FINAL SECOND FIVE YEAR REVIEW

| UNITED STATES COAST GUARD
INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION DETACHMENT

~ SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS

A Superfund R@cords Cem@r
SITE: Souty \JFmoum KNAS . -
BREAK 8 3 :

PREPARED BY: S
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD - -
CIVIL ENGINEERING UNIT PROVIDENCE
475 KILVERT STREET, SUITE100 '
WARWICK, RI 02886

 DECEMBER 2016

! [ SEMS DocID 595438 .




5 TABLE OF CONTENTS
SECTION............ T, v .. PAGE
 CONCURRENCES..c...ooososislersssivsssssssssssissisisssssssssssssssssssssssssss SO i
~ LIST OF ACRONYMS....... o S e g e e st iv
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .ocoovrrrnre v ' eveeesiesssssesERasess s RRRAA eSS ERRRRRARS v
FIVE YEAR REVIEW — SUMMARY FORM ....cu...coovermmerrrrsennns evemmesesssssssamsess s ssraas e vii
1.0 INTRODUCTION ..oooummrrrrmmmsssssssssssssssssssssssessismssssssssssasssssiosses S —— T |
2.0 SITE CHRONOLOGY ......iveoovsvescrereeeneen " eeeeeseessssessssssmnnssssssssses eeeeeseesesesesnnnenes 21
3.0 BACKGROUND ..cverersresivinsersre e eveseessmesssnssmsesnnies 31
v 34 ~ePhysical | Characterlstlcs ............................................. ............ 3-1

3. 2 Land and Resource Use e

4.1 Remedy ObJectlves .............................. ertere et tens
4.3 Remedy IMplementation ...........c..ceceeueeuioriemieeesesiennecmesonssemsssesssisns et ettt anens
4.3.1 Institutional Controls :
432 Engineering Controls

433 Long-Term MORitoring......................cccooiiiiaiiiii, freeree s e e 4-3
4.34 Five-Year Reviews.................... SO PSSO OO POSSTSPRTURT e 4-5 .
4.4 Operation and Maintenance eeenreienens ' ‘
4.5 Progress Since Completion of Remedial ACHION 11ttt sttt ettt see et ens e e as 4-7
4 6 2016 Remed1al Actlons ......................................................................... et e 4-8
5.0 PROGRESS SINCE THE PREVIOUS FIVE YEAR REVIEW .................. 5-1
6.0 FIVE- YEAR REVIEW PROCESS ..............................................................
6.1 Administrative Components .......................................................... '
6.2 Community INVOIVEIMENT .....c.coeeueveeieivirsieiaeiessi e ecseseseeeeseaesessessseens ettt e et R
6.3 Document Review.............. .
6.4 Data Review.......ccccoruen.n. OO RO OE O RORSTRR BSOSO ettt
6.4.1 Wetland'SOil SAMPIING .....c..........cocooooieoeoeeeoeee e e, )
6.4.2 Swale Soil Sampling................ e e e L
6.4.3 Surface Water SAMPLING.......................cccoiiiiiiiiiiiii e
6.4.4 Groundwater SAMPLINg ...t SR OO VO SOOI
6.4.5 Annual Land Use INSPections..............cccccccccceeininnnn e e
6.4.6 = Stormwater System Mamtenance/[nspectton LOGS. ..o, e TP UVUU PP PPRPRPPOO
6.4.7 BUOY MANGZEMENL............c.....oooooooeoeoee okttt
6.4.8 Soil Management.............. ettt e :
6.4.9 Engineering Evaluation — Vortechs URil ...l
6.5 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement Review -
6.5.1 Chemical-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requzrementsm..“......................‘...........“.;..‘ 6-5
6.5.2 Locatzon—Speczf ¢ Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements......................cccouocviionnnnnc.. 6-6
6.5.3  Action- Speczf ¢ Applicable or Relevant and Approprzate Requzrements ................................ e 6-6
6.6 Site INSPECHON..iuuuitueiuererieiiiteiri s eeeveerteaen e eeeeeseeenareenisnesrens 6-7
6.6.1 Vortechs Stormwater TreatmentSystem ........................... OO P PP OO U RO O PO PO P PP PP PRPRPPR 6-7
6.6.2 . Polydrain........c....ccccoooviieieiece e s 6-7
6.6.3 Catch Basin and Deep Sump Catch Baszns............’ ................................. ST P U OUPIURUUOOT 6-7
6.6.4 Crushed Gravel AF@aS..................cc.ccco. oottt [ 6-7
6.6.5 Earthen and ASPRAIt BEFMIS ...............cccco..iviiiieiiiceie e 6-7
Second Five-Year Revnew : [N . December 2016
USCG Industrial Product Detachment South Weymouth Massachusetts


http:Response:�,!.Tf

1

1

‘Table I~ Chronology of Site Events

6.6.6 Infltratlon Trenches ........ e ............ S ( ......... R
6.6.7 Wetland and Swale Soil Sampling Pomts ‘ - ‘ e et :
6. 7 SHte. INLErVIEW ...0orereprresiseee i crostseriagasssuanaasenne s g e s "-'"'4",“‘."""."""":7-“7"¢:1"‘ 6-8
7 0 TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT ......................... R 7:1
7.1 e ’ .
7.2 Questton B Are the Assumptlons Used at the Time of Remedy uelectlon Stlll Valld? , ..... AR 7 1
7.3 Question C: Has Any Other Information Come to nght that Could Call into Questlon the Protectlveness of the -
, REMEAY? 1.t st pen e een e e e e g s i s s fers seesbresaeas srerereenn ,...}....,1,.,..,.7-.1‘ ;
7.4 Technical Assessment SUMMAIY covvvcovreere oo geseesissesees s e, resserssbeseenssnessnaghuinns b, T3] o
8 0 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS ‘
: . 8.1 Types of Institutional Controls in Place at the Slte....: ............ teerree e ety 8 o
82 Effect of Future Land Use Plans on Institutional Controls . , eepaieend e 82
-8 3 Plans for Changes to Site Contamlnatlon Status ..... ’8 2.
9.7 ISSUES corvvrcrssosiiiontsssnsssssesnsssnsessessssess s st SRS M EAN. S [
10 0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW UP ACTIONS.....,..'. shes ..... eizesasansassposens ‘10:;1"
11 0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT . teseseseasaes ‘. ’..‘......,\,.,.‘,‘.,.f..,.,,‘..,..,.,....,,.....',..,.‘.,f11-‘1 ‘
12. 0 NEXT REVIEW ..coooroprsrsssisrsomsssseissgsmssssionsspisssssspssssossiesssrssssigsnsintssipseeenss 121
*13.0 REFERENCES ..oooppevepsisnessssssins s etsessass s essanisgaassesssssissgesssssssesegsgessiesisions 1321 -
'TABLES‘

. FIGURES o
‘ﬁ@mﬁ'SMmeM@~’ o o , ; |
Figwe2  SieMap o o
" Figure 3 Swale Surface and Wetland Surface Soil Sample Locations =~ |
~ APPENDICES - - |

Appendlx A Publlc Notice Announcement for. F1ve Year Rev1ew for.the IPDSW Slte : ;
Appendlx B Applicable or Relevant and Approprlate Requ1rements to be Con51dered Gu1dance " ;
for Selected Remedy : : o A
Appendlx C Monitoring Event 07 Results ' ' ) . o
Appendlx D Momtormg Event 08 Results ‘ .
Appendlx E Momtormg Event 09 Results
:Appendix F Results of Pre- De51gn Characterization of Lead lmpacted Soil Report
Appendix G Surface Water Analytlcal Results '

‘Appendix H Site Inspection Photographs o - -
-Appendix 1 Responses to Comments Draft Second Five-Year Review S

Second Five-Year Review ii ) ' . December 2016
USCG Industrial Product Detachment South Weymouth Massachusetts ‘ ' : : o



http:Infiltrat.i.on

~* CONCURRENCES'

Document Prepared By :

Mlchael Andrews
'U:S. Coast Guard Civil Engmeermg Unit Providence
Env1ronmental Engineer

Document Reviewed, By
Rachel Marlno

~U.S. Coast Guard Civil Engmeermg Unit Providencé
'Chlef Environmental Branch

Bryan Olson

-U.S: Environmental Protection Agency, New England

D1rector Office of Site Remediation and Restoration’
T 1 . .

{
i

|
1
i
to
i
+
i

Second Five-Year Review -, it
USCG Industrial Product Detachment South Weymouth Massachusetts

i
/

|
|
t
{
V

12/21/2016

Date:

12/21/2016

Date:

'\;l‘zz/ (6

Concur By: 4 _
GJ\LX&V})W \NW\ oz ~ Date:
Matthew Audet
U.s. Env1ronmental Protection Agency, New England
Remedlal Project Manager
.Concur By:

~Date:

-December 2016



LIST OF ACRONYMS

AOC
ARAR

" IPDSW site
CERCLA
COC
COPC
CEU

EA
EPA

ft
fi?

in.
[PDSW

LBP
LTMP
LUC

LUCIP

MassDEP
MCP

. 0&M
PAL
QAPP
RAO
RG
ROD

USCG
UU/UE

Second Five-Year Review

Area of Concern S
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement

U. S Coast Guard South Weymouth Industrial Productlon Detachment South
Weymouth site

Comprehensive Env1ronmental Response Compensation,: and Llabllity Act
Constituent of concern

Constituent of potential concern

Civil Engineering Unit (Providence)

EA Englneermg, Science, and Technology, Inc,
U.S. Env1ronmental ‘Protection Agency.

Feet(foot) . .
Square feet(foot)

Inch(es)
lndustrial Production Detachment South Weymouth

Lead-based paint

Long-Term Monitoring Plan

Land Use Control

Land Use Control lmplementation Plan

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Massachusetts Contingency Plan

Operation end mhintenanee

Projeet Action Limit

Quality As:supr.ance:Projeet Plan

Remedial Action Objective

Remedial Goal S ’ ’ '

Record of Decision

U.S. Coast Guard
Unlimited Use / Unrestricted Exposure

iv . . December 2016

USCG Industrial Product Detachment South Weymouth, Massachusetts



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) has conducted the second Five-Year Review of the remedial action
implemented at the USCG Industrial Production Detachment South Weymouth in South Weymouth,
Massachusetts (IPDSW site). The purpose of this second Five-Year Review is to determine whether
the selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment. This statutory review was

~ conducted from June to December 2016, and its findings and conclusions are documented in this
report. The second Five-Year Review period is from December 2011 to December 2016.

The IPDSW site is the USCG’s principal facility in the Northeast for storing, cleaning, repairing, and
painting navigational buoys. The IPDSW is located on the USCG’s property and is approximately

5 acres in size. There is a two-story, steel and concrete block building occupying approximately
20,000 square feet (ft%) on the northwestern portion of the property. Asphalt and concrete paved
driveways surround the building. Most of the property is a crushed stone covered buoy storage area to.
the south and east of the building. The property is relatively flat with topographic relief gently sloping
toward a wetland area to the southeast. A drainage swale abuts the southern fence line of the site and
receives intermittent stormwater runoff from the buoy storage area. The drainage swale runs from
west to east and discharges stormwater to a forested wetland.

A Record of Decision (ROD) selecting the remedy was signed on 29 September 2006 (USCG 2006).
The components of the selected remedy include implementing land use controls (LUCs) including
institutional controls and engineering controls, conducting long-term monitoring of the surface soils in
the stormwater drainage swale and wetland area immediately adjacent to the property, and conducting
Five-Year Reviews in accordance with Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act Section 121(c). The remedy has been implemented since 2006. A Land Use Control and
Implementation Plan (LUCIP) was developed in draft format in 2006 and finalized in 2010. Four
rounds of long-term monitoring of the soils in the swale and wetland were conducted between 2011
and 2014 in accordance with the Long-Term Monitoring Plan (LTMP) (EA 2007a) and Quality
'Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) developed for the site (EA 2007b).

The first Five-Year Review submitted in 2011 presented increasing trends for metals concentrations in
the off-site swale and wetland areas. Several recommendations were made in that report to reduce the .
conveyance of metals during runoff events. Soil sampling data from the swale and wetland presented
in the 2012 annual monitoring report indicated that concentrations of metals had increased

significantly since the previous year. In 2013, the USCG conducted an additional study of the property
to identify engineering corrective actions to reduce off-site migration of metals to the swale and
wetland. A report was prepared entitled, “Evaluations of Options for Minimizing Off-Site Transport of
Contaminated Sediment” (Watermark 2014). Based on a review of the options identified in the report,
the USCG determined that excavation of impacted soils in the buoy storage area and replacement with
clean fill would be the most cost effective and sustainable approach to eliminating off-site metals
impacts. In 2015, the USCG conducted soil sampling for metals throughout the buoy storage area,
swale and wetland in order to prepare plans and specifications for remediation. In 2015, the USCG
prepared a CERCLA Roadmap (AMEC 2015) to provide an overview of regulatory activities
necessary to conduct remediation of the site. Based on the approved CERCLA Roadmap, the USCG
subsequently prepared the following pre-remediation documents:

e Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) (Tantara 2016)
e Action Memorandum (Tantara 2016a)
e Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) (Tantara 2016b)
e Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) (Tantarav2016c).
Second Five-Year Review v - - December 2016
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While not required in. the CERCLA Roadmap, the EPA and MassDEP also required preparation of a

" Project Specific Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) (Tantara 2016d). In August of 2016 and upon
approval of the RAWP and SAP, thé¢ USCG commenced remediation of the site. As of the date of this
Second Five Year Review, remediation of the entire site including the swale and wetland by removing .
metals impacted soils is substantially completed to cleanup goals that support unlimited use of the site.
The off-site migration of contamination from IPDSW has been eliminated by removing the sourc€ of
metals from the buoy storage area. In 2017, the USCG plans to prepare a Remedial Action

Completion Report (RACR) and 'Explanatlon of Slgmﬁcant leferences (ESD) so that EPA may
proceed with de- listing the site from CERCLA.

This second Five-Year Review includes the following components: document review, data

review, applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) review, site inspection, .
and interviews. Documents reviéwed for this Five-Year Review included, but were not limited to, the
following: ROD, LUCIP, LTMP QAPP, long-term monitoring reports, quarterly and annual operation
and maintenance (O&M) reports; Annual LUC Inspection Reports and documentation related to the
final remediation of the site. This second Five-Year Review focuses on the data obtained during
routine monitoring events, 2015 pre remedlatlon sampling and O&M activities conducted during the
2011-2016 t1meframe o

Available data since compilation 10f the first ﬁve year review suggest the selected remedy from the
2006 ROD was not performing as intended. Therefore, the USCG has implemented corrective actions
including the remediation of metals impacted soils at IPDSW and in the off-site swale and wetland to
cleanup goals that support unlimited use / unrestricted exposure (UU/UE) under the regulatory
oversight of EPA and MassDEP. :

Based upon the removal action taken by the USCG in 2016 to remediate the IPDSW site, the USCG
has determined that there are no issues, recommendations or follow-up actions necessary.

Second Five-Year Review vi - ' . December 2016
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Flve Year Review Summary Form
V Slte Identification T

Site Name (from WasteLAN): USCG South Weymouth IPDSW Slte \

EPAID (from WasteLAN): ' MA0690330758 - :

1 State: Massachusetts Clty/County South Weymouth -
V ... Site Status e

NPL Status: [ Final [ ] Deleted [] Other (specify) ~ b

Region:

Remediation Status (choose all that apply)': o [[] Under Construction [
Operating : ~ : ‘

[] Complete
Multiple Operable Units? , Construction Completion Date: April 2006
, [:| YES [X] NO w/ additional remediation in progress

Has site been put into reuse" [:| YES XINO

‘ Review Status v co
Reviewing Agency: [ ]EPA D State [:] Tribe [X] Other Federal Agency USCG
Author Name: Michael Andrews
Author Title: Environmental Engineer Author Affiliation: U.S. Coast Guard

Review Period:* June—December 2016 -

Date(s) of Site Inspection: 06 July 2016

Type of Review: X Statutory

[] Policy [] Post-SARA [:| Pre-SARA [ ] NPL-Removal
only

[] Non-NPL Remedial Action Site [ ] NPL State/Tribe-lead
] Reglonal Discretion

Review Number: [_] 1 (first) [X] 2 (second) [:| 3 (thlrd) [[] Other (spe01fy)

Trlggermg Action: ‘ :
‘X Actual Remedial Action On-site : [ ] Actual Remedial Action Start
Construction at Operable Unit ‘[] Construction Completion

X} Previous Five-Year Review Report
[] Other (specify)__
Triggering Action Date (from WasteLAN): 22 December 2006
Due Date (Ten Years After Triggering Action Date): 22 December 2016

* The review period refers to the period during which the Five-Year Review was conducted.
/

!
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'Five-Year Review Summary Form
!

ISSaeS' '
Based upon the removal action taken by the USCG in 2016 to remedlate the site, the USCG has
determined that there are no 1ssues to report.

Recommendatlons and Follow ~up Actlons.

Because no issues were identified in Section 9.0, the USCG has determmed that there are no
recommendations or follow- -up. actlons nhecessary. -

Protectiveness Statement: .
The remedy at OU10 is proteetive of human health and the environment.

v

- '

1
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

" This Second Five-Year Review Report was prepared in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, 42 United States Code
§ 9601 et seq., as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, and to the °
extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 Code of
Federal Regulations Part 300 et seq., as amended. The regulatory program performed under the
¢ontext of these combined laws and regulations is commonly referred to as “Superfund.” This Five-
Year Review, prepared by the USCG Civil Engineering Unit (CEU) Providence, evaluates the -
effectiveness of the selected remedy at the USCG South Weymouth IPDSW site (IPDSW site) and
explains the rationale for performing additional remedial actions in 2016. The selected remedy for the
IPDSW site includes land use controls (LUCs), long-term monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews. The
selected remedy was set forth in the Record of Decision (ROD) signed 29 September 2006 (USCG
2006). The first Five-Year Review was submitted in December 2011.

The first Five-Year Review submitted in 2011 presented increasing trends for metals concentrations in
the off-site swale and wetland areas. In response, the USCG implemented a recommendation from the
Five-Year Review to remove sediment from the Vortechs system and catch basins annually to reduce
metals concentrations in off-site stormwater flows. Additionally, in 2013, the USCG conducted a
study of the property to identify engineering corrective actions to reduce off-site migration of metals to
the swale and wetland. A report was prepared entitled, “Evaluations of Options for Minimizing Off-
Site Transport of Contaminated Sediment” (Watermark 2014). Based on a review of the options
identified in the report, the USCG determined that excavation of impacted soils in the buoy storage
area and replacement with clean fill would be the most cost effective and sustainable approach to
eliminating off-site metals impacts. In 2015, the USCG conducted soil sampling for metals throughout
the buoy storage area, swale and wetland in order to prepare plans and specifications for remediation.
In 2015, the USCG prepared a CERCLA Roadmap (AMEC 2015) to provide an overview of the
regulatory activities necessary to conduct remediation of the site. Based on the approved CERCLA
Roadmiap, and the USCG subsequently prepared the following pre-rémediation documents: v

Engineering Evaluation/ Cost Analysis (EE/CA) (Tantara 2016)
Action Memorandum (Tantara 2016a)

Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP)(Tantara 2016b)
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)(Tantara 2016c¢)

While riot required in the CERCLA Roadmap, the EPA and MassDEP also required preparation of a
Project Specific Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) (Tantara 2016d). In August of 2016 and upon
-approval of the RAWP and SAP, the USCG commenced remediation of the site. As of the date of this
Second Five Year Review, femediation of the entire site including the swalé and wetland is
substantially completed. The off-site migration of contamination from IPDSW has been eliminated by
removing the source of metals impacts in the buoy storage area. The remedial action also included the
‘excavation of impacted soils in the swale and wetland for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure with
follow-up restoration. The cleanup goals in the swale and wetland were selected to eliminate
unacceptable risks to the environment. In 2017, the USCG will prepare a Remedial Action
Completion Report (RACR), and Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) so that EPA may
proceed with de-listing the site from CERCL)A.

The USCG conducted the Five-Year Review from July to December 2016. The purpose of a Five-
Year Review is to determine whether the selected remedy at a site rémains protective of human health
and the environment. This Five-Year Review Report identifies issues found during the USCG’s

Second Five-Year Review 1-1- » December 2016
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review, documents results, and rriakes recommendations te address these in accordarice with U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guldance -

This is the second Five-Year Rev1ew for the IPDSW site. The period addressed by this Five-Year
Review extended from December 2011 to December 2016. The triggering action for thls review was -
the final ROD, which was signed 29 September 2006 (USCG 2006). The most recent sampling event
has occurred in the form of post-excavation confirmation samples in order to document that soils have
been remediated in accordance with the RAWP and SAP. These sampling events occurred within the
Five-Year Review period, however, the data were not tabulated for presentation at the time of this:
report. The confirmation samplmg data will be presented in the Remedial Action Closure Report, The
results from prior sampling events, from 2011 to 2016, have been reviewed. The second Five-Year
Review s required due to the fact that the site has not been delisted from the CERCLA NPL pr10r to
the deadline for the review, It is anticipated that the site will be.delisted subsequent to the USCG’s
completlon of the CERCLA Roadmap post-remediation activities. Once EPA delists the site, five year
reviews of IPDSW will no longer be requ1red

L
‘
i

1
1
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20 - SITE CHRONOLOGY |
‘Table 1 presents a chronology of significant events for the IPDSW site.

.
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3.0 BACKGROUND

This section discusses the physical characteristics of the IPDSW site, including land and resource use
and environmental setting. Additionally, the history of site contamination, initial response action taken
‘at the site, and basis for the response action are described. Remedial actions conducted following the
initial response action at the site are dlscussed in Section 4. ’

3.1 Physical Characteristics l

The site is located at 65 Trotter Road in South Weymouth Massachusetts (Figures 1 and 2) The
national Supérfund electronic database identification number for the site is MA0690330758. The
IPDSW property was formerly part of the Naval Air Station South Weymouth, and the site is part of
the Naval Air Station South Weymouth National Priorities List site.

3 2 Land and Resource Use

The IPDSW site is comprised of the USCG IPDSW property in South Weymouth as well as the
stormwater drainage swale and the affected portion of the downstream wetland located to the south on
adjacent property controlled by the Navy and ESTAR Management, LLC, also in South-Weymouth.
The USCG Base Boston operates:the facility. USCG is the lead agency, with EPA as the support
agency, for site investigation and restoration under CERCLA. USCQG is the sole source of funding for
the investigation and response actions at the site.

USCG leased the IPDSW property from the Navy beginning on 1 March 1972. In October 2000, the
USCG IPDSW property was transferred to USCG from the Navy through a Federal Agency to Federal
Agency Transfer, Upon transfer of the property from the Navy, USCG also assumed responsnblllty for
the CERCLA investigation and response actions at the IPDSW site through a Federal F ac111ty
Agreement with EPA. ' j

The IPDSW is the USCG’s principal facility' in the Northeast for storing, cleaning, repairing, and
painting navigational buoys The iIPDSW is located on the USCG’s property (IPDSW property) and is
approx1mately 5 acres in size. The adjacent land is mostly forested to the north and south. There are
wetlands to the south and southeast, an open field to the east, and a commuter rail line and commercial
businesses to the west (Figure 2)." A chain-link fence with lockable gates surrounds the [IPDSW
property. There is a two-story, steel and concrete block building occupying approximately
20,000 square feet (ft?) on the northwestern portion of the property. Asphalt and concrete paved
“driveways surround the building. ‘Most of the property is a dirt and gravel-covered buoy storage area
to the south and east of the building. The property is relatively flat with topographic relief gently
sloping toward a wetland area to the southeast. A drainage swale (a low-lying area or ditch) abuts the
southern fence line of the IPDS Wi property and received intermittent stormwater runoff from the buoy
storage area. The drainage swaleiruns from west to east and discharges stormwater to the forested
wetland. The swale and a portion of the wetland on Navy and LSTAR Management, LLC property
had been impacted by the IPDSW facility operations and are, therefore, part of the IPDSW site.

33 History of Contamination .

‘Since facility construction was completed (1972-1973), IPDSW operations have included buoy
rehabilitation (e.g., “shot blasting” to remove old paint, welding, painting, and electrical wiring), minor
vehicle and equipment maintenance, waste generation (steel shot blast residue, waste oils, paint-related
waste) and fuel storage, warehousing, outdoor scrap metal storage, and administrative use. Most of.the
buoys are constructed of steel and range in size from 3 feet (ft) to greater than 30 ft in length and can
weigh up to 20,000 pounds. Old or damaged buoys that are beyond repair are stored at the [IPDSW
pending sale as scrap metal. ‘

I
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As a result of facility operations (i.e., buoy storage, refurbishment, and scrapping), lead and paint chips
were present in the surface soil of the buoy storage area. Due to stormwater runoff, surface soil of an

- adjacent drainage swale and wetland were impacted with metals, primarily lead, from the buoy storage
area. The USCG stopped buying lead-based paint (LBP) and primers for buoys in 1986. The USCG
was required to deplete this existing paint inventory by 1988. Buoys are refurbished every 6-8 years.
Therefore, all of the USCG’s buoys that are now received at the IPDSW have already been cycled
through the system and repainted with non-LBP.

3.4  Initial Response

The site has been the subject of a Remedial Investigation (EA 2001) and Feasibility Study, an
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EA 2002), and both Time-Critical and Non-Time-Critical
Removal Actions (EA 2003) to address lead in soil associated with facility use of lead-based primers
through the mid-1980s. .

USCG excavated lead-contaminated soil around a former dust collection system, removed and
decommissioned the building’s floor drain system, and excavated soil posing unacceptable human
health and ecological risks in the stormwater drainage swale and wetland area on abutting Navy
property. Accordingly, no risk concerns remained for ecological receptors in the swale or wetland.”
The USCG also reduced the potential for recontamination of the swale and wetland through the
construction of a stormwater control system, which reduced the transport of soil particles and paint
chips from the buoy storage area to the drainage swale. The swale and wetland portions of the site
have been remediated for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. In addition, cleanup goals for the
swale and wetland were selected to eliminate unacceptable risks to the environment.

The current and planned future use of the USCG property is industrial and, based on the results of the -
Human Health Risk Assessment, the environmental conditions of the IPDSW ‘property are suitable
(i.e., do not exceed CERCLA risk benchmarks) for continued industrial operations. During
preparatlon of the ROD, EPA and USCG agreed that the buoy storage area may not be suitable for
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure due to the remaining lead concentrations and paint chips
(potentially lead-based) present in surface soil. However in 2016, the USCG performed a complete .
remediation of the buoy storage area to cleanup goals that support unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure. Presently, the average lead concentration in the buoy storage area is less than 200 mg/kg
(the Massachusetts Contingency Plan S-1 Soil Standard for lead). The rationale for remediating the
site to cleanup goals that support unlimited use and unrestricted exposure was not to facilitate future
residential development of the property, but rather to prevent contaminants at industrial/commercial
levels from impacting off-site properties via stormwater runoff. The USCG has no plans to change the
use of the property from the current industrial operatlons

3.5 Basis for Taking Action

Prior to the 2016 remedial action, some remaining risk concerns were identified for hypothetical,
future, and non-commercial/industrial reuse scenarios associated with the residual lead and paint chips
in the surface soil of the buoy storage yard. The presence of lead and paint chips in surface soil, if not
addressed by implementing the LUCs, long-term monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews specified in the
ROD (USCG 2006), could have presented an endangermeént to public health, welfare or the
environment.

The selected remedy from the ROD addressed these concerns by preventing land use that could result
in unacceptable exposure to lead or paint chips in soil by sensitive receptors (i.e., certain non-
commercial/industrial uses as specified in Section 2.12.2.2.1 of the ROD [USCG 2006]), and by

_Second Five-Year Review 3-2 . December 2016
USCG Industrial Product Detachment South Weymouth, Massachusetts



preventing migration of soil fromi the buoy storage area to adjacent property. In addition, that remedy
included long-term monitoring of the swale and wetland to monitor the effectiveness for preventing
recontamination of the adjacent stormwater drainage swale and downstream wetland areas.

In 2013, the USCG observed that concentrations of metals in the off-site swale and wetland were
increasing despite efforts to implement recommendations from the first Five-Year Review. As such,
the USCG conducted an Evaluation of Options for Minimizing Off-Site Transport of Contaminated
Sediment from the Storm Water Management System (Watermark 2014). Based on a review of the
options identified in that report, the USCG determined that excavation of impacted soils in the buoy
storage area and replacement with clean fill would be the most cost effective and sustainable approach
to eliminating off-site metals impacts. The USCG’s objective to eliminate off-site contamination of
metals via the IPDSW stormwat_e&r ultimately became the basis for taking the remedial action executed
in 2016. '

! .
| '
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4.0 REMEDIAL ACTIONS : s

Sections 4.1 through 4.5 discuss the remedy objectives, selection, and 1mplementat|on of the selected
remedy for the buoy storage area (i.e., buoy, equipment, and scrap metal storage area) as required by
the ROD. It also describes the ongoing operation and maintenance (O&M) activities and progress
since completion of the initial remedial action. Section 4.6 describes the site remediation activities that
were executed in 2016 during the second Five-Year Review period.

4.1  Remedy Objectives

Based on preliminary information relating to types of environmental media of concern and potential
exposure pathways, response action objectives, both removal action and remedial action objectives,
were developed to aid in the development and screening of alternatives. These response action
objectives were developed to mitigate, restore, and/or prevent existing and future potential threats to
human health and the environment. The following goals were developed during the Engineering -
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EA 2002) for the Non-Time-Critical Removal Actlon (EA 2003) completed
in 2003:

e Prevention, to the extent practicable, of direct contact with and ingestion of surficial soil that
presents unacceptable risks to human health and/or ecological receptors (i.e., the soil of the
swale and wetlands) '

e Prevention of potential future impacts to groundwater beneath the site through removal of
impacted soil and sludge associated with existing floor drains beneath the site building

e Mitigation of ongoing migration of metals (primarily lead) from the buoy storage area.to the
adjacent drainage swale and the downstream wetland, and prevention of future migration to the
extent possible.

" The initial Non-Time-Critical Removal Action (EA 2003) achieved the above goals through

excavation of the swale soil and wetland hydric soil, removal of the building’s floor drain system, and
installation of the stormwater management system. Subsequent to the Non-Time-Critical Removal
Action, USCG issued a Feasibility Study to address the remaining portion of the AOC that was not yet
addressed through the completed removal actions (i.e., the buoy storage area also known as AOC 3 in
the ROD). The Feasibility Study presented the followmg response action Ob_]eCtIVCS for the buoy
storage area: :

e Prevent future human (reSIdentlal) exposure to lead and potentlal LBP chlps in soil of the buoy
- storage area
e Prevent constituents of concern (COCs) in on-site soil from migrating off the IPDSW property.

Achieving the combination of all these goals provides for a complete site remedy, which is protective
of human health and the environment and which complies with Applicable or Relevant and

" Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). The completed removal actions mitigated the unacceptable

human health (cancer and non-cancer) and ecological risks associated primarily with lead in soil at the
site. The selected remedy effectively mitigates the remaining risk concerns associated with various

“hypothetical future use scenarios to lead and/or paint chips in surface soil of the buoy storage area. At

present, the USCG has no plans to transfer the IPDSW property and the current industrial operations
will continue into the future. The initial removal actions restored the swale/wetland areas so that
potential risks to human health or the environment did not exceed EPA’s threshold risk levels for any
of the evaluated use scenarios. The swale and wetland areas were also completely remediated to
cleanup goals that support unlimited use and unrestricted exposure in 2016 as described in Section 4.6
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of this report. In addition, the swale and wetland cleanup goals were selected to eliminate
unacceptable risks to environmental receptors. Furthermore, the risk assessments demonstrated that
the IPDSW property portion of the site is suitable for continued industrial use because risk levels do
not exceed EPA’s threshold risk levels for a commercial/industrial use scenario. The recent removal
action completed in 2016 has remediated the buoy storage area to cleanup goals that support unlimited
use and unrestricted exposure, however, the site will continued to be used for industrial purposes. The
selected remedy mitigates the remaining risk concerns via LUCs that include institutional controls to
ensure proper (acceptable) use of the property in the future, and engineering controls to maintain
preventative measures for the mlgratlon of lead and paint chips in buoy storage area soil to offsite
areas via stormwater runoff. No response action objectives were required for groundwater because the
identified risks in groundwater were associated with constituent of potential concern (COPC)
concentrations that were consistent with background levels. Following the future delisting of the site
in 2017, the USCG anticipates that LUCs will no longer be required given the site has been remediated
to cleanup goals that support unlimited use and unrestricted exposure,

42 Selected Remedy (2006 ROD)

A ROD for the site was signed by EPA and USCG on 29 September 2006 (USCG 2006). The
MassDEP concurred with the ROD. The Selected Remedy included No Further Action Ifor AOC 1
(i.e., building and adjacent areas to the south); No Action for AOC 2 (i.e., septic system tank, piping,
and leach field); and LUCs (institutional and engineering controls), long-term monitoring, and Five-
Year Reviews for AOC 3 (i.e., buoy, equipment, and scrap metal storage area). The selected remedy,
combined with the completed removal actions, comprised ‘a comprehensive remedy.

The selected remedy addressed the remaining risk concerns associated with lead and LBP chips in .
surface soil under certain reuse scenarios. Specifically, the ROD (USCG 2006) specified LUCs that
include establishment of institutional controls to prohibit current and future uses that could result in
unacceptable risks to certain potentially sensitive receptors, and engineering controls to manage
potential migration of soil from the buoy storage area to the drainage swale and wetland on adjacent
Navy property. The ROD-also sp‘eCIﬁed long-term monitoring and Five-Year Reviews to ensure the
long-term effectiveness of the remedy The LUCs apply to the USCG IPDSW property portion of the
site. It is anticipated that the LUGs will no longer be required once the site is delisted from the
CERCLA NPL in.2017. -
43 Remedy Implementation i _ :
USCQG established LUCs that apply to the USCG IPDSW property. The LUCs consist of institutional
and engineering controls. The USCG developed a LUCIP (EA 2010b) for implementing the LUCs.

|
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4.3.1 Institutional Controls

USCG implemented institutional controls in the form of a USCG Instruction delineating the property
use restrictions while the property is controlled by the USCG and deed restrictions in the event of any

transfer of the IPDSW property. These controls prohibit future uses of the IPDSW property for which
" concentrations of lead and the presence of paint chips in soil may be unacceptable. Prohibited uses of
the IPDSW site include residential use; certain recreational uses; agricultural use; use involving
facilities with children under the age of 6, such as daycare centers or playgrounds; or use as wildlife
habitat without further evaluation. The institutional controls remain in effect unless and until
mitigation measures are taken to reduce lead concentrations in soil to levels that allow for unlimited
use and unrestricted exposure on the property. The institutional controls are implemented in
accordance with the LUCIP. It is anticipated that institutional control at the property will no longer be
in effect once the site is delisted from the CERCLA NPL in 2017.

4.3.2 Engineering Controls

USCG implemented engineering controls on the IPDSW property to prevent unauthorized access to the
site and to manage potential migration of soil from the buoy storage area to the drainage swale and

wetland on adjacent Navy and LSTAR Management, LLC controlled property. These engineering

controls include continuing O&M of the stormwater control system, facility fencing and gates, soil

- management procedures for operations or construction activities that could disturb soil in the buoy
storage area, and procedures for managing the future refurbishment of those limited number of buoys
with residual LBP coating. The buoy and soil management procedures are outlined in the LUCIP. The
LUCIP includes a USCG Instruction mandating these engineering controls. The engineering controls
remain in effect unless and until mitigation measures are taken to reduce concentrations of lead in soil

to levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure -on the property. If the property is
transferred in the future to another entity by deed, then the USCG would continue to implement the
engineering controls (via deed restrictions) unless and until mitigation measures were taken to reduce
¢éoncentrations of lead in the soil to levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure on the
property. It is anticipated that engineering controls at the property will no longer be required once the
site is delisted from the CERCLA NPL in 2017.

. 4.3.3 Long-Term Monitoring

USCG has conducted annual long-term monitoring of the surface soil in the stormwater drainage swale
and downstream wetland area located on adjacent property controlled by the Navy and LSTAR
Management, LLC. The swale and wetland are sampled annually until the Five-Year Review (the
subject of this report), at which time the data are reviewed, and analysis performed to determine future
monitoring requirements. The long-term monitoring samples consist of six soil samples collected in
the swale and six soil samples collected in-the wetland (Figure 3). The ROD (USCG 2006) required
that surface water samples be collected once prior to each Five-Year Review. To satisfy this
requirement, the USCG collected surface water samples in 2014 and the data are presented in the
report for monitoring event ME-09. All other monitoring events represented in the second Five-Year
Review (ME-07, ME-08 and ME-09) involved the collection of soil samples only from the swale and
wetland. Three (3) monitoring events and one (1) remediation design sampling event have been
completed during the second Five-Year Review period. The last long term monitoring event of the
five year period was not completed because the site was actively being remediated.

The first monitoring event (ME-07) occurred in 2012. The results of the ME-07 sampling event
identified concentrations of chromium and copper in the swale that exceeded the Remedial Goal (RG)
by two times. The ME-07 report proposed the collection of four additional surface soil samples to be
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collected in the swale during the next long term monitoring sampling event (ME-08). The purpose of -
the additional sample locations was to further characterize metals impacts in the drainage swale. In
addition, and based on the conclusions of the ME-07 report, the USCG proposed to conduct an
evaluation of engineering optlons to reduce the off-site migration of metals in the stormwater from
IPDSW. A report was prepared entitled, Evaluations of Options for Minimizing Off-Sité Transport of
Contaminated Sediment (Watermark 2014). Based on a review of the options identified in the report,
‘the USCG determined that excavation of impacted soils in the buoy storage area and replacement with
clean fill would be the most cost effective and sustainable approach to eliminating off-site metals
impacts. The results of the ME-07 report and the Evaluation of Options report were the documents -
that ultimately led the USCG to‘c%onclude that full remediation of the site would be necessary to cease
the off-site migration of metals from IPDSW. A summary of the analytical results from the ME-07"
monitoring event is provided in Arppendlx C. :

The second monltorlng event (ME-08) occurred in 2013. The sampling event included the collection
and analysis of 19 surface soil samples (11 from the swale area, 6 from the wetland and 2 duplicates).
The sampling included the 5 additional swale samples that were proposed after the analysis of the ME- -
07 monitoring results. The results for the swale indicated that average concentrations of chromium,
copper and lead were less than the results from ME-07 but remained significantly more elevated than
prior long term monitoring event results. The sampling results for the swale indicated that with a few
exceptions, concentrations of chromium and lead were less than ME-07 monitoring results and were in
the range of previous monitoring events. Shortly after the release of the ME-08 report, the USCG
submitted the Evaluation of Options report to EPA and MassDEP. The Evaluations of Options report
identified full remediation of the buoy storage area, swale and wetland as the preferred alternative to
cease the off-site mlgratlon of metals from IPDSW. A summary of the analytical results from the ME-
- 08 monitoring event is provided in Appendix D.

The third monitoring event (ME-09) occurred in 2014. The sampling event included the collection and
analysis of 14 surface soil samples (six from the swale area, six from the wetland and two duplicates).
.The USCG did not include the collectlon of the five additional samples proposed after ME-07 because
planning for the site remediation was underway. The additional sample results would not add any
value to the data set given that all impacted soil in the swale and wetland would be remediated as part
of the project. The results for the'swale indicated that average concentrations of chromium, copper and
lead were elevated similar to the results of ME-07 and ME-08. The average results of the wetland
samples were less than respectlve values from both the ME-07 and ME-08 monitoring events. USCG
also collected four surface water samples during ME-09 per the requirements of the ROD. One sample
was collected at the headwall where the Vortech system discharges to the swale and the other 3
samples were collected from standmg water in the wetland. The results indicated that metals
concentrations decreased with distance from the headwall. Total chromium exceeded the RG at the
headwall samples however all other locations were below the RG. Total and dissolved copper, lead
and zinc concentrations exceeded their respective RGs at all locations. A summary of the analytical
results from the ME-09 monitoring event is provided in Appendix E.

The fourth monitoring event was conducted in the form of a pre- desngn soil sampling event in the buoy
storage area, swale and wetland in 2015. The EPA allowed the substitution of the Final Field
Sampling Report, Pre-Design Characterization of Lead Impacted Soil (Watermark 2015) in place of
the ME-10 monitoring report. The sampling event in the buoy storage area consisted of the
establishment of a 100 foot by 100 foot sampling grid. Twenty-one samples were collected at the grid
nodes at depths of 0-6 inches, 6-12 inches and 12-24 inches below ground surface. In total, 63 samples

were analyzed by field x-ray fluorescence analyzer. In the swale, 21 sampling locations were
| : ' )

i
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established including 7 swale bottom samples spaced at 50 foot intervals. The remainder of the sample
locations was on either sidewall approximately midway up the slope. A sample was collected at each-
location from 0-6 inches and 6-12 inches below ground surface. A total of 43 samples were analyzed
by XRF. In the wetland, samples were collected from 10 locations at 0-6 inches and 6-12 inches below
ground surface. A total of 20 wetland soil samples were collected for XRF analysis. In total, the
sampling event consisted of 125 soil samples collected for XRF analysis with 20% of the samples (26
total samples) submitted to the laboratory analys1s for data conﬁrmatlon The correlation was found to
be acceptable with a coefficient of correlation (R?) value of 0.82. An R? greater than 0.80 is generally
considered good. All sample locations were logged by GPS for incorporation into the site excavation
plan A summary of the analytical results from the pre- des1gn soil sampling event is provided in
Appendix F.

The results of the 2015 pre- -design sampling event at lPDSW were used to develop an excavation plan
for the remediation work. In the buoy storage area, 17 of the samples had lead concentrations that
exceeded the cleanup objective of 200 mg/kg. The highest concentration detected was 765 mg/kg.
Most of the samples were found to exceed the cleanup objective for chromium (16 mg/kg). One
sample was found to exceed the remedial objective for copper (1,020 mg/kg). The results confirmed
that metals impacts in the buoy storage area were present in each of the three depth intervals sampled
In the swale and wetland, lead, chromium and copper were also found to exceed the respective cleanup
objectives. . _ ' . -

The USCG did not conduct long term monitoring soil sampling in 2016 because the remediation
project was underway. Post-excavation soil samples were collected to confirm that remediation efforts
achieved the cleanup objectives. The results of the post-excavation soil confirmation samples will be
presented in the Remedial Action Closure Report for the project in 2017.

4.3.4 Five-Year Reviews

USCG will conduct Five-Year Reviews in accordance with CERCLA and the ROD (USCG 2006) for
as long as the site conditions are not suitable for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (i.€., unless
and until mitigation measures are taken to reduce concentrations of lead in soil to levels that allow for
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure on the site). The results of the long-term monitoring sampling
form the foundation of the Five-Year Review. Analysis of the data is performed to identify any .
potent1al trends in the data. In addition, the Five-Year Review assesses compliance with the
engineering controls established for the IPDSW, including maintenance of the stormwater control
system, soil management, and lead-contaminated buoy management. After the Five-Year Review, and
in consult'with EPA and MassDEP, the monitoring may continue as planned or the frequency and/or
location of the samples may be changed.

Each Five-YearReview will involve inspection of the site use and abutting (Navy-owned) property to
determine property use, reviews of LUC compliance reports, and analyses of the results from the long-
term monitoring program conducted in the swale and wetland. The USCG documents the results of the
Five-Year Review in a report to be submitted to EPA for approval and to MassDEP for comments.
This document represents the second Five-Year Review for the USCG IPDSW property. It is
anticipated that this will be the final Five-Year Review for the site. In 2016, the property was
remediated to cleanup goals that support unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. USCG anticipates
that the property will be delisted from the CERCLA NPL in 2017 following the complet1on of all

' CERCLA Roadmap action items.
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4.4 Operat1on and Ma1ntenan;ce

,The engineering controls 1mplemented as part of the LUC include ongo1ng O&M:of the stormwater _
. control system, and performing ahnual LUC inspections. The O&M activities of the stormwater
conveyance system have occurred since September 2006. These long-term O&M tasks are requ1red to

‘preserve the effectlveness of the remedy The O&M tasks 1nclude

. Quarterly inspection of the accumulated solids in the Vortechs stormwater treatment system
' polydram catch basin CB 1; and deep sump catch bas1ns CB-2, CB 3, and CB 4

Y
G

¢ Cleanout (as necessary) of the Vortechs stormwater treatment system polydram catch basm

CB 1; and deep sump catcl:h bas1ns CB 2, CB-3, and CB- 4 w1th a vacuum truck

. Repa1r1ng (as necessary) the gravel cover in areas where. settlement and ' eros1on occurred

& Bi-annual inspection of the detentlon gallery or when the effect1veness of the detent1on gallery =

is determ1ned to be quest1onable

OCCUI'S b

é Removmg s1lt and sed1ment from the 1nf'11trat1on trench (as necessary)
, [ ,

1
.1.

i
l
l
i
i
5
v

The annual costs of O&M frolm 2012 through December 201 6 are prov1ded in the table below:’

| Quarterly inspections, Routine 1nspect1on

Long—term momtormg o : - 'mon1tor1ng and analysrs

. $22, 053

Cleanout Stormwater System o

Marntenance and reparr B

; .

%14, 972‘ :

$37A,g_25‘ =

Quarterly 1nspectio"ns‘ »
Long-term mon1tor1ng with surface | Routine inspection,

2014 water samplmg » - monitoring'andanalysis:

2016 Quarterly mspect1ons o Routine inspection $7,145
o .' 1 TOTAL (not mcludmg o T
2016 " site remedlatlon costs) . : $7,145
o 5 YEAR TOTAL (not mcludlng snte remedlatlon) _ $148, 866'

lThe costs include, but are not l1m1ted to, O&M act1v1t1es and consultmg and report1ng act1v1t1es In
2015, the USCG submltted a report entitled, Final Field Samplmg Report Pre-Desi gn Characterlzat1on
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of Lead Impacted Soil (Watermark 2015). -This data presented in this report was accepted by EPA as a
substltute for the annuial long term monitoring report.in 2015. In 2016, the annual long term :
mon1tor1ng work was not conducted because the remediation project was underway. The. 5 year total

. cost does not include any costs related to the remediation of the site in 2016. The total cost of the
perlod covered by thé first Five- Year Review was $125,298. The cost of implementing the remedy
increased by approx1mately 12% between the first and second five year review periods. '

45 Progress Smce Completion of Remedlal Action

- Slnce the ROD was 51gned on 29 September- 2006 (USCG 2006) the followmg actions have occurred:

e - Preparation « of a LTMP and QAPP (EA 20072 and EA 2007b, respect1ve1y) . S
' Preparation of a LUCIP (EA 2010b) o
e Preparation of an O&M Plan for the stormwater control system (EA2OIOc)
e Monitoring Event1, June 2007 (EA 2007c)
e Monitoring Event 2, September 2007 (EA 2008a)
e Monitoring Event 3 June 2008 (EA 2008b)
c o Momtormg Event 4,] une 2009 (EA 2009) ,
_« Monitoring Event 5, Jurie 2010 (EA 2010a)
® ‘Monltorlng Event 6, June 2011 (Watermark 201 1)
e "Flrst Five- Year Rev1ew (Watermark 2012a).
® Momtormg Event 7 June 2012 (Watermark 2012b) ' : o ,
o 'Momtorlng Event '8, June 2013 (Watermark 2013) ' . : R

o Preparatlon of Evaluations of Options for Minimizing Off Site Transport of Contammated '
‘Sediment (Watermark 2014a).

. Monltorlng Event 9, June 2014 (Watermark- 2014b) v
e  Preparation of CERCLA Roadmap (AMEC 2015) ' ‘ ‘

e Preparation of F inal Field Sampling Report Pre-Design Characterlzatlon of Lead Impacted Soil
t(Watermark 20 15). :

e Preparatlon of Engineering Evaluatlon/Cost Analysis (Tantara 2016)
e ‘Preparatlon of Action Memorandum (Tantara 2016a), '
. 'Preparatlon of Remedlal Action Work Plan (Tantara 201 6b)
e Preparation of Samphng and Ana1y51s Plan (SAP)(Tantara 2016c)
e Preparation of Project Specific Quality Assurance Project Plan (Tantara 201 6d)
; ‘e Site Remedlatlon Project Substantially Completed as of December 2016
o 'Second Five. Year Review, December 2016

{

These actions have been 1mplemented as the remedy for the site to fulfill the requlrements of
~ incorporating institutionial controls, engineéring controls, long-term mon1tor1ng, and Five-Year L
Reviews as required by the ROD (USCG 2006). In addition, remediation of: the site was performed by
the USCG in 2016 to;remove impacted soils and cease off-site migration of metals in the stormwater.
The details of the remediation project have been described in the Remedial Action Work Plan (Tantara
2016b).and Samplmg and Analysis Plan (Tantara 2016¢) and summarlzed in Section 4.6, below. Once
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remedial action is completed, the|USCG will submit a Remedial Action Closure Report to document
the work. It is anticipated that EPA will delist the site in 2017 following completion of the CERCLA
Roadmap action items. I ,

4.6 2016 Remedial- Act1ons ‘ -

In 2014, the USCG conducted anlengmeermg study of the property to identify corrective actions to
reduce off-site migration of metals to the swale and wetland. A report was prepared entitled,
“Evaluations of Options for M1n1ln1z1ng Off-Site Transport of Contaminated Sediment” (Watermark -
2014). Based on a review of the opt1ons identified in the report, the USCG determined that excavation
of impacted soils in the byoy storage area and replacement with clean fill would be the most cost
effective and sustainable approach to eliminating off-site metals impacts. In 2015, the USCG
conducted soil sampling for metals throughout the buoy storage area, swale and wetland in order to
prepare plans and specifications for remediation. In 2015, the USCG prepared a CERCLA Roadmap
(AMEC 2015) to provide an overyview of regulatory activities necessary to conduct remediation of the
site. Based on the approved CERCLA Roadmap, the USCG subsequently prepared the followmg pre-
remed1at1on documents - |

‘Engmeermg Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) (Tantara 2016)
Action Memorandum (Tantara 20 1 6a)-

Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) (Tantara 2016b) -
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) (Tantara 20l6c)

While not requ1red in the CERCL!A Roadmap, the EPA and MassDEP also requ1red preparation of a
Project Specific Quality Assurance Project Plan-(QAPP) (Tantara 20164d). -

* The scope of the removal action 1s to reduce metals contam1nat1on spec1ﬁcally lead from the buoy
storage area and the drainage swale soils to below cleanup objectives in order to eliminate the future
transfer of these contaminants to the adjacent wetland. The removal action also includes the excavation
of 'metals impacted sediments that have been depos1ted in the wetland area. The project will remove
restrictions on the future use of the property and eliminate the need for regulated O&M of the
stormwater management system, | |

| :
The main components of the removal action are listed below:

» Temporarily relocate buoys and other equipment.

e Establish'soil erosion and sediment control measures. , )

e Remove the surface 6-24 1nches of soil in the buoy storage area, swale and wetland as shown
on RAWP drawings. : : ‘

* Transport and dispose of approxnmately 3,300 cubic yards of impacted soil at a licensed
facility. . | '

e Collect post-excavation conf irmatory samples for metals analysis to confirm that remedial

objectives have been met and excavate additional soil if necessary based upon confirmation

I
{

sample results. |
* Restore the'buoy storage area with clean crushed stone to pre-existing elevations.
e Install an outlet protect1or1| apron at the headwall of the swale and restore the swale with a r1p-
rap gradat1on to pre- ex1st1ng elevations. '
|
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‘e Restore the wetland area with loam (hlgh organic matter content) to pre existing elevations and
seed with a New England wetland mix.. '

The permanent removal of soil exceeding the cleanup objectives further protects the public health and
the surrounding environment, because the potential for contaminant migration offsite will be
eliminated. The cleanup objectives for the remediation project are:

soie L Analytes -0 e o2 'Cleanup Objectiveé (mglkg).
Arsenic . : 20 \
Chromium .16
. Copper - 1,020
Lead 200
Nickel 230
Zinc _ 738

_This removal action is considered a final removal action and, as such, would eliminate the
requirements for annual monitoring, Five-Year Reviews, and regulated O&M of the stormwater
management system.

In August of 2016 and upon approval of the RAWP and SAP, the USCG commenced remediation of
the site. As of the date of this second five year review, the remediation of the buoy storage area, swale
and wetland is substantially completed. In addition, the remedial action includes the removal of
impacted soils in seven of nine relatively small unpaved areas that surround the IPDSW building. The
USCG anticipates that the final excavation and restoration work will be completed in December 2016.
Details of the remedial action will be documented in a Remedial Action Completion Report to be '
submitted to EPA and MassDEP. The excavation and off-site disposal of impacted soils is '
significantly different than the remedy approved in the 2006 ROD. As such, and per the CERCLA
Roadmap, the USCG will prepare an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) to document the,
remedy change as part of the Administrative Record. The USCG will conduct community relations
activities associated with the ESD per the CERCLA Roadmap. Subsequently, the USCG anticipates

- that EPA will delist the site from the CERCLA NPL and issue No Further Action status for the site.

As of the date of this Second Five Year Review and based on the removal action completed in 2016,
remedial action objectives (RAOs) have been met and the remedy is protectlve of’ human health and
the environment. : :
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5.0 PROGRESS SINCE THE PREVIOUS FIVE YEAR REVIEW

Since the first Five-Year Review |for the site, thes1te has been subject to the requirements of the long-
term monitoring plan (LTMP). T;he results of the annual monitoring events since the first Five-Year
Review indicated increasing concentrat1ons of metals in the swale and wetland area. In 2013, the
USCG conducted an additional study of the property to identify engineering corrective actions to
reduce off-site migration of metals to the swale and wetland. A report was prepared entitled,
“Evaluat1ons of Options for Mlmmlzmg Off-Site Transport of Contaminated Sediment” (Watermark
© 2013). Based on a review of the optlons identified-in the report, the USCG determined that excavation”
of impacted soils in the buoy storage area and replacement with clean fill would be the most cost
effective and sustainable approach to eliminating off-site metals impacts. In 2015, the USCG ’
conducted soil sampling throughout the buoy storage area, swale and wetland in order to prepare plans
and specifications for remed1atlon In 2015, the USCG prepared a CERCLA Roadmap (AMEC 2015)
to provide an overview of the regulatory activities necessary to conduct remediation of the site. The
USCG subsequently prepared the following pre-remediation documents: \

¢ Engineering ,Evaluat1on/Cl,o‘st, Analysis (EE/CA) (Tantara 2016)
Action Memorandum (Tahtara 2016a) ’

Remedial Act1on Work Hlan (RAWP)(Tantara 2016b)
 Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)(Tantara 2016c) '

While not required in the CERCLA Roadmap, the EPA and MassDEP also required preparation of a
Project Specific Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) (Tantara 2016d). In August of 2016 and upon
approval of the RAWP and SAP, ;the USCG commenced remediation of the site, As of the date of this
Second Five Year Review, remeq1at1on of the entire site including the swale and wetland is.
substantially completed to cleanup goals that support unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. It is
anticipated that this will be the ﬁr;lal Five-Year Review for IPDSW and that EPA will delist the site
from the CERCLA NPL upon Cor;npletion of the remaining CERCLA Roadmap action items.

J ’
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6.0 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

This section presents the process and ﬁndihgs of the second Five-Year Review; specifically, the’
findings of the document review, data review, ARARs review, site inspection, and site interviews.

6.1 Administrative Components

This Five-Year Review was completed by Mr Michael Andrews and Ms. Rachel Marino of the USCG
Civil Engineering Unit Prov1dence | '

In June 2016, the review team establlshed the rev1ew schedule, which included the following
components:

e Document review
e Datareview

e ARARsreview
¢ Site inspection

e Interviews.

6.2  Community Involvement

A public notice announcing the initiation of the Five-Year Review for the IPDSW site was publlshed
in the local newspaper, The Patriot Lea’ger on 30 November 2016 (Appendix A).

Upon signature, a copy. of the Second Five-Year Review Report will be available in the Administrative
Record. ' :

6.3 Document Review

The Five-Year Review included a review of relevant deécision documents, implementation documents,
remedy performance documents (monitoring documents), O&M documents, and legal documents. ‘The
document review focused on the documents required to'implement the remedy including monitoring
data, institutional controls, and engineering controls. . '

6.4 Data Rev1ew .

The selected remedy from the ROD includes LUCs (i.e., mstltutlonal and engineering controls), long-
term monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews. Data were rev1ewed from the long-term monitoring
program and pre-remedial design soil sampling effort. In the first Five-Year Review, soil sampling
data from the swale and wetland were analyzed using the Mann-Kendall test for trend at the 95 percent
confidence level. For the second Five-Year Review, statistical analysis has not been completed
because all impacted soils in the swale and wetland have been excavated to cleanup goals that support
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure as of the date of this report. Any trends that would have been
extrapolated from the data are inconsequential. The sections below provide general summaries of the
data from the long term monitoring program and pre-remedial design soil sampling effort. All post.
excavation confirmation sampling results from the 2016 remediation project will be provided in the
Remedial Action Closure Report. :

6.4.1 Wetland Soil Sampling

The wetland soil sampling data from ME-07, ME-08 and ME-09 has been compared for the second
Five-Year Review. In general, concentrations of metals from the six sampling locations increased
compared to the data evaluated from the first Five-Year Review. Concentrations of chromium, copper,
lead and zinc exceeded their respective Remedial Goals in at least one location during each sampling
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. event. The chromium results from ME 07 and ME-08 exceeded the RG of 16 mg/kg in four out of 6 of
the sample locations. Copper exlceeded the RG of 1,020 mg/kg at a single sample location during both
the ME-07 and ME-08 events and otherwise was below the RG. The RG for lead is 302 mg/kg. The
RG for lead was exceeded durrng ME-07 and ME- 08 at two locations and .during ME-09 at a single
locatjon. Note that the cleanup obJectwe for lead during the 2016 remediation project was 200 mg/kg
in order to comply with the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) Method 1 Soil Category S-1
standard. The RG for zinc of 738lmg/kg was exceeded at one locat1on during ME-08 but otherwise
below the RG at all locations durmg each event

The pre-remedial design sampllng effort conducted in 2015 focused on the analysis of lead in the buoy
< storage area, swale and wetland. }The lead concentrations in the wetland were generally consistent with
the long term monitoring events and indicated exceedances of the RG of 302 mg/kg in multiple areas.
At one location, lead was detected at 1,782 mg/kg which was s1gn1frcantly higher than the results from
ME-07, ME-08 or ME-09. The pre remed1al design data was used to develop an excavation plan for
the wetland. The entire wetland has been excavated to 6 inches below surface grade to remove metals
metals impacted soil, In add1t1on’ 'two areas were excavated to 12 inches below surface grade to
remove impacted’ soils. The results of all post-excavation confirmation sample data will be provided in
the Remedial Action Closure Report The wetland has been restored per the RAWP and will be re-
vegetated as necessary in the Sprmg of 2017. '

The wetland soil samplmg data collected during the second Five-Year Review clearly showed that
metals concentrations were lncreasmg off-site. This data was used by the USCG to make the decision
to completely remediate the site. 'By excavating impacted soils in the buoy storage area, the future
mlgratlon of metals soils via runoiff to the swale and wetland will cease.

6.4. 2 Swale Soil Samplzlng

The swale soil sampling data from ME-07, ME-08 and ME-09 has been compared for the second Five-
Year Review. The metals concentrations detected during ME-07 were significantly higher than any of
the prior monitoring events. Of the six sample locations in the swale, chromium, copper, lead and zinc
were all detected at concentrations exceeding the RGs during ME-07. In response to the ME-07 data,
the USCG proposed the collectlon of four additional surface soil samples to be collected in the swale
during the next long term monitoring event (ME-08). The purpose of the additional sample locations
was to further characterize metals impacts within the drainage swale. In 2013, the ME-08 samiple
results confirmed the elevated metals concentrations detected during ME-07. Of the eleven ME-08
swale soil sample locations, e1ght exceeded the RG for chromium, copper and lead. Two of the
locations exceeded the RG for zinc. For the ME-09 monitoring event in 2014, the USCG sampled the
6 original swale sample locat1onsl as specified in the ROD. By this time, the USCG was convinced that
metals impacts in'the swale were a direct result of the inability of the stormwater management system
to effectively control the sed1ment The additional sample locations included in the ME-08 monitoring
event would not provide any value given that the swale was clearly impacted. The ME-09 results
confirmed the ME-07 and ME- 08 data. Of the six samples collected, five locations exceeded the RGs
for chromium, copper and lead. The zinc concentrat1ons from ME- 09 were all below the ME-07 and
- ME-08 results. . i‘ -

1 -
The pre-remedial de51gn samplmg effort conducted in 201 5 focused on the analys1s of lead in the buoy
storage area, swale and wetland. The lead concentrations in the swale were generally consistent with
the long term mon1tor1ng events and indicated exceedances of the RG of 302 mg/kg in multiple areas.
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As expected the most elevated concentrations in the swale were closest to the headwall where the
stormwater discharges. The highest concentration detected in the swale was from 6-12 inches below
ground surface adJacent to the headwall. The concentration at this location was 802 mg/kg. A total of
six of the twenty-one sample locations in the swale exceeded the RG for lead of 302 mg/kg. Seven
locations exceed the cleanup obJectlve for lead established for the remediation project of 200 mg/kg.
The pre-remedial design data was used to develop.an excavation plan for the swale. The entire swale
has been excavated to 6 inches below surface grade to remove metals impacted soil. In addition, the
area adjacent to the headwall was excavated 12 inches to remove metals impacted soils. The results of

~ all post-excavation confirmation sample data will be provided in the Remedial Action Closure Report.

The swale has been reconstructed with rip-rap per the RAWP to reduce stormwater flow velocity
entermg the wetland

6.4.3 Surface Water Samplzng »

‘The surface water sampling was conducted as part of the ME-09 sampling event in 2014. Four surface .

water samples were collected per the requirements of the ROD. One sample was collected at the
headwall where the Vortech system discharges to the swale and the other three samples were collected
from standing water in the wetland.: The results indicated that all metals concentrations decreased
with distance from the headwall. Total chromium exceeded the RG at the headwall sample, however,
all other locations were below the RG. Total and dissolved copper, lead and zinc concentrations
exceeded their respective RGs at all locations. A summary of the surface water analytlcal results from
the ME-09 monitoring event is provided in Appendix G.

N-

6.4.4 Groundwater Sampling ' ' L

~

Grouhdwater sampling activities were not conducted for the second Five-Year Review. Section

~2.12.2.3 of the ROD requires groundwater sampling and analysis for the first Five-Year Review only

6.4.5 Annual Land Use Inspections

The LUCIP requires an annual land use inspection to be performed at the 51te The following land use
mspectlons were performed over the second Five-Year Review period:

e 06 December 2012—Noted asphalt berm damage, recent repairs to the polydrain, a recent
inspection of the detentlon gallery and damage to the security fence. No other issues were
identified. ' : v

e 23 September 2013—Noted repairs to the security fence, repairs to the asphalt berms and
vegetation removed in the infiltration trenches. No other issues were identified.

e 16 September 2014—,Noted that the bi-annual inspection of the detention gallery was
completed on the day of the land use inspection. No other issues were identified.

o 24 September 2015—No issues were identified.

e 29 September 2016—Noted the soil management activities associated with the ongoing
remediation work. Also noted that the detention gallery would not be inspected because it is
scheduled to be cleaned out regardless of-sediment accumulation levels as part of the .
remediation project prior to excavation in the swale and wetland area.
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6.4.6 Stormwater System Mazntenance/[nspectzon Logs

As part of'the Five-Year Review process, USCG reviewed maintenance and 1nspect1on logs which
were required to be conducted ona quarterly basis during the five years of monitoring in accordance
with the LUCIP. The quarterly inspections include:

e Vortechs stormwater treatment system

e Polydrain |

e Catch basvins (CB-1)

e Deep sump catch basins (CB-2, CB-3, and CB-4)
e Crushed gravel areas |

e Earthen and asphalt berms

¢ Infiltration trenches. l

Included in the inspection logs were solids thicknesses found in the Vortechs stormwater treatment
system and in the drainage system catch basins. The Vortechs system has three manholes (MH-1, MH-
2, and MH-3) and the drainage system has four catch basins (CB-1, CB-2, CB-3, and CB-4). Each
manhole and catch basin has a designated solids thickness which, when reached, requires maintenance
activities including removal of all solids.

During the Five-Year Review period, quarterly inspections were performed routinely to ensure proper
performance of the installed engineering controls. Twenty inspections were performed during the
Five-Year Review period. During this time, the collected solids in the Vortechs system were
vacuumed out in 2012 and 2013.; All catch basins were cleaned out in 2012 and CB-2 was cleaned
again in 2013 based on sed1ment measurements

Examination of the quarterly 1nspect1on records indicates that solids settled in the Vortechs system can
be mobile and likely migrate downgradient of the stormwater treatment system. During the second
Five-Year Review period, solids never accumulated to the level requiring a cleanout of the Vortech -
" system. Rather, cleanouts were performed proactively based on recommendations from the first Five-
Year Review. Given that solids v'vere not accumulating significantly, it seems apparent that sediment

-bypass was likely occurring. l ‘

The drainage system catch basins mspectlon logs also indicate that solids may be migrating
downgradient from these locat1ons Collected solids appear to be migrating from the catch bas1ns

downgradient of the system. |

The detention gallery is required to be inspected every two years (bi-annually). Upon review of the
maintenance and inspection logs, the detention gallery has been inspected on schedule with one -

-exception. In 2016, the detention gallery was due for inspection however the USCG did not inspect
the structure because a cleanout was scheduled as part of the site remediation project. The detention
gallery was cleaned out on November 28, 2016 along with each of the catch basins, piping, and the .
Vortech system. Otherwise, sediment measurements did not warrant a cleanout of the detention _
gallery during the second Five-Year Review period.

6.4.7 Buoy Management.

The LUCIP includes a Buoy Management Plan, which provides best management practices for storage
and scrapping of buoys manufactured prior to 1988 that are suspected to contain LBP. : The IPDSW
has maintained a log of all buoy serlal numbers, date received, whether it is manufactured pre-1988,
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and if it is in storage or refurbished back for use. If the buoy is pre- 1988 the IPDSW performs a
“swab test” to determine if the buoy contains LBP.

A review of the Incoming Buoy Log from 2011 to 2016 did not indicate any buoys contammg LBP
were received at the IPDSW. In addition, interviews with IPDSW staff indicated that the number of '
pre-1988 buoys still in service has been declining each year as older buoys are scrapped and replaced.

In addition, in 2007, all buoys in storage at the IPDSW were tested for the presence of LBP. Over 100
buoys in storage were identified as containing LBP. In 2008, those buoys identified as containing LBP
were separated, removed from the IPDSW site, and scrapped. To the knowledge of the IPDSW staff,
there are no longer any buoys containing LBP present at the facility.

6.4.8 Soil Management

The LUCIP includes a Soil Management Plan that establishes protocols for the safe management of
soil containing lead and paint chips (potentially lead-based) in the buoy storage area of the site. The
Soil Management Plan includes procedures for re-grading, dust control, and excavation of soils at the
IPDSW. '

6 4 9  Engineering Evaluation — Vortechs Unit

In 2008, an Engineering Evaluation of the Vortechs Unit was performed (EA 2008c). The objective of
the study was to determine if the unit is functioning as designed. The study reviewed the design
criteria, collected samples of sediment and water, reviewed maintenance records, and developed
conclusions and recommendations. The study concluded that the unit was operating properly;
however, samples of sediment and water collected in the unit exceeded the RGs for chromium, copper,
and lead. Recommendations for improving the Vortechs operation included: (1) removing collected
sediment at least once per year from each manhole in the Vortechs unit, (2) continue monitoring of the
swale and wetland soils, and (3) an optional recommendation was to install filter inserts in the catch
basins immediately upstream of the Vortechs to reduce the amount of solids reaching the unit. During
the second Five-Year Review period, the USCG implemented the recommendation to remove sediment
from the Vortech in 2012 and 2013. By 2014, it became clear that metals concentrations in the swale
and wetland were increasing despite the annual cleanout efforts. From 2014 through 2016, the USCG
planned and executed the remediation of the buoy storage area to remove the source of metals '
contamination that resulted in impacts to the off-site swale and wetland.

6.5  Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement Review

" As part of this Five-Year Review, ARARs identified in the ROD (USCG 2006) were reviewed to
determine if any newly promulgated or modified requirements of federal and state environmental laws
have significantly changed the protectiveness of the remedies implemented.

The ROD,divided ARARs perfammg to remedial activities for the site into chemical-, location-, and
action-specific categories. Appendlx B prov1des a summary table for site ARARs as presented in the
ROD (USCG 2006).

6.5.1 Chemical-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Approprlate Requirements

Chemical-specific ARARs are usually health or risk-based numerlcal values or methodologles used to
determine acceptable concentrations of chemicals that may be found in or discharged to the
environment. The ROD (USCG 2006) identified three chemical-specific ARARs pertaining to the site:
(1) Risk Assessment Guidance — Cancer Slope Factors and Reference Doses, (2) EPA Region III Risk-
Based Concentrations, (3) and EPA Region IX Prellmmary Remediation Goals. The Risk Assessment
Guidance is used in human health as guidance values to evaluate the potential carcinogenic hazard
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caused by exposure to COCs EPA Region III Risk-Based Concentratlons are used as screemng values
to evaluate the potential hazards caused by exposure to COCs. EPA Region X Preliminary
Remediation Goals are generic rlsk based concentrations that are intended to assist risk assessors and
others in initial screening-level eyaluatlons of environmental measurements. Since the ROD was
finalized, EPA. Region 1T Risk- Based Concentrations and 1X Prellmmary Remedlatlon Goals (plus
EPA Reglon VI Medium- Speclﬁc Screemng Levels) have been consolidated into one country-wide
screening level list available at: http /IWww. epa.gov/reg3hwmd/risk/human/rb-

concentration table/Generlc Tables/lndex htm. The screening levels listed in these tables are updated
to account for modified tox1c1ty values or other factors. None of the screening values for the COCs at
the IPDSW site (arsenic, chromlum copper, lead, nickel, and zinc) have changed since the ROD was
finalized. - |

1
|

Further the remedlal action. obJectlves for the IPDSW s1te were dr1ven by ecologlcal concerns;
therefore any change to the above mentioned chem1cal speclﬁc ARARs related to human health would
have no 1mpact on the 1mplemented remedy at the site. B ‘

- The cleanup.objectives approved |for the 2016 site remedlatlon project are all less than or equal to the
RGs from the 2006 ROD. 'I a

6.5.2 Locatzon-Speczf c Appllcable or Relevant and Approprzate Requzrements

Location- speclﬁc "ARARs restrlct actions or contaminant concentratlons in certain environmentally
sensitive areas. The ROD 1dent1ﬁed five location-specific ARARs pertaining to the IPDSW site: -
Endangered Species Act of 1973,, Executive Order 11990 Wetlands Protection, Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act of 1958 Protectlon of Wildlife Habitats, Massachusetts Wetlands Protection
Regulations —-310 Code of Massachusetts Regulations, and Massachusetts Endangered Species Act
321 Code of Massachusetts Regulatlons 10.00. The Endangered Species Act requires federal agencies,
in consultation with the U.S. F1sh and Wildlife Service and/or NOAA Fisheries Service, to ensure that
actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
listed species or result in the destructlon or adverse modification of designated critical habitat of such
species. Executive Order 11990 (Tltle 40, Code of Federal Regulatlons Part 6, Appendix A) requires
that no remedial alternative adversely affect a wetland if another practicable alternative exists, If no
such alternative exists, impacts from implementation must be mitigated. The Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act of-1958 (16.United States Code 661) requires consultation with federal and"$tate”
conservation agencies if alteratlon of a body of water, including the installation of monitoring wells in
a wetland and/or discharge of pollutants into a wetland, will occur in order to provide adequate ,
protection of fish and wildlife resources Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Regulations (310 Code
of Massachusetts Regulations 10. 51-10. 60) outlines requirements for all inland work that will remove,
fill, dredge or alter any bank, borderlng vegetated wetland, land under water bodies and waterways,
land subject to flooding, or r1verfront area. The Massachusetts Species Act (321 Code '

of Massachusetts Regulations 10, 00) prohibits the “takmg” of any rare plants or animals listed as

" endangered, threatened, or spe01al concern by the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife.

No changes to these regulations or other location-specific ARARs were 1dent1ﬁed dur1ng this-review.
6.5.3 Action-Specific Appllcable or Relevant and Approprzate Requlrements

Action-specific ARARs are usually technology- or activity-based requirements, or 11m1tatlons on
actions or conditions involving specific substances. These requirements are triggered by the particular
remedial activities that are selected to accomplish the remedy. Remedial construction is complete and
the remedial action is ongoing; therefore the action-specific ARARs are still appllcable For the 2016
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site remediation project, the Engineering Evaluation / Cost Estimate (EE/CA) identified action-specific
ARARs for implementation.

6.6  Site Inspection

A 51te inspection was conducted on 06 July 2016 to assess site conditions and the effectiveness of
measures employed to protect human health and the environment. Attendees included: Mr. Michael
Andrews, (USCG CEU Prov1dence) ‘Ms. Kathleen Schweltzer (USCG CEU Prov1dence) and Mr.
Matthew Audet (EPA Region 1). -

Site inspection photographs are provided in Appendii H.
6.6.1 Vortechs Stormwater Treatment System

The Vortechs stormwater treatment system components were operable and in good condition at the
time of the inspéction. Photograph 1(Append1x H) shows Vortechs manholes 2 and 3, respectively,
both securely shut and in good condition.

6.6.2 Polydrain

Visual inspection of the polydrain indicated that it was operable and in fair condition. No debrls or
clogging was noted in the drain; however, the surrounding concrete is beginning to deteriorate
(Appendix H, Photograph 4). Despite the condition of the concrete surface, the polydrain is still
functional. :

.6.6.3 Catch Baszn and Deep Sump Catch Basins

The catch basin and deep sump catch basins were operable and in generally good condition at the time
of the inspection. Catch basin 1 and deep sump catch basins 2, 3 and 4 were secure and showed no
evidence of debris or clogging (Appendix H, Photographs 7, 3, and 5, respectively).

6.6.4 Crushed Gravel Areas

The crushed grével areas were in good condition at the time of the inspection. No deficiencies were
noted.

6.6.5 Earthen and Asphalt Berms

The earthen and asphalt berms were in good condition during the 1nspect10n The earthern berms will
be restored as part of the 2016 site remediation project.

6.6.6 Infiltration Trenches

The infiltration trenches along the western boundary of the site were operable and in good condition at
the time of the inspection (Appendix D, Photograph 6). The concrete berm located along the eastern
edge of the infiltration gallery was in good condition and showed no cracks or signs of damage. The
polyvinyl chloride pipe which connects the northern and southern portion of the infiltration trench was
observed to be in good condition with no debrls or blockage present. Standing water was not
observed

6.6.7 Wetland ana’ Swale Soil Sampling Pomts

The wetland and swale soil sampling points along the eastern boundary of the site were not inspected
* due to dense vegetation growth. In addition, the swale and wetland soils have been excavated as part
of the 2016 remedlatlon project. :
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6.7 Site Interview

In accordance with the requirements of the Five-Year Review process, USCG conducted interviews
to gain additional information about the status of the IPDSW site. Two USCG employees familiar
with the IPDSW operations and stormwater management system were interviewed for the second
Five-Year Review. ' |

Mr. Keith Girouard, Env1ronmental Protection Specialist at the USCG IPDSW site, did not express
concerns regarding past or ongoing activities at the site. Mr. Peter Hooper, USCG IPDSW Supervisor
indicated that all lead swab tests that have been performed on the pre-1988 buoys have come back
negative.
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7.0 TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

Conclusions presented in this section support the determination that the selected remedy from the 2006
ROD did not function as designed in the decision documents. Results of soil sample data collected
during the annual monitoring events since the first five year review indicated increasing metals
concentrations in the swale and wetland areas. The USCG concluded that the increased concentrations
were a direct result of the conveyance of metals impacted soils from the buoy storage area to the swale
and wetland via stormwater runoff. Given that the stormwater management system at IPDSW was not
functioning as intended to remove all contaminants from the stormwater flow, the USCG endeavored
to execute corrective remedial actions in accordance with the CERCLA in 2016. As of the date of this
second five year review, metals impacted soils within the buoy storage area, swale and wetland have
been remediated to cleanup goals that support unlimited use and-unrestricted exposure for unrestricted "
exposure and unlimited use of the site. In addition, the swale and wetland cleanup goals were selected
to eliminate unacceptable risk to environmental receptors.

- EPA gu1dance indicates that to assess the protectiveness of a remedy, three questions (Questions A, B,

and C identified in the sections below) shall be answered.
7.1 Question A: Is the Remedy Funct1omng as lntended by the Decision Documents?
Answer A: YES ' '

7.2 Question B: Are the Assumptions Used at the Time of Remedy Selection Still Valid?

Answer B: Yes

7.3 Question C: Has Any Other Information Come to Light that Could Call into Question the
' Protectiveness of the Remedy?

Answer C: No

7.4 Technical Assessment Sumnaary

After documents and data were reviewed and the site inspection and interviews completed, the USCG
determined that the remedy described in the 2006 ROD did not function as intended. In response, the
USCG attempted to take corrective actions including more frequent cleanouts of sediment in the
Vortech unit to reduce off-site migration of metals to the swale and wetland and continued O&M of
the site in accordance with the ROD. Based on an evaluation of alternatives to minimize off-site
transport of contaminated sediment, the USCG concluded that excavation of impacted soils in the buoy
storage area, swale and wetland was the most practical solution. As of the date of this five year
review, metals impacted soils at [PDSW have been excavated and no longer pose a threat to
contaminate off-site property via stormwater runoff. \

8.0 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

Institutional controls are non-engineered instruments such as legal and administrative tools that do not
involve construction or physical changes to the site; and which help minimize the potential for human
exposure to contamination. Additionally, institutional controls protect the integrity of a remedy by
limiting land and/or resource use, and may include easements, restrictions, or other conditions on
deeds, and/or groundwater, and/or land use restriction documents (EPA 2000). The following sections
describe the institutional controls implemented at the site, potential effect of future land use plans on
institutional controls, and any plans for changes to site contamination status.

8.1 Types of Institutional Controls in Place at the Site
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USCG 1mplemented institutional. controls in the form of a USCG Instruction delineating the property
use restrictions while the property is controlled by the USCG and deed restrictions in the event of any
transfer of the IPDSW property. These controls prohibit future uses of the IPDSW property for which
lead and paint chips in soil may be unacceptable. These uses include residential use; certain_
recreational uses; agricultural use; use involving facilities with children under the age of 6, such as
daycare centers or playgrounds; or use as wildlife habitat without further evaluation. The institutional
controls remain in effect unless and until mitigation measures are taken to reduce lead concentrations
in soil to levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure on the property. The
institutional controls are implemented in accordance with the LUCIP.

. The final LUCIP was issued in December 2010 (EA 2010b) and provides the plans and procedures for
1mplement|ng the controls The LUCIP provides the rationale, applicability, and implementation of the
LUCs. In addition, since the implementation of LUCs is a requirement of the ROD (USCG 2006), the
LUCIP provides detailed procedures and plans including:

e Soil Management Plan

e [BP Buoy Management Plan

e O&M Plan for the Stormwater Management System
e Annual LUC Compl_lance Checklist.

The USCG anticipates that once EPA delists the site from the CERCLA NPL, institutional controls at
the site will no longer be required since mitigation measures have been taken to reduce lead (and other
metals) concentrations in soil to levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure on the
property , .'

8.2 Effect of Future Land Use Plans on Institutional Controls

The current land use of the IPDSW property is industrial. Since 1972, the IPDSW has been the
USCG’s principal facility in the Northeast for storing, cleaning, repairing, and painting navigational
buoys. The USCG plans to continue the current industrial operations at the IPDSW property.

The portion of the site on Navy and LSTAR Management, LLC property (i.e., the stormwater drainage
swale and wetland areas that were remediated under the Non-Time-Critical Removal Action) is A
currently open space. ' There are various plans for redevelopment, including potential residential use,
for the property abutting the USCG facility. Under the current reuse plan and approved zoning and
reuse bylaws, the wetland and a port1on of the swale that is within 50 ft (buffer zone) of the delineated
wetland boundary is now zoned as Open-Space-Weymouth District. The portion of the swale that is

~ not within the 50 ft of the delineated wetland is currently zoned Village Center District. The swale and
wetland portions of the site have been remediated to cleanup goals that support unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure and el1m1nate unacceptable risks to env1ronmental receptors.

The IPDSW property itself was already transferred from the Navy to the USCG in accordance with the
Base Realignment and Closure. Act and is not currently available for transfer. The USCG has no plans
to transfer the IPDSW property; and, as the property remains governmentally owned, it is exempt from
local zoning requirements. If it were transferred at some time in the future, the land would be zoned as
Village Center District.

83 Plans for Changes to Site Contam1nat1on Status

It is anticipated that EPA will dellst the site from the CERCLA NPL once the USCG completes the
remaining action items identified in the CERCLA Roadmap. The CERCLA Roadmap was approved

Second Five-Year Review ' 8-2 - December 2016
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by EPA and MassDEP prior to initiation of site remediation activities at the site. Once delisted, USCG
anticipates that No Further Action status will be assigned to the site.

o
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9.0 ISSUES

Based upon the removal action taken by the USCG in 2016 to remedlate the IPDSW site, the USCG

has determined that there are no issues to report.

1
|
1
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10.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

Because no.issues were identified in Section 9.0, the USCG has determmed that there are no
recommendations or follow-up actions necessary. :
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11.0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

Sltewr(le Pr otectlveness Statement

Protectzveness Determmatzon
Protective :,

P R

j

Protectiveness Statement; |
The remedy at OQU10 is protectlve of human health and the environment.

!

12.0° NEXT REVIEW

It is anticipated that this will be the final Five- Year Review for the IPDSW site. Once the site is
delisted from the CERCLA NPLl Five-Year Reviews will no longer be required.

I
|
I
l
|
i
|
J
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o Table 1.

Chronology of Site Events
Second Five Year Review

Y Date-

USCG Buoy Depot South Weymouth Massachusetts

1972- 1973

Buoy Depot Slte facﬂlty constructlon completed

1973 - 1986

Site.operations include buoy rehabilitation (e.g. “shot blastmg to remove old
- paint, welding, painting, electrical wiring); minor vehicle and equipment
| maintenance; waste generation (steel shot blast residue, waste oils, paint-related

waste) and fuel storage; warehousing; outdoor scrap metal storage; and

.| administrative use. Old or damaged budys beyond repair are stored at Buoy
"Depot pendmg sale as scrap metal. Durmg thls time the USCG used lead based
paint and primers for buoys. -

1986

The USCG stopped buying lead-based pamt and prrmers

1988

The USCG is required to deplete their existing lead paint 1nyer'itory.

16 April 1988

The Potential Hazardous Waste Site Pre]imir‘raryAssessment (PA) report
identified.the facility’s United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

- identification number as MA069033078. The PA reported the use and generation

9 <

of “solvents”, “paint chips”, and re51due from “sandblasting”, “lead-based paint,”
and “waste lubr1cat1on oil”. The report noted that there were “about 30 ft? of soil
that appeared to have been contaminatéd by waste oil from the facility.
Indications are that it was less than.55 gal and that it only affected the surface

soil.”

December 1991

‘| The Site Invest1gat1on Report (Baker 1991) based ona 11m1ted number of

monitoring wells, suggested that groundwater flowed generally towards the

| northeast in the vicinity of thie Navy's West Gate Landfill. Baker.Environmental.

reported no significant levels of groundwater contaminants present in two
momtormg wells located hydrologically upgradient of the Landfill. These two

| wells ‘are located downgradient of the Buoy Dépot.

April 1993

The brief Environmental Compliance Evaluation (USCG 1993) mdrcated that
painting-related solvents were bemg recycled and that the “sandblasting” waste
genérated on the site was rion-hazardous. The report indicates a description of the

| usé of wasté oil as a form release agent for concrete buoy sinker castings. The

report indicates that no waste paint or.waste solvent was generated, and that small
amounts of batteries were occasionally collected and recycled.

February 1996

' The Triitial Assessment Survey (PS11996) contains most of the features of a Phase
| 1 Environmental Site Assessment or Environmental Baselirie Survey (EBS) type

investigation including a site inspection, interviews, -and records review. The
repoft recommended performance of a subsurface evaluatron due to the age

( 973) of the building. Figures and photographs indicated that the southernmost .
portion ‘of the Buoy Depot had not been filled and brought to its current grade-at
the time of this inspection. Also the small swale, which foriiierly directed surface
water flow from east to west across the southern end of the Buoy Depot, and the

Second Five Year Review
USCG Industrial Product Detachment South Weymouth Massachusetts

| former railroad spur were still present. o e o
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November 1996

The Na yEBS presents the ﬁndrngs of the EBS for the entire NAS and- mcludes a.
sectton onithe USCG Buoy Depot (1dent1f1ed in "Zone F") The Phase 1 EBS
1dent1ﬁed three Phase 1] review item areas (RIAs) pertaining to the Buoy Depot.
'RIA 57 ‘Wwas l1sted as waste’ o1l sta1ned soil assoc1ated with concrete s1nker
fabr1cat1or§ A removal action was. completed in accordance w1th the o )
Massachusetts Contrngency Plan [MCP] RlA 58 was listed as’a second onsite
sept1c system (does not exist and no further act1on requ1red) and RIA 59 was

proposed)‘

1996

| Since mo buoys are refurbrshed every 6 10, 8 years by thls trme most of the

USCG § buoys in- the storage aréa have' been cycled through the system and have
been re- pamted with nor-lead- based pamt ’

O NPT

April 1997

"' The Environmental Inspection report identified a “6:ft diameter area of

contamrnated $oil outside of _the paint mixing ; area” related to past fue11ng
pract1ces where diesel fuel was formerly’ drspensed from'a 55- -gal drum!

June 1997

1"Thé’ Envrronmental Compliance Evaluation report iridicates that the pefroleum-

impacted (1 e., diesel fuel) soils mentloned in previous reports would be removed
on |8 June 1997. The report states that the process of pluggmg floor drains with
concrete was bemg performed (although they had been reportedly plugged with
debrrs for some.time). - .

p
28 July 1997

'| The Release’ Tracklng Number (RTN) assocrated w1th the 1997 Release

Abatement Measure was 3-15182. The Class A-2 Response Action Outcome
(RAQ) wab submltted 7/28/97. The report detalls the excavation, samplmg, and
dlsposal of the surficially impacted sorls (diesel fuel) 1dent1ﬂed in several
previous reports. The' impacted area-was found to be roughly 18 ft in widthand -
length andl extended to-a depth of 8 ft below grade, “The report concludes that
although low levels of fuel constituents were still presentin soil and groundwater,
applrcablelremed1at1on 'standards had béen met and the expenses associated with
additional remedratron were not warranted. 185 47 Tons or 1 15 yd3 of so1l were
removed : :

March 1998

PR

g that was under lease by the USCG from the NAS South Weymouth in ant1c1patlon

of acqumrrg the land when the Base closed: The EBS identified eight Areas of
Env1ronmental Concern (AECs). - :

e AEC1 (Bu11d1ng and adjacent areas to south) use/storage of palnt thinners,
and 01ls as well as the former generation of D008 hazardous wastes.

‘e AEC2 (Septlc tank) - the potent1al dlscharges of hazardous substances to the

septlc tank

e AEC3 (P0551ble former septlc system) - potent1al drscharges of hazardous
substances to a septic system. Found not to have been installed.

L] AEC 4 (Sandblast residue p1les) requ1red approprrate character1zatron and '
d1sposal Residue from sandblastmg was observed beneath the dust collector
located ‘on the southwest corner of the burldrng and piles of apparent sandblast
wastes were noted 1mmed1ately west of thls area.

| e AECS (Stalnmg around dust collection system) pertarns to rust- colored

stamrng observed on the concrete pad benéath the former dust collection
system,'as well as on the adjacent asphalt and process stone surfaces The
USCG determmed that this staining orlgmated from rustmg steel grlt that was
used for sandblastmg

Second Frve Year Revrew
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Table 1 Continued

- Date v,

T A T DA 75 | BRI R

la B TR v R PO .il...,“ .

| e AEC 6 (So1l remed1at1on area) was remedlated/closed as part of a Release

Abatement Measure (RAM) completed in July 1997 in accordance with the
MCP. Also, in 1981 the USCG filed a Part A Permit for the storage of waste

 batteries containing potassium hydroxide electrolyte This permit filing
indicated that a 12,100-gal tank had been used for storagé of électrolyte. The
EBS research indicated that the permit was filed under the incorrect
assumption that the cumulative volume of electrolyte in individual batteries
and subsequently, the total volume of caustic electrolyte to be stored,
constituted hazardous waste container storage (i.e., tank storage). No storage
tank was actually present onsite and no releases of electrolyte fluid were noted

-or reported during HRP’s EBS. Therefore, no additional 1nvest1gat1on of this
hazardous waste container storage drea was required.

| AEC 7 (Septic leach field) pertains to unknown potent1al d1scharges including

former floor drain discharges. According to USCG, the floor drains near the
overhead doors in the main building never discharged to the septic leach field,-
as was formerly believed. Soil and groundwater samples were recommended

. 10 be collected directly beneath these two floor drains and beneath a third floor |-
drain which formerly dlscharged via pipeline from the Electrical Room to the
former drainage swale along the western property boundary.

e AEC 8 (Buoy, equipment, and scrap metal storage area) peitains to histori¢ -

flaking of lead-based paint on buoys and in the construction debris disposal
-. area, drums of mietal turnings, and former solvent still present in the area.
_According to USCG, the container observed on the southéast corner of the
Buoy:-Depot during the EBS was incorrectly identified as a solvent still.
" Solvent still bottoms are accumulated in a 90-day- storage room insidé the
southeast corner of the building;

| September 1998 '

The Phase 1l Environmental Site Assessrnent was conducted in July 1998 to
deterrhine the environmental impact, if any, from the AECs documented in the

“EBS. Onssite activities included a ground-penetrating radar (GPR) investigation
‘and the installation of test borings to collect soil and groundWater samples.

Groundwater conditions in the area of the suspected former septic system/leach
field could not be evaluated due to the presence of buoys. A record search
identified “as-built” drawings with only one leach field instalied in the ex1st1ng
focation. On 2-November 1998, the USCG excavated a trench in the assumed
location of the suspected former septic system/leach field (AEC 3). No gravel or

piping was encountered in the trench and no other visible evidence of a septic
| system/leachmg field was observed, thereby conﬁrm1ng that a leach1ng ﬁeld was
| not 1nstalled in this area. : :

At the time of the Phase II EBS the operations at the USCG Buoy Depot and
surroundlng properties placed the Buoy-Depot’s soil and groundwater in MCP

| reporting categones RCS-2 and RCGW-2, respectlvely Based upon the results of

this investigation, there were somé surficial lead concentrat10ns in soil above
2,000 mg/kg. In the area of the dust collector and in the southeast corner of the

'| property, lead concentratrons exceeded the MCP’s RCS- 2 value of 600 mg/kg.

Lead was also reported in four groundwater samples (GW3-1, GW3-2, GW7-2,
and GW8-8) above the RCGW-2 reporting limit of 0.03 mg/L Accordingly, HRP
recommended additional investigation and that the scope should include the
1nstallat1on of permanent monitoring wells. The lead was reported in turbid; -
unfiltered groundwater samples that were collected usmg d1rect push techniques.

" Second Five Year Review
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Table 1 Continued

E o Therefore,'the results may not have been representat1ve of. the actual condmons in
groundwater (lead concentrations may potentially have been in the soil matrix but
reported in groundwater due to the sampling technique).

Since the time when the EBS report was published, MADEP ass1gned the GW-1

classrﬁcatton to groundwater beneath the Buoy: Depot and has determtned that the

facility is located within an aquifer protection district. Details were prov1ded in

MADEP’s' “Groundwater Use and Value Determrnatron” (letter to EPA dated 13

January 1999).

“*| The'State of Massachusetts inspected the ex1st1ng subsurface sewage d1sposal

system on 5 February 1999. The documentation indicates that the system passed

an onsite Subsurface Sewage Disposal System Inspection; therefore the septic

system meets the State of Massachusetts Title V requirements. The

recommenldatron called for slight regradmg to ellmlnate pondlng in the leach field

area. .

Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. issued a Phase [ Initial Site: lnvest1gatlon Report on the Jet

Fuel Prpelrne Srte This site is located approximately 150 ft from the Buoy

Depot's eastern gate. The results of this investigation concluded that residual

petroleum [concentrations contained within the soil and groundwater are in excess

of appl1cable MCP Method 1 standards Further 1nvest1gat1ons ‘were

recommended.

| EA collected water levels at 36 wells and plezometers in the area for a’

_ Groundwater Flow Evaluat1on However only one well was located 'on the

1999 - | USCG property. Given the locations of the available data-points, the study was

| limited. Based on the available data, EA interpreted the groundwater flow to be

generally fo the southeast across the Buoy Depot. :

| The USCG contracted Clean Harbors to conduct soil testing and a final “vacuum

sweep” outs1de of the USCG Buoy Depot's property boundary, for the USCG Paint

1999 - | Chip Removal Action: Prior to removal of the pa1nt chips, Clean Harbors

| collected two soil samples and two paint chip samples and sent them to the
laboratoryjto be analyzed for TCLP-lead; :

TGG Environmental Inc, (TGG) was contracted by Un1ﬁed to summarize and

evaluate 1nformat10n generated by a sampllng subcontractor South Shore Lead

Paint, and :Logano Waste Management, the waste transporter and landf 1l

management company in the USCG Dust Collection System Removal Action.

February 1999

-

March 1999

During construction activities associated with the réplacement of the dust
collection system, soil was excavated and stockpiled in drums, on 6-mil
polyethylene sheeting and subsequently in rolloff containers. Prior to any
excavation, in March 1999 contractors collected 4 soil samples from the perimeter
1999 of the original concrete pad holding the baghouse. Total lead content of these

: A 'samples ranged from 10,748 to 26,417 mg/kg.

On 29 March 1999, Umﬁed recelved permission from the USCG to remove soil.
Reportedly, in April, soil and gravel to a depth of 15 in. were removed from a 2-ft
area surrounding the concrete pad and placed in 6 steel drums and then to rolloffs.
Unified removed another 6 in. of so1l in the 44 x 50 ft area, prtor to mstallmg the
concrete pad now in place. : ,

The US_CQ issued a final Time-Critical Removal Action Memorandu‘m in June
2004 to retroactively document the deciv_sion for the completed removal action.

. o - -
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Table 1 Continued

_Date . if.

Event

June 1999

In the Phase II EBS Freld Reports the Navy limited 1 the 1nvest1gat10n to surface
water and sediment sample collection and analysis south of the USCG parcel and

"installation of two wells, one well at the southwestern corner of the USCG

property, and one offsite and upgradient of the parcel.

February 2001

The purpose of the Remedial Investigation (RI) Report was to evaluate the nature
and extent of chemical constituents related to AOCs identified in previous
investigations that may pose a threat to public health and the environment and to

quantify the potential risk to-human health and the environment from exposure to

these chemicals. The RIincluded site characterization, baseline human health,
and ecological risk assessments, an evaluation of chemical fate and transport, and
preliminary identification of potential femedial alternatives.

Field activities for the RI included field screening for metals in soil and volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) in soil, groundwater, and hydric soil sampling;
monitoring well and piezometer installation; groundwater gauging and water level
measurements; hydraulic conductivity testing; and a professional land survey of

-the sampling locations and monitoring wells.

January 2002

Supplemental sampling to support the Feasibility Study (F S) was performed by

. EA in January 2002 in support of the Feasibility Study for the Buoy Depot: Thrs

investigation consisted of the followmg activities:

- e Sampling of shallow subsurface soil on-depot and analysis for methyl 1sobutyl

ketone (MIBK, or 4-methyl-2-pentanone) to address MADEP concerns
regarding a previous detection at location SBO17.

e Sampling of hydric soil within the drainage swale and analysis for six COC
metals to delineate impacts and support selection of the appropriate remedial
alternative. :

e Sampling of hydric soil and surface water to assess the extent of impacts in
the wetland. Soil sampling was performed but, to date, insufficient
.précipitation has occurred to allow collection of surface water samples.

e Installation of two additional monitoring wells and sampling of the new and’
existing monitoring wells to support the risk assessments for ground water.
The compound 1,4- droxane was added to the analyte list at the request of the
MADEP.

December 2002

The Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) was conducted in accordance

‘with CERCLA/SARA to provide the basis for a Non-Time Critical Removal

Action (NTCRA) for hydric soil/sediment in the swale and wetland area as well as
subsurface soil around the floor drain system of the Buoy Depot building. The
USCG also incorporated the results of the supplemental sampling round and the
updated human health and ecological risk assessments.

January 2003

| The Wetland Assessment, Appendix A of the Non-Time Critical Actlon

Memorandum, was conducted in the swale and wetland area in late 2002 to
support the non-time critical removal action and evaluate potential 1mpacts of the
action.

August 2004

" In February 2003, the USCG conducted a CERCLA Non-Time Critical Removal

Action that included the removal of the building’s floor drain system, the floor

“drains’ contents (sludge/sediment), and some of the surrounding soil. Excavated

materials were transported offsite for final disposal.

29 September -
2006

Record of Decision (ROD) selecting the final remedy (land-use controls long-
term monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews) signed

April 2007

Planting of 60 containerized plants in swale

Second Five Year Review
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ST Event

Second Five Year Review

' Long- Term Momtormg Event No. 1- groundwater surface water s01l in swale, ‘
June 2007 .
and wetland sampled
August 2007 | Long-Térm Monitoring Event No. 1 report submrtted ,
September 2007 | Long-Term Monitoring Event No. 2 - swale and wetland soils sampled
September 2007 | Final Long-Term Monitoring Plan
"March 2008 | Draft Land Use Control Implementatron/Plan o
June 2008 | Long-Term Monitoring Event No. 3 = swale and wetland soils sampled
June 2009 ‘Long-Term Monitoring Event No. 4 — swale and wetland soil sampling
June 2010 “Long-Term Monitoring Event No. 5 ~ swale and wetland sorl samplmg
"December 2010~ | Final Land Use Control Implementatlon Plan.
June 2011 " | Long-Term Momtormg Event No. 6 - swale and wetland so1l samplmg T
"December 2011 ‘First Five-Year Review . : C T
July 2012 * | Long-Term Monitoring Event No. 7 — swale’ and wetland soil sampling
June 2013 | Long-Term Monitoring Event No. 8 — swale and wetland soil sampling
January 20]'4 “Evaluation of thions for Minimizing Off-Site Transport of Contaminated
Sediment from the Storm Water Management System :
June 2 01 4 " '| 'Long-Term Monitoring Event No. 9 — - swale, wetland soil samplmg and surface
T . water sampling .
March 2015 [ 'CERCLA Roadmap T
+oni< | Final Field Sampling Report for Pre -Design Character1zat1on of Lead: Impacted
March 2015
Soil — buoy storage area, swale and wetland sampling
May 2015 | Final Field Sampling Report Addendum
February 2016 | Final Engineering Evaluation / Cost Analysis
February 2016 _Community Relations Activities Assocrated with EE/CA
April 2016 Final Action Memorandum - .
July 2016 Second Five-Year Review Site Inspection
August 2016 Final Remedial Action Work Plan
August 2016 Final Sampling and Analysis Plan. ~ »
August 2016 Final Project-Specific Quality Assurance Project Plan
September 2016 | Complete Remediation in Phase I (Buoy Storage Area)
October 2016 ‘Additional Soil Sampling Adjacent to' IPDSW Building
October 2016~ | Complete Remediation in Phase II (Buoy Storage Area)
November 2016 | Complete Remediation in Phase I1I (Buoy Storage Area)
beéémber 20'1 6 " | Complete Rernediatidn in Phase IV. (Swale/Wetland Areas and Adjacent to
i RS . IPDSW Building)
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APPENDIX B

Applicable or Relevant and Approprlate Requirements and to be Considered Guidance for the Selected Remedy
Land Use Controls (Institutional Controls and Engmeermg Controls), Long-Term Monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews

Slar S e

-7 o« CHEMICAL SPECIFIC-

o SRy s e TV

Authorlty Appllcablllty

Requlrement Synopsis © '~

",.‘Action to'be‘taken‘to attain ARAR . =

RlSk Assessment

Used in human health risk assessments as

- |To Be

Part 6, Appendix A

such remedial actions, unavoidable impacts to
wetlands from-these actions will be mitigated.

Guidance - Cancer lguidance values to evaluate the potential . : . .
Federal Al Slope Factors and  |carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to [Nore (used for risk calculations) Considefed
Reference Doses chemicals of concern (COCs).
EPA Region.I1l Used as screening values to evaluate the potential ' To Be
Federal |All Risk-Based sening P INone (used for risk calculations) .
. hazards caused by exposure to COCs. Considered
Concentrations
EPA Region IX Qenerlc rlsk-ba.sed'concentratlons that are . o ' .
. intended to assist risk assessors and others in . . To Be
Federal |All Preliminary A . . . [None (used for risk calculations) .
- e initial screening-level evaluations.of i Considered
Remediation Goals ,
env1ronmental measurements
N R R LRt o e LOCATIONSPEC]FIC A T Ll T e
Authority Applicability f. - .. ARAR - - - Reqmrement Synopsis, " Action‘to be taken to attain ARAR "' | “:Status.
’ [No federally-listed endangered species have
Requires federal agencies, in consultation with  [been identified in the vicinity of the Buoy
the USFWS and/or NOAA Fisheries Service, to |Depot. However, endangered or threatened
Species, Endangered Species ensure that actions tney autnorlze, fundZ or carry federally-l!sted migratory bird species may pass fp 1o ond|
Federal . v out are not likely to jeopardize the continued through this.area. Therefore, appropriate .
Habitat Act.of 1973 . . . . . . |Appropriate
: » existence of any listed species or result in the measures must be taken during monitoring
- destruction or adverse modification.of designated|events-or future actions to ensure that such’
critical habitat of such species. species-and their habitat are not adversely
affected.
: [No wetlands are located on the Buoy Depot; .
Executive Order . ‘ however, wetlands are located adjacent to the
11990;. Wetlands Requires that no remedial alternative adversely [Buoy Depot. Potential impacts to wetlands from _
Federal [Wetlands Protection, 40 Code [affect a wetland if another practicable alternative [monitoring events or any future actions at the  [Relevant and
of Federal . exists. If no.such alternative exists, impacts from [Site will be avoided, , in accordance with this.  |Appropriate
Regulations (CFR)  |implementation must be mitigated. order. If there is no practicable alternative to
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APPENDIX B-Continued

pres

ARAR

LOGATION SPECIFIC (Continued)

USCG Industrial Production Detachment,.South Weymouth, MA

Authority| Applicability ; L ‘Requirement Synopsis - ... 4" -Action'to-bé taken:to-attain ARAR - | . Status
' : 4 [Requires.that the United States-Fish-and ~ : : : '
|Wildlife'Services and National Marine » T
Fisheries Service be consulted if ‘INo-wetlands are.located-on.the Buoy Depot;-
" Jalteration of a-body of water, including fhowever, wetlands are located adjacent to the
‘ Fish.and Wildlife ‘the installation of monitoring wells in-a :[Buoy Depot. -Potential impacts to wetlands from :
Federal  |Wetlands Coordination Act-of 958 ‘[wetland and/ordischarge-of pollutants  .imonitoring events-or any future actions at the ‘Relevantjand;
’ (16 U.S.C. 661)Protection ‘finto a wetland will occur. This’is .to |ISite will be avoidedin accordance with this Appropriate
of Wildlife Habitats provide adequate -protection-of fishand  lorder. If there.is no-practicable alternative:to
1 - |wildlife resources. Requires consultation [such-remedial actions, unavoidable impacts to.
,[with.state agencies to develop measures tojwetlands from theseactions will:be mitigated.- -
_l‘prevent,’mitigate, or compensate for e
~|project-related losses to fish.and wildlife. . -
. No wetlands are located -on the Buoy Depot;
, 1. _ Jhowever, wetlands.are located adjacent to-the
Massachusetts (MA) ‘[Outlines requirements for:all inland .work [Buoy Depot. Potential impacts to wetlands from
- Wetlands Protection Ithat will remove, fill, dredge or alter and |monitoring-events or any future actions at'the’ . R"ele\‘/éhi and
State - {Wetlands {Regulations - 310 Code of |bank, bordering vegetatéd wetland, land [Site-will be avoided, to"the extent possible, in Avpropriat
. [MA Regulations (CMR) under water bodies and waterways, land [accordance with this:order. ‘If there is no Appropriate -
10.51 - 10.60 "|subject to flooding, or riverfront area. Ipracticable-alternative to such remedial actions,
‘ unavoidable impacts to wetlands from these
actions will be-mitigated. B
- [No state-listed endangered-species have been
[identified in the vicinity-of'the Buoy-Depot.
_ , However,-appropriaté measures must be taken |
{Prohibits the "taking" of any rare plants of during monitoring eyentS'and ‘any"fu'.ture‘z:lctions
. . . to ensure that state-listed threatened species
, . . animals listed-as'Endangered, Threatened, . . . B
. 1 . . . C (northern -harrier) and state-listed species of :
./MA Endangered Species Actjor Special Concern.by the MA: Division _ : L R Relevant and
State - {Wetlands - -- : St Lo . special concern (spotted-turtle and eastern box R
_ : {(MESA) 321 .CMR 10.00 |of Fisheries and Wildlife. This-also : . e Appropriate
. ; . . . turtlé) and their habitat are not.adversely S
protects designated endangered/threatened R , R )
species populations. -|affected b)./ any reme_d_lal act}ons...Although
these species have not been-identified onsite;
they have been identified within the extent.of the
- adjacent.Navy base. Other listed migratory -
) species may alsopass through this area.
5\ ' .
Second Five Year Review Page 2 of 4 ~
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APPENDIX B Continued

. 'ACTION SPECIFIC

Applicab,ili'ty~ P

ARAR

. Actiom to be taken fo attain ARAR -

Status: ..

Soil

Waste (40 CFR 262)

waste management.regulations. The
relevant and appropriate provisions of 40

material will be handled in compliance with the
substantive requirements of these standards.

Authority : ?Requir'ement Synbpsis' o
: Resource Conservation and : » .
‘ Recovery Act (RCRA) - Standards for manifes ting, rhari(ing, and If the monitoring events require offsite
. Generator Requirements for - - : . treatment/disposal of hazardous wastes .
Federal |Soil e recording hazardous waste shipments for | . - . . Applicable
_ ‘ Manifesting Waste for offsite treatment/disposal (investigation-derived), then generator i k
Offsite Disposal (40 CFR posal. requirements will be followed.
262) . : N
RCRA - Subpart I. Use and Outlines use and management standards [If monitoring events require storage of
. part , Ls¢ applicable to owners and operators of all [hazardous waste (investigation-derived) in - .
Federal {Soil Management of Containers - it . hen th . . Applicable
(40 CFR 264,-Subpart I) - haz_arfious waste facilities that store containers, then the substantive requirements of
: ’ containers of hazardous waste. these regulations will be followed.
Investigation-derived waste will be analyzed by
‘ -{the TCLP to determine whether it is
’ These requirements identify the characteristic hazardous waste under RCRA.
: maximum concentrations. of ‘IWastes that are determined to exceed TCLP
4 RCRA - Identification and  |[contaminants for which a waste would be [allowable concentrations (and are therefore
Federal  1Soil Listing of Hazardous Wastes, |considered a RCRA characteristic waste {hazardous) will be disposed of offsite in a Applicable
Toxicity Characteristic (40" |due to toxicity. The analytical test RCRA Subtitle C or state equivalent treatment, PP
. q .
CFR 261.24) specified in Appendix Il of 40 CFR 61 is [storage, or disposal facility (TSDF). Wastes that
. referred to as the Toxic Characteristic are determined to be below TCLP allowable
Leaching Procedure:(TCLP). concentrations (and therefore non-hazardous)
- will be disposed of offsite in a RCRA Subtitle D
or state equivalent TSDF.
, Massachusetts has been delegated the
, y . authority to administer these RCRA' Investigation-derived waste may be
RCRA Standards Applicable standards through its state hazardous characterized as hazardous waste. If so,the - .
Federal to Generators of Hazardous Applicable

Second Five Year Review R -
USCG Industrial' Production. Detachment, South Weymouth, MA

CFR 262 are incorporated by reference.

Page3of4
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APPENDIX B Continued

ACTION SPECIFIC (Continiied)

Second Five Year Review
{USCG ‘Industrial-Production Detachment, South Weymouth MA

- Page 4-0f 4°

Authority| Applicability ] .- =~ ARAR -~ - .- _-Requirement.Synopsis Action to be taken to.attain ARAR _Status
Federal Soil EPA Office of Solid Waste |Managemert of-wastes generated during |Investigation-derived wastes would be . managed{ - To Be
land Emergency Response .|remedial activities must ensure in-accordance with these requirements. | Considered
{(OSWER) Publication *|protection-of-human health and the -
19345.3-03 FS*(January environment.
. 1992)
- State Soil {Hazardous Waste These regulations-contain requirements - [Investigation-derived wastes:that-are determmed Applicable -
Management Rules; for generators.of hazardous waste. .The [to be hazardous wouild be-managed:in '
‘Requirements for Generators;[regulations.apply to generators-of {Jaccordance with the substantive requirements-of-
310 CMR 30.300 |sampling waste and also-apply tothe [these:regulations.
' ‘laccumulation of waste prior to offsite - K
) " {disposal. :
State Soil :|[Hazardous Waste [These regulations establish-requirements |If monitoring events require storage.of Applicable
Management Rules; Use and {for the use-and management of |hazardous-waste (investigation-derived):in o
:[Management of Containers; |containers at-hazardous waste facilities. [containers, then management procedure
310 CMR 30.689 ' requirements will be followed.
2
~

December 2016
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MONITORING EVENT 07 (2012)

APPENDIX C

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

SWALE SURFACE SOIL SAMPLING RESULTS — ME-07

T - LIM: | LTM- | LIM- | LTM- | LIM- [LTM- |~
"+ Analyte Detected $SS- | $§S- | 98- | $$§. | $8S- [:§8S. | PAL®
(mg/kg) 01 02 | 03 | o4 | 05 | 06 |

Arsenic <3.51 | <333 | <4.82 | <4.18 | <547 | <2.60 56
Chromium’. 39.3 28.5 37.2 37.6 37.4 6.1 |+ 16.

- Copper 2,520J | 1,600 | 2,600J | 2,230J | 2,4403 | 2037 |: 1.020

" Lead 4195 | 3393 | 493y | 481y | 4963 | 49.67 | 302
Nickel 314 | 221 | 336 | 305 | 331 | 48 | 230 .

Zine 7623 | 5357 | 8763 | 7075 | 823) | 1205 | 738

(3) PAL per Final QAPP Table 1-3,
Numbers int bold indicate vahies above the PAL.

J = estitated conc entrat;on

WETLAVD HYDRIC SOIL SAMPLIVG RESULTS - ME- 07

' LIM: | LTM- | LTM- | LTM- | LTM: | LIM= | 7 e
Analyte Detected WSS- | WSS- | WSS- | WSS- | WSS- - ,wss-g._' PAL™
(mg&g) |01 | 62 | 03 | 04 .| 05 | 06 .|
Arsenic <434 | <3.87 | <3.38 | <2.74 | <3.83 | <549 | .56
Chromium 22.1 17.9 12.1 80 | 192 | 278 16
Copper 1,150J°| 792) | 432J | 284) | 5987 | 9321 | 10200
Lead ' 2917 | 2387 | 1297 | 705 | 584 | 433y | 302
Nickel 156 | 117 | .93 | 60 | 121 | 151 | 230
- Zine 3929 | 2177 | 1817 | 1247 | 2603 | 2493 | 738
(a) PAL per Final QAPP Table 1-3.
Nuimbers in bold indicate values above the PAL.
J = estimated concentration




APPENDIX D
MONITORING EVENT 08 (2013)
ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Swale Swr fnce Soil bampllno Results — Me-08 '; f

f'Auahte | ME08'| LTM-" |'ME0$: |.LTM- | LTM | ME08- | LTM | M LTM.| ME08- 'LTVL.”“_..:?'f b
Detected | §5S:. _sssn‘ | S887 | 1888~ | 888~ | S$S8-" | .-8SS- | 388~ [ §SS- - ['RG®)
Qng/kg)- |© 01 - 0b [ 02| 02 |03 | 03 .| 04 | 04, | 05| 05| 06"
Amsenic | <9.31 | <8.65 | <674 | <106 | <113 | <113 | <887 | <908 | <160 | <575 | <5.29 | 56
Cheomivm | 327 | 300 | 157 | 2908 | 241 | 396 | 349 | 278 | 454 | 124 | 68 | 16
Copper | 2,100 | 2,000 | 877 | 1,670 | 1,060 | 2,470 | 1,900 | 1,410 | 3,060 | 662 | 165 | 1,020
" Lead 8813 | 3957 | 2291 | 4547 | 4383 | S17J | 4387 | 4177 | 613 | 1608 | 4527 | 302
 Nickel | 258 | 249 | 122 | 232 | 160 | 327 | 276 | 206 | 383 | 110 | 66' | 230
 Zine | 6621 | 6167 | 3127 | 6141 | 3807 | 7787 | 6137 | 5237 | 9223 | 2337 | o267 | 738 |

(8) Remedial Goal (RG) for the Swale per Final LTMP Table 2,
Numbers in bold indicate values above the RG for the Swale.

L= estimated concentration

Wetland Hydl ic Soll Sampllug Results ~ Me~08 |

) | LTM. | LTM: | LTM~ | LTM. | 'LTM- |
;, f&lll‘ll(vl::‘ ﬁet)ected i quﬂ | wss- | ‘WS- | Wss al R'(_f;k(")‘:’f
SO bt 02 |03 |04 ¢| 05
Arseuic <11.8" | %6.79 | %6.59. 100
Clromium - | '17. 21.8 4.8 6.8 17
_Copper 600 76.8 126 1,950
~ Lead 621F | 33.81 | 40.87 302 ¢
Nickel . | I 70 | 36 | 57 245
_ Zinc | 2670 | 101) | 5487 | 72.8] 1,050
(8) Reémedial CGroal (RG3) for the Wetland per Final LTMP Table 2. e
Numbers in bold indicate-values above the RG for the Wetland.
J = estimated concentration




APPENDIX E

MONITORING EVENT 09 (2014)

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Swile Surface Soil Samplﬁlg Results — ME-09

Anal; fe | LTM- | LTM- | LTM | LTM | LTM | LTM- |- =
; Detected ‘| $9S- | $8%- | -885. | .$SS- | .98 | $8S. . | RGY
. (mg/kg) | 01 02 03 | o4 05 096" L
Arsenic 10.1 6.17 9.44 8.81 | 944 | 2.09 56
Chromivin | 390.3J | 261J | 38175 | 361J 3743 | 717 | .16
Copper 3110 1520 | 2340 | 2850 | 2210 188 1.020
Lead . 495 | 326 | 461 | 443 | 436 | 376 | 302
Nickel 323 189 | 28.3 28.8 | 289 5.6 230
Zine 694 447 671 627 593 92.3 738
(@) Remedial Goal (RG) for the Swale per Final LTMP Table 2.
Numbers in bold indicate values above the Rc: for the Swale.
J = estiimated concentration ,
Wetlaml Hydric Soil Samplmg Results — ME-09
(‘f‘?“g) ,.01', | e |os | o5 | s | 05 |
Arsenic 445 | <206 | <246 | <202 | 423 | 418 100
Chromium 1497 587 7.5F 527 1477 19.8J 17
Copper ‘904 70.4 131 .| 959 599 621 1.950
Lead 228 28.2 359 25.3 174 338 302
Nickel 111 4.8 6.1 | 43 11.8 11.7 245
Zinc 257 49.8 75.5 583 | 225 185 1.050

(a) Remedial Goal (RG) for the Wetland per Final LTMP Table 2
Numbers in bold indicate values above the RG for the Wetland.

7 = estimated concentration
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SURFACE WA

APPENDIX G
TER ANALYTICAL RESULTS

MONITORING EVENT 09 (2014)

Surface Water Sampling Results — ME-09

Analyte -

- SW-01

$W.03

nalyte CSwW.01 | Sw.02| swoz | SW03 RN
D(‘:;%‘;" | totany | (aissolvedy | (totaD) | (atsmolved) | (fofal) | (dfssolved) | ’gf"_‘A;LM'I
Arsenic = 2.5 <5 %25 <5 . w28 150
Chromium | <10 <10 <10 <10 15.4 10 "
Copper | 853 334 502 338 2,230 913 9

Lead | 89.5 64.2 96.6 70.8 226 | 979 25
‘Nickel | %25 | I8 <25 <25 <23 25 52

Zine 238 208 244 175 708 342 120

(a) PAL = EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria,

Numbers in bold indicate values above PAL.
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APPENDIX H

5-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION PHOTOGRAPHS
JULY 06, 2016

Photograph 2: Buoy Storage Area (Phase I Excavation Area) Prior to Remediation




Photograph 3: Catch Basin CB-2

Photograph 4: Polydrain at Facility Entrance from Catch Basin CB-3
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Photograph 6: Infiltration Trench



Photograph 7: Catch Basin CB-1




APPENDIX 1
"~ RESPONSES TO EPA AND MASSDEP COMMENTS ON
THE DRAFT SECOND FIVE YEAR REVIEW REPORT FOR
U.S. COAST GUARD IPDSW SITE, SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA

EPA COMMENTS — Received via email from Mr. Matthew Audet on 12/19/2016 and

12/21/2016.

1.

J

Sectlon 7: The 5yr Review should reflect the successful completion of the 2016
Removal Action. Please revise the answers and discussion to questions A, B, & C
to be Yes, Yes, No,

USCG Response — Comment noted. Section 7 has been revised accordingly.

. Section 9: Based on the 2016 Removal Action and the resultant meeting of

RAOQs, there should be no Issues. Please revise-this section to state that.
Uusc G Response - Comment noted. Section 9 has been revised accordzngly

Based on the 2016 Removal Action and the resultant meeting of RAOs, there
should be no Recommendations and Follow-up Actions. Please revise this section
to state that.

USCG Response — Comment noted. Section 10 has been revised accordingly.

Please revise this section to reflect Exhibit 4-7 of EPA’s Syr Review Guidance:
“Because the remedial actions at USCG Buoy Depot (OU10) are protective, the
site is protective of human health and the environment.”

USC G Response — Comment noted. Section 11 has been revised accordingly.

Based on the Sept 13, 2012 clarifying memo, describe what elements of the
remedy that protect human health and the environments and how the RAOs have
been met or are being met. Also, the protectiveness statement should be written
that states that "The remedy at OU10 is protective of human health and the
environment".

USCG Response — Comment noted. Section 4.6 and the Protectiveness Statement
have been updated accordingly.

On page vi, the actual goals should be UU/UE (unlimited use/unrestricted

exposure).

USCG Response — Comment noted. Page vi has been updated.

Appendix [ — Responses to Comments 1



7. On page 12-1 under Next Review, it states that once the site is delisted ( should
actually state deleted) from the NPL, then five-year reviews are not required.
This is not true. Because a site is deleted, five-year reviews can continue. The
only time a five-year review ends is when the OU has reached UU/UE.

USCG Response — Comment noted.
MASSDEP Comments — Received viav email from Mr. David Chaffin on 12/16/2016

1. Executive Summary: Cleanup goals for the on-going removal action were selected
to reduce risk sufficiently to allow unrestricted use, rather than residential use in
particular. In addition, the meaning of “residential use” is vague and the USCG
has no plans to utilize the site property for residential use. Consequently,
MassDEP recommends that all references to “residential standards” and
“residential cleanup standards” be deleted from the report and replaced with terms
such as “unrestricted use” or “unlimited use and unrestricted exposure”. Also,
where appropriate, the report should note that the cleanup goals for the swale and
wetland areas were also selected to eliminate unacceptable risks to environmental
receptors. '

USCG Responsé — Comment noted. The report has been updated accordingly.

2. Executive Summary and Section 11.0, Protectiveness Statement: The
" protectiveness statement does not conform to the FYR guidance (EPA, 2001). If

the USCG intends to assess protectiveness based on the performance of the 2006 -
remedy, then the “not protective” statement provided in Exhibit 4-6 of the
guidance appears to be appropriate. If the USCG intends to assess protectiveness
based on the expected outcome of the on-going removal action, which is expected
to allow unrestricted use and eliminate unacceptable risks to environmental "
receptors when complete, then the “protective or expected to be protective”
statement in Exhibit 4-6 of the FYR guidance appears to be appropriate. Also
refer to Clarifying the Use of Protectiveness Determinations for CERCLA Five-
Year Reviews, September 2012, OSWER 9200.2-111.

USCG Response — Comment noted. The Executive Suhmary and Section 11 have
been revised accordingly.

3. Section 3.3, Final Sentence: Replace “most” with “all”? Section 4.6.7 indicates
that the USCG removed all buoys coated with LBP from service. .

USCG Response — Comment noted. Section 3.3 has been revised accordingly.

Appendix I — Responses to Comments . 2



4. Section 3.4: To avoid reader confusion, text concerning past site conditions
should be described using past tense (e.g., “remained” rather than “remain” and
“reduced” rather than “will reduce”).

USCG Regponse — Comment noted. Section 3.4 has \been t*_evijed acoordingly.

5. Section 4.6: Here and elsewhere in the report, please confirm/correct the
- document citations associated with the Sampling and Analysis Plan (Tantara,
2016c¢ rather than Tantara, 2016b?) and Quallty Assurance PI‘Q]CC'[ Plan (Tantara,
2016d rather than Tantara, 2016c‘7) ‘

. USCG Response — Comment noted. The document references in the text have
been corrected to be consistent with Section 13 (References). The SAP is

identified as “Tantara 2016¢” and the QAPP is identified as “Tantara 201 6d” in
the document

*6. Section 4.6, Final Paragraph: In addition to the main components of the removal |
- action outlined in preceding paragraphs, the report should note that the removal
action will address exposed shallow soil in seven of nine relatively small unpaved
areas located 1m_m_cd1ately adjacent to the IPDSW building.

USCG Response — Comment noted Section 4.6 has been updated to indicate that
the 2016 removal action includes the remedzatzon of soils in unpaved areas ’
adjacent to the IPDSW building.

) M .
7. Section 6.0, First Sentence: Replace “first” with “second”?

USCG Response — Comment noted. Section 6.0 has been revised accordingly.
8. Section 6.7, Second Sentence: Replace “first” with “second”?
USCG Response_r Comment noted. Section 6.7 has been revised accordingly.

9. Section 7.1: The report should provide-an expliéit answer to Question A. If the
USCQG intends.to assess protectiveness based on the performance of the 2006
remedy, the answer to Question A should be “No”. If the USCG intends to assess
protectiveness based on the expected outcome of thé on-going removal action, the
answer to Question A could be “Yes”. Section 7.1 should include text explammg
the position taken and provide supporting 1nformat10n
USCG Response — Comment noted. Sectlon 7.1 has been revised. The answer to

' question A has been changed to, “YES” based on this comment and EPA
Comment No. 1.

Appendix I - Responses to Comments | T . - 3
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10. Section 7.2: The report should provide an explicit answer to Question B. Based
on the information presented here, the answer to Question B appears to be “Yes”.

USCG Resj)anse — Comment noted. Section 7.2 has been revised. The answer to
‘question B has been changed to, “YES” based on this comment and EPA
Comment No. 1. :

11. Section 7.3: The report should provide an explicit answer to Question C. If the
~ USCQG intends to assess protectiveness based on the performance of the 2006
remedy, the answer to Question C should be “Yes”. If the USCG intends to
assess protectiveness based on the expected outcome of the on-going removal
action, the answer to Questioq C could be “No”. Section 7.3 should include text
explaining the position taken and provide supporting information.

USCG Response — Comment noted. Section 7.3 has been revised. The answer to
question C has been changed to, “NO” based on this comment and EPA
Comment No. 1.

12. Table 1, Final Row: Replace “III” with “IV™?
‘ USCG Resbonse — Comment noted. Table ] has been 'revised aceordingly.
" 13. Appendix A: The report should include a copy of the entire FYR Notice.
USCG Response — Comment noted. The FYR public notice has been re-scanned
and attached to provide the entire published text.

<-
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