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(207) 438-6618.
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L .« .. RESTORATION-ADVISORY BOARD MEETING. . ..
. PORTSMQUTH NAVAL SHlPYARD

_ KITTERY TOWN HALL, KITTERY, MAINE '~

ST T geptember 27, 2010 Teno i

Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) members at the meeting included the following:
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.RAB Community, members = Doyg Bogen, Jon Carter, Diana MoNabb, and Roger Wells; , -, ;
A R N A2 BT AP S NS SO
¢ Navy RAB members —~ Linda Cole, Naval Facilities Enginee;ing Command (NAVFAC) Mid-
Atlantic, and Lisa.Joy; Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS). , I
1. o Regulatory. representatives;.— Matt ‘Audet, United States Environmental. Protegtion: Agency
(USEPA);: and»\n;?[e’d).;g\[‘\l;plfe; (representing -Iver.. McLeod),, Maine. Department of .Environmental
-, Protection (MEDEP)24 ., . v . oo s _ ST S A
¢ RAB.Gommunity members Peter Britz,-Michele Dionne, Mary Marshall, Jack :McKenna, .and Onil

Roy were absent. - S
Guests at the RAB included: v . S

¢ - Danna Eddy and Matt Thyng from PNS.
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r... Debbie-Cohen, Martha;Gray, and Tim.Smith from-Tetra Tech: ..

_ Glenn Markwith from tﬂ? Navy and Marine Corps Public Health Center ( ﬂ'lMQPt*C)- -
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. Carolyn Lepage Technlcal Assustance Grant (TAG) technlcal advlsor to Seacoast Ant| Pollution
League (SAPL).
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INTRODUCTION . . ..., .

Thie'meeting was opened by Déug:Bogen (RAB Community Co-Chair). Mr::Bogen welcemed &véryone to
the - RAB.-meeting-and requested that -attendees’ introduce themselves. The  attendees introduced
- themselves-&dnd stated the organizations they represented. : Mr. Glenn Markwith of NMCGPHG@ indicated
‘that he would be assistinig with‘community-interviews.for the Cemmunity Implementation Plan, (CIP).

September.21,.2010 minutes 1 , cooeo 10210




”ammande”r’"”signed the final Record of

Lisa Joy (RAB Navy: Ce:Chai ureported that the. Shlpyardf
Decision (ROD) for Operable Unlt i (OU1) on ‘Mohday. She
fiscal year was reflective’ of everyone s hard work !

this point in the environmental program. N
B T L N T3 T T -t 3 P B Ut

STATUS OF WORK AND REGULATOR UPDATES

Linda Cole ‘of NAVFAG'Mid<Atlantic; ‘provided an update on'the statiis 6f Work’at Operable Unit (OU) 1,
OU2 0OU3, OU4, OU7, OU9, and Slte 30. The presentatlon is attached to the minutes.
GE m o T S R - N et A e

Ms. Cole provided updated funding information:* ‘Thé estimated spending-to date’is approkimately $60
million. The Fiscal Year 2010 (FY10) spending plan was eetimated at $1 million and included the funding
of the Biiilding 184 tank valt-fémoval (at Sité 30). The*FY14 ispendingiplan-is:$3.4: millioh,and includes
“'tiihding for the refredial action at-@U4-(Site 10) and :Remedial Investigation: (Ri)yrat OUS-{Site 31). The
Navy is able to fund the RI for OU8 sooner than originally scheduled. Ms:*Cole also indicated that the
estimated cost-to-complete is $31 million, which represents an increase from last year's estimate. This
‘incredse-is based -6riiescalation of future worth- costs ‘and not-because:additionals remedialt action work

has been identified. ' Dot wEe oy

The following are highlights of the update on OUs:

5

e OU1 ~ The Navy finalized the Feasibility Study (FS) Report and Préposed Remedial ‘Action Plan
(PRAP) in June 2010. The 30-day public comment period on the PRAP was held from June 17 to
July 16, 2010. SAPL provided:oral-and: written:comments during:thepublic. comment:peried. On
September 20 2010, the flnal ROD was S|gned by the Shtpyard Commander and the final
documeérit was prowded to USEPA for S|gnature f\/ls Cole noted that the Ref me‘dlal Action (RA)
Work Plan, Long-term IVIonltormg PIan and Land Use Control Remedial DeS|gn (LUC RD) have

3t

béen fiinded: Thé femedial action lS expected to bé' conducted 2011,

e QU2 - The I\Iavy cont|nued resolvmg regulatory comments on the FS Report. A pre-design
o ‘lnvestlgatlon is‘headed for any remedy selected for ouz, and " Navy contlhued ‘resolution of
regulatory comments on the work plan for the investigation. The Defensé Fteutlhzatlon and
Marketing Office (DRMO) Impact Area Removal Action work is progressing. The archeological
surveys have been completed and the Navy is waiting for the State Historical Preservatlonébfflcer
(SHPO) final appréval to begin excayation activities. Although three: potential archeological jterns

- ¢+ of ‘intérest were. found. around- Quarters N Aduring‘,theﬁﬁrst%;,phas,e -of the archeological. survey,
. further-evaluation-in* the -second' phase of. archeological:survey: indicated that:these :were.not

significant items. ' The Navy.has bégun mobilization.for the-removal.agtion and is;beginning to, cut

September 21/ 2010 minutes 2 ot 1024010



N::'

"f"nEGULATon LIPDATE T

»-seyeral documents, .including the draft OU4 FS Report.;
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trees and grub the excavation area. The removal action activitiés are expected to be complete by
~.the end of November 2010.

° OU3 The Post-RemedlaI Ope‘; Ytion Malntenance and Mon|tor|ng (OM&M) program continues
Round 9 sampling, |nspection' and maintenance were completed. The Navy is walting on
L USEPA comments on the draft final LUC RD and foIIow-up comments on the draft OM&M Plan
) ’update (ReV|S|on 1), Sampling for the next 5-year review will be conducted in spr|ng 2011 so that

the data are avallable to start the 5- -year review in 2011 to meet the June 2012 compIetlon date

. 9.,>'_OU.4 :-.The interim .Offshore Monitoring Program continues. The draft updatetto the Interim

Offshore Monitoging Pian gRevismn 1) was submitted in JuIy 2010 and the Navy is waiting on
. regulatory rewew and comment resolution The Navy submltted the draft. FS Report in Juiy and
., the document i is the subject of tonights RAB presentatlon

*  QU7.~The Navy is preparing the draft Rl Report for submittal by, the.end of September or early
- -Qctober. The draft Rl Reportis a\..g.opd»erese.nté%ﬂ?n item for the next RAB.meeting,

o OU9 The add|t|onal sampling to support the RI was completed Iast week. The analytical results
are expected |n October and an update on the results should be avallable for the next RAB

' C -;f
meeting.

iy
1

° Site 30 — The Navy is in the process of receiving and resoIV|ng comments on the draft

‘ ; lEngineering Evaluation/C ' Anaiysus (EE/CA) and Act|on Memorandum for the removal actlon of
”the tank vauIt wuthin Bu|Id ng 184 at Site 30 A pubI|c comment period erI be he|d on the f|na|
EE/CA The removaI action work pIan and removai action are funded and the Navy hopes to

I l . ! ! o S

conduct the removaI action this wmter

\ . L

- USEPA --- Matt Audet indicated that USEPA s focus, since the Iast RAB has been to complete the ROD
. for OU/1,.betore the end of the fiscal year. Mr.-Audet was pleased to hear that the Shipyard Commander

has _signed: the final RQD‘_,ahn,d,,ithanked,,}thﬂe,iNavy and MEDEP for their efforts to, complete resolution .of

. comments: and preparation of.the final dogument before Sjeptem’bgr 30, 2010. USEPA is also. reviewing

A e,

T - ’
FAON Sk I T

MEDEP --- Ted Wolfg:provided the status. Mr. Wolfe indicated that the MEDEP.concurrence lefter:for.the

ROD for QU1 has.been drafted.and a.signed letter will be provided shortly. MEDEP.provided comments

-on the draft OU4 ES Report. .

September 21, 2010 minutes 3 o . 102110,



DRAFT OU4 FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT - oy -

Mr. Tim Smith, of Tetra Tech, provided a presentation on the draft ou4 FS'Report. The presentation is
attached to the mlnutes The draft report is out for review and comment. In addition to MEDEP
comments NOAA and us F|sh and W|Id||fe comments on'the draft report have been rece|ved

Mr Smlth explalned that the FS Report provides an evaluation of potent|aI aIternat|ves for OU4 that wil
'Esupport the Navys recomimendation for remedlal act|on for OU4 however the FS Report does not

’

prowde the recommended alternatives.

‘OU4 cons1sts of Site 5, Former Industrial Wasté’ Outfalls and | six A‘reas of Conddm (AOCs) “The Navy is
conductlng an’ |nter|m remedy fof OU4 that corisists’ of mon|tor|ng 14 mon|tor|ng ‘stafions that provide

coverage of ‘the offshore area'for interim monrtorlng purposes Ag' part of the irit&Hm ‘remedy, 10 rounds

of interim monitoring and two rounds of add|t|onal scrutlny ‘Have bééh' conducted between ‘September
1999 and December 2008. Offshore data from the interim monitoring program and from onshore OU

' |nvest|gat|ons were used to’ support the development of the OU4 E8! Report NI Smiith expla|ned that the
draft Revision 1 to the 1999 Iriterim Offshore Monitoring Plan (ReV|SIon 0) ‘Wil subm|tted in June 2010.
The rev13|on |s based on the results of the Rounds 1 to 10 evaluatlon repott The updated interim
.offshore mon|tor|ng program prowded |n Revrsmn 1 of the Inter|m Offshore Monltorlng Plan will be
conducted until a f|nal remedy for OU4 is in place The next round Round 11 W|ll be conducted to
support the next five-year sampling and is scheduled for spring 2011.

The draft OU4 FS was developed to address potentlal unaccepta le ecoIog|caI r|sk in the offshore area of
PNS The Offshore Human Health R|sk Assessment concluded \th therewere no unacceptable human
health I‘lSkS for exposure to sedlment or surface water. In answer to a questlon Vabout MEDEP s comment
on the draft OU4 FS regardlng the rlsk of fish consumptlon the Navy |nd|cated that th|s is be|ng looked

into and the Navy will provide a response. Mr. Smith- expla|ned that severaI mon|tor|ng stat|ons did not

have unacceptable ecological risks; therefore, remedial alternatives were not developed for these
stations. The Remedial Action Objective (RAQ) in the draft FS Report is to reduce to acceptable levels
the écological risks (o benthic |nv.ertebrates) from’ exposure t6 chemicals‘of concen’ (COCs) in*sediment
at'OU4 monitering stations. The'Preiiffiinary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for the-FS werebased oh the
‘Initetim Reémedidtion” ' Goals (IRGS) ‘fromi* the interim ‘éffshoré Fiihitoring--program. The “extent of
contamination was determined based on the éxtént ¢f PRG exceedanées. "Mr. Stiiith explairiéd ‘that'the
extent of contamination was not delineated at MS11, Where thete i ‘on&’locatién with PRG éxeéadandes,
because there is little sediment in the vicinity of this l_ocation for ecological exposure. Mr. Smith reviewed
thé Figurds showing the extent of contaminatich at MS-01, MS-08/MS:04, 4nd MS<12(A-and B); irdicating
"that the ‘béiindary of contamination was éxtended to the' sample&“that had ‘concéritrations: less than
PRGs. For MS-12A, a boat ramp with contaminated sediment extends into’ the“building and that the

Septermber 21, 2010 minutes 4 oo 7 10/2110
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contamination extends to.where sediment;was found:on:the portion of-the boat ramp within the-building.
In answer t'o\ a question,. ofzswhether -construction.. around -the.. dry. docks~ has- affected: .sediment
concentrations,-Mr. Smith indicated that the data:do not indicate,.an.impact...In-answer to a question of
whether data from dredging-at. Dry ,ock~2; (located east.of MS:12) .was pfovided to USERA; the Navy
indicated that the data were provided, but these data were not included in the draft OU4 FS Report.

Sl g0 de gt e O L T scv ks B TT LIS & BT P FI GNP oGt SO R £ S
For .the. development : efyalternatives :for. the-monitoring «stations;. a .wide. ranget of-technologies were
.--identified - to.-screen. out technologies-that - would.. not; be. effective::(based--on contaminants .and. site
conditions)-and to ‘retain technologies ‘that. may..be, effective.: Mr..8mith explained:-that:the.No -Action
.. alternative is required.in-an:-FS-to, provide a:baseline; for comparison, to-potentialiremedial-technolegies.
.. Exceptifor the No Actien ‘alternative;-alternatives-developed in the-F8.must satisfy-the;threshold criteria: of
-~ being:protective of human health+and: the- environment. and: complying.with applicable: and -relevant. and
?.a;»apbropriat@ requirements.(ARARs). Balancing:criteriasare evaluated in:the F$: to identify major:tradeoffs
. 'of theralternatives, and: include.reduction, of itoxicity;smability,. or. velume:through-treatment, short-term
..effectiveness; longsterm;:effectiveness. andi;permanence, implementability, -and- cost;, - Two -additional
. .criteriapregulatory-aceeptance-and-communityracceptance;.aresevaluated-as part-of:the-public. comment
...-period-on the PRAP; hat.in the FS:+Mr..Smith:explained that in.developing éuost; estimates.for alternatives
- in the-draft.OU4 F8 Report; it was-assumed'thatithe: remedial. activities for each monitoring-station would
- be.eonducted -individually and not.in conjunction -with remedial- actions:iat. other .monitoring:stations.
However, it is the Navy’s preference to bundle offshore monitoring with onshere.menitoring-programs-to
the extent possible. This bundling would provide cost and energy sgv'lngs for the identified alternatives.
, Mr.:Smith-also neted:-that:annual costs differ amang'stations based.on-the .assumptions regarding. number
of samples and analytical program for each statipn:.,The 5:year annual costs are:greater because:it-also
includes the costs associated with a 5-year review for the continued protectiveness of the alternative.

e 1, e A TRl T SRRy e . 3 ois o Pooad et e - s . [N 7! i
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. Mr. Smith reviewed the-alternatives.evaluated.-for- MS-01, MS-03/MS-04, MS-11, MS-124A,.and MS-12B,

Hydraulic dredging, evaluated:-as-a component of-spme -alternatives, -involves:pumping:sediment, which
-+ also.removes water. Therefore, dewatering. af sediment.is inecessary-for these alternatives: - Alternatives
wxthat. do.not'.include removal;ef. all -contaminated -:sediment include armonitoringg_comp@nen,t;;whereas

.- alternatives:that include remoyal of all contaminated sediment:do net include.a:monitoring gomponent; -

B R B I AN eI 15 S B L ST L B TIRRNE S S I S 1 R S R S

.. During the: presentation, there was ‘some.discussionon what:the 30-year net present worth:(NPW) cost
.estimate ;represents:and.whether; the .assumptions:regardingthe. time-frame- for. menitoring: affected the
‘costs: .The 80-year.NPW:takes any-costs that.aresexpected to eccur over.a30-year time period beginning

-ewith dmplementation of- the sremedy.iand- represents: these- costs.-on- a. current worth, basis;soe that.cost
estimates for each alternative can;be-compared. -The .30~year basis, does;not- mean that.a monitoring

component of an alternative would stop at 30 years or continue throughout-the 30 years ifithe: remedy

September 21, 2010 minutes 5 s - viove 1021A0.



indicates that-a longer or shorter.monitoring:duration is needed::.Inzanswer to a question of whether the
OU4 monitoring costs considered shorter:durations:than 30 years; it'‘was explained that this was niot done
for- OU4.. Costs for the' menitering ‘alternatives would be lower:ifi the:Navy assumed shortér monitoring
- durations: but would net affect the relative costs of the alternatives:evaluated. -1+« - =
For MS-01, No Action, Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR), and Sediment Removal via Hydraulic
:Dredging -were the three altérnatives evaluated:The sediment.-at-MS:01-would ‘be difficult to .remove
because of the fast rivef:ourrénts~in. this. area'*(dlong the  Back: Ghannel ‘of: thé -Piscatagua River).
»'Mechanical:dredgingiwas not-retainéd for this monitoring statiomsbecause it would be'difficult-to' centrol
~sediment removal with this technology:iThe fast-current is also-why a‘§édiment cover was not-retained
- for this monitering:station. The MNR:alternative*would alsofinclide LUCs. 'There was' some discussion
about what offshore-LUCs would-cofisist of and*how they would be:implemented. ! The LUCs:may:eontain
- 'placement of buoys to delineate’ttie-area with restricted;aceess -or use.’ [h-answer:to-a question-on how
i*the-Navy would- deteérming’that:the remedy: is: compléte for monitoring alternatives, it was noted-thatithe
. monitoring program would spétify the decisions that would ‘be. made based‘on-the/monitoring-data.- ‘Also,
the 5-yedr reviews'would provide dn'evaluation'of whether the remedy remains protective.':In answer'to a
questiofi-of why:alternatives use theterm-MNR rather:thani Ioﬁ‘b-té?'m monitoring;- Mr. Smith@éxplained-that
"' under-MNR :(for sediment- sites) or-Monitored-Natural’Attenuation-(MNA; :for -.groundwater. sites), the

-alterhative . includes “spedific - monitoring- and data -evaluation required to evaluate that-site risks -are

. reducing to.accéptabletlevels. - . T PR TR I JSL S N P SN £ P
: [T Liivi';il"" b, C -:f" .-,:5’»1‘ . .!,'. 3 g et e RS ,,i» ’:“.‘t . : s

The ‘MS-03/MS-04. diea: is¢alsc located in the’Béck-Channel and the isame thréal alternativesias N{S‘-O1

wete'svaluated: (NosActior; MNR, -arid Hydraulic'Dredging). ="+ =« s W
s - Ty st el Ty L ‘;,'ia%,;‘i".“ RRRYES B, 1 . §oh N ek LT

For MS-11, two alternatives were evaluated (No Action and MNR). Sediment removal was not evaluated
‘becausethere is ohly a small‘area 'of sedimént ahid: réfoval was noticonsidered feasible for this small
area) In‘answer.td a guéstion -.ofWhéther sedithént was ‘present. before" thie. QU2 shoréline stabilization
-factiohs: were~conducted, ‘Ms. ‘Cohen explained that before-the:1999 stabilizafion action thererwas ‘one
- “othetsedifrient sampling location whete a small'aféa of sediment-was éxposéd along theshorelirie. #After
thé shoreline stabilization actions; the efitire:intettidal-area along the QU2 shoreline is coversd. with riprap
and there is no longer any exposed sediment. The one location where sediment has been found is in a
r2small intertidél ared-east of the: OU2 skioreline where sedifrient was found:at low.tide Behind sore focks.
. A change in sedimentatioh has hot'been 'noticéd forthis.ates; which:is'consistent with the fast ciirrents.
1+ The:MS-11 area i§' in. the Main‘Chanhnel of the Piscataqua:Rivétand s notin.a sedimentation area: Mr.
' Smith explained that-theé MNR alteriative for-MS-11%includes moHitering sediment (sample collection-and
- analysis), whereas OU2 alternativés ihclude'a-corriporient to' monitér whether sediment.is accumulating in

» "the offshore area: * 2 I I S
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The M8-12 area was divided.into two. areas based on the type of contamination;. Alternatives fer.the area
of .sediment .contamination on -and ,south of the beat ramp for Building 178 (M3-12A area) included No
Action, - Containment ,with .LUGs .and Monitoring,. Partial. Removal - with Containment, LUCs, .and

Monitoring, and:Complete :-Rempoval..- An-alternative for partial removal was developed because some of
the contaminated sediment on the boat ramp extends into Building 178, and there are additional health
and safety.considerations because there:are . structural concerns (deteriorating building),. fer-cenducting

any-work within the southern portien of.the: building: This alternative includes partial-remaval of sediment
(outside of the building) with a containment wall to prevent sediment inside the building from migrating
outside the building. It was noted that if a containment wall was placed alcng the ramp, the ramp could
not be used in the future unless the wall was removed. Ms. Joy indicated that.the Nawy. willz,need to
consnder current and future pIanned uses of the bU|Id|ng in selectlng a remed|a| optlon for thls area. Also

|t was epralned that |f pIanned land use changes in the future the remedy couId be mod|f|ed to address
the future changes. In review of the alternatives, Mr. Smlth epra|ned that contamlnatlon outside the
bu1ld|ng did not extend into the eeIgrass area present on a portlon of the boat ramp In answer to a’
questlon of whether the eeIgrass bed was gettlng Iarger Mr. Audet epra|ned that the portlon of the boat
ramp where eeIgrass:w is found is at the perfect eIevat|on to alIow eelgrass growth so that phyS|caI
‘conditions of the area are Ilmltrng the eeIgrass bed to its current Iocatton and snze "

ERY

The MS-12B area, located south of the seawall by Building 238, is a subtidal area of sediment
contamination. The alternatives evaluated are similar to MS-01 and MS-03/MS-04 (No Action, MNR, and

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

Mr. Smith indicated that the next step for OUtt is to resolve comments on the draft FS. The Navy is
currently soliciting comments on the draft FS and will submit the Draft Final FS after resolution of
comments. After resolution of comments on the FS, the Navy will identify the preferred remedy in a
PRAP. The draft PRAP will be submitted 90 days after the Draft Final FS is submitted. Ms. Cole
indicated that the schedule for receipt of comments and resolution of the comments is uncertain at this
time; however, the Navy is hoping to complete the PRAP in.2011. Ms. Cole also mentioned that the Navy
will need to coordinate the proposed alternatives with shipyard land use plans and that for some areas
the ‘remedy may be implemented sooner than in other areas. The Navy would also like to have the

onshore remedy in place before implementing the offshore remedy.

ISSUES | ‘

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

discussed. No other issues or topics were raised.

September 21, 2010 minutes 7 . 10/2140 ..



Mr. : Bogen- mentioned ‘that hé: will -be going'-to' a shipyaid- "in NortHiérm~ Rigsia- as part’ of the
Portsmouth/Serverodvinski- Connettion (PSC). Thé:shipyard in-Russia -has soime siffilar‘enviroriméntal

 issues as PNS." In-early October; Mi: Bogen will:provide & preseritation oh-his tripat the Portsmouth

'~ .Library. The HAB requested‘that Mr. Bogen provide the presenfation at the next RAB meeting. - IV

" The Navy mentivned that they are.getting & list of names for the eSmmunity interviews:for-the CIP update.

M8l Cole will provide'Mr. Bogen with the‘current list 16 réview to 'see-whether there are' any additional

-narfies thét should be added. " - ' A S R AP
FUTURE MEETINGS - - % > L S T

i i
e 3 odes H s "

JThe RAB d|scussed the date for the next meet|ng The Navy proposed December 7 201 0, for the next

'meetlng and the RA members present agreed _
T H 3 A, EaTes ey Tuty e’ P PR R

S Leg 3F

for December 7 2010 and W||I be heId ln the
‘ meetlng room at Klttery Town HaII 200 Rogers Roa ', < : Ys Malne PIanned agenda items for the next
RAB’ meetlng are presentat|ons on 'the dratt OU7 RI Report fleId act|V|ty updates (OU2 OU3 and/or

1

OU9), and Mr. Bogen's trip to Russla

)

Septerriber 21, 2610 minutes 8 : Pateo 10/21/10



ATTACHMENTS AGENDA AND PRESENTATIONS FROM SEPTEMBER 21, 2010



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Restoration Advisory Board
Meeting
Agenda

Date — September 21, 2010
Place — Kittery Town Hall, Kittery, ME
Time -7 p.m. -9 p.m.

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

. Navy Co-chair Remarks — Ms. Lisa Joy, Navy
. Status of Work - Ms. Linda Cole, Navy

. Regulator Updates — Mr. Matt Audet, USEPA and
Mr. lver McLeod, MEDEP

. Draft OU4 Feasibility Study — Mr. Tim Smith, Tetra
Tech

. Other Issues as Required



e ._.'...‘




Installation Restoration Funding History

e Approximately $60 Million spent to date
*FY 2010 spent $1.0M (funded removal of tank vault in Bldg 184)

*FY 2011 spending plan $3.4M (will fund removal at OU1 and
investigation at OU8)

sEstimated $31M for Cost-to-Complete

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Installation Restoration Program, September 2010

CERCLA Process

- NAFAC
Site Discovery Preliminary
Assessment/Site

Investigation

Reroedial
Investigation

Feasibility Study

The CERCLA

Operation and

Maintenance/ ProceSS...
Site Closeout
Proposed Plan/
Remedial Record of Decision
Action Remedial
f Design

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Installation Restoration Program, September 2010
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OPERABLE UNIT 1 (Site 10)

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

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

* Record of Decision (ROD)

—Draft Final was issued on
September 10, 2010

—Preparing Final

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

Porismouth Naval Shipyard Installation Restoration Program, September 2010

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

-Suf)plemental Rl Report finallzed March
2010

* FS Report
—Draft Report issued Nov 08
—HResolving regulatory comments

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

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

* OU2 Pre-design Investigation
—Draft Work Plan issued June 10

—Regulatory review/resolving
regulatory comments

* Remedial Design Awarded

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Installation Restoration Program, September 2010




Removal Action - DRMO Impact Area at Operable Unit 2

*Removal Action

—First phase of archeological
survey in Spring 2010

-Second phase of
archeological survey in
September 2010

—-Soil excavation anticipated fo
October 2010

Partsmouth Naval Shipyard Instaliation Restoration Program, September 2010

* Continue with Post-Remedial Action Operatlon,
Maintenance, and Monitoring (OM&M) v

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

Land Use Control Remedial Design (LUCRD)
- Draft Final issued Mar 10 Y
— Regulatory review/(

r jution

* OM&M Plan Update
~Draft Plan issued Apr 09
~ Resolving regulatory comments

* Five Year Review
- Start Jul/Aug 2011
—Due Jun 2012

2 Rartsmouth Naval Shipyard Installation Restoration Program, September 2010



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

= FS Report
—Draft Report issued Jul 10
—Regulatory review/resolving regulatory comments

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

@ Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Installation Restoration P;agram, September 2010

OPERABLE UNIT 7 (Site 32)

¢+ Shoreline Stabilization conducted in 2006 * OU7 RI Report
—Technlcal meating in Mar 10 to discuss site
« Fnal Phase Il Rl Work Plan (Revision 1) information
issued in Nov 08 — Draft Rl to be issued in September 2010

—Phase Il Rl field work conducted from Nov
08 to Jan 09

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Insta n Restoration Program, Septem




NAFAC

OPERABLE UNIT 9 (Site 34)

*Removal action completed before  *RI UFP SAP finalized Jul 09
RI.
* Approximately 2,300 tons of ash *R| field work conducted Aug 09

material removed. Of that, 800 —Based on Mar 2010 technical meeting,
additional sampling required before

tons was d'SPOS?d of as preparation of the Rl Report
hazardous material. — Sampling conducted in September 2010
b * Draft Rl Report to be submitted in Feb

2011

" Porismouth Naval §h@a?d77§l?ail§};’a'n Restoration Program, Seplsmber.’».’ﬁr

SITE 30 (Former Galvanizing Plant - Building 184)

*Revised EE/CA and Action Memorandum (Revision 2)
—Draft EE/CA that provides a removal action alternative for complete
removal of the tank vault issued in Mar 10
—Regulatory review/resolving regulatory comments

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

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Installation Restoration Program, September 2010




Draft Operable Unit 4 Feasibility Study

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

Restoration Advisory Board Meeting
September 21, 2010

Presenter
\Timothy Smith, P.E., Tetra Tech /

Purpose of Presentation

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

e Present OU4 background and remedial action
objectives.

o Discuss the assembly of remedial alternatives.

e Describe the proposed remedial alternatives.
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Site Discovery Preliminary
Assessment/Site

Investigation

Remedial
Investigation

Feasibility Study

The CERCLA
Process...

Operation and
Maintenance/
Site Closeout

Proposed Plan/
Remedial Record of Decisio

Action

Remedial
Design

Develop Remedial
Action Objectives

Identify/Screen
Technologies

Develop/Screen
Alternatives

Getting there...

Zero in on “Preferred
Alternative”




Operable Unit 4 (OU4) Background

e QU4 consists of Site 5, Former Industrial Waste Outfalls, and six
Areas of Concern (AOCs).

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

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

o Some onshore OU investigations included offshore sampling.

¢ Remedial alternatives were evaluated based ori monitoring
stations or groups of nearby monitoring stations.

. /

Interim Offshore Monitoring Program
Update

¢ [nterim Offshore Monitoring Plan was prepared in 1999 and the
draft of Revision 1 fo the Plan was submitted in June 2010.

o Revisions were made based on the results of the Rounds 1 to 10 evaluation
repott.

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

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

» Round 11 will be conducted to support the five-year sampling and is
scheduled for spring 2011.
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Operable Unit and AOC Locations
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e Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment
Conclusions:

e Concentrations of COCs in sediment are at levels
greater than acceptable ecological risk levels for
benthic invertebrates.

e There were no unacceptable ecological risks for
surface water.
e Offshore Human Health Risk Assessment
Conclusions:

¢ There were no unacceptable human health risks for
exposure to sediment or surface water. /

Basis of Preliminary Remediation

Goals

e PRGs for OU4 FS were based on Interim
Remediation Goals developed for the Interim
Offshore Monitoring Program for OU4:

e Sediment values protective of sediment
invertebrates (benthic invertebrates).
e Chemicals potentially causing the greatest offshore
impact.
o Copper, lead, and nickel.

s Acenaphthylene, anthracene, fluorene,High Molecular
Weight (HMW) Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHS).
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QU4 Current Conditions

e The development of the FS was based on the
conclusions and recommendations from the
Interim Offshore Monitoring P<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>