherwise known as Superfund. Under the Superfund program, 

abandoned waste sites that potentially contain hazardous constituents undergo several phases of 

environmental investigation, which would ultimately determine the need for a remedy, and if necessary, 

the selection and implementation of the remedy for the site. The phases of investigation under CERCLA 

include the Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (PAISI), Remedial Investigation (RI), Feasibility Study 

(FS), Record of Decision (ROD), and Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA). The process required 

by the FFA that also follows the IR Program is analogous to CERCLA with one exception: the PA/S1 is 

replaced by the Site Screening Process (SSP). Superfund also has provisions for Interim Measures (IM) 

that can be implemented if a site poses an immediate threat to the environment. 

039602/P 3-l CT0 0257 
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3.1 CERCLA PROCESS ACTIVITIES 

3.1 .I Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation and Site Screening Process 

The initial study conducted under CERCLA at a site in response to a real or suspected hazardous 

substance release is the Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation (PA&I). The PA/S1 is usually . 

conducted by U.S. EPA or an authorized state agency. The PA/S1 relies heavily on existing information 

and is limited in scope. If the PNSI identifies sites or study areas as potentially posing a threat to human 

health or the environment, a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study is conducted. , 

The Site Screening Process (SSP) is the FFA’s alternative to the PA/S1 process. The SSP is the 

mechanism for evaluating whether identified Site Screening Areas (SSAs) should proceed with an RI/FS. 

SSAs refer to areas not previously identified that may pose a threat, or potential threat, to public health, 

welfare or the environment. 

The SSP considers current CERCLA guidance to determine whether there have been releases of 

hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants, to the environment from the SSAs. The SSP Report 

provides the basis for whether an RI/FS be performed or removed from further study. Those SSAs which 

require an RVFS become Areas of Concern (AOCs). AOCs are areas at the site where hazardous 

substances, pollutants, or contaminants are or may have been placed or eventually will be located. 

3.1.2 Remedial InvesticrationlFeasibilitv Study 

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RVFS) is the next phase of the CERCLA remedial process 

and is required for all AOCs. The RI is intended to determine the nature and extent of contamination, 

potential migration pathways, toxicity and persistence of contaminants, and potential (risk) for adverse 

impacts to human health or the environment. The FS is intended to develop remedial objectives, identify 

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), develop and screen remedial 

alternatives, analyze remedial alternatives, and recommend the alternative(s) that best meets the 

CERCLA criteria (protection of human health and the environment; compliance with ARARS; reduction of 

toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; short-term effectiveness; long-term effectiveness; 

implementability; cost; state acceptance; and community acceptance). CERCLA does not provide 

specific requirements for concentration limits or groundwater monitoring. 

After completion of the RI/FS, a Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) is completed prior to the 

beginning of the formal public comment period. Subsequently, a Record of Decision (ROD) that identifies 

the preferred remedial alternative(s) is issued by the U.S. EPA. 
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3.1.3 Removal Action 

A removal action may be completed prior to or during the RVFS to reduce the threat to human health or 

the environment by removing released hazardous substances or reducing potential exposure pathways. 

Time-critical removal actions are taken when there is an imminent threat to human health or the 

environment. Non-time-critical removal actions may be delayed 6 months or more, based on the reduced 

threat to human health of the environment. 

To enable the selection of the best remedial alternative for non-time-critical removal actions, an 

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) is prepared. Unlike the FS, the EE/CA focuses only on 

the material to be removed and does not use the full CERCLA criteria. An Action Memorandum is 

completed prior to a formal public comment period. 

Subsequent to a removal action, the FS may conclude that no further action is required to reduce the 

threat to human health and the environment. In this case, a no-action RCD would be issued and the 

CERCLA remedial process would be concluded. 

3.1.4 Interim Remedial Actions 

An interim remedial action may be completed prior to or during the RVFS to reduce the threat to human 

health or the environment by removing released hazardous substances or reducing potential exposure 

pathways. To facilitate selection of the best remedial alternative for an interim remedial action, a Focused 

FS is prepared. An interim ROD is issued, and interim remedial design and remedial action activities are 

initiated. After implementation of the interim remedial action, the FS may conclude that no further action 

is required to reduce the threat to human health and the environment. In this case, a no-action ROD 

would be issued and the CERCLA remedial process would be concluded. 

3.1.5 Remedial Design/Remedial Action 

The ROD establishes the scope and schedule for the development of the Remedial Design (RD) and 

Remedial Action (RA). The RD often proceeds in a stepped process (30, 60, and 100 percent complete) 

and addresses detailed design issues not addressed during the FS. The RA involves implementation of 

the RD. 
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4.0 SITE RANKING 

This section provides a summary of the relative risk ranking procedure. A detailed description of this 

procedure can be found in the Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer, Revised Edition (DOD, Summer 

1996). A summary of relative ranking results for each site at NSB-NLON are also provided in this section. 

Results of the risk ranking procedure are intended to assist in prioritizing site cleanups. 

4.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATIONS 

Relative risk site evaluations are required for all sites at active military installations, BRAC installations, 

and formerly used defense properties that have future funding requirements that are not classified as (1) 

RIP, (2) RC, (3) lacking sufficient information, or (4) abandoned ordnance. Relative risk site evaluations 

were performed for eighteen of the twenty-five sites at NSB-NLON. Because of recent remedial/removal 

actions that were completed at NSB-NLON under the IR Program, seven sites now fall into the categories 

of RIP or RC. Site 2 - Area A Landfill, Site 3 - Over Bank Disposal Area (OBDA) Debris, Site 6 - Defense 

Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO), and Site 4 - Rubble Fill at Bunker A-86 fall into the RIP 

category and Site 1 - CBU Drum Storage Area, Site 9 - Oily Wastewater Tank (OT-5) and Site 15 - 

Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area (SASDA) fail into the RC category. Relative risk site evaluations 

were not performed for these seven sites. A more detailed description of the RIP and RC categories is 

provided below. 

Relative risk site evaluations are not required for sites classified as having all RIP even though they may 

be in remedial action operation (RAO) or long-term monitoring (LTM). A RIP determination requires that 

remedial action construction is complete for a site. 

Relative risk site evaluations are not required for sites classified as RC. Sites classified as RC are those 

where a Department of Defense (DOD) Component deems that no further action (NFA) is required with 

the possible exception of LTM. A RC determination requires that one of the following apply: (1) there is 

no evidence that contaminants were released at the site, (2) no contaminants were detected at the site 

other than at background concentrations, (3) contaminants attributable to the site are below action levels 

used for risk screening, (4) the results of a baseline risk assessment demonstrate that cumulative risks 

posed by the site are below established thresholds, or (5) removal and/or remedial action operations 

(RAOs) at a site have been implemented, completed, and are the final action for the site. Based upon 

one of these designations, only LTM remains for the site. 
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4.2 RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK f--y 

The DOD has developed a Relative Risk Site Evaluation framework as a means of categorizing sites in 

the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) into High, Medium, and Low relative risk 

groups. The ranking of sites is not a substitute for a baseline human health risk assessment nor is it a 

means of placing sites into a no further action category. The categorization of sites into relative risk 

groups is based on an evaluation of contaminants, pathways, and human and ecological receptors for 

groundwater, surface water and sediment, and surface soils. The air media is not considered. Each of 

these environmental media is evaluated using three factors: 

1. The Contaminant Hazard Factor. 

2. The Migration Pathway Factor. 

3. The Receptor Factor. 

The Contaminant Hazard Factor (CHF) is a combined measure of contaminant concentrations in a given 

environmental medium. CHF ratings are either “significant, ” “moderate,” or “minimal” for each media. A 

CHF rating is determined based on the ratio of the maximum concentration of a contaminant in each 

media (groundwater, surface water and sediment, surface soil) to a risk-based concentration standard for 

that contaminant (Media Protection Standard or Preliminary Remediation Goal). For media containing 

more than one contaminant, the ratios are added. 

The Migration Pathway Factor (MPF) is a measure of the movement or potential movement of 

contamination away from the original source. MPF ratings are either “evident,” “potential,” or “confined” 

for each media. A rating of “evident” means that analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 

contamination in the media is present at, is moving towards, or has moved to a point of exposure. A 

rating of “potential” indicates that contamination has moved only slightly beyond the source, could move 

but is not moving appreciably; or information is not sufficient to make a determination of “evident” or 

“confined.” A rating of “confined” indicates low possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 

from the source to a point of exposure. 

The Receptor Factor (RF) is an indication of the potential for human or ecological contact with site 

contaminants. RF ratings are either “identified, ” “potential,” or “limited” for each media. A rating of 

“identified” indicates that receptors have been identified that have access to contaminated media. A 

rating of “potential” indicates potential for receptors to have access to contaminated media. A rating of 

“limited” indicates that there is little or no potential for receptors to have access to contaminated media. 

The risk-based concentration standards used in the risk ranking procedure for each media are included in 

Appendix B of the Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer (DOD, Summer 1996). The standards that are 

f----Y 
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applicable to each media are discussed on page 6 of the Primer. Assumptions for ratings are discussed 

on pages 24 through 30 of the Primer. 

Sites lacking reliable concentration data will be designated as “not evaluated.” Actions on these sites 

may be deferred, or the sites may be programmed for additional data collection. In addition, removal 

action or another appropriate response action may be appropriate. 

Upon determination of the CHF, MPF, and RF, a decision matrix is used to determine the category of 

relative risk for each media. Relative risk categories are High, Medium, and Low. The highest rating 

resulting from the evaluation of the three media becomes the relative risk category of the site. A site’s 

rating may change based on new or additional information or as a result of remediation activities. 

The results of the Relative Risk Site Evaluation are used, in conjunction with other risk management 

concerns, to assist in the sequencing of remedial work. Appendix A contains the Executive Summary for 

the Relative Risk Site Evaluation Concept. 

4.3 SUMMARY OF SITE RISK RANKING FOR NSB-NLON 

A summary of relative risk ranking results for the applicable NSB-NLON sites is shown on Table 4-1. 

Complete relative risk ranking worksheets are included in Appendix B. 

039602/P 4-3 CT0 0257 



REVISION 2 
MARCH 1999 

6-l 

TABLE 4-1 

RELATIVE RISK RANKING RESULTS 
NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

I Site I Name . ’ I Rank 

1 Construction Battalion Unit (CBU) Drum Storage Area . -“’ ‘“i’-’ ” 
.,.,“I_ __,‘./‘ _,I 

NA”’ 

2 Area A Landfill and NAt2’ 
Area A Wetland Highc3’ 

3 Area A Downstream Water CoursesIOBDA Pond High 
Over Bank Disposal Area (OBDA) Debris NA12’ 

4 Rubble Fill Area at Bunker A-86 
3. , /_j, / ” , 

N A@’ f 
6 Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMC)“““^“ 

. . .,..a_ * ” .Y II ..I. _, .*.-.. _“-, 
NAt2’ 

7 Torpedo Shops Medium 

8 Goss Cove Landfill High 

9 Oily Wastewater Tank (OT-5) N&, 

10 Lower Subase-Fuel Storage Tanks and Tank 54-H High 

11 Lower Subase-Power Plant Oil Tanks High 

1 13 1 Lower Subase-Building 79 Waste Oil Pit 
14 Over Bank Disposal Area Northeast (OBDANE) Medium 

15 Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area (SASDA) NA”’ 

16 
17 

Hospital Incinerators Low 
. ^ .I. I-. I .I ; ,... - _,, . r”._ 

Lower Subase-Hazardous Materials/Solvent Storage Area (BurldIng 31) 
_, 

Medium 

I 18 I Solvent Storage Area (Building 33) I Medium I 

19 1 Lower Subase-Solvent Storage Area (Building 316) Low 

1 20 1 Area A Weaoons Center I Hiah 1 

21 Lower Subase-Berth 16 High 

22 Lower Subase-Pier 33 High 

23 Fuel Farm High 

24 Lower Subase-Central Paint Accumulation Area (Building 174) Low 

25 Lower Subase-Classified Materials Incinerator Medium 

1 NA = Response Complete 
2 NA = Remedies In Place 
3 Only one risk ranking evaluation spreadsheet was developed for Site 2. The data used for the 

risk ranking includes soil and groundwater data for the Area A Landfill as well as surface water 
and sediment data from the Area A Wetland. 
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5.0 SCHEDULE 

A summary schedule, a schedule of milestones, and detailed site-specific schedules for the Site 

Management Plan (i.e., Sites 2, 3-8, 14, 16, 18, and 20, and Lower Subase Sites 10, 11, 13, 17, 19, 21, 

22, 24, and 25) are attached as Appendix C. A schedule is also included for the Basewide Groundwater 

Operable Unit (OU) Remedial Investigation (RI). The schedule for the Phase II RI was removed because 

this task is complete. In addition, the schedules for Sites 1, 9, and 15 were removed because remedial 

actions are complete for these sites. As discussed in Section 1.0, the schedule for the groundwater OU 

at the Fuel Farm (Site 23) will follow the schedule for the Basewide Groundwater OU RI. 

5.1 SCHEDULE DEVELOPMENT 

The schedules were developed using the current status of activity for each site at NSB-NLON, anticipated 

activities, and projected funding availability. Line item durations were typically developed using the FFA. 

The FFA provides durations for specific process activities. 

In some cases, due to requests from regulators, accelerated durations were used for scheduling. The 

m 

“deliverables” required during the remedial process are separated into two categories: primary and 

secondary. A description of each of these “deliverables” is provided below. 
‘. 

5.1.1 Primary Documents 

According to the FFA, Primary Documents are developed by the Navy and initially submitted as a draft. 

The draft Primary Documents are subject to review by the U.S. EPA, CTDEP, and the RAB. 

Following the Navy response to, and resolution of, U.S. EPA, CTDEP, and RAB comments on draft 

Primary Documents, a draft final version Primary Document is prepared. Following a regulator 

concurrence period, the final Primary Document is prepared and issued. Primary Documents include: 

l Proposed Plan 

. Scope of Work for RD/RA 

l Remedial Design (RD) Work Plan 

AT”: 
l Sixty percent (60 percent) Remedial Design (including Quality Assurance/Quality Control [QA/QC] 

and Contingency Plan) 
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. Final Remedial Design (including Remedial Action Work Plan and Final Construction QAIQC Project 

Plan) 

l Project Closeout Report 

l Final Plan of Action for Installation Restoration (IR) - August 1989 

l Scope of Work for RI/FS 

l Supplemental Initial Assessment Study 

l Preliminary Assessment 

l Study Area Screening Evaluation Report 

l RI/FS Work Plan (and any RVFS Work Plan addenda for subsequent phases) 

l RI/FS Report (including Treatability and Pilot Study(s), Initial Screening of Alternatives, Detailed 

Analysis of Alternatives, and Risk Assessment Addendum, if warranted by the scope of the Remedial 

Investigation) 

5.1.2 Secondarv Documents 

Secondary Documents include those documents that are discrete portions of the Primary Documents and 

are typically input or feeder documents. Secondary Documents are issued by the Navy in draft and are 

subject to review and comment by U.S. EPA and the CTDEP. Although the Navy will respond to 

comments received, the draft Secondary Documents may be finalized in the context of the corresponding 

draft final Primary Documents. Secondary Documents include: 

l Study Area Screening Evaluation Work Plan 

l Initial Screening of Alternatives 

l Detailed Analysis of Alternatives 

l Treatability and Pilot Study Work Plan (if warranted by the scope of the RIIFS) 

l Treatability and/or Pilot Study(ies) (if warranted by the scope of the RIIFS) 

l Sampling and Data Results n 
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5.1.3 Durations 

The FFA defines review, response, and revision time frames for Primary and Secondary documents: 

l EPA/State review of draft Secondary and Primary Documents - 60 days 

l Navy review and response to EPA/State comments of draft Primary and Secondary Documents - 45 

days 

l Meeting(s) held to informally dispute any unresolved issues regarding draft Primary Documents or 

discuss any unresolved issues regarding draft Secondary Documents; Navy submittal of draft final 

Primary and Secondary Documents - 45 days 

l EPA/State submit Letter of Concurrence with draft final Primary Document or invoke Formal Dispute 

Resolution in accordance with Section XIII (Dispute Resolution) - 30 days 

l Navy issuance of final Primary Document after Navy submittal of draft final Primary Document 

pursuant to Section 7.6 (e) (3) - 60 days 

l Navy issuance of qnal Primary Document which conforms to the results of Dispute Resolution - 45 

days 

The FFA provides a provision to extend a timetable, deadline, or schedule for good cause. 

The Site Management Plan is reviewed and revised as necessary each year. The review cycle is as 

follows: 

l Discussion (90 days) of budget with USEPAICTDEP, Natural Resources Trustees and community 

members; amended SMP submitted by April 30th of the following year. 

l 30-day review/comment period 

l 30-day respond to comment period 
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6.0 NSB-NLON CLEANUP TEAM 

The names, addresses, and responsibilities of the cleanup team are as follows: 

Project Managers: Restoration Advisory Board Community 
Members: 

Mr. Mark Evans 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Northern Division 
10 Industrial Highway 
Mail Stop ##82 (Code 1823/ME) 
Lester, PA 19113-2090 

Mr. Richard Conant 
Naval Submarine Base - New London 
Environmental Department 
Building 166 
Groton, CT 063495039 

Ms. Kymberlee Keckler 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S.‘EPA Region I 
1 Congress Street 
Suite 1100 (HBT) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

Mrs. Deborah Motycka Downie 
5 Back Acres Way 
Stonington, CT 06378 

Mr. Andrew Parrella 
790 Eastern Point Road 
Groton, CT 06340 

Ms. Susan Orrill 
7 Pinelock Drive 
Gales Ferry, CT 06355 

Mr. Norman Richards 
29 Attawan Avenue 
Niantic, CT 06357 

Mr. Harry Watson 
175 Shennecossett Parkway 
Groton, CT 06320 

Mr. Mark Lewis 
CT Dept. of Environmental Protection 
Water Management Bureau 
Permitting, Enforcement, and 

Remediation Division 
Federal Remediation Program 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-5127 
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At-Large Members: 

Mr. Brian Savageau 
New London Health Department 
120 Broad Street 
New London, CT 06320 

Mr. Felix Prokop III 
Ledgelight Health District 
1 Fort Hill Road 
Groton, CT 06340 

Kenneth Finkelstein, Ph.D. 
NOAA 
Office of Ocean Resource Conserv. & Assess. 
Hazardous Materials Response & Assess. Div. 
c/o EPA Office of Site Remediation and 
Restoration (HIO) 
J.F.K. Federal Bldge. 
Boston, MA 02203 

Mr. Jim Citak 
State of Connecticut 
Department of Agriculture 
P.O. Box 97 
Milford, CT 06460 

Ms. Carole Hossam 
ATSDR 
Mail Stop E-32 
1600 Clifton Road, N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30333 

Ms. Debrah Jones 
Town of Groton 
45 Fort Hill Road 
Groton CT 06340 
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Mr. Ban Pearson 
1292 Route 12 
Groton, CT 06340-2452 

Mr. Arthur Cohen 
Director of Health 
Uncas Health District 
372 West Main Street 
Second Floor 
Norwich, CT 06360-5450 

Mr. Thomas Wagner 
Town of Water-ford 
15 Rope Ferry Road 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. Noah Levine 
46 Summit Avenue 
New London, CT 06320 

Mr. L. J. Chmura 
Groton City Conservation Commission 
236 Eastern Pt. Road 
Groton, CT 06340 

Mr. Larry H. Gibson 
22 Partridge Hollow 
Gales Ferry, CT 06335 

Mr. Steve Cicoria 
62 Jupiter Point Road 
Groton, CT 06340 

Ms. Pamela Kilbey-Fox 
City of New London 
120 Broad Street 
New London, CT 06320 
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Other Navy Members 

Captain H.A. Lincoln 
Commanding Officer 
Submarine Base New London 
Box 00 
Groton, CT 06349-5000 

Mr. Andy Stockpole 
Director of the Environmental Department 
Naval Submarine Base-New London 
Building 166 
Groton, CT 06349-5039 

Ms. Janice Peret 
Public Affairs Officer, Box 44 
Naval Submarine Base-New London 
Groton, CT 06349-5044 

Mr. Robert Jones 
Regional Environmental Coord. 
COMSUBGRP2 
Box 100 
Groton, CT 06349-5100 

Mr. Chuck McGuire 
CINCLANTFLT 
Code N465 
Norfolk, VA 23511 

Ms. Andrea Lunsford 
Environmental Programs 
Navy Environmental Health Center 
2510 Walmer Avenue 
Norfolk, VA 25313-2617 

REVISION 2 
MARCH 1999 

039602/P 6-3 CT0 0257 



REVISION 2 
MARCH 1999 

m; 7.0 ABRIDGED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Table 7-l presents a chronological listing of select site-specific documents for use as a guide to these 

documents. 

/ 
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ABRIDGED BIBLIOGRAPHY 
NSB-NLON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

PAGE 1 OF 5 

IO. Title 
1 Final Environmental impact Statement NOi. l), Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut, Dredge River 

Channel 
2 An investigation Of the impact of Dredging Operations on Suspended Material Transport in the Lower Thames River Estuary 

Physical, Chemical and Biological Effects of Dredging in the Thames River (CT) and Spoil Disposal at the New London (CT) 
3 Oil Contamination of the Ground Water at SUBASE 

4 Initial Assessment Study: Naval Submarine Base, New London Connecticut, prepared for Naval Assessment and Control of 
Installation Pollutants Department 

Author Date Abbreviation 
Department of the Navy 1973 Environmental Impact Statement 

W.F. Bohien and J.M. Tramontano 1977 Dredging Operations impact Investigation 

NESO I-026 Feb-79 Oil Contamination Report 

Environdyne Engineers, inc. 1982 1982 IAS 

5 Final initial Assessment Study of Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Naval Energy and Environmental Mar-83 1983 IAS 

6 Final Assessment Study of Naval 
su 

Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 
pport Activity, Port Hueneme, 

Naval Energy andEnvironmental Mar-83 1983 FAS 

7 Site investigation - Subsurface Oil Contamination - Lower Subase: Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 
Support Activity, Port Hueneme, 
Wehran Engineering Corporation, 1987 1987 SI 

8 Data Report - Conforming Storage Facility, Groton, Connecticut, prepared for Donahue and Associates, Inc. 
Methuen, Massachusetts 
Goldberg-Zoino 8 Associates, 1988 Data Report 
inc., Vernon, Connecticut 

9 Master Plan for Naval Submarine Base New London Naval Facilities Engineering 1988 Master Plan 
Command 

10 Draft Verification Step IA Study - Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 

I1 Verification Study, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 

Wehran Engineering Corporation, 1988 1988 Verification Study 
Methuen, Massachusetts 
Wehran Engineering Corporation, 1988 1988 Verification Study 
Methuen, Massachusetts 

I2 Plan of Action, installation Restoration Study, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Atlantic Environmental Services, 1989 Plan of Action 
Inc., Coichester, Connecticut 

I3 Wetland Delineation Report for P-418, Bachelor Enlisted Quarters - Parking Lot Northern Division Naval Facilities 1989 Wetland Delineation Report 
Engineering Command 

I4 Hydrogeologic investigation Underground Storage Tanks OT4,OT-7,OT-8,OT-9, and 54H, Naval Submarine Base - New Fuss & O’Neiil, Inc., Manchester, 
London, Groton. Connecticut 

Sep-89 Hydrogeologic investigation - Storage Tanks 
Connectkxt 

I5 UST Removal, Waste Oil Tank 5 Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Goldberg-Zoino &Associates, 
Inc., Vernon, Connecticut 

1991 OT 5 - UST Removal 

I6 Environmental Testing Waste Oil Tank 5, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Goldberg-Zoino 8 Associates, 
inc., Vernon, Connecticut 

1992 OT 5 - Environmental Testing 

17 Thames River Water Quality Study, Phase I - Model Selection, prepared for the Connecticut Department of Environmental LMS Engineers, Pearl River, New 1992 Thames River Water Quality Study 
Protection, Thames River Advisory Committee, and Southeastern Connecticut Regional Planning Agency, Pearl River, New York York 

18 Site Analysis of Naval Submarine Base New London, Groton, Connecticut United States Environmental Mar-92 Site Analysis 
Protection Agency 

19 Phase I Remedial investigation Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Atlantic Environmental Services, Aug-92 Phase I RI 
Inc.. Colchester, Connecticut 

!O Plan of Action - installation Restoration Study - Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Atlantic Environmental Services, 1993 Plan of Action 
Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 

II Supplemental to the Final Plan of Action Pier 33 and Berth 16/Farmer incinerator: Installation Restoration Naval Submarine Base Atlantic Environmental Services, 
New London, Groton, Connecticut inc., Coichester, Connecticut 

!2 Project Design Report: Remediation of Contaminated Soil/Ground Water, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, HRP Associates, Inc. 
Connecticut 

1993 Plan of Action, Pier 33IBerth 16 

1993 Project Design Report 
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No. Title 
23 Abbreviated Field Sampling Plan for Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 

Author 
Halliburton NUS Corporation, 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 

Date Abbreviation 
Feb-93 Abbreviated FSP 

24 Work Plan, Field Sampling Plan, QA/QC Plan, Health and Safety Plan, Phase II Remedial Investigation Atlantic Environmental Services, May-93 WP, FS, QAIQC, H&S Plan 
Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 

25 Action Memorandum for Building 31. Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Halliburton NUS Corporation, 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 

May-93 Building 31 -Action Memorandum 

26 Remedial Design for the Building 31, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Halliburton NUS Corporation, 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 

May-93 Building 31 - Remedial Design 

27 Briefing Document, Proposed Interim Remedial Actions. Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Atlantic Environmental Services, May-93 Proposed IRA 
Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 

28 Otto Fuel Storage Evaluation, Building 450, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Goldberg-Zoino &Associates, 
Inc., Vernon, Connecticut 

1994 Otto Fuel Storage Evaluation 

29 Environmental Assessment for Pier 17 Replacement, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut McGuire Group Inc. 1994 Pier17EA 

30 Draft Focused Feasibility Study, Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area, Installation Restoration Program, Naval Submarine Atlantic Environmental Services, Mar-94 FFS - SASDA 
Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 

31 Draft Focused Feasibility Study, Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office, Installation Restoration Program, Naval Submarine Atlantic Environmental Setvices, Mar-94 FFS - DRMO 9 
Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 

32 Draft Focused Feasibility Study, Area A Downstream/OBDA. Installation Restoration Program, Naval Submarine Base - New Atlantic Environmental Services, Apr-94 FFS -Area A DownstreamIOBDA 
London, Groton, Connecticut Inc., Colchester, Connecticut .; 

33 Site Characterization Report for Waste Oil Tank 5, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton. Connecticut Halliburton NUS Corporation, May-94 OT 5 - Site Characterization 
Wavne, Pennsvlvania 

34 Design Analysis, Basis of Design Calculations, Area A Landfill Cap, prepared for Northern Division Naval Facilities Engineering Atlantic Environmental Services, Jun-94 Landfill A Design Analysis 

Command Inc.. Colchester, Connecticut 
35 Background Soils Data Report - Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Atlantic Environmental Services, Jul-94. Background Soils Data .; 

Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 
36 Offsite Residential Well Water Data Evaluation Report - Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton. Connecticut 

37 Wetland Delineation Area A, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 

38 100% Design Document for OT-5 Removal Action 

Atlantic Environmental Services, Jul-94 Well Water Data Evaluation 
i z 

Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 
>? 

Atlantic Environmental Services, Jul-94 Wetland Delineation - Area A P 

Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 
Halliburton NUS Corporation, Sep-94 100% Design for OT-5 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 

39 Post Removal Action Report for Waste Oil Tank No. 5, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Halliburton NUS Corporation, 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 

Dee-94 OT-5 Post-Removal Action Report 

40 Federal Facility Agreement Under CERClA 120, In the Matter of The US Department of the Navy, Naval Submarine Base - New US Environmental Protection Jan-95 FFA 
London, Groton, Connecticut Agency 

41 Post Removal Action Report for Building 31 Lead Remediation. Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton. Connecticut Halliburton NUS Corporation, Jan-95 Building 31 - Post Removal Action Report 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 

42 Final Site Inspection Report, Pier 33 and Berth 16/Former Incinerator, Installation Restoration Program, Naval Submarine Base - Atlantic Environmental Services, Feb-95 Site Inspection - Pier 33IBerth 16 

New London, Groton, Connecticut Inc.. Colchester, Connecticut 
43 Action Memorandum for the Defense Reutilization and Marketing OtTice and the Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area Atlantic Environmental Services, Mar-95 DRMO & SASDA Action Memorandum 

Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 
44 Background Concentrations of lnorganics in Soil. Installation Restoration Program Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Atlantic Environmental Services, Apr-95 Background Data Soils 

Connecticut Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 
45 Draft Final Supplement to Initial Assessment Study. Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Naval Energy and Environmental Apr-95 1995 Supplemental IAS 

Support Activity, Port Hueneme, 
California 
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No. Title Author Date Abbreviation 
48 Final FocuSC!~ Feasibility Study, Area A Landfill. Installation Restoration Program, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Atlantic Environmental Services, 

Connecticut 
May-98 FFS _ Area A Landfill 

47 Geotechnical Field Investigation Report for Area A Landfill Remedial Design, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, 
Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 

Connecticut 
Halliburton NUS Corporation, May-95 Geotech Report -Area A Landfill 

48 100% Design Document for Area A Landfill Interim Remedial Action, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 
Hailfburton NUS Corporation, May-95 100% Design -Area A Landfill 

49 Addendum to the Focused Feasibility Study Area A Landfill, Installation Restoration Program, Naval Submarine Base _ New 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 

London, Groton, Connecticut 
Atlantic Environmental Services, May-95 FFS Addendum -Area A Landfill 

50 Removal Site Evaluation for Quay Wall, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 
Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 
Halliburton NUS Corporation, May-95 RSE - Quay Wall 

51 Work Plan for Tank Farm Investigc Brown & Root Environmental, Jun-95 Tank Fan Work Plan 

52 Environmental Evaluation Report for Proposed Interim Remedial Action Area A Landfill, Naval Submarine Base - New London, 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 

Groton, Connecticut 
Halliburton NUS Corporation, Jun-95 Area A Landfill EER 

53 Proposed Plan for the Area A Landfill, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 
Wayne, Pennsylvania 
Atlantic Environmental Services, Jun-95 Area A Landfill PRAP 
Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 

54 Final Environmental Impact Statement for Seawolf Class Submarine Homeporting on East Coast of the United States McGuire Group Inc. Jul-95 EIS - Seawolf 

55 Work Plan Attachment, Area A Landfill Naval Facilities Engineering 
Service Center 

Jul-95 Area A Landfill WP Attachment 

58 Record of Decision for the Area A Landfill, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut Atlantic Environmental Services, Sep-95 Area A Landfill ROD 
Inc., Colchester, Connecticut 

57 Work Plan Addendum for Tank Farm Investigation for Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 

58 Final Report for interim Remedial Action, Site 8, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut 

Halliburton NUS Corporation, 
Wavne, Pennsylvania 
OHM Remediation Services 
Corporation, Hopkinton. 
Massachusetts 

Sep95 Tank Farm-Work Plan Addendum 

Sep-95 DRMO RA Final Report 

59 Final Report for Soil Remediation, Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, 
Connecticut 

OHM Remediation Services 
Corporation, Hopkinton. 
Massachusetts 

Sep-95 SASDA RA Final Report 

80 CBU Drum Storage Area No Further Action Decision Document, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, Connecticut U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (Region 1) Boston, 
Massachusetts 

Apr-98 CBU NFA DD 

81 Final Site Characterization Report for OT-IO. Building 325, and Building 89, Naval Submarine Base - New London, Groton, 
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NOTES: 
1. UNDERGROUND UTILITY LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. 
2. BASE MAP AND UTILITY INFORMATION FROM MAPS OF NSB-NLON 

AND PHASE II RI WORK PLAN. 
3. THE LOCATION OF 4SW/SDl IS APPROXIMATE. 
4. ALL SAMPLE LOCATIONS FOR SITE 4 EXCEPT 4MWlS AND 4SVE\SDl 

WERE EXCAVATED DURING THE REMOVAL ACTION IN 1997. 
5. MONITORING WELLS 4MW2S. 4MW3S, AND 4MW4S WERE REMOVED 

DURING THE REMOVAL ACTION. 
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NOTES: 
1. UNDERGROUND UTILITY LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. 
2. BASE MAP AND UTILITY INFORMATION FROM MAPS 

OF NSB-NLON AND PHASE II RI WORK PLAN. 
3. B325SS IS A CONFIRMATION SOIL(S) SAMPLE COLLECTED 

FROM THE SOUTH(S) END OF THE EXCAVATION. 
4. B325SW IS A CONFIRMATION SOIL(S) SAMPLE COLLECTED 

FROM THE WEST(W) END OF THE EXCAVATION. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The Relative Risk Site Evaluation Concept 
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Introduction 

The Department of Defense (DOD) considers 
environmental restoration as an integral part 
of its daily mission activities. At installations 
around the country, environmental 
restoration activities are underway to address 
contamination resulting from past DOD 
operations. Environmental analysis and 
cleanup activities address a wide variety of 
sites contaminated with fuels, solvents,. 
chemicals, heavy metals, and common 
industrial materials. 

Definition of Relative Risk Site Evaluation 

The relative risk site evaluation framework is 
a methodology used by all DOD Components 
to evaluate the relative risk posed by a site in 
relation to other sites. It is a tool used across 
all of DOD to group sites into high, medium, 
and low categories based on an evaluation of 
site information using three factors: the 
contaminant hazard factor (CHF), the 
migration pathway factor (MPF), and the 
receptor factor (RF). Factors are based on a 
quantitative evaluation of contaminants and a 
qualitative evaluation df pathways and 

Given the large number of sites to be 
addressed and limitations on money and 

human and ecological receptors in the four 
- media most likely to result in significant 

people to work on these sites each year, DOD 
believes that a risk-based approach should be 
applied to work sequencing at active military 
installations, Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) installations, and formerly used 
defense properties using relative risk as a key 

exposurwroundwater, surface water, 
sediment, and surface soils. A representation 
of this evaluation concept is presented in 
Figures 1 and 2. Figure 1 also depicts 
possible opportunities for stakeholder input 
into the technical evaluation. 

factor. The relative risk site evaluation 
framework described in this fact sheet The relative risk site evaluatidn framework is a 
provides a means of helping accomplish this qualitative and easy to understand methodology 
objective. for evaluating the relative risks posed by sites 

The framework for evaluating site relative 
and should not be equated with more formal 
risk assessments conducted to assess baseline 

risk was published in September 1994. in the 
Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer 

risks posed by sites. It is a tool to assist in 

(Interim Edition) which contained 
sequencing environmental restoration work 

instructions for performing relative risk site 
(i.e., known requirements such as remedial 

-- -- 
evaluations at sites across DOD. A revised 

,investigation or cleanup actions) to be done by 

edition of the Primer was issued in June 
a DOD Component. It is designed to handle the 

1996. 
broad range of sites that exist at DOD 
installations and the broad range of data 
available. The grouping of sites into high, 

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer 1 Summer 1996 (Revised Edition) 
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medium, or low relative risk categories is not a 
substitute for either a baseline risk assessment 
or health assessment; it is not a means of 
placing sites into a Response Complete/No 
Further Action category; and it is not a tool for 
justifying a particular type of action (e.g., the 
selection of a remedy). 

Use of the relative risk site evaluation 
framework is restricted to environmental 
restoration sites and does not extend to 
unexploded ordnance (UXO) removal, 
building demolition/debris removal (BD/DR), 
potentially responsible party (PRP) activities, 
or compliance activities. 

Relative Risk and Funding Decisions 

Relative risk is not the sole factor in 
determining the sequence of environmental 
restoration work, but it is an important 
consideration in the priority setting process. It 
should be factored into all priority setting 
decisions, and should be discussed with 
regulators and public stakeholders ‘in the 
environmental restoration process. 

The actual funding priority for a site is 
identified after relative risk information is 
combined with other important risk 
management considerations (e.g., the 
statutory and regulatory status of a particular 
installation or site, public stakeholder 
concerns, program execution considerations, 
and economic factors). These additional risk 
management considerations can result in a 
decision to fund work at a site that is not 
classified as a high relative risk. DOD 
Components have each developed guidelines 
for combining relative risk and risk 
management considerations as part of their 
planning, programming, and budgeting 
process. 

The relative risk site evaluation framework 
does not address the question of whether 
work is necessary at a site; it only provides 
information for use in helping to determine 
the general sequence in which sites will be 
addressed. At the DOD headquarters level, it 

also provides a framework for planning, 
pro,gramming, and budgeting requirements, a 
topic discussed below. 

Requirements for Relative Risk Site 
Evaluations 

Relative risk site evaluations are required 
for all sites at active military installations, 
BRAC installations, and formerly used 
defense properties that have future funding 
requirements that are not classified as 
(1) having “‘all remedies in place,” 
(2) “response complete,” (3) lacking 
sufficient information, or (4) abandoned 
ordnance. These four situations are 
discussed in the following four paragraphs. . 

Relative risk site evaluations are not required 
(NR) for sites classified as having all 
remedies in place (RIP) even though they 
may be in remedia1 action operation (RAO) 
or long-term monitoring (L’T’IvQ. A RIP 
determination requires that remedial action 
construction is complete for a site. 

Relative risk site evaluations are not 
required (NR) for sites classified as ‘response 
complete (RC). Sites classified as RC are 
those where a DOD Component deems that 
no funher action (NFA) is required with the 
possible exception of LTM. An RC 
determination requires that one of the 
following apply: (I) there is no evidence 
that contaminants were released at the site, 
(2) no contaminants were detected at the site 
other than at background concentrations, 
(3) contaminants attributable to the site are 
below action levels used for risk screening, 
(4) the results of a baseline risk assessment 
demonstrate that cumulative risks posed by 
the site are below established thresholds, or 
(5) removal andfor remedial action 
operations (RAOs) at a site have been 
implemented, completed, and are the final 
action for the site. Only LTM remains. 

Relative risk site evaluations should be based 
on the information currently available on 
contaminants, migration pathways, and 
receptors. Sites lacking sufficient information 
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for the conduct of a relative risk site 
evaluation should be given a “Not 
Evaluated” designation and should then be 
programmed for additional study, a removal 
action if warranted, or other appropriate 
response action, including deferral, before 
they are evaluated. 

Sites comprised solely of abandoned 
ordnance are not subject to the relative risk 
site evaluation described in this Primer. Such 
sites should be evaluated using a separate 
risk procedure. which is discussed in the 
management guidance cited above (Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense 
[Environmental Security], 1994). 

Implementation of the Relative Risk Site 
EvaIuation Framework 

DOD’S goal is to conduct relative risk site 
evaluations at the field level with the 
involvement of the regulators and public 
stakeholders (see Figure 1). The technical 
evaluation of sites using the evaluation 
framework can serve as a basis for 
discussion and negotiation with regulators 
and public stakeholders. In particular, 
regulators and pubIic stakeholders can help 
identify receptors, and can make judgments 
about the extent of contaminant migration in 
various environmental media at a site. Where 
they exist, Restoration Advisory Boards 
(RABs) are an excellent forum for obtaining 
public stakeholder input on these aspects of 
site relative risk. Other opportunities for 
public stakeholder involvement may also be 
appropriate. Regulators and public 
stakeholders should always be given the 
opportunity to participate in the development 
and review of relative risk site evaluation 
data before the data is used in planning and 
programming. 

Management Uses of Relative Risk 
Information 

DOD and DOD Components are using the 
relative risk site evaluation framework as a 
tool to help sequence work at sites and as a 
headquaners program management tool. As a 

pro,oram management tool, the framework is 
being used by DOD and DOD Components to 
periodically identify the distribution of sites 
in each of three relative risk categories- 
high, medium, and low. A series of discrete 
relative risk site evaluations provides 
headquarters program managers with a 
macro-level view of changes in relative risk 
distributions within DOD over time. 

The relative risk site evaluation framework 
and resulting data aIso provide DOD with a 
basis for establishing goals and performance 
measures for the environmental restoration 
program. In this regard, DOD has established 
goals for all DOD Components to reduce 
relative risk at sites in Defense Environmental 
Restoration Account (DERA) and BRAC 
programs or to have remedial systems in place 
where necessary for these sites, within the 
context of legal agreements. DOD and DOD 
Components are tracking progress towards 
these relative risk reduction goals as one of 
several program measures of merit (MOMS) 
at the headquaners level. Another MOM 
tracks the number of sites where cleanup 
action has been taken and relative risk has 
been reduced in one or more media. Resultant 
information is used to provide the necessary 
feedback to develop and adjust program 
requirements and budget projections, as well 
as to assess whether established goals reflect 
fiscal reaIity. 

For More Information 

At DOD Headquarters, contact the Office of 
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 2123199 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SWH SWEF SEDH SEDEF SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: SITE 00002 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: LANDFILL Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site was identified as a landfill during the IAS. The landfill is adjacent to the Area “A” Wetlands. The type of material disposed of 
at the landfill consisted of scrap wood, metal, waste chemicals, waste acid, drums containing soluents. Transformers and electrical switches 
were observed on the concrete pad built for hazardous waste storage. Landfill operated from prior to 1957 until 1973. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Site is capped. Migration potential has been minimized for the soil and groundwater. Surface water and sediments are related to the adjacent 
wetlands. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Remedy for this site is in place. Site has been capped and a groundwater monitoring plan is being developed. 

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 
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Ground Water 

‘ONTAMINAN’I 
[AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
XP) 

fhntaminllnt 
Arochl-. .I_ 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
Iron 

Maximum Cont. Standard 
son. uvn. Ratio (2) 

I 
140.0 5.5 I 25.450 

I 192,500.O 11,000.0 17.500 
‘.“..DY.L”- I 

.,__“.” 
I 

._... 

Chlorobenzene I 180.0 39.0 4.620 ] 4-Dif-lrlnrr\hm7mr 1195 I A7 n I 3 540 I 
Lead -._ . 
Cadmium and compounds 28.85 18.0 1.600 
Arsenic (noncancer) 4.4 4.5 0.980 
Xylene 730.0 1,400.o 0.520 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is moving away from the source. 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or’migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufilcient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Site is capped. GW monitoring plan is in place. 

Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply 
downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current 
drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or HA aquifer). 

Potential - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

BriefRationale for Selection: Site is capped. GW monitoring plan is in place. 

Total: 254.346 
I 

Confined - Information indicates that the potential for 
contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
geological structures or physical controls) 

Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of 
DW or is of limited benificial use (IIIA, IIIB or perched aquifer). 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: 

Confined: X 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: 

Limited: X 

Activity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00002 Groundwater Category: LOW 
/(High, Medium, Low) 

.j .) , . 



41GRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination (Place an “x” next to one below) 

‘ATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving to a potential point of exposure (could by due to the 
‘ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls) Evident: 
MPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 
to a point of exposure;-or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: There exists the possibility of contaminants in the wetlands to migrate to a point of expo - 
sure in the downstream area. 

Surface Water Human 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CHF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

lECEPTOR 
‘ACTOR 
RF) 

Identified - 

Potential - 

Receptors identified that have access to surface water 

Potential for receptors to have access to surface water 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

surface water Identified: 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Although access is limited in the wetlands, there is still the possiblity that human recep - 
tars can come in contact with the contaminants in the wetlands. 

Activity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00002 Surface Water Human Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Surface Water Eco Fresh 

ZONTAMINANT I Maximum Cone. I Standard I I 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (I) 
CHF) 

dIGRATION 
‘ATHWAY 
‘ACTOR 
MPF) 

LECEPTOR 
iACTOR 
RF) 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 1 88.404 ( 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is present at, is moving 
toward, or has moved to a point of exposure 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination 
to a potential point of exposure (could be due to the 
presence of geological structures or physical controls) 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Site is capped and a GW monitoring plan is being developed, there is still potential form - 
igration of contaminants in the wetlands. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to surface water Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
surface water 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to surface water 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total 4 2): 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Remedy for the landfill is in place, but receptors still possibly exist for the contaminan - 
ts associated with the wetlands. 

ktivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00002 Surface Water Fresh Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 

. 

I > 



Sediment Human 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CHF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 

Total: j 7.400 1 

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIICRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidencr indicates that Confined - Information indicatrs a low potential for contamination to a (Place an “X” next to one below) 
‘ATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 
‘ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: 
MPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: There is potential for the contaminants in the wetlands sediments to migrate downstream to - 
a point of exposure. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 
lECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
PACTOR Identified: 

W 
Potential: X 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Although access to this area is limited, there still exists the potential for human recept - 
ors to come in contact with the sediments. 

ktivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00002 Sediment Human Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Eco Fresh 

‘ONTAMINANT 
LAZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
7HF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Contined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an “X” next to one below) 
‘ATRWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 
‘ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: 

MPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 

to a point of exposure; or information is not suflicient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Remedy for the landifll is in place, but there is still a possibility of migration for con - 
taminants in the wetlands area. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

LECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
‘ACTOR Identitied: 

w 
Potential: X 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Remedy is in place for landfill, but there is still potential for receptors to come in con - 
tact with contaminants in the wetlands.. 

Activity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00002 Sediment Fresh Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Soil 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CHF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

4IGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an “x” next to onr below) 

‘ATAWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure 

‘ACTOR moved to a point of exposure Ehdent: 

MPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Conlined: X 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Site is capped. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 
LECEPTOR Identilied - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

‘ACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Identified: 

W 
Potential: 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil Limited: X 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Site is capped. 

Lctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00002 Soil Category: LOW 

/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 3123198 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SWH SWEF SEDH SEDEF SOIL 

Site (NameRMIS ID) /Project for FUDS: SITE 00003 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDRA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: SURFACE DISPOSAL AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (UN): No Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site was identified as a surface disposal area during the IAS. This site consists of the OBDA and the Area A Downstream water course area. 
The material disposed of at the site consisted of creosote telephone poles, 55 gallon drum, scrap wire rolls, approximately 30-200 gallon fuel 
tanks. The site was probably used from 1957 to 1973. The OBDA is located in the downstream water course area. The Area A Downstream has a 
history of pesticide use with DDT. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Groundwater in this area has some low level volatile organics. Sediment in the OBDA down streams and ponds show elevated levels of DDT, DDE, 
DDD. Soils in the area of OBDA/downstream water course have elevated levels of DDT, DDD, DDE. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
The entire downstream water course area (OBDA) has been fenced to prohibit trespassing. The major concern is possible impact on ecological receptors. 

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into Rh4IS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 
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Ground Water 

ONTAMINANT 
AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
:HF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Signiticant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 1 138.980 1 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “X” next to one below) 

ATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 

ACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: 

HPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient ‘;a 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Analytical results show low levels of contaminants present in groundwater. 

(Place art “x” next to one below) 
.ECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
ACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: 

WF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). DW or is of limited beniticial use (IIIA, BIB or perched aquifer). 
Potential: 

Potential - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, Limited: X 

irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Brief Rationale for Selection: The GW is not used as a drinking water aquifer. 

stivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SHE 00003 Groundwater Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Surface Water Human 

‘_ 

DNTAMINANT 
AZARB 
\CTOR (1) 
:HF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination (Place an “x” next to one below) 

ATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving to a potential point of exposure (could by due to the 

ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X 

rlPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contaminants have been found at relatively high concentrations in the surface water. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

:ECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to surface water Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

‘ACTOR surface water Identified: X 

W 
Potential: 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to surface water 
Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Although site access is limited, human receptors could come in contact with the surface wa - 
ter downstream of the site. 

Activity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00003 Surface Water Human Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Surface Water Eco Fresh 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CHF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

I I 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

I 

Total: 278.765 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination (Place an “x” next to one below) 
‘ATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving to a potential point of exposure (could be due to the 
‘ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X 
MPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Contined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contamination could migrate toward the Thames River. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
ECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to surface water Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
‘ACTOR surface water Identified: X 

W 
Potential: 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to surface water 
Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Ecological receptors have been identified. 

wtivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00003 Surface Water Fresh Category: High 
r _... \ 



Ground Water 

ONTAMINANT 
AZARD 
4CTOR (1) 
:IlF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IICRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “X” next to one below) 
ATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
ACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: 
HPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufftcient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Analytical results show low levels of contaminants present in groundwater. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
LECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
ACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: 
SF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (IIIA, BIB or perched aquifer). 

Potential: 
Potentiai- There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 

of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, Limited: X 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Brief Rationale for Selection: The GW is not used as a drinking water aquifer. 

ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00003 Groundwater Category: Med P. ___ 
-_ /(High, Medium, Low) 



Surface Water Human 

ZONTAMINANT 
1AZARD 
iACTOR (1) 
CHF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

dIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination (Place an “X” next to one below) 

‘ATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving to a potential point of exposure (could by due to the 

PACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X 

MPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Contined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contaminants have been found at relatively high concentrations in the surface water. 

(Place an ‘7” next to one below) 

LECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to surface water Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

{ACTOR surface water Identified: X 

W 
Potential: 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to surface water 
Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Although site access is limited, human receptors could come in contact with the surface wa - 
ter downstream of the site. 

ktivity Name NEW L&DON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00003 Surface Water Human Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Surface Water Eco Fresh 

iZARD 
LCTOR (1) 
‘HF) 

[IGRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
dPF) 

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

INTAMINANT 

Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination 
to a potential point of exposure (could be due to the 
presence of geological structures or physical controls) 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 218.765 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is present at, is moving 
toward, or has moved to a point of exposure 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not suff%zient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contamination could migrate toward the Thames River. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to surface water Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
surface water 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to surface water 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Ecological receptors have been identified. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): x 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: X 

Potential: 

Confined: 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

.ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00003 Surface Water Fresh Category: High 
((High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Human 

ONTAMINANT 
AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
XF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (IF Total 1 100): . X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an “x” next to one below) 

ATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 

ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: 

MPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: X 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contamination could migrate toward the Thames River. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

:ECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

ACTOR Identified: 

W 
Potential: 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
Limited: X 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Area is fenced off, therefore access is restriced. 

activity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00003 Sediment Human Category: LOW 
1 (High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Eco Fresh 

)NTAMINANT 
iZARD 
&TOR (1) 
HF) 

[IGRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
VIPF) 

ZXEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Evident - 

Potential - 

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is present at, is moving 
toward, or has moved to a point of exposure 

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a 
potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 
of geological structures or or physical controls) 

Brief Rationale for Selection: ERA has indicated that the contamination is present at the point of exposure. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Ecological receptors have been identified. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Evident: X 

Potential: 

Confined: 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

btivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00003 Sediment Fresh Category: High 
1 (High, Medium, Low) 1 



Soil 

‘ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
ZHF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to bc present at (Place an “x” next to one below) 
ATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure 
ACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident: X 
LRPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufticient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: The risk assessement for this site determined that a migration pathway for DDT exist from 
the soil and sediments to ecological receptors. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 
ECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
ACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Identified: X 

W 
Potential: 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Ecological receptors have been identified. A fence was installed to prevent children from - 
entering the area. 

.ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00003 sOi1 Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 3/23/98 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SEDH SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) /Project for FUDS: SITE 00007 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: UNEXPLODED MUNITIONS/ORDNANCE AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: Med 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
Various &els, solvents and petroleum products are used in this facility. Site includes a leach field system that potentially could bc an old 
source of contamination. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Thames River and a recreational Lake (north lake) are down gradient of the site. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Ecological receptors include inhabitants of the Thames River. Human receptors include Torpedo shop personnel. 

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Water 

ZONTAMINANT 
IAZARB 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CNF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (IfTotal > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 
Trichloroethane, 1,1,1- 

280.0 1 l,ooo.o 0.030 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 27.996 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

JIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “X” next to one below) 
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
FACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: 
(MPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Low levels of VOCs have ben observed in the groundwater. Possibility exists for contamina - 
nts to migrate toward the Thames River. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
RECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: 

FW drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). DW or is of limited beniticial use (IIIA, IIIB or perched aquifer). 
Potential: X 

Potential - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, Limited: 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Brief Rationale for Selection: GW is considered a potential source of drinking water. 

kctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00007 Groundwater Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Human 

ONTAMINANT I 
AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
:HF) 

1 
I Maximum Cont. I Standard I I 

Contaminant mglKg _^ ^ 
Ratio (2) 

,^ --^ I 

IIGRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
WF) 

.ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

Cadmium and compounds 
Manganese 
IroIl 

2,300.O 
173.0 

11,600.O 

38.0 
330.0 

23 000 0 

bU.33U 

0.520 
0.500 

Lead 119.0 400.0 0.300 
Aluminum 11,900.o 77,000.0 0.150 
Benzo[a]pyrene 0.1 6.1 0.020 
Copper and compounds 30.3 2,800.O 0.010 
MEXUly 0.24 23.0 0.010 
Barium and compounds 45.6 5,300.o 0.010 
Chrysene 0.18 24.0 0.010 

1 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Signiticant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total i 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants arc displayed. 

Total: 62.072 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an “x” next to one below) 

contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 

toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: A drainage swale exists downgradient of the site that utimately drains into the Thames Riv . 
er. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Brief Rationale for Selection: There is potential for human receptors to come in contact with contaminants in the sedimen - 
ts of the drainage swale. 

Identified: 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

&tivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00007 Sediment Human Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Soil ‘. 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
TACTOR (1) 
CIIF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total z 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

Barium and compounds 159.0 5,300.o 0.030 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 2.346 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Conlined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at 
‘ATIIWAY 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure 

‘ACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident: 
MPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Elevated level of VOCs have been observed. Contaminants could migrated toward the Thames - 
River. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 
ECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
ACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Identified: 

IF) 
Potential: X 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Torpedo shop personnel could come in contact with soils from the site. 

xtivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00007 Soil category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

STTE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 3123198 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SWH SWEM SEDEM SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00008 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: LANDFILL Agr. Status (Y/h’, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
Former landfill operated from 1946 to 1957. Material consists of incinerator ash and rubble. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Site is located adjacent to the Thames River. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Both Human and Ecological receptors in the Thames River and in Goss Cove exist. 

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 
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Ground Water 

‘ONTAMINANT 
[AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
3HF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “X” next to one below) 
ATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
ACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X 
#PF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Elevated levels of VOCs have been observed. Potential exists for contaminants to migrate 
to the cove or Thames River. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 
ECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
ACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: 

Y drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or HA aquifer). DW or is of limited beniticial use (IIIA, BIB or perched aquifer). 
Potential: 

Potential - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, Limited: X 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Brief Rationale for Selection: There is potential for construction workers to come in contact with the GW. 

.ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00008 Groundwater Category: Med 
1 (High, Medium, Low) 



Surface Water Human 

‘ONTAMINANT 
LAZARD 
ACTOR (I) 
IIIF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

I 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total:’ 19.161 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total -Z 2): 

1I<;RATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Contised - Information indicates a low polenlial for contamination (Place an “X” next IO one below) 
ATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving to a potential point of exposure (could by due to the 
ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X 

MPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufticient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contamination has been identified in the Cove. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to surface water 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to surface water 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
Limited - Little or no potential for receptors lo have access to 

surface water Identitied: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors could have access to the Cove. 

divity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00008 Surface Water Human Category: High 
(High, Medium, Low) 



Surface Water Eco Marine 

‘ONTAMINAN’I 
[AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
XF) 

IIGRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
vIPF) 

ECEPTOR 
4CTOR 
W 

Evident - 

Potential - 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 1 16.121 1 

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination 
contamination in the media is present at, is moving to a potential point of exposure (could be due to the 
toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls) 

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a pint of exposure; or information is not suflicient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contamination has been identified in the Cove which is connected to the Thames River. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to surface water Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
surface water 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to surface water 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Receptors have been identified in the Cove. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: X 

Potential: 

Confined: 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00008 Surface Water Marine Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Eco Marine 

DNTAMINANT 
AZARD 
KTOR (1) 
:HF) 

IIGR4TION Evident - 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
MPF) 

Potential - 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is present at, is moving 
toward, or has moved to a point of exposure 

Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a 
potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 
of geological structures or or physical controls) 

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contamination has been identified in the sediments in the Cove. 

LECEPTOR 
‘ACTOR 
W 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Ecological receptors have been identified in the cove. 

1 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): x 

Minimal (If Total i 2): 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Evident: X 

Potential: 

Contined: 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

ictivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00008 Sediment Marine Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



1 

:ONTAMINANT Maximum Cont. Standard 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CHF) 

IIGRATION 
‘ATHWAY 
‘ACTOR 
MPF) 

:ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 1 93.932 / 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has 
moved to a point of exposure 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufticient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

ConRned - Low possibility for contamination to be present at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Brief Rationale for Selection: There is potential for human receptors to come in contact with the soil. Site is open to t - 
he public because of the a museum being located on the landfill. 

. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to 
contaminated soil 

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors in the form of construction workers, visitors and workers of the museum ex - 
ist. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: 

Confined: X 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

divity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00008 Soil Category: LOW 

/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 2126199 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) /Project for FUDS: SITE 00010 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevrant information): 
Three 125,000 gallon tanks were used to store diesel oil from 1942 to 1987. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Site is adjacent to Thames River. GW is contaminated with TPH’s. Elevated levels of lead have observed in the soils. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
This is a highly industrialized area. Human receptors could come in contact with soils during excavation operations. Ecological receptors from 
the Thames River could come in contact from contaminants that have migrated. 

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been veritied and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Water 

ONTAMINANT 
.AZARB 
ACTOR (1) 
:HF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 

Total: / 36.442 1 

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGKATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “X” next lo one below) 
ATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
ACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X 
vlPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contaminants could migrate to Thames River. Oil has been detected migrating through the qu - 
ay wall 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
ECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
ACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identitied: 

W drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or HA aquifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (IIIA, IIIB or perched aquifer). 
Potential: X 

Potential - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, Limited: 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Brief Rationale for Selection: This area is a heavily industrialized area. There is potential for workers to come is con - 
tact with the GW. 

ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00010 Groundwater Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Soil 1 

AZARH 
ACTOR (1) 
:HF) 

IIGRATION 
‘ATHWAY 
‘ACTOR 
MPF) 

lECEPTOR 
iACTOR 
RF) 

ONTAMINANT 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 1 12.343 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has 
moved to a point of exposure 

Confined - Low possibility for contamination tobe present at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Contined 

Brief Rationale for Selection: There exists a potential for contaminants to migrate to the adjacent river. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to 
contaminated soil 

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors could come in contact with contaminants during excavation operations 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - Ill@: X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

ictivity Name NEW LONDON CTNSB Site Name: SITE 00010 soil Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 2126199 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) /Project for FUDS: SITE 000 11 Phase of Exec. ($41, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site was identified as an underground storage tank site during the IAS. There were three 125,000 gallon concrete tanks were used to store 
diesel oil from 1942 to 1987, when they were emptied, cleaned, and tilled with sand. Two 25,000 gallon concrete tanks were used to store lube 
and hydraulic oils from 1954 to 1989. They were replaced with 20,000 gallon concrete tank was used to collect diesel oil off-located from submarines 
from 1042 to 1989. This tank is scheduled to be abandoned in 1994. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Ground water is a pathway because free product/sheen has been seen floating on ground water and has been detected in some monitoring wells. 
The soils pathway is also considered because the soils are saturated with old weathered oils. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
The human receptors are the workers who might come in contact with contaminated soils during ereanatum of the tanks or construction projects. 
The ecological receptors are probably a greater concern because oil can be seen leaking out of the quay wall area of the lower base into the 
Thames River. 

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 
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Ground Water 

INTAMINANT 
4ZARD 
KTOR (1) 
‘HF) 

tICRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
HPF) 

SCEPTOR 
‘ACTOR 
W 

(Place an ‘7” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 1 36.423 / 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is moving away from the somcc. 

Confined - Information indicates that the potential for 
contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
geological structures or physical controls) 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: x 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufftcient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Potential: 

Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Oil has been observed migrating out into the Thames River from the Quay Wall 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified - 

Potential - 

There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply 
downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current 
drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). 

There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
the source, The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: 

DW or is of limited beniticial use (IIIA, IIIB or perched aquifer). 
Potential: X 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Ecological receptors are potentially threatened in the Thames River. Human receptors are t - 
hex workers who could potentially come in contact with groundwater when excavating tanks - 
and construction projects. 

Lctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00011 Groundwater Category: High 
(High, Medium, Low) 



tIGR4TION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an “X” next to one below) 
ATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure 
ACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident: 
vIPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Soil 

‘ONTAMINANT 
[AZARJJ 
ACTOR (1) 
XF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total z 100): 

(Benzo[b]fluoranthene I- ~~~~~ ~~~ ~~ 17.0 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

I 61.0 0.280 

Total: 11.594 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contaminants could migrateto the Thames River. Oil has been observed migrating from the lo - 
wer base into the Thames River. 

ECEPTOR 
QCTOR 
W 

Identified - 

Potential - 

Receptors identified that have access to 
contaminated soil 

Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

contaminated soil Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors might have access to contaminated soil during excavation tasks or construe - 
tion projects on the lower base. Ecological receptors do not come in direct contact with s - 
oils since the area. 

ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 0001 I sOi1 Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB 

Location (State): CT 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: SITE 00013 

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): 

Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 3/23/98 

Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site was identified as an UST during the IAS. The building was used to overhaul railroad engines in the 1930’s and 1940’s. There was a 
sump in the northwest comer of the building were lube oils were reported drained. The sump was sealed in the early 1980’s. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Weathered petroleum products and lead have been identified in both the soil and ground water. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Both Humand and Ecological receptors could potentially come in contact with product oozing out of the quay wall into Thames River. 

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. AR AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 
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Ground Water 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CIIF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

Benzene 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

5.0 39.0 

Total: 

0.130 

732.315 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “x” next to one below) 
‘ATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
‘ACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: 
MPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: x 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufftcient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Groundwater shows low levels of weathered petroleum products and groundwater flows to the - 
Thames Rivei. 

.ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

Identified - 

Potential - 

There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply 
downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current 
drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or HA aquifer). 

There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 
Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 

the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: 
DW or is of limited benificial use (IIIA, BIB or perched aquifer). 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors could come in contact with any product carried or oozing from the quay wal- 
1 into the Thames River. 

xtivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00013 Groundwater Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



DNTAMINANT 
AZARD 
PCTOR (1) 
XIF) 

IIGRATION 
ATIIWAY 
ACTOR 
blPF) 

:ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
RF) 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has 
moved to a point of exposure 

Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Analytical results show weathered petroleum products with low VOC levels. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to 
contaminated soil 

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors have been identified (Utility workers) 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

SigGticant (If Total S- 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total C 2): 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

.ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00013 Soil Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 3123198 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (Name&MIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00014 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: SURFACE DISPOSAL AREA 

Point of Contact (Name/F’hone): 

Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: 

SITE SUMMARY 

Med 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site was identified as a surface disposal area during the IAS. Several filter drums were identified at this location with suspected impacts 
near by surface drainage system. Disposal of refuse materials was suspected to have occurred here. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
During the Phase I RI and Phase II RI, little contamination was detected in the soils. Results of the ground water analysis in the area has indicated 
low levels of contamination. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Area is fenced off. There is a slight potential for receptors to come in contact with soils on the site. 

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 
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Ground Water 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CHF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

I I 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 4.786 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

vlIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “x” next to one below) 
‘ATIIWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
FACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: 
MPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: GW flows toward the Area A Wetland. Therefore, there exists the possibility ofcontaminan - 
ts to migrate to a point of exposure 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 
ECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
ACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: 

W drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). DW or is of limited beniticial use (IIIA, BIB or perched aquifer). 
Potential: X 

Potential - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, Limited: 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Brief Rationale for Selection: GW is this area could potentially be used for DW. 

LctiVity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00014 Groundwater Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



BKXATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an “X” next to one below) 

‘ATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure 

‘ACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident: 

MPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Low levels of contamination have been observed down gradient of the site. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

LECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

‘ACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Identified: 

W 
Potential: 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil Limited: X 

Soil 

:ONTAMINANT 
LAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
“HF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: / 4.773 1 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Access is limited, It is unlikely human receptors would come in contact with the soils. 

Letivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00014 Soil Category: LOW 

/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): l/22/97 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: SITE 00016 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: SURFACE DISPOSAL AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: Low 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site was identified during the IAS as the hospital. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
There might be a potential soils pathway if any ash came in contact with the soils. There is no data available. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Since most of the site is under an asphalt parking Iot, there are limited receptors. 

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 
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Soil 

ONTAMINANT I Maximum Cont. Standard I 
AZARD 
4CTOR (1) 
XIF) 

IIGRATION 
4TRWAY 
4CTOR 
IIPF) 

ECEPTOR 
QCTOR 
W 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has 
moved to a point of exposure 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Confined - Low possibility for contamination lo be present at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Insufficient information exists to support an MPF of evident or confined. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to ‘Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

contaminated soil contaminated soil 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Site is paved, therefore it is unlikely receptors could come in contact with soils. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next 10 one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: 

Limited: X 

ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00016 Soil Category: LOW 

/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 3123198 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) /Project for FUDS: SITE 00017 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: STORAGE AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: Med 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
Bldg 3 1 was used as the main haz/flamm material warehouse from the 1970’s to the present. A time critical removal action was completed within 
the foot print of the building. Lead contamination still exists outside the perimeter of the building. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Soil - direct contact construction workers. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Human - construction workers. 

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaltr. :-.: Worksheet 
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Soil 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
3IF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 

Total: 1 15.150 1 

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

UGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an “x” next lo one below) 
‘ATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure 
‘ACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident: 

MPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Elevated levels of lead contamination have been found in the soils. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

:ECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

‘ACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Identified: 

RF) 
Potential: X 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Any construction in this area would create the potential for exposure. 

Lctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00017 Soii Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 1 l/6/95 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00018 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: STORAGE AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Med 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
Bldg 33 is currently used to store 55 gallon drums of solvents. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Workers - contact with soils. 

I Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Human - direct contact. 

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 
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Soil 1 

‘ONTAMINANT I I Maximum Couc. I Standard I 1 
IAZARD Contaminant 
ACTOR (1) Lead 
IHF) Manganese and compounds 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
IIPF) 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has 
moved to a point of exposure 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufftcient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

BriefRationale for Selection: Insufficient information exists to support a MPF ofevident or confined. 

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to 
contaminated soil 

mgn<g mglKg Ratio (2) 
1,540.o 400.0 3.850 
230.0 380.0 0.610 , 

Total: j 4.455 ) 

Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Access is not restricted. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 000 18 Soil Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 2126199 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) /Project for FUDS: SITE 00019 Phase of Exec. (3, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: STORAGE AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: Low 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This building is currently used to store 5 gallon drums of acetone. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
The direct contact with soils pathway could exist. Site is in close proximity to the Thames River, therefore, there is potential for migration 
to this water body. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Human receptors possibly exist in the form of utility workers. Receptors associated with the Thames river could potentially come in contact 
with site contaminants. 

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Water 

ZONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
TACTOR (1) 
CIIF) 

4IGRATION 
‘ATIIWAY 
‘ACTOR 
MPF) 

:ECEPTOR 
‘ACTOR 
W 

Evident - 

Potential - 

I Maximum Cont. I Standard I 
Contaminant ugn upn Ratio (2) 

Antimony and compounds 11.4 15.0 0.760 
144 tl 9 hfm n 0.130 

Copper and compounds 1.6 I ,400.o 0.000 
I nnl I fin I 0 000 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants arc displayed. 

Total: / 0.900 

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is moving away from the source 

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Confined - Information indicates that the potential for 
contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
geological structures or physical controls) 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Site is adjacent to the Thames River, therefore, there is potential for GW contaminants to - 
migrate. 

Identified - 

Potential - 

There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply 
downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current 
drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). 

There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of 
DW or is of limited beniticial use (IIIA, IIIB or perched aquifer). 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Utility workers could come in contact with GW contaminants. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): X 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

Ktivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00019 Groundwater Category: LOW 
1 (High, Medium, Low) 



Soil 

INTAMINANT 
4ZARD 
LCTOR (1) 
‘HF) 

(Place an ‘7” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total C 2): X 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an “X” next to one below) 

ATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure 

ACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident: 

HPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Insufftcient information exists to support a MPF of evident or confined. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

:ECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

‘ACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Identified: 

W Potential: x 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Access is restricted, but utility workers could come in contact with soils during excavati - 
on operations. 

stivity Name NEW LOW _ :. i : NSB Site Name: SITE 00019 Soil Category: LOW 

vscy- ((High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 314199 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SWH SEDH SEDEF SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) /Project for FUDS: SITE 00020 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: STORAGE AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site was identified as a storage area. A wide variety of high explosives including demolition charges, boosters, hand grenades, igniters, 
detonators, primers, and MK 37, 48 and 107 warheads were stored in magazines. Facility is currently used for the same type of operations. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Ground water ilows toward the Area A Wetlands. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Ecological and human receptors could potentially came in contact with contaminated soil that could wash from the weapons area into the wetlands 
and downstream water course area. 

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Water 

ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
3HF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

4;GRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “x” next to one below) 

‘ATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 

‘ACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: 

MPF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: There is potential for contaminants in the GW to flow toward the wetlands. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

lECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 

iACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: 

W drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (IIIA, IIIB or perched aquifer). 
Potential: X 

Potential - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, Limited: 

irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Brief Rationale for Selection: GW in this area could potentially be used for DW. 

ictivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00020 Groundwater Category: Med 
II”:.& l”m,x..... , ,. ..,\ 



IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination (Place an “X” next to one below) 
ATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving to a potential point of exposure (could by due to the 
ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls) Evident: 
MPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Surface Water Human 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
XF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

t 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 1.322 

Minimal (If Total < 2): x 

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
WJ 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Analytical results of surface discharge outlet from Weapons Center show elevated levels of - 
cyanide. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to surface water Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
surface water 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to surface water 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Surface water discharges outlet flows toward Area A wetlands and downstream water cause. E - 
cological receptors. 

.ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00020 Surface Water Human Category: Low 
1 (High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Human I 

DNTAMINANT 
AZARD 
QCTOR (1) 
XlF) 

IIGRATION 
ATIIWAY 
ACTOR 
MPF) 

LECEPTOR 
(ACTOR 
W 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: / 14.541 1 

Evident - 

Potential - 

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is present at, is moving 
toward, or has moved to a point of exposure 

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a 
potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 
of geological structures or or physical controls) 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contaminants in the sediments could migrate toward a point of exposure for receptors in Ar - 
ea A Wetlands. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors could come in contact with the sediments. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

stivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00020 Sediment Human Category: Med 
1 (High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Eco Fresh 

‘ONTAMINANT 
LAZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
XF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an “X” next to one below) 
ATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 
ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: 
WPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Contined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contaminates in the sediments could migrate toward the Area A Wetlands. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 
ECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
ACTOR Identified: 

W 
Potential: X 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Although limited receptors exists in the wetlands, there is potential for receptors to corn - 
e in contact with contaminated sediments. 

xtivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00020 Sediment Fresh Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



1IGRATlON Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Contined - Low possibility for contamination lo be present af (Place an “X” next lo one brlow) 

ATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure 

‘ACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident: 

MPF) 
Potential - Possibilily for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contaminants could migrate due to erosion into the Area A Wetlands or Downstream site. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

SCEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

‘ACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Identitied: 

W 
Potential: X 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil Limited: 

Soil 

ONTAMINANT 
:AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
XF) (Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

BriefRationale for Selection: Both human and ecological receptors could come in contact with the soils. 

Lctivity Name NEW LoiwoN c-r Nsi3 Site Name: SITE 00020 soil category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 3123198 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

Site (NamelRMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SITE 0002 1 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: POL (PETROLEUM/LUBRICANTS) LINES Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site was identified as a POL site. This site was previously used for coal storage. Between 1918 and 1944, buildings 173, 157, 106 and 
incinerator were constructed for use as an electrical substation, a photo lab, electronics shop and a periscope reserve fleet. There were two 
known USTs. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
One area at the site had high concentrations of lead in the soil. Utility trenches could provide preferential pathways for contaminant migration 
to the Thames River. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Human receptors could possibly come in contact with contaminated soils and groundwater during excavation or construction of the site. Since 
the site is located with in 200 ft. of the Thames River and the maze of underground utilities and structure could offer preferential flow paths 
for contaminants. 

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 
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Ground Water 1' 

ONTAMINANT 
AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
XIF) 

IIGRATION Evident - 
‘ATIIWAY 
‘ACTOR 
MPF) 

Potential 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 1 57.918 1 

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is moving away from the source. 

Confined - Information indicates that the potential for 
contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
geological structures or physical controls) 

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Because of extensive underground utilities and structures there could be preferential flow - 
paths for contaminants to the Thames River. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

UXEPTOR 
iACTOR 
W 

Identified - 

Potential - 

There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply 
downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current 
drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). 

There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: 

DW or is of limited benificial use (II& BIB or perched aquifer). 
Potential: X 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: The site is located on the Thames River. GW could potentially be used for DW. 

Activity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 0002 1 Groundwater Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Human 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CHF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): X 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an “x” next to one below) 
‘ATIIWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 
‘ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: 
MPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Contined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Utility trenches provide preferential flow paths. Data suggests that contamination could - 
move toward a point of exposure in the Thames River. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
.ECEPTOR Identilied - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
ACTOR Identified: 

W 
Potential: X 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors in this area coming in contact with the sediments is unlikely. 

xtivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 0002 I Sediment Human Category: LOW 

(High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Eco Marine 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CIIF) 

JIGRATION 
‘ATIIWAY 
iACTOR 
MPF) 

lECEPTOR 
PACTOR 

RF) 

I I Maximum Cone. I Standard I 
Contaminant mglKg mg/Kg Ratio (2) 

P”IA..... I I otnn I 1701) I 15920 I 
b*lbl”LII .,x .“.” _-___ _._._~ 

I 

Copper and compounds 107.0 7.0 15.290 
Phenanthrene 0.9 0.225 4.000 
Lead 102.0 35.0 2.910 
Chromium (total) 14.1 8.0 1.760 

Silver and compounds 1.2 1.0 1.200 
Zinc 101.0 120.0 0.840 
Nickel and compounds 21.5 30.0 0.720 
Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 0.08 0.15 0.530 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: ) 44.781 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is present at, is moving 
toward, or has moved to a point of exposure 

Contined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a 
potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 
of geological structures or or physical controls) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Data suggest contamination could move toward a point of exposure in the Thames River. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Ecological receptors in the Thames River have been identified. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

ktivity Name NEW I :.JNDON CT NSB Site Name: Sediment Marine Category: High 
(High, Medium, Low) 



1 

:ONTAMINANT I Maximum Cow. I Standard I I 
Contaminant 

Lead 
Manganese and compounds 
Arsenic (cancer endpoint) 
Antimony and compounds 
“~8.. 

mpn<g 
189,000.0 

162.0 
7.8 
7.8 

c I.,,-,,, 3,‘lou.v 
0.72 
364.0 

4,510.o 
0.19 
0.69 

mg/Kg 
1nn n 

LL.” 
31.0 

.-q fin,, n 

I Ratio (2) 
A77 ‘iilil 

I _.--_ 
0.250 

I ” 7411 

[AZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
CIIF) 

IIGRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
HPF) 

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

Evident - 

Potential - 

‘t”“.” I .11._1_ 

380.0 0.430 
01 IL I n 15ll I 

LBL~mrn 
Benzo[a]pyrene 
Barium and compounds 
Aluminum 
Dibenz[ah]anthracene 
Chrysene 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

‘3,U”“.” “.‘. .” 
6.1 0.120 

5,300.o 0.070 
77,000.0 0.060 

6.1 0.030 
24.0 0.030 

Total: 474.215 

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has 
moved to a point of exposure 

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Brief Rationale for Selection: There is potential for soil to get washed into the storm sewer and into the Thames River 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil contaminated soil 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors could come in contact with contaminated soils during excavation or constru 
ction projects. Ecological receptors would not normally have access since most of the sit - 
e is asphalt. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

Activity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00021 sOi1 CatcgOfy High 
(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 1 l/27/96 

Location (State): CT Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FIJDS: SITE 00022 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: SURFACE DISPOSAL AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site was identified as an UST site. In 1946 this area of Subase was extensively renovated to berth the reserve fleet. Building 175 is 
located at the site was constructed for battery electrolyte storage and was completely filled with large above ground storage tanks (ASTs) which 
were connected to piers by underground piping. There appeared to be some stained soils near fill pipes for UST heating oil storage. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Soils were found to contain moderate to high concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons, and lead. Elevated levels of inorganics were detected 
in ground water. Utility trenches provide the possibility of preferential pathways for contaminant migration. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Human receptors could possibly come in contact with contaminated soils and groundwater during excavation of the site. Since the site is located 
so close to the river and the maze of underground utilities the possibility of preferential flow paths could exist to the Thames River. 

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Water 

‘ONTAMINANT Maximum Cont. Standard 
lAZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
3BF) 

IIGRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
HPF) 

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination in the media is moving away from the source. 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Confined - Information indicates that the potential for 
contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
geological structures or physical controls) 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: There is not enough GW data available to support an MPF of evident or confined 

Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply 
downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current 
drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IL4 aquifer). 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 

the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identitied: 
DW or is of limited bcniticial use (IIIA, IIIB or perched aquifer). 

Potential - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
Potential: X 

of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: GW could possible be used for drinking water 

xtivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00022 Groundwater Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Human 

DNTAMINANT 
AZARD 
KTOR (1) 
:IIF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IICRATION Evident - Analytical data~or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an “X” next to one below) 

ATBWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 

ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: 

#PF) 
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X 

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Contined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Migration of sediments is possible both up and down the river due to tidal influences. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

ECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

‘ACTOR Identified: 

W Potential: 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
Limited: X 

Brief Rationale for Selection: It is unlikely that human receptors would come in contact with the sediments in this area. 

xtivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00022 Sediment Human Category: Med 
/(Hi& Medium. Low) 



Sediment Eco Marine 

‘ONTAMINANT I I Maximum Cow. I Standard 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
ZHF) 

HGRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
WPF) 

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

Contaminant mglKg I mg/Kg Ratio (2) 
Antimonv and cornnoun& I 9.270.0 2.0 I 4635.000 
Lead 85,600.O 35.0 2445.710 
Chxysene 19.0 0.06 316.670 
Fluorene 8.0 0.035 228.570 
Phenanthrene 40.0 0.225 177.780 
Anthracene 9.5 0.085 111.760 
PWk?W 310 0.35 88.570 -,--..- 
Benz[a]anthracene 17.0 0.23 73.910 
Fluoranthene 44.0 0.6 73.330 
Conner and 342 0 7.0 48.860 

1 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 1 8363.725 1 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an “x” next to one below) 
contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could bc due to the presence 
toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Contaminants in the sediments could migrate in the Thames River due to Tidal influences an - 
d the utility trenches being a preferential pathway. 

Identitied - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Receptors in the Thames River have been identified. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: x 

Potential: 

Limited: 

.ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00022 Sediment Marine Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



Soil 

ONTAMINANT 
AZARD 
4CTOR (1) 
XIF) 

IIGRATION Evident - 
‘ATIIWAY 
‘ACTOR 
MPF) 

Potential 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has 
moved to a point of exposure 

Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Brief Rationale for Selection: There is a potential for soil to get washed into the storm sewer and into the Thames River - 

ECEPTOR 
iACTOR 
W 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to 

contaminated soil 

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total z 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): X 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: x 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors could come in contact with contaminated soils during excavation projects. - 

4ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00022 Soil Category: Low 
[(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 2125199 

Location (State): CT , Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00023 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): RI 

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND TANK FARM Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): Jeff Sullivan National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to donduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site has been identified as a fuel farm. There are a series of nine USTs under a ball field. The tanks were installed in the early 1940’s 
in an area that once was the site of a shallow lake. All tanks have been taken out of service. Fuel oil has been discovered in storm drains 
in the tank farm area. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Through a extensive drilling program, ground water has been analyzed and have shown levels of petroleum hydrocarbons (fuel oil). Some free product 
has been seen floating in some wells. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Human receptors will come in contact with contaminated GW during excavation/construction projects. Ecological receptors could come in contact 
with storm water out fall discharge to Thames River. 

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Water 

ONTAMINANT 
:AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
XIF) (Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

I 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 45.354 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “X” next to one below) 
ATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
ACTOR geological stroctores or physical controls) Evident: X 
kIPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: 
to a point of exposure; *r information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Free product (fuel oil) has been observed leaving at the discharge points of storm drains - 
into the Thames River. 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 
ECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
ACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: X 

W drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (IIIA, IIIB or perched aquifer). 
Potential: 

Potential - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, Limited: 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Ecological factors can come in contact with fuel oil leaving the storm drain system into T - 
hames River. 

.ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00023 Groundwater Category: High 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



 ̂ I 
Soil 

ONTAMINANT I I Maximum Cone. I Standard I 
AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
:EIF) 

WRATION 
4THWAY 
4CTOR 
APF) 

ECEPTOR 
ZCTOR 
W 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: l.llE-04 

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has 
moved to a point of exposure 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Analytical results indicate fuel oil in soil and groundwater. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to 
contaminated soil 

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Human receptors would come in contact with contaminated soils during excavation or constru - 
ction. Ecological receptors would not come in contact with the soils. 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): X 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: 

Contined: X 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

etivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00023 Soil Category: LOW 

1 (High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

I j Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 1 l/21/96 

Location (State): CT 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: 

RMIS Site Type: STORAGE AREA 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): 

SITE 00024 

Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SOIL 

Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: 

SITE SUMMARY 

Low 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
This site was identified during the 1991 multimedia inspection as a potential area of contamination. 

I Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Limited data exists for this site. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Human receptors limited to workers in the paint facility. 

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk EvahI:{, *! Worksheet 



1 

:ONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
“I-IF) 

IIGRATION 
ATEWAY 
ACTOR 
klPF) 

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

Evident - 

Potential - 

Lead 
Contaminant 

Maximum Cont. 
mg/Kg 
1,540.o 

Standard 
w&t 
400.0 

Ratio (2) 
3.850 

J 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Tota’: 1 

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has 
moved to a point of exposure 

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Confroed - Low possibility for contamination to be present at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Limited data. Migration appears to be confined to the building if any as occurred at all. 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil contaminated soil 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Limited data. Little or no potential for human receptors.- 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > LOO): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: 

Limited: X 

xtivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00024 Soil Category: LOW 

1 (High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FUDS NEW LONDON CT NSB Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 2125199 

Location (State): CT Media, Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (Name/RMIS ID) /Project for FUDS: SITE 00025 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: SURFACE DISPOSAL AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order) Yes 

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Med 

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
Bldg 97 was used from 1944 to 1963 to burn classified materials and other solid wastes. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Located in lower base adjacent to Thames River. 

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Human-workers eco-Thames River. 

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and req 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contaminati 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Water 

YONTAMINANT 
IAZARD 
‘ACTOR (1) 
“IIF) 

I Maximum Cow. I Standard I 1 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Arsenic (cancer) 11.0 4.5 2.440 
Barium and compounds 398.0 2,600.O 0.150 
Chloroform 2.0 16.0 0.130 
Zinc 816.0 1 l,ooo.o 0.070 
Acenaphthene 10.0 370.0 0.030 
Cobalt 4.4 180.0 0.020 
Copper and compounds 24.4 1,400.o 0.020 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants arc displayed. 

Total: 1 60.364 1 

IIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for 
ATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 
ACTOR geological structures or physical controls) 
kfPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Contined: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: TPH observed in groundwater. Site is adjacent to the Thames River. 

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
W 

Identified - 

Potential - 

There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply 
downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current 
drinking water sottrce or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). 

There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient 
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, 
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class IIB aquifer). 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 
Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 

the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: 
DW or is of limited beniticial use (IIIA, BIB or perched aquifer). 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Utility workers could come in contact with the GW. 

ctivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00025 Groundwater Category: Med 
1 (High, Medium, Low) 



Soil 

ONTAMINANT 
AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
:AF) 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

Total: 1 3.239 1 

lIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 
‘ATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has 

‘ACTOR moved to a point of exposure 
MPF) 

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufftcient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined 

Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Elevated levels of lead have been observed in soils. Data suggest that the contamination C - 
ould be moving toward the Thames River 

ECEPTOR 
iACTOR 
RF) 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to 
contaminated soil 

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to 
contaminated soil 

(Place an “X” next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: X 

Confined: 

(Place an “x” next to one below) 

Identified: 

Potential: X 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Workers in area could come in contact with the soils 

ktivity Name NEW LONDON CT NSB Site Name: SITE 00025 Soil Category: Med 
/(High, Medium, Low) 



APPENDIX C 

SUMMARY AND DETAILED SCHEDULES 

Summary Schedule 
Milestone Schedule 
Site Management Plan 
Site 2 
Site 3 
Basewide Groundwater OU 
Site 6 
Site 7 
Site 8 
Site 14 
Site 16 
Site 18 

Site 20 
Lower Subase Schedule 
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APPENDIX D 

RESPONSES TO U.S. EPA’s COMMENTS 



RESPONSES TO USEPA’s MARCH 16,1998 LETTER OF COMMENTS 
” REGARDING THE FEBRUARY 1998 SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR 

NAVAL SUBMARINE BASE - NEW LONDON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

March 19,1999 , 

GENERAL COMMENTS (Cover Letter) 

General Comment No. 1 

The assignment of media ratings appears to follow the decision flowchart (Figure 3) within the 
Primer. The overall site category rating has been selected in accordance with the 1996 Primer 
and represents the highest media rating. However, human and ecological endpoints are not 
evaluated consistent with the 1996 Primer. Sediment and surface water data should be 
evaluated for both human and ecological endpoints. The relative risk evaluation worksheet for 
Site 02, only evaluates sediment data for ecological endpoints. The worksheets for Sites 07, 20, 
21, 22, and 25 only evaluate sediment for humans. The worksheets for Sites 02, 21, 22, and 25 
only evaluate surface water for ecological receptors. Please include sediment and surface 
water relative risk evaluation worksheets for both human and ecological endpoints. 

Response to General Comment No. 1 

Surface water and sediment relative risk evaluation worksheets for human endpoints will be 
added for Site 02. 

For the Phase II Remedial investigation (RI) it was agreed that ecological receptors would be 
exposed to surface soils, but not surface water or sediment at Site 07. Therefore, surface 
water and sediment relative risk evaluation worksheets for ecological endpoints will not be 
added for Site 07. In addition, the surface water medium was evaluated during the Phase II RI 
human health risk assessment and it was determined that there were no surface water 
Contaminants of Concern for human receptors. Therefore, surface water risk evaluation 
worksheets for human endpoints will not be added for Site 07. 

Sites 21, 22, and 25 are located along the Thames River. The Thames River is a tidally 
influenced river, and surface water in the river flushes both upstream and downstream with 
each tidal cycle. Numerous private industrial facilities are located upstream and downstream of 
Naval Submarine Base - New London and these facilities could be contributing contamination 
to the Thames River. Therefore, it is difficult to attribute chemical concentrations detected in 
surface water samples collected adjacent to the Lower Subase with IRP sites (i.e., Sites 21, 22, 
and 25) located in the Lower Subase. This logic was used during the Lower Subase RI and 
only sediment was evaluated in the ecological risk assessment in the RI. Therefore, surface 
water risk evaluation worksheets for ecological endpoints will not be added for Sites 21, 22, or 
25. 

Sediment relative risk evaluation worksheets for human and ecological endpoints will be 
I included for Sites 21 and 22. 

1 



Site 21 and Site 25 were investigated during the Lower Subase RI. For the investigation, these 
sites were included in an area designated as Zone 7 of the Lower Subase. Site 21 is located 
adjacent to the Thames River and Site 25 is located approximately 200 feet away from the 
Thames River. Because Site 21 and Site 25 are within the same zone of the Lower Subase 
(i.e., Zone 7) it would be inappropriate to evaluate the sediment adjacent to the zone twice (i.e., 
for both Sites 21 and 25). Therefore, sediment relative risk evaluation worksheets for 
ecological and human endpoints will be maintained for Site 21 (i.e., the site directly adjacent to 
the Thames River), but will be removed for Site 25. 

The soil and groundwater data included in the relative risk evaluation worksheets for Site 25 will 
be updated with the analytical data included in the Lower Subase RI report. 

General Comment No. 2 

Sites 7 and 22, Soil and Groundwater Sheets: The standard for cobalt is reported as 380.0 
mg/kg for soil and 180.0 ug/L for groundwater while in the primer they are listed as 4600.0 
mg/kg for soil and 2200.0 ug/L for groundwater. Please correct. 

Response to General Comment No. 2 

The Navy agrees that the wrong soil and groundwater standards for cobalt are provided in the 
worksheets for Sites 7 and 22. These worksheets query a database for the appropriate 
standards. The standards database is not developed or updated by NORTHDIV. Therefore, 
the incorrect standards can not be updated to the values provided in the Relative Risk Site 
Evaluation Primer (i.e., 4,600 mg/kg for soil and 2,200 ug/L for groundwater). It should be 
noted that by maintaining the current standards, the ranking of the soil and groundwater media 
at these sites will be more conservative than if the standards were updated. 

The Navy anticipates that the Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer will be updated in 2000. The 
standards database associated with the worksheets will be updated during preparation of the 
new primer. Relative risk evaluation worksheets that account for the new standards will be 
prepared and included in the SMP for 2000. 

General Comment No. 3 

The media titles on some of the worksheets appear to be inaccurate. The standards used in 
the Surface Water Eco-Marine Sheets for Sites 21, 22, and 25 are eco-marine sediment 
standards, not eco-marine surface water standards. Either the title on the table is incorrect or 
the wrong standards were used. Please correct. 

Also, the background information sheets for Sites 21, 22, and 25 state that the media evaluated 
are GW, SEDH, SEDEM, and SOIL. However, the tables that follow are for GW, SEDH, 
SWEM, and SOIL. Either the background information sheet is incorrect or one of the table titles 
is incorrect. Please correct. 
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Response to General Comment No. 3 

The titles on the tables for Sites 21 and 22 will be corrected to read Sediment Eco Marine. The 
correction of the table titles should eliminate the discrepancy between the background 
information sheets and the worksheets. 

The sediment risk evaluation worksheets for human and ecological endpoints will eliminated for 
Site 25. The background information sheet for Site 25 will be modified to reflect the change. 
Please refer to the response provided for General Comment No. 1. This response provides the 
rationale for eliminating the Site 25 sediment risk evaluation worksheets for human and 
ecological endpoints. 

General Comment No. 4 

The rationales presented for the migration potential factor on the worksheets should be 
enhanced to be more consistent with the 1996 primer. For example, the soil worksheets for 
Sites 13, 17, and do not mention the presence of contaminant migration in relation to a point of 
exposure. The potential for exposure should be addressed in the rationale for MPF selection. 
Please revise the MPF rationales on the relative risk ranking worksheets. 

Response to General Comment No. 4 

The MPF rationales provided on the relative risk evaluation worksheets for Sites 13 and 17 will 
be reviewed and revised, as appropriate, so that they are more consistent with the 1996 primer. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS (Attachment A) 

Specific Comment No. 1, Table 2-2 

This table should indicate that the Area A Landfill already has a remedy in place. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 1 

Agreed. A sentence will be added to Table 2-2 that indicates that the Area A Landfill has a 
remedy in place (RIP). 

Specific Comment No. 2, Table 2-10 

The description of the nature and extent of groundwater contamination presented in Table 2-10 
for Site 09 does not correspond with the groundwater contaminant concentrations presented in 
the Site 09 relative risk ranking worksheet. Please reconfirm that the groundwater data 
presented in Table 2-10 and in the Site 09 relative risk ranking worksheet are recent and 
representative. Revise so that they are consistent. 
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Response to Specific Comment No. 2 

The status of Site 9 is considered to be Response Complete (RC). Table 2-10 will revised to 
indicate this change. Because the status of Site 9 is RC, the relative risk evaluation worksheet 
for this site will be removed and there will be no longer be any inconsistencies. This site will 
have no risk associated with it in subsequent versions of the Site Management Plan (SMP). 

Specific Comment No. 3, Table 2-14 

The description of the nature and extent of groundwater contamination presented in Table 2-14 
for Site 14 does not correspond with the groundwater contaminant concentrations presented in 
the Site 14 relative risk ranking worksheet. The groundwater CHF table does not present a 
carbon disulfide concentration but Table 2-14 of the SMP presents a carbon disulfide 
concentration. Please reconfirm that the groundwater data presented in Table 2-14 and in the 
relative risk ranking worksheet are recent and representative. Revise so that they are 
consistent. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 3 

Agreed. The carbon disulfide concentration provided in Table 2-14 (i.e., 1 pg/L) will be included 
in the relative risk evaluation worksheet for Site 14. The revision will eliminate the 
inconsistency between the table and worksheet. 

Specific Comment No. 4, Site 02, Appendix 6, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

The Area A Landfill (Site 02) relative risk ranking worksheets have not been revised. They are 
the same worksheets, dated 2/18/97, that were submitted last year in the Site Management 
Plan. The worksheets need to be revised to reflect that the cap construction is complete. The 
site summary on the site backg.round sheet should indicate that the final cover system was 
constructed during March 1997 to September 1997 and that the status of the site is considered 
remedies in place (RIP). The groundwater and soil worksheet migration pathway and receptor 
factors need to be revised to reflect the RIP status. Also, it is not clear whether the surface 
water and sediment sheets are for the Area A Landfill or the Area A Wetland. The surface 
water and sediment sheets should be for Area A Wetland, but the contaminant concentrations 
do not correlate with Area A Wetland data. Please correct. Site 02 Area A Landfill should no 
longer have a high ranking since the exposure pathway has been eliminated. If the Site 02 
relative risk ranking worksheets are meant to only represent Area A Wetland, then the site 
summary background sheet and media rating sheets need to be revised to reflect only Area A 
Wetland. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 4 

Agreed. The status of the Area A Landfill is considered to be RIP. The soil and groundwater 
worksheet migration pathway and receptor factors will be revised to reflect the RIP status. 

The surface water and sediment data included in the worksheet should be for the Area A 
Wetland. The data included in the worksheet will be reviewed and updated accordingly. In 
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addition, the site summary section on the site background sheet will be updated to indicate that 
the cover system was constructed over the Area A Landfill and the status of the site is RIP. 
The media associated with the Area A Wetland will also be discussed in the site summary 
section of the site background sheet. 

The Navy responded on May 14, 1998 to the Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection’s (CTDEP’s) Specific Comment No. 2 of their March 25, 1998 comment letter by 
saying that the Area A Wetland and Area A Landfill would be separated and tracked 
independently under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) for the 1999 SMP. However, 
the Navy is unable to separate the sites at this time. The Navy proposes to continue to track 
the sites together as Site 2 under the IRP. The Record of Decision (ROD) signed for the Area 
A Landfill is an interim ROD. Further investigation of the Area A Wetland will be completed 
during the Groundwater Monitoring Program for the Area A Landfill. In addition, it is likely that a 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan will be part of the remedial strategy for the Area A Wetland. If 
these investigations show remedial actions are necessary at the Area A Wetland, the actions 
can be incorporated into the final ROD for Site 2 (i.e., Area A Landfill and Wetland). 

Specific Comment No. 5, Site 03, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

Groundwater Sheet for Site 3: Insufficient information is provided for the MPF rationale. This 
rational is not consistent with the 1996 Primer. The provided rationale is that contaminants are 
present in groundwater. The primer states that the “potential” rank can be chosen for the MPF 
if there is insufficient information to make a determination of Evident or Confined. If there is 

r-7 . ..) insufficient information in this case, it should be stated in the rationale. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 5 

Agreed. The rationale will be revised so that it supports the “potential” ranking. 

Specific Comment No. 6, Site 07, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

EPA recommends that the site description on the site background relative risk ranking 
worksheet be enhanced. In particular, please describe the Torpedo shop drains that historically 
discharged to the former septic system. 

The sediment worksheet contaminant hazard factor (CHF) table does not include the maximum 
sediment concentrations for analytes detected, which are methylene chloride at 18 ug/kg, 
pyrene at 240 ug/kg, and DDD at 93 ug/kg. Please use these detected concentrations in 
calculating the CHF and revise as appropriate. 

Torpedo shop groundwafer: The maximum detected concentration of III, 1 -trichloroethane is 
42 ugll. The groundwater worksheet lists the 1 ,I ,I -trichloroethane concentration as 12 ug/l. 
Please correct. 
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Response to Specific Comment No. 6 

Agreed. The description of the Torpedo Shops will be enhanced on the site background section 
of the relative risk evaluation worksheet. Additional text will be added that describes the drains 
that formerly discharged into the septic system 

Maximum detected concentrations of methylene chloride (18 pglkg), pyrene (240 pg/kg), and 
DDD (93 pg/kg) will be added to the sediment relative risk evaluation worksheet. 

The maximum detected concentration of 1 ,I ,I -trichloroethane (i.e., 42 CLgIL) will be included in 
the groundwater relative risk evaluation worksheet. 

Specific Comment No. 7, Site 08, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

Surface water Eco-Marine Sheet for Site 8: There are two surface water eco-marine 
worksheets for this site, one of the surface water eco-marine worksheets is mislabeled and is 
actually a sediment eco-marine worksheet. Please correct the label. There should be sediment 
and surface water worksheets for both human and ecological exposure. Please correct, as 
appropriate. 

Groundwater Sheet for Site 8: Tetrachloroethylene is not presented on the worksheet and 
appears not to have been entered into the contaminant hazard factor (CHF) calculation. 
Tetrachloroethylene was detected in MW 8GW8S at a concentration of 100 ug/L. The ratio with 
the standard is 0.9 which is among the top ten ratios and therefore should appear on the 
worksheet. Please correct. 

Soil Sheet for Site 8: Phenol and xylene are not presented on the worksheet in the CHF table. 
Please confirm that xylene and phenol concentrations were used in the calculation of the soil 
CHF. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 7 

Agreed. The second sheet labeled Surface Water Eco Marine should be labeled as Sediment 
Eco Marine. The title on the worksheet will be revised. 

The Navy disagrees that a sediment worksheet should be added for human exposure. The 
depth of the Thames River would preclude humans from coming into contact with the 
sediments, except during extremely rare situations. Therefore, this type of exposure scenario is 
unrealistic. 

A tetrachloroethene concentration of 100 pg/L will be included in the groundwater relative risk 
evaluation worksheet. Inclusion of this additional chemical will not impact the overall ranking for 
the site which is high. It should also be noted that recent investigations have shown that the 
tetrachloroethene detected in the groundwater beneath the, Goss Cove Landfill site is from an 
upgradient, offsite source. 

Detected concentrations of phenol and xylenes will be added to the soil relative risk evaluation 
worksheet. 
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Specific Comment No. 8, Site 09, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

A soil worksheet has not been provided for site 9, the oily wastewater tank. Soil data exist. 
The post removal action sampling data should be used to complete a soil worksheet and to 
revise the groundwater worksheet, as appropriate. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 8 

Please refer to the response provided for Specific Comment No. 2. 

Specific Comment No. 9, Sites IO and 11, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

There are no relative risk ranking worksheets for sites 10 and 11. Since the other lower subase 
sites have worksheets, individual worksheets should be completed for sites 10 and 11. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 9 

Relative risk evaluation worksheets will be developed for Sites 10 and 11. Because of their 
proximity to each other, the analytical data included for both sites will be similar. The new 
worksheets will be included in the SMP for 1999. 

, 
,., . .I 

Specific Comment No. lb, Site 13, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

The groundwater CHF table presents a lead concentration of 39 ug/L but Table 2-13 of the 
SMP presents a lead concentration of 2,760 ug/L. Please confirm that the lead concentration 
used to calculate the CHF is the maximum dissolved lead concentration and correct as needed. 

Response to Specific Comment No. IO 

The total lead concentration of 2,760 pg/L that was shown in Table 2-13 will be added to the 
groundwater relative risk evaluation worksheet. This concentration is conservative when 
compared to the maximum dissolved lead concentration (14.1 pg/L) detected at Site 13. The 
ranking of Site 13 is already “high”; therefore, the change in concentration will have no impact 
on the site’s ranking. 

Specific Comment No. 11, Site 14, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

The soil CHF table does not ‘present an arsenic concentration but Table 2-14 of the SMP 
presents an arsenic concentration of 16.3 mg/kg. Please confirm that the arsenic concentration 
was used to calculate the CHF and correct if needed. 

The groundwater CHF table does not present a carbon disulfide concentration but Table 2-14 of 

n 
the SMP presents a carbon disulfide concentration. Carbon disulfide should appear in the CHF 
table because it is among the top ten contaminants. Please include in the CHF calculation. 
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Response to Specific Comment No. 11 

An arsenic concentration of 16.3 mg/kg will be added to the soil relative risk evaluation 
worksheet. 

A carbon disulfide concentration of 1 pg/L will be added to the groundwater relative risk 
evaluation worksheet. 

Specific Comment No. 12, Site 16, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

The site summary sheet states that no data exist for the former hospital incinerator. The site 
summary sheet should specify where the soil data used to calculate the CHF on the Site 16 soil 
worksheet was collected. If the data are not representative of current Site 16 conditions, then 
no media worksheets should be presented and the site should not be ranked. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 12 

The analytical data included in the relative risk evaluation worksheet for Site 16 is not site- 
specific. Therefore, it was inappropriate to include the relative risk evaluation worksheets and a 
rank for the site in the SMP. The worksheets and ranking will be removed. 

This site will be investigated during the upcoming Basewide Groundwater OU RI. The 
analytical data from this investigation will be used to create relative risk evaluation worksheets 
for the site and to determine the appropriate risk ranking for the site. This information should 
be available in the SMP for 2000. 

.!---l 

Specific Comment No. 13, Site 17, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

The site summary sheet does not include a description of the time-critical removal action. The 
site summary should describe remedial actions that have occurred, please revise. 

The relative risk ranking should reflect current conditions. The soil worksheet appears to use 
data collected prior to the time-critical removal action and solidification/stabilization. Please 
confirm that the lead concentration used to calculate the soil CHF is representative of current 
conditions. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 13 

Agreed. A description of the time-critical removal action taken at Site 17 will be included in the 
site summary sheet. 

The maximum concentration of lead detected in the soil after the time-critical removal action 
‘was 6,060 mg/kg (Lower Subase RI, 1999). This concentration will be input into the relative risk 
evaluation worksheet. 
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Specific Comment No. 14, Site 18, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

Table 2-18 of the SMP states that no data exist for Site 18. The site summary sheet should 
specify where the soil data used to calculate the CHF on the Site 18 soil worksheet was 
collected. If the data are not representative of current Site 18 conditions, then no media 
worksheets should be presented and the site should not be ranked. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 14 

Please refer to the response provided for Specific Comment No. 12. 

Specific Comment No. 15, Site 19, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

Table 2-19 of the SMP states that no data exist for Site 19, that the sample results are pending. 
The site summary sheet should specify where the soil data used to calculate the CHF on the 
Site 19 soil worksheet was collected. If the data are not representative of current Site 19 
conditions, then no media worksheets should be presented and the site should not be ranked. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 15 

Site 19 was investigated during the Lower Subase RI. The analytical results that are available 
from this investigation will be incorporated into the relative risk evaluation worksheets for this 
site. Table 2-19 will also be revised to incorporate the information provided in the Lower 
Subase RI report. 

Specific Comment No. 16, Site 20, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

Surface Water Human Sheet for Site 20: The CHF table presents no contaminants, 
concentrations, standards, or ratios but provides a total ratio of 3.56E-03. The top ten 
contaminants should be presented in the table. Please correct. 

The sediment Eco-fresh worksheet is missing. Sediment data exist for the drainage areas. 
Please provide an ecological sediment worksheet. 

The sediment CHF rating is significant when freshwater sediment ecological criteria are used. 
A high media rating would result if the migration pathway and receptor factors remained 
potential. A high media rating would yield a high ranking for the Area A Weapons Center, 
instead of the current medium ranking. The soil worksheet CHF table does not present 
fluoranthene that was detected at 5700 ug/kg. Please confirm that this fluoranthene 
concentration was used in the CHF calculation and revise. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 16 

Surface water and sediment analytical data for Site 20, summarized in the Phase II RI report, 
will be input into the relative risk evaluation worksheets. The surface water data will be used to 
create a worksheet for human exposure and the sediment data will be used to create a 
worksheet for freshwater ecological exposure. 
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Fluoranthene was detected at a maximum concentration of 5,700 pg/kg in the soil at Site 20. 
This concentration will be included in the soil relative risk evaluation worksheet. 

Specific Comment No. 17, Site 21, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

The concentration of lead presented in the soil CHF table is not consistent with the maximum 
lead concentration presented in Table 2-21. Please confirm that the maximum lead 
concentration is used in the CHF calculation for Site 21. Revise either Table 2-21 or the soil 
worksheet as appropriate. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 17 

Lead was detected at a maximum concentration of 189,000 mg/kg in the soil at Site 21. This 
lead concentration will be included in Table 2-21 and,the soil relative risk evaluation worksheet. 

Specific Comment No. 18, Site 23, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

Sediment and surface water data exist for Site 23 but worksheets are not presented for these 
media. The 1996 Primer states that media worksheets should be completed for all media with 
representative data. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 18 

Sediment and surface water samples were collected and analyzed as part of the Site 
Investigation of the Tank Farm (i.e., Site 23). The samples were collected from a stream 
upgradient of the site. This stream is routed into a culvert upgradient of the site and eventually 
discharges to the Thames River at the Goss Cove site. Because the samples were collected 
from a stream upgradient of Site 23, the data is not representative of Site 23. Therefore, the 
analytical results will not be added to the relative risk evaluation worksheets for Site 23. 

Specific Comment No. 19, Site 25, Appendix B, Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets 

It is not clear why a sediment human worksheet is completed without a surface water human 
worksheet. In accordance with the 1996 Primer both sediment and surface water sheets should 
be completed. 

The surface water ecological worksheet completed is actually a sediment ecological worksheet. 
Please correct and include both surface water and sediment worksheets. In accordance with 
the 1996 Primer both sediment and surface water ecological sheets should be completed. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 19 

Please refer to the response provided for General Comment No. 1. 
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n The sediment human worksheet will be eliminated from the Site 25 relative risk evaluation 
worksheets. 

The soil and groundwater analytical data included in the Site 25 worksheets will be updated with 
the most recent Lower Subase RI results. 

Specific Comment No. 20, Site 23, Appendix C, Site Schedules 

Please explain why there is no schedule provided for Site 23 the fuel farm. The relative risk 
ranking worksheets provide Site 23 with a High ranking; therefore, a schedule should be 
provided for this site. Although some of the pipeline activities will be combined with Lower 
Subase, free product removal and potential soil excavation may occur for OT-8. 

Response to Specific Comment No. 20 

i 

Site 23 is currently being addressed under both RCRA and CERCLA. The soil operable unit 
(OU) is currently being investigated under the RCRA UST program. Historically, the 
groundwater OU was also investigated under the RCRA UST program; however, in the future it 
will be investigated under CERCLA as part of the Basewide Groundwater OU Remedial 
Investigation (RI). The SMP only addresses CERCLA sites. Therefore, since Site 23 is 
included in the Basewide Groundwater OU RI, the schedule for the RI will be used to track the 
groundwater OU at Site 23. A revised schedule for the Groundwater OU RI will be prepared 
and included in the 1999 SMP. 
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RESPONSES TO CTDEP’s COMMENTS 



REWWdiEMT OF THE NAVY 
NORTHERN olw!wR 
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MAIL STOP. #e2 
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5090 
Code 1823/ME 

Mr. Mark Lewis 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
Bureau of Water Management 
Permitting, Enforcement & Remediation Division 
79 Elm Street 
Hartfprd; CT 06106-5127 

SUBJ: RESPONSES TO CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
ON THE DRAFT 
BASE NEW LONDON, 

PROTECTION COMMENTS DATED MARCH 25, 1998 
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR NAVAL SUBMARINE 
GROTON, CT 

Dear Mr. Lewis: 

Please find enclosed in Attachment A the Navy's responses to your 
comments of March 25, 1998 on the Draft Site Management Plan 
(SMP) of February 1998 for the Naval Submarine Base - New London. 
I hope that any concerns you may have had on the SMP are 
satisfied by these responses. 

Please call me at (610) 595-0567 ext. 162 if you have any 
questions or wish to discuss further. 

Sincerely, 

Remedial Project Manager 
By direction of the 
Commanding Officer 

copy to: 
Ms. Kymberlee Keckler, USEPA Region I 
Mr. Jeff Sullivan, SUBASE NLON 
Mr. Corey Rich, B&R Pittsburgh, PA 



ATTACHMENT A 
RESPONSES TO CTDEP’S COMMENTS OF MARCH 25,1998 

ON THE DRAFT SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN DATED FEBRUARY 1998 
NAVAL SUBMARINE BASE - NEW LONDON, GROTON, CONNECTICUT 

May 13,1998 

General Comment No. 1: 

The State agrees that the schedules proposed in this document are reasonable. The review 
periods for State review of various deliverables listed in Appendix C comply with the time periods 
specified in Section 7.6 of the Federal Facilities Agreement. 

Resoonse: 

Comment noted. 

Specific Comment No. 1: Page 2-1, Section 2.1 Site Descriptions 

The description for several sites where remedial action has been conducted includes a discussion 
of whether the site is considered “response complete” (RC), or “remedies in place” (RIP). 
However, the meaning of these terms is not explained until Section 4.1 on page 4-l. It would be ,T-ai 
helpful to define these terms briefly in the beginning of Section 2. ; *% 

Response: 

A brief explanation of RC and RIP and the sites considered to, be in one of these categories will be 
inserted at the end of Section 1.2. The text will also refer the reader to Section 4.1 for a detailed 
explanation of these terms. 

Specific Comment No. 2: Page 2-3, Section 2.1.3 Site 2- Area A Wetland 

The report notes that limited action is recommended for this site, but does not specify what type 
of action the Navy would consider, nor does the report include a schedule for further work. The 
report should include more information regarding future plans for this site. Table 4-I 
distinguishes between Site 2A (the Area A Landfill) , and Site 28 (the Area A Wetlands). However, 
this distinction is not made in the text in Section 2.1.3, or in the Relative Risk Evaluation 
Worksheets. 

Currently, the limited action proposed for the Area A Wetland includes groundwater monitoring. The 
monitoring of the groundwater beneath the Area A Wetland will be conducted as part of the Area A Landfill 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan. Groundwater monitoring is scheduled to begin in August of 1998. A 
description of this action will be included in Section 2.1.3 and Table 2-3. In the future, additional actions 
may be necessary for the Area A Wetland, but the details of those actions are currently unknown. 
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The Area A Landfill and the Area A Wetland were originally grouped together as one site (Site 2) for the 
Installation Restoration Program (IRP). Because they were considered as one site, funding, scheduling, 
Relative Risk Ranking, and other issues were grouped together. The recent remedial action at the Area A 
Landfill has made it apparent that these sites should be tracked independently. Creation of a new site 
under the IRP requires a substantial amount of time and effort. Therefore, the Navy proposes to have the 
Area A Wetland separated from the Area A Landfill for the Site Management Plan (SMP) for 1999. 

For the final SMP for 1998, Table 4-l will be modified to indicate that both the Area A Landfill and the Area 
A Wetland are Site 2 (i.e., the A and B designations will be removed). In addition, a Relative Risk Ranking 
Worksheet will be created that accurately depicts the current conditions at the Area A Landfill and the 
Area A Wetland. An updated ranking will be provided for the Area A Wetland. 

Suecific Comment No. 3: Page 2-5, Section 2.1.5 Site 4 - Rubble Riii Area at Bunker A-86 74 

The Navy proposes a No Further Action Proposed Plan and Record of Decision at this site, since 
ail soil has been removed to bedrock. The State agrees that this is appropriate. The State also 
agrees that this decision should be documented through a Proposed Plan and Record of Decision, 
rather than through a No Further Action Decision Document. 

Resdonse: 

Comment noted. 

Specific Comment No. 4: Page 2-8, Section 2.1.7 Site 7 - Torpedo Shops 

The text notes that in 1995 the Navy removed soil contaminated with Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons exceeding the residential direct exposure criteria specified in the Remediation 
Standard Regulations. The State agrees that further charact+&ation is required at this site. The 
Navy will be required to demonstrate compliance with ail portions of the Remediation Standard 
Regulations, including the pollutant mobility criteria, and the direct exposure criteria. 

Response: 

Comment noted. 

Specific Comment No. 5: Page 2-9, Section 2.1.9 Oily Wastewater Tank (OT-5) 

Please revise this section to clarify that the tanks were closed in place by filling them with inert 
material after the contents of the tanks were removed and the tanks were cleaned. 

Response: 

Text will be added to Section 2.1.9 which indicates that OT-5 was closed in place by filling it with inert 
material after the contents of the tank was removed, the tank was cleaned, and the top of the tank was 
crushed. 

Specific Comment No. 6: Page 2-23, Table 2-29 Summary of Findings - Goss Cove Landfill 
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in the third sentence of the Recommended Remedial Alternative Section, “Goss Cover” should be 
“GOSS Cove”. 

Resoonse: 

The CTDEP’s comment incorrectly references Table 2-29 on page 2-23. The correct reference should be 
to Table 2-9 on Page 2-32. 

The typographical error “Goss Cover” will be corrected to “Goss Cove” in Table 2-9. 

Specific Comment No. 7: Page 2-56, Table 2-24 Summary of Findings, Site 24 - Lower Subase - 
Central Paint Accumulation Area 

in the “Potential Sauce of Contamination” section, “Accumulated Point” should be “Accumulated 
Paint”. 

Response: 

The typographical error “Accumulated Point” will be corrected to “Accumulated Paint” in Table 2-24. 

Specific Comment No. 8: Page 3-3, Section 3.1.3 Removal Action 

This section discusses the use of removal actions prior to or during the RilFS to reduce an 
immediate threat to human health or the environment. The last paragraph notes that no further 
action may be required following completion of a removal action. The State does not object to the 
use of removal actions for this purpose. Conducting a removal action may lower the risk posed 
by a site to the point where the risk is below the level where EPA would consider taking action. 
The Department wishes to reemphasize that in such case?, compliance with the Remediation 
Standard Regulations is required. It is not appropriate to conclude that since “actionable risk” no 
longer exists, ARARs do not apply and compliance with the Remediation Standard Regulations is 
not required. 

Response: 

Comment noted. 

Specific Comment No. 9: Table 4-4, Table 4-1 Relative Risk Ranking Results 

The table lists the rank of the Area A Landfill as “NA” and the rank of the Area A Wetland as 
“High”. It notes that separate rankings were not conducted for the landfill and the wetlands. 
Separate rankings should be conducted for each of the two sites. 

Response: 

Please refer to the Response to Specific Comment No. 2. 

Specific Comment No. 10: Appendix C 
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No schedule is provided for the Area A Wetlands, although this site is scored “High” in the 
Relative Risk Evaluation. Please provide a schedule for this site. 

ReSDOnSe: 

Please refer to the Response to Specific Comment No. 2. 
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