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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 1 

July 20,2009 

Brian J. Helland, P.E. 

1 CONGRESS STREET, SUITE 1100 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023 

BRAC Program Management Office NE 
4911 South Broad Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19112-1303 

Re: Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for the Main Gate Encroachment Area 

Dear Mr. Helland: 

EPA reviewed the draft Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for Naval Air Station South 
Weymouth, Weymouth, MA, dated June 2009 in light of its completeness, technical accuracy, and 
consistency. The document provides an assessment of potential removal action alternatives and 
their associated costs to address contamination detected at the Main Gate encroachment area. 
Detailed comments are provided in Attachment A. 

The Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) were updated May 19,2009 and the updated RSL Table is 
dated April 2009. The reference section for the EE/CA identifies an RSL table update for April 
2009. However, a footnote for Table 2-1 refers to RSLs developed in 2008. Please confirm that all 
the RSL values used for this EE/CA are those in the latest update dated May 19,2009. If an earlier 
table was used, please update all RSL values in all the tables to ensure the current values are used. 

I look forward working with you and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection on 
the investigation and remediation of the remaining areas of the base. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me at (617) 918-1385 should you have any questions. 

Kymb ee Keckler, Remedial Project Manager 
Federal Facilities Superfund Section 

Attachment 

cc: Dave Barney, USN, South Weymouth, MA 
Dave Chaffin, MADEP, Boston, MA 

,. 

Kevin Donovan, SSTTDC, South Weymouth, MA 
': Phoebe Call,.TTNUS, Wilmington, MA 
. \ ... 

Toll Free 01-888-372-7341 
Internet Address (URL) 0 http ://www.epa.gov/region1 
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p. 5, §2.3 

§2.3.2 

§2,),4, ~3 

/ 

ATTACHMENT A 

Comment 

The se'cond sefitehcerefers to.pdteritialirtipacts fron:i,area:s'eastoftheSlte. lt 
appearS thatitshouldihsteadrefeieucetheareas westofihe site (froIi1the road). 
Please correct . 

Please chanie"wee;' in thenftlibulleiparagraph to "were." 

Please support trreasseftion th~ftheareais not classified as a potential drinking 
water aquifer. EPA assumed theft the entire ba~e maybe apntential aquifer. 

§2,3 .4;·last~ Impleinentatiollora removal actiortJdr'site soil and sedi111entis expected t() reduce. 
the infiltration of PARs into the groutrdwater and natural attenuation is, expected to 
mitigategrouirdwater PAH concentrations dVer titne. Please support theseassettions 
by comparing thec1eanup concentrations with MCL"basedand Risl< .. based Soil 
Screerling Levels (Ssts) frotti the EPA Regional, Screening Levds docuhlent,' if 
av;ailableJ If the SSLs ate less thanthetisk-based remedial goals,then adjust the 

p. 10, §2.3,4 

p', 12, §3.1 

remedial goals t() preventleachirig. ' 
. ) 

This EEICA addresses a rehtoVala:ction'fot soi(bllt the text speculates that 
contarninati()ndetected in groundwater wi1lnot require active remediation; While 
that could be possible, additional groundWater investigation and possibly a remedial 
action would be required before Ell A could suppott a No Further Action decision for 
the groundwaterat this Site. 

, , 

In the second paragraph, the reference to 460 ft2 should be changed to 560 fe (the 
sum of 400 ft2 and 160 ft2 as discussed 011page 1 0) ~ Please correct. ,-

p. 13,§3A, ~1 Please edit the lastselltence to delete the first phrase.' As stated in the National 

p, 20, §4,4 

Table :2-1 

Contingency Plan and in the sec6ndphrase orthis SehtetiCe, ARARs must he 
considered to theextentptactical cOhsidering the urgency ofthe sjtuationartd the 
scope ofthe removal. Ids erroneous to state thatARARs are not directly applicable 
to removal actions,. 

In the second sentence from the top, please change the text: " ... irttellt to conduct 
clearing, excavationj and restoration' activities in these areas Of associated buffer 
zOliesbefore work begins." A similar Clarificati.on sho\lld be made in Sections 4A.2 
and 4.52 andalsoto 'Tablej .. 2iuthe\¥etlaiids<lis'cussion, 

, a) For consistency related to the shading of Cll.;C22 aromatics, please either edit the ' 
. hote that refers to grey shading (it currently does not address ,exceedances of the 
MCP values) or provide an alternative indicatorJor exteedances ofMCP values. 

b) Pleaseeditthe table to report iridividualsample results fot all samples and their 
associated duplicates as well as the average'values. 



Table 3-1 

c) Please review the arsenic RSL presented (0.39milligranis per kilogram) and 
explain why this is the coitect screening value. this is the carcinogeniC value' which 
is greater than the non-carcinogenic value of 0.22 fig/Kg (10% of the HI = I value). 

, .' . _ ,',< .':'.", .: .' .,' . -.' . . .:. _ ." _ , t " 
a) This table indIcates that theNavyhaicllosento Use the MClh;;~ljGW"i values as 
cletmupgoalS}orsbilforanyproposedtemovaLacti6f1C6htlucterliGiventhat 
sevetal media wete itnpactedb)T corttatninationarrd multiple COP'cs Were.iderttified, 
it is nbt clear whether the Mel> S-lIGW"'lValueswili be protective. Therefore, a 
risk evaluation may be tiecessarYt6.d:eI1101l~trate·iIoexcess risksubsequelltto the 
removal action and before a No· Futfher Action decision canbe.s'upported by EPA. 

b) Cleanupgbals for soil Were hot propo'sedfordlbenzofuran and fluorene. For 
. consistency, theMGP S-lIGW .. 1.value of 1,000 mglKg;should"beproposed for 

fluorene even though there were no exceedances ofthat concentration for fluorene in 
the satl1ples collected. No MCP value exists for dibenzofuran. However,both of 
these contaminants have to be included in a subsequentHSkassessment 

c) Thesedhnentcleanup goal for dibenzof?ran is listed,asO:42 mg/Kg. lIowever, 
the background database for sediment lists the background value for dibenzofuran as 
0.057 mg/Kg. :Pleasecofrect. / 

Table 3-2,iRegardingtlle discussion oitlie action proposed for theMC}> (third line item); the 
l . (ext states thatMCP Method l'S-l values will be used as cleanup goals for sedil11ent. 

However, Table 3-1 states thatbackgrdund values, except as noted, willbe used as 
sediment cleanup goals. Please remove the inconsistency and clarify the intent. 

References Consider adding Office of Management and Budget Circular A-94, Appendix C, 
... ' dated Deceniber 2008 which appears to be wha:t was used to deterinilie the discount 
, . rate used for the present worth cost calculations; 

. \ 


