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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 (ft2) 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 t9_ 

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 t~at excavation of impacted soils in the buoy storage area and replacement with 

cleari 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: 

• Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) (Tantara 2016) 

• Action Memorandum (Tantara 2016a) 
• Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) (Tantara 20 i6b) 

• Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) (Tantara 2016c). 
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While not required in the CERCLA Roadmap, the EPA ang MassDEP also required preparation of a 
Project Specific Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) (Tantara 2016d). In Augu_st of2016 and upon 
approval of the RA WP ancl SAP,:the HSCG commenced remediation of the site·. As of the date of this 
Second Five Year Review; remecliation of the entire site including· the ·swale and wetland by removing . 
metals impacted soils i~ substantially completed to cleanup goals that support unlimited use of the site. 
The off-site migration of 9ontarnjnation from IPDSW has been eliminated by removing the source of 
metals from the buoy _storage are~. In 2017, the USCG plans to prep~re a Remedial Action 
Completion Report (RA<=R) and 'Explanation of Significant Differences. (ESD) so that EPA. 111ay 
pr~ceed with de~listii:ig the site from.CERCLA. ·~- . 

. ' I . 
' ' 

This second Five-Year Review includes the following components: document review, data 
review, appli9able or relevant a11cl appropriate requirements (ARARs) review, ~Ite inspection, 
and interviews. Document~ reviewed for this Five-Year Review included, but were not limitecl to, the 
following: ROD, LUCri,>, LTMP.:, QAPP, long.:term monitoring r~ports, quarterly and annual operation 
and maintenarice (O&M) report~,:Annual LUC Insp~ction Reports and documentl:ltion related to the 
final remediation of the site: Thi~ second Five-Year Review focuses on the data obtained during 
routine monitoring events, 2015 pre,remediatio11 sampling and O&M ~ctivities conducted during the 
2011-2016 titneframe. : 

Available data since compi)ation iqf the first five year review ~uggest the sele~ted remedy from the 
2006 ROD was not performing ~s intended. Therefore, the USCG has implemepted corrective actions 
including the remediation of met~!s impacted soils at IPDSW and in the off-site ~wale and wetland to 
cleanup go~ls tnat support unlimited use/ unr~strictec;l exposure (UU/UE) under the regulatory 
ov~r~ight of EPA and M~ssDEP. · · 

Based upon the removal action ta,ken by the USCG in 2016 to remediate the IPDSW site, the USCG 
has determined that there are no i,ssues, recommendations or follow-up actions necessary. 
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'. Five-Year Review Summary Form 
I 

Issues: 

Based upon the removal action ,taken by the USCG in io 16 to remediate tqe site, the usco has 
cletermined that there are no iss'ues to report. 

Recommendations ~rnd Follow,..up Actio11s: 

Because no issues were identifi'ed in S~5tion 9.0, the USCG has det~rmined that there ar~ no 
recommendations or follow-up :actions necessary. 1 

Protectiveness Statement: 

The remedy at OU lOis protect\ve of human health and the erivironn;wnt. 
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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 

context 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 

Roadmap, and the USCG subsequently prepared the following pre-remediation documents: 

• 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 not required in the CERCLA Roadmap, the EPA and MassDEP i~lso 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, remediation of the entire site including the swale and wetland is 

substantially completed. The off-site migration of contamination from IPbSW 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 CERCLA. 
) 

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 remains protective of human health 

"- and the environment. This Five-Year Review Report identifies issues found during the USCG's 
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. ' . 
review, documents results, and m;akes recommendations to address these in accordance with U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance . 

.. . ' . . •· 

This js the se<;ond Five,,Year R~~~ew for the IPDSW site. The period ~ddressed by this Five-Year 
Review extended from Dec~mber 2011 to D~cember 2016. The triggering action for this review was· 
the final ROD, which was s~gn~q: 29 September 2006 (USCG 4006). The most recent sampling event 
has rn;:curreq in the foi;m of post-~xc~vation confirmation samples in order to document that soils have 
been remediated in accordance with the RA WP and SAP. These sampling events occurred within the 
Five-Ye;lr Review periqd, ho\\'ever, the data were not tabulated for presentation at the time of this 
r~port. The confirmation sampliryg <;lata will be presented in the Remedial Action <:;:losure Report The 
results, from prior sampling even(s, from 2011 to 2016, have been reviewed. The second Five-Year 
Review js required due to the fact that the site has not been delisted from the CERCLA NPL pri9r to 
the deadline for the review, It is, ~nticipated that the site will be delisted suqsequent to the USCG's 
compl~ti9n of the CER,CLA Ro?1map post-r~mediation activities. Once EPA delists the site, five year 
reviews of IPDSW will no longer; be r~qu_ired. · 
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2.0 SITE CHRONOLOGY 


'Table 1 presents a chronology of significant events for the JPDS W site. 
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3.0 BACKGROUND 

This section discusses th~ physical characteristic~ of the IPDSW site, including land and resource use 
and env.ironmental setting. Add\tionally, the history of site contaminatiori, initial response action taken 
at the site, and b~sis for the respopse actio11 are c;lescribed. Remedial .ictions conducted following the 
initial response action at the site tre discussed in Section 4 .. 

3.1 Physical Characteristics ! 

The site is locatec;i at 65 Trotter Road in South Weymouth, Massachusetts (Figures 1 and 2). The 
national Superfund electronic database identification number for the site is MA0690330758. The 
IPDSW property was formerly p~rt of the Naval Air Station Scmth We;:ymoµth, and the site is part of 
the Naval Ajr Station South Weyi;nouth National Priorities List site. 

' 
J,2 Lanc;l arn;l Resource Use 

i 
The IPDSW site js comprised oqhe USCG I'.DSW property in South Weymouth as well as th~ 
stormwater drainage swale and the affected portion ofthe downstream wetland located to the south 011 
adjacent property controlled bytlie Navy and ESTAR Management, LLC, also in South Weymouth. 
The USCG Base J3oston operates the facility. USCG is the lead agency, with EPA as the support 
agency, for site investigation and,restoration under CERCLA. USCG 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 Octoper 2000, the 
USC::G IPDSW property was tra11~ferred to USCG from th~ Navy through a Fec;lera\ Agency t9 Feqeral 
Agency Transfer, Upon transfer of th1/ property from the Navy, USCG also assumed responsibility for 
the CERCLA investigation and r~sponse actions at the IPDSW site through a Federal Facility 
Agreement with EPA. ' I 

The IPDSW is the USC::G's princij)~l facility in the Northeast for st9ri11g, cleaning, repairing, and 
painting navigational buoys. The iIPDSW is located on the USCG's prop~rty (IPDSW property) and is 
approxirnately 5 acres in size. The adjacent land is mostly forested to the north and south. There are 
wetlands to the squth and southeast, an open field to the east, ~nd a commuter rail line and commercial 
businesses tb the west (Figure 2). A chain-link fence with lockable gates surrounds the IPDSW 
property. There is a two-story, st~el and concrete block bµilding occupying approximately 

. 2 .
20,000 square feet(ft) on the northwestern portion of the property. Asphalt and concrete paved 
driveways surround the building.: Most of the prop~rty is a dirt and gravel-covered buoy storage area 
to the soµth and ~ast of the buildi1i1g. The property is relatively flat with topogrnphic relief gently 
sloping toward a wetland area to ~he southeast. A drainage swale (a low-lyi1;1g &rea or ditch) abuts the 
southern f~nc~ lirn; of the IPDSW! pr9perty and received intermittent stormwater runoff from the buoy 
storage ar~a. The qrainage swale iruns from west to east and discharges stormwater to the forested 
wetland. The swale ~nd a portion of the wetland on Navy anc;l LSTAR Management, LLC property 
had been i1Tip<1ct~d by the IPDSW facility operations and are, therefore, part of the IPDSW site. 

3.3 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 eqµipment maintenance, waste generation (steel shot blast residue, waste oils, paint-related 
waste) and fuel ~torage;warepou~ing, outdoor scrap metal storage, and administrative use. Most of.the 
buoys are constructed of steel an9 range in size from 3 feet (ft) to greater than 30 ft in length and can 
weigh up to 20,000 pounds. Old 9r damaged buoys that are beyond repair are stored at the IPDSW 
pending sale as scrap metal. · · 
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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~ 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 oflead-based primers 


through the mid-1980s. 

USCG excavated lead-contaminated soil around a former dust collection syst~m, 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 storm water control system, which reduced the transport of soil particles and paint 


chips from the buoy storage area to the drainage swa\e. 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 elimii:iate 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 

preparation 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 
1 

•use of the property from the current industrial operations. 

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 LU Cs, long-term monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews specified in the 

ROD (USCG 2006), could have presented an endangerment 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 oftlie ROD [USCG 2006]), and by 
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preventing migration of soil from, the buoy storage area to adjacent property. In addition, that remedy 
included long-term monitoring o(the swale and wetland to monitor the effectiveness for preventing 
recontamination of the adjacent storm water drainage swale and downstream wetland areas. 

' 	 . 

In 2013, the USCG observed that concentrations of metals in the off-site swale and wetland·were 
' 	 increasing qespite efforts to implyment re9ommendatioris 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 
stor~ge area and replacement with clean fill would be the most c·ost eff~ctive and sustainable approach 
to eJiminating 9ff-site metals imp;acts. The USCG's objective to eliminate off-site contamination of 
metals via the IPDSW stormwa~er ultimately became the basi.s for taking the remedial action executed 
in.2016. I 

I 
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4.0 REMEDIAL ACTIONS 

Sections 4.1 through 4.5 discuss the remedy objectives, selection, and implementation 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 Action (EA 2003) completed 
in 2003: 

• 	 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) 

• 	 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 

• 	 Mitigation of ongoing migration of metals (primarily lead) from the buoy storage area to the 
adjacent drainage ~wale and the downstream wetland, and prevention offuture 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 following response action objectives for the buoy 
storage area: 

• -Prevent future human (residential) exposure to lead and potential LBP chips in soil of the buoy 
storage. area 

• 	 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 cif the buoy storage area. At 

present, the USCG has no plans to transfer the lfDSW 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 environme.nt 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 S\\'.ale and wetland cleanup goals were selected to eliminate 
unacceptable risks to environmental receptors. Furthermore, the risk assessments demonstrated that 
the IPDSW property portion of tije 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 rei;noval 
action completed in 2016 has remediated the buoy storage ar:ea to cleanup goals th3:t support unlimited 
use and unrestricted exposure, ho,wever, the site will continued to be used for industri~l 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 migration of lead and paint chips in buoy storage area soil to offsite 
area$ via stormwater rµnoff. No response action objectives were required for groundwater because the 
identified risks in groundwater were associated with con~tituent of potential concern (COPC) 
~oncentrations 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 unli'mited use and unrestricted exposure, 

4.2 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 for AOC 1 
(i.e., building and adjacent areas to the south); No Action for AOC 2 (i.e., septic sy_stem tank, piping, 
and leach field); and LUCs (institutional and engineering controls), long-term monitoring, and Five­
Year Reviews for AOC 3 (i.e., bu,oy, equipment, and scrap metal storage area). The selected remedy, 
combined with the cornpleted removal actions, comprised a comprehensive remedy. 

The selected remedy addressed the remaining risk concerns associated with lead and LBP chips in . 
surface soil under cert?cin reuse scenarios. Specifically, the ROD (USCG 2006) specified LU Cs that 
include establishment of institutiqnal controls to prohibit current and future uses that co,uld result in 
una,cceptab\~ risks to certain poteptially sensitive receptors, and engi~eering controls to manage 
potential migration of soil from t~.e buoy storage area to the drainage swale anq wetland on adjacent 
N~vy property. The ROD also s~ecified long-term monitoring and Five-Ye;;tr Reviews to e11sure the . 
long-term effectiveness of the ren;1edy. The LUCs apply to the USCG IPDSW property portion of the 
site. It is anticipated that the LU(!,:s will no longer be required once the site is delisted from the 
CERCLA NPL in.2017. ; . 

I 

. 4.3 Remedy Implementation : 
I· 

USCG established LUCs that apply to the USCG IPDSW property. The LU.Cs consist of institutional 
and engineering controls. The U~CG developed a LUCIP (EA 201 Ob) 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 remairi 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 201_7. 

4.3.2 Engineering Controls 

USCG implemented engineering controls on the IPDSW property to prevent unauthorized access to the 

site and to ma9age 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{hose 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 arid 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 

concentrations of lead in, the soil to levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure on the 

property. His anticipated that engine~ring 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 options to n~duce the off-site migration of metals in the stormwater from 
IPDSW. A report was prepared entitled, Evaluations of Options for Minimizing Off-Site Transport of 

Contaminated Sediment (Water111ark 2014). Based on a review of the options identified in the report, 


· the USCG determined that excav;ition of impacted soils in the buoy storage area and repl.acement with 

clean fill would. be the most cost ~ffective and sustainable approach to eliminating off-site metals 
impacts. The results of the ME;-Q7 report and the Evaluation of Options report were the documents · 
that ultimately led the USCG to 9onclµde that.full remediation of the site would be necessary to cease 
the off-site migration of m.etals f~om IPDSW. A summary of the analytical results from the ME~07 · 
monitoring eve11t is provided in 1ppendix C. -: _ . 

The second monitoring event (tvif'.-08) occurred in 2013. The sampling event includecl the collection 
and an~lysis of 19 surface soil sa~ples (11 Jrom the swale ~rea, 6 from the wetland and 2 duplicates) .. 
The sampling included the 5 addi:{ional swaJe samples that Wyre proposed after the analysis of the ME-· 
07 monitoring results. The resulf_s f<;>r the swale indicated that average concentrations of chromium, 
copper and lead were less than th~ results from ME-07 but remained significantly more elevated than 
prior long term monitoring eventfesults. The sampling results for the swale indicated that with a few 
exceptions, concentrations of chrom,ium 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 Optic;ms report to EPA and MassDEP. The Evaluations of Options rep9rt 
identified full remediation of the puoy storage area, swale 11nd wetlarid as the preferred alternative to 
cease the off-site migration of mY-tals from IPDSW. A summary of the analytical results from the ME­
08 moqitoring event is providecl ib Appendix D. 

The third monitoring event (ME-99) occurr~d in 2014. The sampling event included the collection and 
analysis of 14 surface soii sa)Tipl~s (six from the swale area, six from the wetland and two duplicates). 
l.he USCG did not include the co'llec;tion of the_ five additional samples propo~ed after ME-07 because 
planning for the site rem~diation ;was underway. 'The adqitional sample result~ would ~o~ add any 
value to the data set giveri that all] impacted soil in the swale and wetland would be r~mediated a~ part 
of the project. The results for thd swal~ indicatecl that av~rage concentrations of chromiµJTI, 9opper and 
lead were elevated- sirµil~r to thy t~sµlts of ME-07 and ME-08. The average results of the wetland 
samples were less than respective: values from both the ME-07 and ME-08 monitoring events. USCG 
also collected four surface water ~ample~ 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 
s~mples were collected from stan8ing water in the wetland. The results indicated thc1;t metals 
concentrations decreased with di~tance from the headwall. Total chromium exceeded the RG at the 
hyadwall samples however all other locations were below the RG. Total and dissolved copper, lead 
and zinc concentrations e~ceeded 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 ~onducted in the form of a pre-design 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 ryport. Th;t; sampling event in the buoy storag~ 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 Q-6 inches, 6- (2 inches and 12-24 inches below ground surface. In total, 63 samples 
were analyzed by field x-ray fluo~escence analyzer. In the swale, 21 sampling locations were 
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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 analysis for data confirmation. The correlation was found to 

be acceptable with a coefficient of correlation (R2
) value of 0.82. An R2 greater than 0.80 is generally 

cqnsidered good. All sample locations were logged by GPS for incorporation into the site excavation 

plan. A.summary of the analytical results from the pre-design soil sampling event is provided in 

Appendix F. 

The results of the 2015 pre-design sampling event at IPDSW 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 conductlong 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.e., unless 

and until mitigation measures ary 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. 

potential 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 consu_lt'with EPA and MassDEP, the monitoring may continue as planned, or the frequency and/or 

location of the samples may be changed. 

Each Five-Year~Review 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 de listed from the CERCLA NPL in 2017 following the completion of all 

· CERCLA Roadmap action hen:is. · 
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Qperation and Mairytynal1fe . 	 . . . 1· 

The engineering cpntrols impiem!entyq as part of the LUC incluc,kongoing O&M:ofthe stortnwat~r 
:control system, and performing ahmial LUC inspections. The O&M activities of the stormwate~·: . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . ..I . .. . - . 	 · . 	 . . . . . .. ; .. :·· ., . . .... i 
conveyance sy~tem hav~ occ;ur~e~ siµ9e Sept~mbe,r 2006. These, long-term O&M tasks ar:e requ,ired to · 
prese,rve the effyctivyness of the, r,e111edy. The O&M task~-include,: · · :' . 	 ··1· . ' . . . ' ' . I . . . . . . . : . ' . 

~ Qu~rterJy inspe,ctiop. of H1ie accu,mulated solids in .the Voqec;h~ st91111wf11e,r: tre.atmeqt ~y~tem; 
. polyc:lrain; C{l,t<>h b~sin, Q~-1) a,nd d~e,p surrip catch pasin~ Cih2,,_ ?-a--3, and. CJl-4 . . _; ' ,. 

! 	 Ch;,anoµt{~~ 11e~e~~ary) c;>fthe Yqrte,9hs stormwate,r. treatmenJ ~ys.tem; P!?i.YPtain; ~atchJfa~.in ' ! 
CB- I; a.nd c;leep s1:1rnp p~itth :ba.~ins.· <;)3-i, CB-J, a11d, C'3~4 "Yith a va¢u~m~t~~k . .· . • : . I. 

I 

• R?airing ~as nec;:ssa.ry). the grav~l cqver in areas wh,ere,. settle,~ent an_d ~rpsion oc9~rry9: : 
1• 	 I31-,anmial m,spec;tg:moqne,_c;le,tent1on gallery or w~en the effectw\;;ness,oft\le detent1011 gaJlery 

is determined t9 be que~tipn.able . . . . :.. _ ;: 
• 	 R,ep<1irin~ (as ne,ceS§l,!fY) the ea.rthen b,erm along the perimeter fence,,. if erqsi911: or settl~Teqt · 

occurs · · . 1, . . . · . , · 1 • 
. • . i . . .• 

• 	 Re,rnoying sitt ~mci sedirri~nt from t~e, infiltration tre,nch (as ne,cess~i:y), 
! l 	 ., 

·r . . , ., 
' 

..·. ... . • 
The, a1111u:\ co.st~ 9~ O~Mfr9;rn W12 through Dec~rnbe,r 20 \ 6 a.~e .Provicle,'d in th.~ ta9le pe,low: 

:I ·- , - .': ''i z:::.:::::· :;, '·Aririii~} $y~'te,ri,i1,'<)p~iat,io,n,~/Q~l\{:~9~{s'.t£:rf;'.,f''?t.}7 
·/Ye~r.:-'., .:;:~'T':·:·;~~ttc;ir:;\· ·' :>;/'': ·.- { ·:,:.\~~'.ffor)Fyp~ /:.. i~:-:if'_':to~((s.)ii".: 

Qu~rt~rly ~n~p~ctio1,1s,, ·· Routin~. inspection\ · ··,. 
20J2 . Long.,,terrn 1,11onitoring ·monitoring ~n~ ana\ysis' 
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S-YEAR TOTAL (pot includin site, reinediation) $148,866'. ,. ' . . • •· : ,, r·,, .. .· ·. ,, . . I •• '"' ,. :·• • ,, • :, • • • 

1The c0§ts inclµde, but are not liinjteq to, Q~M activities and cqn~ulting and r~pc;,rtjng ~ctivities. In 
2015, the usco §Ubmitted ~ repdrt e1:1titled, Final Field Sampling Ryport, Pre-be'sign Char~ct,erization. 
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of L_ead Impacted Soil (Wat_ermark 2015). · This data presented in this report was accepted by EPA as a 

substitute for the annual long term monitoring report.in 2015. In 2016, the annual long term 

~onitodng work was not conducted because the remediation proJect was underway. The '5 year total 

yOSt does not inciude:any'costs rel_ated to the remediation of the site in 2016. The total cost of the 

period covered by.the first Five-Year Review was $125,298. The cost of implementing the remedy 

increased by approxi~ately 12%_between the_ first and second five year review periods. · 

4.5 Progress 
'• 

Since 
. 

Completion of Remedial Action 


Since the ROD ~as s'igned on 29 September-2006 (USCG 2006), the following actions have occurred: 


• · Preparation of a LTMP and QAPP (EA 2007a and EA 2007b,.respectively) 

• 	 Preparation of a LUCIP (EA 201 Ob) 

• Preparation of an O&M Plan for the stormwater control system (EA201 Oc) 


• MonitoringE\!ent:·1, June 2007 (EA 2007c) ., 


.• Monitoring Event 2, September 2007 (EA 2008a)

' . 

• Monitoring Eyen(3, June 2008 (EA 2008b) 


· • Monitoring EVen.(4, June 2009 (EA 2009) 


• MonitoringE~ent 5)rtrte 2010 (EA 2010a) . 


• 	 Monitoring Event 6, June 2011 (Watermark 2011) 

• 	 FirstFiVe-Ye~r·R~v~ew (Watermark 2012a). 

• 	 Monitoring Ev~nt 7, June 2012 (Watermark 2012b) 
. . 

• 	 Monitoring Event:8, June 20P (Watermark 2013) 

• 	 Preparation of Evaluations ofOptions for Minimizing Off-Site Transport of Contaminated 
Sediment (Watermark2014a). . ( 

. 	 ~ . '. ­

• 	 Monitoring Event 9;June 2014 (Watermark2014b) · 

• 	 Preparation qfCERCLA Roadmap (AMEC 2015) 

• 	 Preparation of Fin~l Field Sampling Report, Pre-Design Charac~erizatiqn of Lead Impacted Soil · 
(Waterniark 2015) . · · 

I 

• 	 Preparation o~ Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (Tantara 2016) 

• 	 Preparation of Action·Memorandum (Tantara 2016a), · 

• 	Preparation of Remedial Action Work Plan (Tantara 2016b) . 


Prepa~ation of Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)(Tanfarn 2016c) _. ·
• : . 	 .' 

• Preparati_on of Project Specific Quality Assurance Project Plan (Tantara 2016d) 


· • Site Remediation·Project Substantially Completed as of December 2016 


• 	 Second Five.Year Review, December 2016 

These actions have been implemented as the remedy for the site to fulfill the requirements of 

incorporating institudona\ controls, engineering controls, long-term monitoring, and F1ve-Year 

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 (Tantarn 

2016b}and Sampling and Analysis Plan (Taritara 2016c) and summatiZed in Section 4.6, below. Once 
4-7 	 December 20 I 6 Second Five~Year Revi~w. . , 


USCG Industrial Product Detachment South Weymouth, Massachusetts· 


http:report.in


I • 	 ( 

remedial action is completed, the[USCG will submit a Remedial Action Closure Report to document 
the work. It is anticipated that EPA will de list the site in 2017 following completion of the CERCLA 
Roadmap action items. \ , ' 	 . . 

4,6 2016 Remedial-Actions ! 
In io14, the USCG CQQducted 3;n_lengineyrin,g stucly of the property to identify co.rrective actions t9 

recluce off~site migration of meta\s to t\ie swale and wetl11qd. A rep<;>rt was prepared entitled, · 

"Evaluations of Option~ for Minir1izing Off-Site Transport of Contaminated Sediment" (Watermark 

4014). Based on a revi.ew of the 9ptions identified in the report, the USCG deterqiined that excavation 

of impacted soils in the byoy stor~ge area and replacement with clean fill would be the most cost 

effective ancl sustainllble approa~)1 to elimin3;ting off.~ite metals impl:lcts, In 2015, the USCG 

conducted soil ~ampling for metals. throughout the buoy storage are11, swale and wetland in order to 

prepare plans a,nd specffications f.or, remedilltio11. In 2015, the USCG prepared a CERCLA Roadmap 

(AMEC 2015) to provicle 3;n over1view of regulatory activities necessary to conduct remediation of the 

site. Based on the approyed CER,CLA Roaclmap, the USCG subsequ¢ntly prepared the following pre-, 

remediation documents\ [ · · 


• , 	 • I , 

• 	 Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (BE/CA) (Tantara 2016) 
1

• 	 Action Memorl:lndum.(T!iptara 2016a) 
• 	 Remedial Ac;tjqn Work Pl:an (RAWP) (Tantara 2016b) 
• 	 Sampling and Analysis Pl~n (SAP) (Tantara 2016c). · 

While not required in tl}e CERCtiA Ro~dm?p, the EPA and MassDEP also required preparation of a 
Project Specific Quality Assur3;nqe Project Plan (QAPP) (Tantara 2016d). . 

I:­
.. The scope of try'e remov?l act~on if to reduce metals conta111ination, specifiqlly lead, from the b~oy . 
storage l:lrea and the drainage sw~le soHs to 1,->elow cleanup objectives in order to eliminate the future 
transfer of the~e contaminants to fhe adjacent wetland. The removal action also includes the excavation 
ofmetals impacted sediments that have been ·d~posited in the wetlanc;l area. _The project will remove 
restrictions on the f1,1ture u~e of the property and eliminate the·need for regulated O&M of the 

'j '. • 

stor-mwater mapl:lgeme.nt system, j 
I 

The main components of the removal action are listed below: . 	 .• . . . . . . . I . . . . . 

• 	 Temporarily relocate buoys and other- equipment. 
• 	 Establish· soil erosion ·and j~ediment control measures. 1 
• 	 Remove the surface 6-24 \nche!> of soil in the buoy storage area, swale and wetland as shown 

on RA WP drawings. 
i

• 	 Transport and dispose of 4pproximately 3,300 cubic yards of impacted soil at a licensed 

facility. l 


• 	
I 


ColJect p9st-excavation c~nfirmatory samples for metals analysis to confirm that remedial 

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

I 

sample results. f 

• 	 Restore the·buoy storage *ea with clean crushed stone to pre-existing elevations. 

• 	 Install an outlet Jrotectio~ apron at the headwall of the swale and restore the swale with a rip­
rap gradation to pre-existing elevations. 


. I . 

! 
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• 	 Restore the wetland area with loam (high 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: 

0 

) .. :. ,·.,: ,AnaJyt~ -'·. ' 
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 

managem_ent system. 


In August of 2016 and upon approval of the RA WP and SAP, the USCG ~ommenced 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 protective ofhuman health and 
the environment. 

) 
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5.0 PROGRESS SINCE THE PREVIOUS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

• • .,· • I ' • 

. i . . . . . 
Since the fin,t Five-Year Review !for the ~ite, the site has been subject to the requin;ments of the long~ 
term monitoring plan (L,TMP). 'I)he results of the annual monitoring events since the first Five-Year 
Review indicated increa,sing c~mc;entrations of m~tals in the swale and wetlanq area. In 2013, the 
USCG condµc:ted. an additional s~ud~ of th~ property to ide.ntify engipeering cc;:,rrective actiqn~ to 
reduce off-,site migration of metals to the swale and wetland. A report was prep~red entitled, 
"Evaluatiqns of Options for Minimizing Off-Site Transport of Contaminated Sediment" (Water,nark 
2013). I3as~d on a review of the 9ptions identified'in the report, the U.SCG determined that excavatiorf 
of imp~cted soils in the buoy stor~ge area and replac:ement with cl~an fill would .be the most cost 
effe<;tive and su'stainal;,le approacp to eliminating off-site metals impacts. In 2015, the USCG 
conµucted soil samplii;ig through9ut the buoy storage area, swal.~ and wetland ip order to prepare plans 
ancl specifications for remediation. In 2015, the USCG prepared a CERCLA Roadmap (AMEC 2015) 
to provide an overview of the reg~l~tory activitie~ neces~ary to conquct remediation of the site, The 
USCG subsequently prepared th~.; following pre-remediation documents: 

··, 

~ Engineering .Evaluation/Q9st Analysis (EE/CA) (Tantara 2016). I , . 

• Action Memorandum (Taptara 2016a) 

• Remedial Acti9~ Work Pilan (RA WP)(Tantara 2016b)
I • 

I 
• Sampling and AnaJy~is P)'an (SAP)(Tantara 2016<;). 

. I , . 

Whil~ not required in the CERC(A Roadmap, the EPA and MassDEP also required preparation of a 
Project Specific QuaJity Assuran9e J;>roject Plan (QAPP) (Tantara 2016d). In August of 2016 and upon 
approval of the RAWP and SAP,1the USCG commenced remediation oftlw site, As of the date of this 
Second Five Year Review, rerpe~iation of the entire site ipcluding tlle swale and wetlan.d is 
substclntially completed to cleanup goals that support unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. It is 
anticipated that this will be the fi~al Five-Year Review for, IPOSW and that EPA will delist the site 
from the CERCLA NPL upon corpletion of the' remaining CERCLA Roadmap action items. . 

! 
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6.0 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 

This section presents the process and findings of the second Five-Year Review; specifically, t~e · 

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 Providence. I 

In June 2016, the review team established the review schedule, which included the following 

components: 

• Document review 

• Data review 

• ARARs review 

• Site inspection 

• Interviews. 

6.2 Community Involvement 

A public notice announcing the initiation of the Five-Year Review for the IPDSW site was published 

in the local newspaper, The Patriot Ledg?r, 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 decision 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 Review 

The selected remedy from the ROD includes LUCs (i.e., institutional and.engineering controls), long­

term monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews. Data were reviewed from the long-term monitoring 

program and pre-remedial design soil sampling effort. In the first Five-YearReview, 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 siale and wetland have been excavated to cleanup goals that support 

unlimited use and unrestricted exposure as ofthe 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 longterm 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 froi1n ME-07 and ME-0$ excee.de;d the RG of 16 mg/kg in four out of 6 of 
the sample locations. Copper e~;ceeded the RG of 1,020.mg(kg at a single sample location.during both 
the ME-07 a11d ME-08 events qnQ qtherwise was below. tht: RG. Tht; RG for lead is 302 mg/kg. The 
RG for lead w.as exceeded duri11g ME-07 and ME-08 at two locations anc:t during ME-09 at a single 
location. Note that the cleanup 9~jective for lead during the 2016 remediation p"roject was 200 mg/kg 
i.n order to comply with the lytass~chusetts Contingency fla11 (MCP) Method 1 Soil Category S-1 
standard. The RG for iii;ic of 738! mg/kg WqS exceeded at one locl:_ltion duri11g ME-08 but ·otherw.ise 
below the RG at all location~ durjng each event. 

The pre-remedial clesign sampOnk effort conducted in 20 l~ focused on the analysis of lead i11 the buoy 
storage art;&, sw~le and w.etland. \The lead concentrations in the wetland were ~enerally consistent with 
the long terrn mo11itoring events 1nd indicated exceedances of the RG qf 302 mg/kg in multiple areas. 
At one loq1tion, lead \Y~S detectep at 1.,782 mg/kg which w.a~ si~nifi9aritly high.er than the results from 
ME-07, ME-08 or Mp-09.. The pre-remedi~I design data was used to develop an exc;avatio11 plan for 
the wetland. The entire wetland has been exc;avated to 6 i11che.s below surface grade to remove myt~ls 
rnetals impa<::ted soil, In additionhwo areas were yXCavat~c;l to 12 inches below' surface grade to 
remove impacted soils. The results of all post-excavation confirmation sample d&ta will be provided in 
the Rernedial Action Closure ReRort. The wetland h~s been restored per the RA WP and will.be re-
vegetated as necessary in the Sprjng of 2017. · · 

The wetland soil sampling data c~llectec;l during the second .Five-Year Review clearly showed that 
metals concentrations .were increasing off-site. This data was t1sec;l by ~he USCO to make the decision 
to cornpletely rerrwdiate the site. 1 By excavating impacted s9il~ in _the buoy storage are~, th.e future 
mign1tion of metals soils·via run°iffto the swale' ~nd wetl&nd will ceqse. . . . . 

6.4.J Sw(lle Soil $qmpli~g 

T-he swale _soil sampling data frorp 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 monitqring events. Of tµe six sample locations in the swale, chromium, c~pper, lead and. zinc 

/ 

were all detected at coµcentrations exceedingthe RGs duri11g ME-07, In response to the ME-07 data, 
thy USC::G prnposyd the 99llec,tio? of four additional surfact! ~oil samplt!s to be collycted in the swale 
during the next 1011g term rrwnitoring event (ME-08). The purpose of the adcljtional sample lqcations 
was to further characterize metal~ impacts within the drail)age ·sw~le. In 2013, the ME-08 sarriple 
results c?nfirmed the yl_yvated_ rn~taJs concentrations detected ~uring ME-07. Of tht; ~lyven ME-08 
swale soil sample locations, e1gh~ exceeded the. RG for chrommm, copper and lead. Two of the 
locations exceeded the RG fm ziryc. For the ME-09 monitoring event in 2014, the USCG sampled the 
6 original swale sample locations! as specified in the ROD. By this tirne, the USCG was convinced that 
metals impacts in.the swale were :a direct result of the inability of the stormwater management system 
to effe9tively controJ the sed}ment The additional sample locations irn;:luded in the ME-08 monitoring 
event would not provide any valu;e given that the swale was clearly impactecl. _The ME-09 results . 
confirmed tpe ME-07 and ME-08 data. Of the six samples collected, -J:ive locations exceeded the RGs 

1 

for chromium, copper _and le~d. The zinc c::,oncentrations from ME-09 were all below the ME-07 and 
ME-08 resuJts. I. 

i ' 
The pre,.remedial design sarnplink effort conducted in 2015 focused on the analysis oflead in the buoy 
storage area, swale and wetland. :The lead concentrations in the swale were generally consistent with 
the long term monitoring events Jnd indicated exceedances of the RG of 302 mg/kg in multiple areas. 

I 
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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 w~s 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 objective 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 impa(?ted 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 RA WP to reduce stormwater flow velocity 
entering the wetland. · · 

6.4'.3 Surface Water Sampling 

The st1rface 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 analytical results from 
the ME-09 monitoring event is provided in Appendix G. 

6. 4. 4 Groundwater Sampling 

Groundwater 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 site. The following land use 
inspections were performed over the second Five-Year Review period: ' 

• 	 06 December 2012-Noted asphalt berm damage, recent repairs to the polydrain, a recent 
inspection of the detention gallery and damage to the security fence. No other issues were 
identified. \., 

• 	 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. 

• 	 16 September 2014-.Noted that the bi-annual inspection of the detention gallery was 

completed on the day of the iand use inspection. No other issues were identified. 


•I 	 . 

• 	 24 September 2015-No issues were identified. 

• 	 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 Maintenance/Inspection Logs 

As part of•the Five-Year Review :process, USCG reviewed maintenance and inspection logs which 
were required to be conducted o'l a quarterly basis during the five years of monitoring in accordance 
with the LUCIP. The quarterly ii;i.spections include: 

' • Vortechs stormwater treatment system 

• Polydrain 

• Catch basins (CB- I) 

• Deep sump cat9h basins (CB-2, CI3-3, and CB-4) 

• Crushed gravel areas 

• Earthen and asphalt berm~ 

• Infiltration trenches. 

Included in the inspection logs were solid·s thicknesses found in the Vqrtechs stormwater treatment 
system and in the drainage system catch basins. The Vortechs system has three manholes (MH-1, MH­
2, and MH-3) and th~ drainage system has four catch basins (CB-I, CB-2, CB-3, and CB-4). Each 
manhole and catch basin has a designated solic;ls thickness which, when reach~d, requires m,airitenance 
activities including removal of all solids. 

During the Five-Year Review period, quarterly' inspe9tions were performed routinely to ensure proper 
performance of the insta\led engineering controls. Twenty inspections were performed during the 
Five-Year Review pe~iod. 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 <:m sediment (measurements. 	 · · · · · 

' Examination of the quarterly inspection records indicates that solids settled in the Vortechs system can 
be mobile and likely migrate do~ngradient of the stormwater treatment system. During the secono 
Fjve-Year Review period, solids rever accumulated to the level requiring a cleanout of the Vortech 

• system. 	Rather, cleanouts were prrformed proactively based on recommendatioqs frorp the first Five­
Year Revjew'. Given that solids \Vere not accumulating significantly, it seems apparent that sedirnent 
bypass was likely occurring. J 	 · · · 	 · 

The drainage system catch basin~ inspectio~ logs also indicate that solids may be migrating 
downgradient from these locati?~s. Collected solids appear to be migrating from the catch basins 
c;lowngradient of the system. : 

The detention gallery is requirec;I to be inspected every two years (bi-annually). Upon review of the 
maintenance and inspection logs,:the detention gallery has been inspected, on schedule wjth one· 

· exception. In 2016, the detention: gallery was due for inspection however the USCG did not inspect 
the structure because a clean out 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. O{herwise, sedi111ent measurements did not warrant a cleanout of the detention '­
gallery during the second Five-Year Review period. 

6. 4. 7 Buoy Management 

The LUCIP inclµdes a Buoy Management Plan, which provides best management practices for storage 
and scrappin·g of buoys manufactured prior to 1988 that are suspected to contain LBP. The IPDSW 
has maintained a log of all buoy serial 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 containing 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 ofthe 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 
I 

As part of this Five-Year Review, ARARs identified in the ROD (USCG 2006) were reviewed to 

determine if any ne,wly promulgated or modified requirements of federal and state environmental laws 

have significantly changed the protectiveness of the remedies implemented. ' 

The ROD, divided ARARs pertaining to remedial activities for the site into chemical-, location-, and 

action-specific categories. Appendix B provides a summary table for site ARARs as presented in the 

ROD (USCG 2006). 

6.5.1 Chemical-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 

Chemical-specific ARARs are usually health or risk-based numerical values or methodologies 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 Ass~ssment Guidance - Cancer Slope Factors and Reference Doses, (2) EPA Region III Risk­

Based Concentrations, (3) and EPA Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals. The Risk Assessment 

Guidance is u~ed in human health as guidance values to evaluate the potential carcinogenic hazard· 
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caused by exposure to COCs. EPiA Region III Risk-Based Concentrati9ns are used as screening values 
to evaluate the potential hazards 9aused by exposµre to COCs. EPA Region DC Preliminary 
Remediation Goals are generic risk-based concentrations that are Intended to assist risk assessors and 
othe~s in initial s~re_yni1;1~-le~e) eyaluationsqf en~ironmental mea~ur_ernents. Sin?e ~l,le ROD was 
finahzc:d, .EPA R,eg1on JII R1sk-B;l}sed Conc~ntrat1ons apd DC Prehmmary Remediation Goals (plus
BPA. Region VI Mediuin~Specifi9 Screenin~ Levels) have been consolidateq into. one country-wid(: 
screening level list available at; http://www.epa.gov/reg3hwmd/risk/human/rb­
concentration table/Generic Tal>les/index.htm: The screening levels )isted in these tables are updat~d 
to aCCO!,lntfor modifiect toxicity ~alues or other factors. None of the screening values for the COCs at 
the IPDSW site (ars~nic, chromi~m, copper, lead, nic;kel, ar1d zinc) hav(: 91,lan~ed since the ROD was 
finalized. : 

I• . I . , . • 

Further, the remeclial actio11.objt~9tives for the IPDSW site were, clriven by ecological concerns; 
therefore any change to the abov~ mentionecl chernical-spf;9.ific ARARs rc:lated to lmman health \VOuld 
have .no impa9~ on the imple[llented remedy at the site. 

. I . 
The cleanup objectives apprc;)Vedjfor the 2016 site remediation project are all less than or eql!al to the 
RGs from the 2006 ROO, I · · 

.. i
I 

' . . . • 
f5,5.2 Loc;ation-Specifiq fPP(icr;ibl? qr R?levant and ,Appropriate Requir€111e11ts 

s 

Lqcation-~pecific'ARARs restric~ actions or contaminant concentraticms in certain environmentally 
sensitive areas. The ROD icJentified five locati<;m~specific ARARs pertaining to the IPDSW site: 
Endangered Species Act of 1973,I Executive, Qrqer 11990 Wetla~d~ Protection, Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958 Protection ofWildlife Habitats, Massachusetts Wetlands Protection• . .. .. • . . . . · 1 . . . . . . . . . . . .. 
Regulati9ns -JJO (;ode ofMass~chusetts Regulations, and Massac;hµsetts Endangered Species Act 
321 Code of Mas~achus1::tts Regu)ations 1O.QO. The Endangered· Species Act requires federal agencies, 
in consultation with the U.S. FisH and Wildlife Service and/or NOAA Fisheries Service, to ensure that·•, •• ' •• • ' • ., ' I •• , • • • ,. • 

actions they aµthorize, func:J, qr carry out are.not likely to jeopardize the continued ex.istence of any 
ljsted species or result in the aestfuction or adverse modification of desigrn1ted critical habitat of sµch 
species. Executive Order 11990 (Title 40, Code of Federal Regulatio11s, Part 6, Appendix A) requires 
that no remedial alternative aclver~ely affect a wetland if another pract.icable alternative exists, If no 
such altemative exist~, impacts frbm ilTiplementation must be mitigated, The Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958 (16 United States Code 661) requires consultation with federal andstate· 
conservation agencies if alteratio* of a body of water, including t~e installation of monitoring wells in 
a wetland and/or clischarge of pollutants into a wetland, will occur in order to provide adequate 
protection of fish and wijdlife respurces. Massachusetts Wetlands Protectiqn ~egulatjons (310 Code 
of Massachusetts. Regulations 1O.p 1-10.60) outlines requirements for all inland work that will remove, 
fill, dredge, or alter any bank, bordering vegetated wetland, la1;1d under water podies a11d waterways, 
land subjec't to flo9ding, or riyerfro11t area. The Ma~sachusetts Spe9ies Act (321 Code 
of Massachusetts Regulations JO,pO) proqibits the "taking" of any rare plants or animals listed a~ 
endangered, threatened, or special concern by the Massachusett.s Division of Fisheries and Wildlife. 

i .
No changes to these regulations ~r other locatio~-specific ARARs were identified dµri11g this review. 

. 6.5.3 A9tion,.Specific A}plicable or Relevant and Appropriate Reqµir~nifnts
I' < • 

Action-specific ARARs are usually technology,- or activity-ba~ed requirement~, or ljmitations on 
actions or conditions involving sPrecific substances. These requirerµi11ts are triggered by the particular, 
remedial activities that are select~d to accomplish the remedy. Remedial construction is complete and 
the remedial ll;Gtion is ongoin~; th~r~fore, the actio~~specific ARARs are still applicable. 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 site inspection was conducted on 06 July io16 to assess site conditions and the effectiveness of 
measures employed to protect human health and the environment. Attendees included: Mr. Michael 
Andrews, (USCG CEU Providence), Ms. Kathleen Schweitzer (USCG CEU Providence), and Mr. 
Matthew Audet (EPA Region l). 

Site inspection photographs are provided in Appendix 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 inspection. Photograph l(Appendix·H) shows Vortechs manholes 2 and 3, respectively, 
both securely shut and in good condition. · · 

6.6.2 Polydrain 

Visual inspection of the polydrairi. indicated that it was operable and in fair condition. No debris 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 Basin 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 

T~e crushed gravel 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 inspection. The earthern berms will 
be restored as part of the 2016 site remediation project. · · 

6. 6. 6 Infiltration Trenches 

The infiltration trenches alo,ng the western boundary of the site were operable and in good condition at 
the time of the inspe~tion (Appendix D, Photograph 6). The concrete berm located along the eastern 
edge of the infiltration galiery 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 debris or blockage present. Standing water was not 
observed. 

6.6. 7 Wetland and Swale Soil Sampling Points· 

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 remediation project. 

6-7 December 2016 

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



6.7 Site Interview 

In accordance with the requirements of the Five-Year Review process, USCG conducted interviews 
to gain additional information ab<;)Ut the status of the IPDSW site. Two USCG employees familiar 
w/th the IPDSW operations and s:tormwater management system w~re interviewed for the second 
Five-Year Review. · 

Mr·. Keith Girouard, Environmental Protection Specialist at the USCG IPDSW site, did not express 
concerns regarding past or ongoii;ig activities at the site. Mr. Peter Hooper, USCG IPDSW Supervisor 
indicated that all lead swab tests ~hat have been performed on the pre~ 1988 buoys have come back 
negativ~. 
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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 guidance 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 Functioning as Intended 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 Summary 

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 IPDSW have been excavated and no longer pose a threat to 

contaminate off-site property via stormwater runoff. \ 

8.0 	 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS 

Institµtional 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 mi_nimize 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 implemented institution~l :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 ~nd paint chips in soil may qe unacceptable ..These u~es include residential us~; certain 
r~creational w;es; agricµltural use; use involving facilities with children tmder the age of 6, su~h a~ 
day~are cynters or playgrounds; or use as wildlife habitat without further evaluati.on. 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 
i11stitutional controls are implemented in ac9ordance with the LUCIP. 

, The final LUCIP was issued in o'ecember 2010 (EA 2010b) and provides the plans and procedures for 
impleme~ting the controls. The J;.,UCIP provides the rationale, applicability, and implementation of the 
LU Cs. In addition, since the implementation of LU Cs is a requirement of the ROD (USCG 2006), the 
LUCIP provides detailed procedttres and plans including: 

• Soil Management Plan 
t 

• LBP Buoy M~n.agement PiJan 

• O&M Plan for the Stormwater Management System 

• ·An·nual LUC C9mpliance Checklist. 

The USCG anticipates that once EPA delists the site from the CERCLA NPL, institutional controls at 
th~ site will no longer be required since mitigation measures have been taken to reduce lead (and other 
metals) concenttations in soil to 1¢vels 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 Jiortheast for storing, cleaning, rep~iring, and painting navigational 
buoys. The USCG plans to continue the current industrial oper~tions 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 wen~ r~mediated under the Non,. Time-Critical Removal Action) is 
currently open space. · There are various pl,ms for redevelopment, including potential residential use, 
for the property abutting the USCG facility. Under the cµrrent reuse plan and approved zoning and 

I . • 

reuse bylaws, the wetland and a p;ortion of the swale that is within 50 ft (buffer zone) ofthe delineated 
wetland boundary is now zoned a~ Open-Space-Weymouth District. The portion of the swale that is 
not within the 50 ft of the delineated wetland is cµrrently zoned Village Center Distr~9t. The swale and 
wetland portions pf the site have been remediated to cleanup goals that support unlimited use and 
unrestr.icted exposure and eliminate unacceptable risks to environmental receptors.i , . 
The IPDSW property itself was a\ready transferred from the Navy to th.e USCG \n 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 CenterDistrict. 

8.3 Plans for Changes to Si.te pontamination-Status 

It is anticipated that EPA will del~st the site from the CERCLA NPL once the USCG completes the 

remaining action items identified in the CERCLA Roadmap. The CERCLA Roadmap was approved 
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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. 

\ 
I 
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9.0 ISSUES 

' ) 

Based upon the remoyal action taken py the USCG in 2016 tb remediate the IPDSW site, the USCG 
has determi.ned that there are no i.ssues to report. 

( 

1. 
I 

' 

! 
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10.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS 

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

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement 
' 

Protectivenrss Determination: 
Protective 

Protectiveness Statement; 
The remedy at OUlO is prot~ctive of human health and the environment. 

12.0 NEXT REVIEW 
i 

It is anticipated that this will be tbe final Five-Year Review for the. IPDSW site. Once the site is 
delisteg from the C.ER(LA NPLJ Five-Year Reviews will no longer be required, 

I. 

l,' 
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Table 1 

Chronology of Site Events 
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1972 - 1973 Buoy Depot Site facility construction completed. 
Site.operations include buoy rehabilitation (e.g. f'shot blasting" to remove old 

· paint, welding, painting, electrical wiring); minor vehicle and equipment 
maintenance; waste ·generation (steel shot blast residue, waste oils, paint-related 

1973 - 1986 waste) and fuel storage; warehousing; outdoor scrap, metal storage; and . 

administrative use. Old or damaged buoys beyond repafr are stored at Buoy 

· Depot pending sale as scrap metal. During this time the USCG used lead-based 

paint and primers for buoys. .. 

1986 	 The USCG stopped buying lead-based paint and primers. 

1988 	 The USCG is required to deplete their existing lead paint inventory. 

The Potential Hazardous Waste Site Preliminary Assessment (PA) report 
identified.the facility's United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
identification number as MA069033,078. The. PA reported the use and generation 
of"solvents'\ "paint chips", arid residue from "sandblasting", \'lead-based paint/'

16 April 1988 
and "waste lubrication oil". The report noted that there were "about 30 ft2 of soil 
that appeared to ha.Ve been contaminated by waste oil from the facility. 
indications are that it was less than 55 gal and that it only affected the surface 

SQi\." ·. . .. 	 .. , 

· The Site Investigation Report (Baker 1991), based on a limited number of 

monitoring wells, suggested that groundwater flowed generally towards the 

northeast in the vicinity of the Navy's West Gate Landfili. Baker.Environmental. 
December 1991 

reported no significant levels of groundwater contaminants present ih two 
monitoring wells located hydrologically upgradient of the Landfill. These two 
_wells 'are located dowrigradient of the Buoy Depot 

The brief Environmental Compliance Evaluation (USCG 1993) indicated that 

painting-related solvents were being recycled and that the "sandblasting'' waste 
generated oh the site was non-hazardous. The report indicates a description of the 

April 1993 
use of waste 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 smail 

a111ounts of batteries were occasionally collected ahd recycled.. 

· The Initial Assessment Survey (PSI 1996) contains most of the features of a Phase 

t Environmental Site Assessment or Environinentai Saselirie Survey (EBS) type 

investigation including a site inspection, interviews, and records review. The 

report recommended performance of asubsurface evaluation due to. the age 

February 1996 	 (1973) of the building. Figures and photographs indicated that .the southernmost . 
portii::m,ofthe Buoy Depot had not been filled and broughtto its current'grade·at 

the time of this inspection. Also the smail swale, which formerly directed surface 
water flow from east to west across the southern end cifthe Buoy Depot, and the 

former railroad spur were .still present. . . · .. , 
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Tl}e NavyiEBS presinfi tµ~ fihdirigs of the. $BSfQr the entire NA,S.ahd includes a . 
~~~t,ion on,t!'te y~¢G Bµ9y ·p~pot(identifiid in ",Zone F,")'. :fh~'Ph<,l,sf I E:BS 
id~ntifi·~~jhr~e Phase lJ revi.~w-i~~11qtre~ (RIA~)_P~rt~i_ning,tq tpe _B?oy Depot. 
RIA 57 Wt} h~ted as waste otlsstam~d ~01\ assoc:iated \Vtth co1;c~~te ~mker 
fabrication~ · A removal action was completed in accordance with the,.. , .. 'T .,,:,, ...,.............. , ...... , ,, · 
Mis~~c:Iws,_etts Cpntingericy Pl~n [M~P]; R)A; s~· was list~d ~s a, secoµd onsit~ 
~e,mJ~ sy~t;ni; (doe~ 11ot exi~t i11d no f4rti1~r a~tioh. requiredj; aµd R,IA 59. wa~ 
li~ite~ llS' a :report~d h!l?ardous waste \:optajner ston1g~ ( n9 ftfrt~~r ~Ct\Oll hll;S beenr9 o~ed)J , . ·., . . ,' . ,. · ' • , .. , . : . ·, '. . ' . . , · 

"~in~~ ll!(:)~r~u9y'$ art;; retu.rb{slied'evefr"(;i'to 8 yfw'~;'by't~IS tJme'rhost ofthe' ., . 
1996 1J§QQ1~\ltoys 'irj-the. st9r;1g~ area"hi~,v~'been cyc)\:19' through th~ {ystem and have 

been re-. i:i,ii:ited with pop-lead-based paint: . ' . ' , 
fhi BnVir?n!llental Inipection repoif iqentified f'rft 'diaJT1eTer area 'of , ' 

Aprjl 1997 c:on,t11p-1in<1ted sojl outside o(the paint r,nixing _area'1 r~lated !9 p~st fueling 
ra~tjces where diesel fuel was forrrierl dis, ensed froi;n 'a 55~ al drum'. . 

.''r°he'Erivir9'i1m~·nfal Q9pipliit,nc:e Evalu~t1on report iriciicat~s..th~t the· pefroieuni'~· .. 
impacted Gi.e.; diesel f4el) soils mentiqned in prevj9us reports woulci bi; r(!p19veq 

June 1997 	 9n "f 8 JurnLI 997. Thi! repqrt states rtic:lt the-prbc:ess. o'f plugging floor drairis witp 
c;smcr~,te ~as'being performed (althoµgfrthey ha<;} !;,(?en repqftecily plugg~d with 
q~bris fodome, tim,e), . . . ' ' . , . ' ' .._ 

"Thi Refo~~~Tr~cktng Nµmp~r (RTN) i!S~ociated with the J9<i7 Re)ease 
Ab~t~m\:!Pl ~e11~ury ':V~ 3~ 151_ 82. The Clas,s As~ Rysponse Action ()ut¢9m,~ 
(RAO) \Y<l,? 5.1.1q111it~~g 7/2~/97. Tlle r~port detai\? ti1e e~~avc1tion,, samp)tng, anc;l 
disp~sal of tpy surfjcia!ly impacted SQilS ( di~sel fµel) idefltified it1 SfVer~! . ' ' 

r prev!~ms reports. The 1mpactyd area w~s found tg be r<?µgh)y 18 ft m w1dth'imd 28 July J997 
1(:11~h an.qrextended to a depth 9fs ft below gracie, The rep9rt co4c11_1des that 
althougp J9w \yvels offuel, constituents wer~ s,till. prese'nt _in soil and groundwater, 
~ppUc;~bJelrerriediatign istan!:l~rds had been inet an4 the expen.ses associll;ted with 
addjti9t1~I remediati<;m were not warraµted. 1~5.47 Tons or qs y~ 3 of~9il were 
remoyeg., : · . 

. The ws.~g· ~BS wasP'erfonned as part ofan ~valuation ofthe 5.5 acre~ oOand 
that was u~der leas~ ~y tqe ~SC:::9 fro!ll the NAS Sou.th Weymouth in _anticipaJiQn 
9f a~quiri9/5 th~ land wllen the Base ~losed: .The IS!3~ ici~ntjfjed eight Areils of 
~nv1ron1T\~ntal Coµcem (Af;:C~). · ·. . . . . . 
• 	 AE;C 1 ~1;3uilqing il:nd adjacent area.s to SOllth) ~ use/stor~~e of pair!, thinners, 

11.nci oil~,. as w~I\ as the former genyvation of p008. ll~;z;m:fqt1§ wastes. 
I 	 , . 

•- AEC-2 (Septic,: tank) a the. potential <;lischarges qfq11zatqoU:~ su\)?!<1nce~ to the 
septic: t~n~; _ . · · · · . . · 

, I • 	 . • 

• 	 AI;:C ~ (Possil;>le form,er sept!C system,) - potential, di.scharges ofhazardou~ 
substll;nCl!S to a septic system. Found not to ha-Ve peen installed. 

'! 	 . . ;l ' . 

• 	 A]:'.C 4 (Sa:ndbjast residue piles) reqµired appropriat(, c;hara~terization and 
disposa( Re~igue fr~:nn iapdblasting wa~ observ~d bepeatp the dust ~olle~tor 
locateq ·on th~ southwest c;orner 9f the b4ilding and piJes of app~ent sandblast 
w~stys ~ere noted iinmeciiately west of this area. . 

. ·\ .. '.' 	 - . 

~ 	 AEC 5 (St~ining arou11d dust collection syst¢JJ1) Mrt~ins to ru~t-colored 
staining obst;:!rvec;l on 'the concrete pac;l beneath the formyr dµst collection. 
system,;as \Y~ll as 9n th.e adjacent a~phalt and process storie surfac;es. The. 
LJSCG ~etermined th'1t this staining originated from, n,isting steel grit that was 
.use.cl fo'. sandblasting. ' · ' · 
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Tabfo· 1 · Continued 

I 	 ':1~· '. \l)ate-· :·~ :.:.:!··' ' ' >:: :.·. ·..c,. . <.\· ·, \·,: ·..,·. .;, ~.· Ever;t ;': ' i:'1'}'./ :L.:. '.- : ,0 ',. .. : 

• 	 AEC 6 '(Soil remediation area) was remediated/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 fiiing 
indicated that a 12, I 00-gal tank had been used for storage of electrolyte. 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., tarik storage). No storage 
tank was actually present onsite and no releases of electrolyte fluid were notec! 

· or reported during HRP's EBS. Therefore, no additional investigation of this 
hazardous waste container storage area was required. 

• 	 A.EC 7. (Septic leach field) pertains to uAknown potential discharges, including 
former floor drain discharges. According to USCG, the floor drains near the 
overhead doors in the mairi building never discharged to the septic leach field, 
as was formerly believed. Soil and groundwater samples were recommended 
to be collected directly beneath these two floor drains and'beneath a third floor 
drain which formerly discharged via pipeline from the Electrical Room to the .. 
former drainage swale along the westernproperty boundary. ' 

• 	 AEC 8 (Buoy, equipment; and scrap metal storage area) pertains to historic · 
flaking of lead-based pairit on buoys and in the construction debris disposal 
area, drums of rrietal turnings, and former solvent still present in the area . 

. According to USCG, the container observed on the southeast corner of the 
BuoyOepot during the EBS was incorrectly identified as a solvent still. 

. Solvent still bottoms are accumulated in a 90-day storage· room insic!e the 
southeast corner of the building: . 

The Phase II Environmental Site Assessment was conducted ih July 1998 to 
determine the environmental impact, if any, from the AECs documented in the 
EBS. On~site activities included a ground-penetrating radar (GPR) investigation 
· and the installation of test borings to collect soil and groundwater samples. 

Groundwater c~nditions ih 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" dra)Virigs with only one leach field instalied in the existing 
iocation. On 2· November ·1998, the USCG excavated atrench in the assumed 
iocation of the suspected former septic system/leach field (AEC 3). No gravelor 
piping was encountered in the trench and no other visible evidence of a septic 

· system/leaching field was observed, thereby confirming that a leaching field was 

September 1998 not installed in this area. 


At the time of the Phase II EBS, the operations at the USCG Buoy bepot and 
surrounding properties placed the.Buoy~Depot's soii and groundwater in MCP 
reporting categories RCS~2 arid RCGW-2, respectjVely. Based upon the results of 
this investigation, thete were some surficial lead coriceritratfons in soil above 
2,000 rrig/kg. In the area of the dust collector and in the southeast corrier of the 
property, lead concentrations exc~eded the MCP's RCS-2 value of 600 mg/kg. 
Lead was also reported in four groundwater samples (GW3-l, GW3-2, GW7-2, 
and GW8-.8) above the RCGW-2 reporting limit of 0.03 mg/L. According)y, HRP 
recommended additional investigation and that the scope should include the 
installati.on of permanent monitoring wells. The lead was reported in turbid, · 
unfiltered groundwater samples that were collected using direct-push techniques. 
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Date· ·· 

February 1999 

..) 

March 1999 

1999 

1999 

1999 

Table 1 Continued 

· · · · .. . . .. .. . . . , Event· f ·• : .. • _ 

Therefore,;the results rriay nothave· been representative ofthe actual cqndition? in. 
groundwat,er (lead concentrations may potentially have been in the,. soil matrix but 
reported iri groundwater due to the sampling technique). 

' i • 	 • 

Since thft1me when th~ EBS ryport Wl!S puqlish~q, MADE;P ~ssigned the GW~l 
classificati'on to grou~dwater be11eath the Buoy Depot and has _deterrrtined that the 
facility is focated wjthiD an aquifer protec;:tiqn distri<::t. Detail? were provideq. in 
MAPEpes! "Groundwater Use and Value Determination" (letter to EPA dated 13 
January 1999). ' 

' 	 T)1{Stafe 9fMas§achusetts inspected th~ existing §Ubsmfac;'e·sewage c:lisposal 
system on 1~ February 1999. Thedocl!mentation.:indicates that the.system passed 
c;iri onsite Subsurface Sewage Pispos11I Systt?m Inspection; therefore, the septic 
?ystem me~ts the State of Massachus~tts Title V r~quirements. The 
r~co~m~noation c11!!ecJ for slight regrading to eljniinate pon9ing in th~ leach field 
area. : · 	 · · · · · · 

Tetra Te~lf NUS, )f!c. issued a Phase i lnjtial Siie:Investig~tion Repqrt ori the Jet 
Fuel PipeljneSite. This site is located approximately 150 ft from the Buoy 
Depot's ei§tern gate, The_ results ofthjs ·investigation conyh.1ded tq~t re§idu11! 
petr9leum 1cqn<;entrati9ns .contained withi11 the §Qi! and groundwater ar~ i11 e"'cess 
of applic;:~ole MCP Method 1 standard$, Furth~r ·jnvestigati9n§ were . · · 

I 	 . ,
recomi;nen.aed. · · : ' ' 
EA collecte·d water levels at 36 wells a.11~ piezometers in the ~rea··fpr ~ · . 
Ground.water Flow !:valuation.· However, only 011e well "Yas located on the 
USCG prop~rty. Oiven the locations of the available data points, the study w~s 
Iii;nited. B'ased on the qvailab)e data, EA interpreted the groundwater flow to q·e 
generally to the southe.ast across the Buoy Depot. 
Th~ USCG contracted Clean Harbors to conduct soil testing and afi11al ''v~cuum 
sweep" outside ofthe USCG Buoy Depot's property boun<lary for the USCG Paint 
(:hip R~rnbval Action, Prior to rei;noval of the pai11t chips, Clean Harbors 
co)lect~d t.\vo soil samples and two paint chip samples ~nd. sent tqem to the 
laboratoryito be analyzed for TCLP,lead; . 
TOG Enyironmental Inc, (TGG) was coritrac~ed by Unified tq $Ummarize ;111d 
evaiuate iryformation gt?nerated by a sampling ~ubcontractor, ~oµt~ Shore Lead 
Paint, and •Logano Waste Management, the waste transporter and landfill 
ma11agem~nt company in the USCG P'ust Collection Syste111. Removal Action. 

01.!r-ing construction activities associated with the replaceinent of the dust 
c;:oll~ction :syste·m, soil was excavate(J and stockpiled in qrums, on 6smil 
polyethylene sheeting and subsequently in rolloff c:ontainers. Prior to any 
excavation, in March 1999 contractors collected 4 soi) sampl~s from the· perimeter 
of the origif)al concrete pa,d holding the baghouse, Total lead content of these 

· samples rangecj frqm 10,748 to 26,417 mg/kg. 

On 29 March I 999, U1;1ified received permission from the USCG to remove sojl. 
Reportedly, in April, soil anq. gravel to a depth of 15 in. were removed from a 2-ft 
area surro~nding the concrete pad ;ind ph;ced \n 6 steel drums and then to rolloffs. 
Unified removed another 6 i11. of soil in the 44 x 50 ft area, prior to installing the 
concrete Pflc! now in place. · 

! 	 . . 
The USCG issued a final Time-Critical Removal Action Memorandum in June 
2004 to retroactively document th~ deci$ion for the completed r~m~val actio~. 
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Table 1 Continued 

_. Date 

June 1999 

February 2001 

January 2002 

December 2002 

January 2003 

August 2004 

29 September 
2006 
April 2007 

-. _.. . - .. ·-.. .__ Ev.ept 
In the Phase II EBS Field Reports, the Navy limited the investigation 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. 
The purpose of the Remedi~l 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 RI included°site characterization, baseline human health, 
and ecological risk assessments, an evaluation of chemical fate and transport, and 
preliminary identification of potential remedial 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. 
Supplemental sampling to support the Feasibility Study (FS) was performed by 

. EA in January 2002 in support of the Feasibility Study for the Buoy Depot This 
investigation consisted of the following activities: 
• 	 Sampling of shallow subsurface soil on~depot and analysis for methyl isobutyl 

ketone (MIBK, or 4~methyl-2~pentanone) to address MADEP concerns 
regarding a previous detection at location SBOl 7. 

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

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

• 	 Installation of two additional monitoring wells and sampling of the new and 
existing monitoring wells to support the risk assessm~nts for ground water. 
The compound 1,4-dioxane was added to the ahalyte 11st at the request of the 
MADEP. · . 

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. 
The Wetland Assessment, Appendix A of the Non-Time Critical Action 
Memorandum, was conducted in the swale and wetland area in late 2002 to 
support the non-time critical removal action~and evaluate potential impacts ofthe 
action. · 

· 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 ~ere transported offsite for final disposal. 
Record of Decision (ROD) selecting the final remedy (land-use controls, long­
term monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews) signed 
Planting of 60 containerized plants in swale 
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....... ,. " ,·,· -.-;! ;-·,. .. ::,,.,,.. . ',,..·oat~ 	 . '• "· 

'. 

.. ..,.· itvtint ' : .., ., .., .,,,, .. ..'. ·~>'f'' 
~ong-Term l\.1onitoring Event No. 1 ~ groundwater, surface water, s9il in sw~le, June 2007 

· and wetland sampled 

August2007 Long-Term Monit6r1ng Event No. 1 report submitted. 

September 2007 Long-Term Monitoring Event No. 2 ~ swale and wetland soils sampled 
.. 	 . ' .
Septenib~r 2001 ' . finai Lopg~Term Monitoring Plan 
]'y1arch 2008 - .. Draft Larid"u~e Control ImplementatiorvPl'an 

., 

June 2008 . "i.,cingsTerni Monitoring Event No. 3::.:: swale and.wetland soils sampled 
Jurie'2009 Long,Term Monitoring Event No. 4 ..:._ swale and wetland soil sampling 
June2010· ·tong~Term -]'y1onitoring Event No·. 5 ~ swale and-wetland soil sampling 

....-

Dec:ember· 2Qt'o. -	 -Ffoal Land Use Control Implementation Plan 
, . '·~ .. - ' 

Jµn~ ~011 . Long-Teri:i1 Monitoring Event No. 6 :_ swale and wetland s9il sampling . 	 "' ..
Oeceri)ber 26'1 I 	 First Fivt!~'Year Review ' 

·" 

... 
July 2012 	 LongsTerm Monitoring Event No. 7 :-a swale and wetland soi!' sampling 

··-Juri~ 2013 	 . Long-Terrri Monitoring Event No. 8 :_ swale and wetland soil sampling . ' 
. Bvaluatfc;ni of Options for Minimizing Off~Site Transport ofContaminatedJanuary 2014 
Sediment from the Storm Water Management System 
Long"term Moniiorjng E;vent No. ·9; ~wale, wetland soil sampling and surfaceJune 2014 water sampling _ 	 · 

" 	 .. .. . ­
March 201s . "tERCLA Roadmap 	 '. 

..
'Final Fielcl Sampling Ileport for Pre~D~sign Characte.rization of Lead Imp~ctedMarch 2015 
Soil - buoy storage area, swale and wetland sampling 


M~y 2015 Final Field Sampling Report Addendum 
.... 
February 2016 	 Final Engineedng Evaluation/ Cost Analysis ..
February 2016 . Commun-hy Relations Activities Associated with EE/CA 

.,,. ..
April 2016 final Action Memorandum 	 ' 


·"
July2016 
--· 	

Second Five-Year Review Site Inspection 
-,

Augl!St 2016 	 final Remedial Action-Work Plan .. .
August 2016 Final Sampljf\g and Analysis Plan. • . 

•, 


August2016 . Final P·roj~ct-S-pecific Quality Assurance Project Plan 
 ..
September 201·6 Complete Remediation in Phase I (Buoy Storage'Area) 

October 201 (5 'Additional Soil ·sampling Adjacent to IPDSW Building 


..
October 2016 	 Complete Remediation fo Phase II (Buoy Storage Area).. 
November 2016 	 Complete Remediation in Phase III (Buoy Storage Area) 


Complete Remediation in Phase IV (Swale/Wetland Areas and Adjacenfto·
Decernber 2016 IPDSW Building) 

Second Five Y car Review Page 6 of 6 December 20 16 
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APPENDIXB 

Applicable or Relevant and ~ppropriate Requirements and to be Considered Guidance for the Selected Remedy: 


Land Use Controls (Institutional Controls and Engineering Controls), Long-Term Monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews 

.. ... .,... . 

·'d 
.. . :·.·. ... .. ., ..,.,, .. .. ..,.;:.,::;: ·:- • ,,,.-1• ..• . ·,· .·· :_.,J::."·tHEMICAL SPECIFIC- .,. ·.~ ·. . - ··' s . ' ~.,.· . 

.. . . .. : ··- ... . ..Authority. Aoolicability_'. .- ,: AiiAR: ,: ... .. · ·Requfreinent- Synopsis _.. . . ·Action t<>'be'taken ·fo attain AiiAR . Status:· · 

Risk Assessment Used in human health risk assessments as 
Guidance - Cancer · guidance values to evaluate the potential To Be 

Federal All None (used for risk calculations) 
Slope Factors and carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to Considered 
Reference Doses chemicals of concern (COCs). · 

EPA Region. III 
Used as screening values to evaluate the potential To Be 

Federal All Risk-Based None (used for risk calculations) 
hazards caused by exposure to COCs. Considered 

Concentrations 

Generic risk-based concentrations that are


EPA Region IX 
intended to assist risk assessors and others in To Be 

Federal All Preliminary None (used for risk calculations) 
initial screening-level evaluations of .. Considered 

Remediation Goals 
environmental measurements. . ,• .. 0 

,f ... .. ,. ,.:,,; .. 
., )·; ·' ·. '· 

~ . . . • ., .,· .. ' . LOCA'fl0N:SPEClFIC , . . ... ... , 
.,.. 

,. ..Authority. Aimlicability · ARAR• Requirement Synopsis, Action-to be·taken to attain ARA'R ·' ; ', Status 
·, ~o federally-listed endangered species have 

Requires federal agencies, in consultation with been identified in the vicinity of the Buoy 
~he USFWS and/or NOAA Fisheries Service, to Depot. However, endangered or threatened 
ensure that actions they authorize, fund, or carry federally-listed migratory bird species may pass 

Species, Endangered Species Relevant and 
Federal 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. 

INo wetlands are located on the Buoy, Depot; 
Executive Order . however, wetlands· are located adjacent to the 
11990; Wetlands Requires that no remedial alternative ;dversely Buoy Depot. Potential impacts to wetlands from 
Protection, 40 Code affect a wetland if another practicable alternative monitoring events or any future actions at the Relevant and 

Federal Wetlands 
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 
Part 6, Appendix A such remedial actions, unavoidable impacts to 

wetlands from-these actions will be mitigated, 
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APPENDIX B-Continued 

Authorit~ Applicabilitv; ARAR 

Fish.and Wildlife 
: Coordination Act of 1'958

Federal Wetlands 
· (16 U.S.C. 661)"Protection 
of Wildlife Habitats 

Massachusetts (MA) 
Wetlands .Protection 

State · Wetlands 	 Regulations - 310 Code of 
MA Regulations (CMR) 
10.51 - 10.60 

· AMAEndangered S pec1es
State . Wetlands · - (MESA) 321 CMR I 0.00 

~ .. ~­LOCATION SPECIFIC (Continuea) 
·Reqtiirement-.Svnopsis -Action fo;be taken:to·attain ARAR Status 

Requires.that-the United States Fish and 
WildlifeServices and National -Marine 


'!Fisheries Service be consulted :if ·1No·wetlands arelocated.on,the Buoy Depot; 

. alteration of a body of water, .including however, wetlands are located adjacent to the 

:1the installation of monitori11g .wells in a :BuqyDepot. Potential impacts to wetlandsfrom 

!wetland and/or·discharge of.pollutants • monitoring events•or any" future .actions at the Relevantand. 
· into a wetland will occur. This:is to : Site will be av.oidedin accordance with this Appropriate 
provide adequate protection offish rand . order. If there .is no practicable alternative to 
wildlife resources. Requires consultation· such-remedial actions, ,unavoidable impacts to . 

. with.state agencies to develop measures to wetlands from these;actions .will;be mitigated.­
:· prevent, mitigate, or compensate for , 

!project-related losses to fish.and wildlife.· 


!No wetlands arefocated on the Buoy Depot; 

. however, wetlands are located adjacent.to-the 


:Outlines requirements for all inland .work Buoy Depot.· PotentiaLimpacts to wetlands from 
!that will remove, fill, dredge or alter and monitoring events·or any future actions at-the -R~levant and 
bank, bordering vegetated. wetland, land Site will.be avoided, to·the extent possible, in 

Appropriate
under water bodies and waterways, land accordance with this,order. If there is no 

·: subject to flooding, or riverfront area. 	 practicable alternative to suchTemedial actions, 
unavoidable impacts to wetlands ;from these 
actions will be mitigated. 

!No state-listed endangered species have been 

_identified in the vicinity·ofthe Buoy Depot. 

However, ·appropriate measures must be taken 


h·b' h " k" " f . during monitoring events ·and any foture actions 
Pro I its t e ta mg o 1any rare p ants or 	 . . : 
·· I 1- d -E d d Th d Ito ensure that state-hsted threatened species_ amma s 1ste ·as n angere , ·. reatene , .. . · . s · 1C · b h MA 0 . . . (northern harner) and state-listed species ofct or. pecia oncern. y t e ·. 1v1s10n . : . - . , . . Relevant and 

.ofFisheries and Wildlife. This also -special conce~ (sp~ttea turtle and eaSlern box 
' . . . turtle) andthe1r habitat are.not.adversely . 
protects designated endangered/threatened f"' d b d" · · Alth h· 1 . 	 . a 1ecte y any reme 1 1. 	 ia ·ac 10ns. . oug
species popu at1ons. 	 h · h ·b :d ·fi d · · · · t ese .species ave not een ·1 ent1 1e ons1te,­

lthey have been.identified within the.extentofthe 
adjacentNayy base. Other listed migratory .... 
species may also pass through this area. 

\ 
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APPENDIX B Continued 

.. -•' ACTION SPECIFIC 
..Authority AoolicabHify 	 : ARAR 

'• 

Requirement Syn·oosis ,. Actfoni to be taken to attain ARAR ·· · Status,: 
Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) - If the monitoring events require offsite 

( 	 Standards for manifesting, marking, andGenerator Requirements for · 	 treatment/disposal of hazardous wastes Federal Soi,I recording hazardous waste shipments for 	 ApplicableManifesting Waste for 	 (investigation-derived), then generator 
offsite treatment/disposal. Offsite Disposal (40 CFR requirements will be followed. 

262) ' 
. Outlines use and management standards If monitoring events require storage ofRCRA - Subpart I, Use and 
applicable to owners and operators of all hazardous waste (investigation-derived) in · Federal Soil 	 Management of Containers_ Applicablehazardous waste facilities that store containers, theri the substantive requirements of(40 CFR 264, ·Subpart I) 
containers of hazardous waste. theseregulations 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 · Wastes that are determined to exceed TCLP 

RCRA - Identification and contaminants for which a waste would be allowable concentrations (and are therefore 
Listing of Hazardous Wastes, considered a RCRA characteristic waste hazardous) will be disposed ofoffsite in aFederal Soil 	 Applicable 

J Toxicity Characteristic ( 40 due to toxicity. The analytical test RCRA Subtitle C or state equivalent treatment, 
CFR 261.24) 	 specified in Appendix II of 40 CFR 6 I 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 
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 Soil 	 to Generators of Hazardous Applicablewaste managementregulations. The material will be handled in compliance with the Waste (40 CFR 262) 
relevant and appropriate provisions of 40 substantive requirements of these standards. 
CFR 262 are incorporated by reference. 
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APPENDIX ·B Continued 

'. ACfION SPECIFIC (Continuei/.) 
. ,-· ·.Author.it~ Aoolicability ARAR .. .. ' - Requirement.Synopsis .•: Action to be taken to.'attain ARAR -Status 

Federal Soil EPA Office of Solid Waste ; Management ofwastes generated during_ Investigation-derived wastes would.be managed To.Se 
and Emergency Response . remedial activities must ensure in accordance with these requirements . Considered 

. (OSWER) Publication · protection·ofhuman health and.the 
· 9345.3-03 FS ·(January environment 

1992) 
State Soil : Hazardous Waste These.regulations ·contain requirements . Investigation-.derived ,wastes that ·are determined· Applicable 

Management Rules; for generators.of hazardous waste..The o be hazardous would be-managed :in 
-Requirements for Generators; regulations.apply to generators of , accordance with the substantive requirements·of· 
310 CMR 30.300 sampling waste and also-apply to the . these.regulations. 

' accumulation of waste prior to offsite 
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 

· Management of Containers; containers at -hazardous waste facilities.- containers, then management,procedure 
310 CMR 30.689 requirements will be followed. 
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APPENDIXC. 

MONITORING EVENT 07 (2012) 


ANALYTICAL RESULTS 


SWALE SURFACE SOIL SAMPLING RESULTS~ MEJ07 

,· 

: 
' 

LTMl LTM- LTMJ LJ'M- LTl\',l- LTM-
Analyte Detede<l SSS- SSS- SSS- SSS- SSS- •SSS-·. P~L<•> 

(m2/k2) ' 01 02 03 04 , ,05 · 06' : 

Arsenic <3.51 <3.33 <4.82 <4.18 <5.47 <2.60 56 
Cbromiunr. 39.3 28.5 37.Z 37.6 37.4 6.l 16 

Copper 2,SZOJ l,600J 2_.600J %,230J 2,440,J 203J 1,020 

· Lead 419J 339J 495J 481,J 496,J 49.6J 302 

Nickel 31.4 22.l 33.6 30.f 33.l 4.8 230 

Zinc 762J 5351 876,J. 707] 823,J 120J '. 738 

(a) PAL per Final QAPP Table 1-3.. -,

Numbers in bold indicate values above the PAL. 

J =' esthnated concentration· 


WETLAND HYDRIC SOIL SAMPLING RESULTS-ME-07 
I 

'i :, LTM..: LTM- L Tl\.f.~ LOI- · LTM.: LTM/ : •; ;:.·· •.. : 
·. Analyte Detected WSS-. ·WSS~ WSS- WSS- , WSS- · WSS- i pAt,<a> 

. i'' 

. : (m!V'k2) • 01 02 0~ , 04 ;~ ' 05 06 '. 'I·~. •' . 

Arsenic' <4.34 <3.87 <3.38 <2.74 <3.83 <5.49 ,56 

chron1h1n1 22.l 17.9 12.1 8.0 19.2 27.8 16 

Copper: l,150J 792J 432J 284J 598] 932J l.020 

Lead· 291J 238J 129J 70J 584,J 433J 302 

rNickel 15.6 11.7 . 9.3 6.0 12.l 15J 230 

Zinc 3921 217J 1811 1241 260J 249J .738.r 

(a) PAL per Final QAPP Table 1-3. 

Numbers in bold indicate values above the PAL. 

1= estimated concentrntion 




i: 

APPENDIXD 

MONITORING EVENT 08 (2013) 


ANALYTICAL RESULTS 


Swale Stu·face S9U Stum>Un~ ~esult$ - Me-08 
,:Auah:t~ . M:tos~ itMt ,·MEos:·· .,LTM~ LTM..,· ,MEOs: LTi\?'., . ME08.½. 

~ .. 
i)fi\,i;·

1 ' 1. 
'.ME·o·s: 

. 11,:··J>et~~te~l ' '.ssf .·sss- ' -S$S- sss~·: ':,SSS- ·sss-· ..~SSS- · ·:\~ss,'
C ', ''(mg/kg) ·; stf::, ·:sss-- : · · ·o,i . ,:os: ·: .. . 05';01:: 01 . .~(:il' 03 03 04 

Al'seuic <9.31 <8,65 <6.74 <10.6 <11.3 <11.8 <8.87 <9.98 <16,0 <5.75 
Chromium 3~.7 30.1_ 15,7 l9.8 24.1 39,6 

.. 

34.9 27,8 4~.4 12.4 
Coppel' 2,100 2,000 877 1,670 1,060 2,470 1,900 1,4~0 ·J,060 662 

Lead SS1J 39SJ 229J 454J' 438J Sl7J 438J 417J CS27J 160J 


Nick~.! 25.8 24.9 12.2 23.2 16.0 3i7 27.6 20.6 '~8.3 11.0 

' .. .. 

Zinc 662.T 61~J 312f 6l4J 380J 7·78J 613J 52.3J 9~2J 233J 
(a) Remediitl Cioni (RO) fo1; the Swrile pe1:Fiual LTMP T11ble 2. 
Nnmbe1·s iu bolcl indicate values nbove the RCi for the Swnk 

.J:::: estimated concentration 
' 

Wetland Hydl'tc Soll s,unpllug Results ,.... Me-08 
: y .. ·.,· ~· " 

;LTM~,· 
;, ,

LTM-·:.·.,,; ... .LJ:1\1;'. · LTM~i ·LTM-.: -'LTM,.:-A'.1i,~!yt~. ~e.rer.te:cf· ·~ 
; .::\vssc.\ WSS-. · 'WSS:. --jv~ls:" .':wss('.: ::,vss::·

,·: •.;: , :_:j1ng/~g) . , . . • ,:.::oi : ' ' ' ~ 

.··04 ', 
,, . ": r ·.-: 

•· '•. r 
; : 

,, ,02 03 . ()5 ·; : ·:--.,"<,~.' 
Al'senic <12',6 <11.s· <6.79 · <6.59.: <9.76 <19.8. 

~qu:omiuni i7.1 21.8 4.8 6.8 18.1' l7.4J 
-c::opper 773 600 76.8 126 615: 1,240J 

Lead 248J 621J 33.8.T 40.SJ 239J SOlJ 
Nickel 13.8 7.1 3.6 5.7 12.8 18.. ?J 

Zinc 
.. 

:i6·1J 101J 54.SJ n.sJ 252J 376i 
(a) Rcm~dial Ooaf (RG)' f91· the Wetland per Final LTMP Table 2: 

Ntunbers in bold indicate values a~ove the ~G for the Wetland. 

J ::::: estimated concentl'ation 


tTM\:, . 
SSS­

015 ·;· 
<5.29 

6.8 

165 

45.~J 

6.6' 
92,6j 

... 

! 

:·,•
Ro<nr. 

• ~:. ; l ' 

L,,1 

100 
17 

1,950, 

302 
245 

1~050 

. l 

., ,,.:,·· ",
!.','',;' 

·,~~:in>, 
., 

56 

~6 
l,O::?O 

30~ 

230 

738 

• 



APPENDIXE 

MONITORING EVENT 09 (2014) 


ANALYTICAL RESULTS 


Swale Sul'face. Soil Sampling Results ~ ME-09 

:· , A'.m,lyh~ LT;\,'l"' . Ll':M-· LT:M L"f~l LTl\'l LT~t~ 

' Detected SSS-· SSS-· --SSS-·· · -·SSS-· ~sss" sss:...' It.G411) 
..•·._(mg/kg) 01 02 03 04 05 06,\ : 

Arsenic 10.1 6.17 9.44 8.81. . 9.44 . 2.09 56 

Chromit1111 39.J J 26,1 J 38,1,J 36,1 J 37,4J 1.11 . 16 

Copper 3110 1520 ·2340 2550 2210 188 1.020 

Lead. 495 326 461 443 436 37.6 302 

·230Nickel 32.3 1.8.9 28.3 28.8 28.9 5.6 

Zinc 694 447 671 621 593 92.3 ns 
(a) Remedial Goal (RG) for the Swale per Final LTMP Table 2. ' 

Nmnbers in bold indicate values above the RG for the Swale, 

J =· estimated concentration 


\Vetlamt Hydl'ic Soil Sampling Results - ME--09 

' . ' ' 
Analyte Detected 

· (mg/kg) 
' 

LTM­
WSS­

01 

LOI­
WSS­

02 

LTM..c 
WSS­

OJ' 

. LTM­
· WS!f;­

04 

LTM~: 
.WSS­

05 · 

'LTM­
· WSS­

06 

: RGCal 
' 

.. 
Arsenic 4.45 <2.06 <2.46 <2.02 4.2.; 4.18 100 

Chromium 14.9 J· 5.8 J 1.5 J 5.2 J 14.7 J 19.SJ 17 

Copper 904 70.4 ·131 ' 
95.9 599 621 1.950 

Lead 228 28.2 35.9 25.3 174 338 302 

Nickel 11.1 4.8 6.1 4.3 11.8 11.i 245 

Zinc 257 49.8 75.5 58.3 225 185 1.050 

(a) Remedial Goat (RG) for the Wetland per final LTMP Table 2. 

Numbers in bold indicate values above the RG for the Wetland. 

J "" estimated concentration 
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APPENDIXG 

SURFACE WATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS 


MONITORING EVENT 09 (2014) 


Sul'face Wate1· Sampling Results~ ME~09 
..-

'.'.,J\mdyte· : 
sw~-01 SWJ01 ~W--02, SW-02 S\V.:.Oj· S\V--03 .:- I'ALc,) ·.:D~iected. 
(tMlil) . (di1m,1ved) (tot11J) (dii,rwlved) (total) (ct&solved) 

. , (µg/L)· .. 

Arsenic <, <..2.5 <5 . <2.5 <5 <2.5 150 

Chromium <10 <l() <_10 <10 15,4 <10 11 

Copper S5J JJ4 S92 JJ8 2,230 9:U 9 

Lead 89.5 64,2 96.6 70,8 226 91,9 2.5 

:N.ickel <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 52 


Zinc 235 205 2~4 175 705 J42 120 


(a) pAL =' EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria. 
·Ntunbers in bold indicate values above PAL. · 
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APPENDIXH 

5-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION PHOTOGRAPHS 
JULY 06, 2016 

• 

Photograph 1: Vortech System Manhole Covers 

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 




Photograph 6: Infiltration Trench 



Photograph 7: Catch Basin CB-1 



APPENDIX I 

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. 	 Section 7: The 5yr Review should reflect the successful completion of the 2016 
Re.moval Action.· Please revise the answers and discussion to que~tions A, B, & C 
to be Yes, Yes, No, 

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

2. 	 Section 9: Based on the 2016 Removal Action and the resultant meeting of 
· RAQs, there should be no Issues. Please revise·,this section to state that. 

USCG Response - Comment noted Section 9 has been revised accordingly. 

3. 	 Based on the 2016 Removal Action and the resultant meeting of RA Os, 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. 

4. 	 Please revise this section to reflect Exhibit 4-7 of EPA' s 5yr Review Guidance: 
"Because the remedial actions at USCG Buoy Depot (OU 10) are protective, the 
site is protective of human health and the environment." 

USCG Response - Comment noted Section 11 has been revised accordingly. 

5. 	 Based on the Sept 13, 2012 clarifying memo1 describe what elements of the 
remedy that protect human health and the environments and how the RA Os have 
been met or are being inet. Also, the protectiveness statement should be written 
that states that "The remedy at OUlO is protective of huinan health and th~ 
environment". 

USCG Response - Comment noted Section 4. 6 and the Protectiveness Statement 
have been updated accordingly. 

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

exposure). 


USCG Response - Comment noted Page vi has been updated. 
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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 via 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 al~o selected to eliminate unacceptable risks to environmental 
receptors. 

USCG Response - 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, O~WER 9200.2-111. 

USCG Response - Comment noted. The Executive Summary 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. 
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4. 	 Section 3 .4: To av9.id reader coµfu~ion, text concerning past site conditions 

should be described using past tense ( e.g., "remained" rather than "remain" and 

"requced" ratht:r than "will reduce"). 


USCG Re~ponse - Comment noted. Section 3. 4 has 'bee~ revised accordingly. 

5, 	 Section 4.6: Here and elsewher~ in the report, please confirm/con;ect the 
. documentcitations a~sociated with the Sampling an.d A.rialysis Plan (Tantara, 
2016c rather thaQ Tantara, 2016b?) and Quality Assuran.ce Project Plan (Tantara, 
2016d rather thl:l11 Tqntara, 2016c?). ' 

. USCG R?sponse ~ C9mment noted. The document references in the text have 
been corrrcted to be consistent with Section 13 (References). The SAP is 

. identified as "Tantara 2016c" and the QAPP is identified as "Tantara 2016d" in 
the document. . . 

·6. 	 Section 4.6, Final Paragraph: In addition to the main <;.:omponents of the removal, 
action outlined ip preceding paragraphs, the report shoµld note that the removal 
action will address expo~ed shallow soil in seven of nine relatively small unpaved 
areas locatec;l irwn~diately adjacentto the IPDSW building. 

USCG Response - Comment noted. Section 4, 6 has been updated to indicate that 
the 2016 removal action includes the remediation ofsoils in unpaved areas 
adjacent to the IPDSW building.- · 

) 

7. 	 Section 6.0, First Sentence: Replace 'ffirst" with "second"? 

. I 

USCG Response ...,. Comment noted. Section 6. 0 has been revised accordingly. 

8. 	 Section 6.7, Second Sentence: Replace "first" with "second"? 

USCG Response cc- Comment noted. Section 6. 7 has been revised accordingly. 

9. 	 Section 7.1: Th~ report should provide·an expli~it answer to Question A. If the 
{)SCO intends to assess protectiveness based on the performance of the 2006 
remedy, the answ~r to Question A should be "No.". If the USCG intends to assess 
protectiveness based on the expected outcome of the on-going removal action, the 
answer to Question A could be "Yes". Section 7.1 should include text explaining 
the position taken and provide supporting information. 

f.]SCG Response - Comment n,oted. Sectior1; 7.1 has been revised. Th? a,nswer to 
· question A has been changed to, "YES" based on this comment and.EPA 

Corrunent No. 1. 
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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 Response- 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 
USCG 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 Question C could be "No". Section 7.3 should include text 
explaining the position taken ~nd provide supporting information. 

USCG Response- Comment noted. Section 7.3 has been revised. The answer to 
question Chas been changed to, "NO" based on this comment and EPA 
Comment No. 1. 

12. Table 1, Final Row: Replace "III" with "IV"? 

USCG Response - Comment noted. Table 1 has been revised accordingly. 

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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