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DECLARATI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Naval Air Station (NAS) Brunswi ck

Acid/ Caustic Pit: Site 4;

Fire Training Area: Site 11;

Def ense Reutilization and Marketing Office Area: Site 13; and
the Eastern Pl une

Brunswi ck, Mai ne

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected final renedial action for the Eastern Plume and the no action
decision for Sites 4, 11, and 13 at NAS Brunsw ck. This deci sion docunent was devel oped in accordance wth

t he Conprehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended by the
Super fund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986, and to the extent practicable, the National Gl and
Hazar dous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Plan. Through this docunent, the Navy plans to renedy, by

hydraul i ¢ contai nnent, recovery, and treatment, the threat to human health and the environment caused by
contam nated groundwater. The decision to select these renmedial actions is based on information contained in
the Administrative Record for the site which was devel oped in accordance with Section 113(k) of CERCLA and is
avail able for public review at the infornation repositories |located at the Public Wrks O fice at NAS

Brunswi ck and the Curtis Menorial Library, 23 Pleasant Street, Brunsw ck, Mine.

The State of Miine Department of Environnental Protection (MEDEP) concurs with the sel ected renedy.
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

The Navy has determined that No Further Action is necessary for the soil at Sites 4, 11, and 13 since risk
estimates for direct contact and incidental ingestion exposure to site soil are below U S. Environnental
Protection Agency (USEPA) and MEDEP target risk levels. Risks associated with the Eastern Plune, groundwater
that originated at Sites 4, 11, and 13, exceed the target risk levels. An interimrenedial action consisting
of extraction, treatnment, and di scharge of the groundwater has been operating since 1995 to address
groundwat er cont am nati on.

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Eastern Plunme, if not addressed, nay pose a
risk to human health and the environnment. This risk will be addressed by continued operation of the
groundwat er renedy outlined in the Eastern Plune InterimRecord of Decision (ROD) signed in June 1992, by
expanding the | ong-term groundwater nonitoring programw th additional nmonitoring wells in the vicinity of
Sites 4, 11, and 13, and by assessing the need for additional soil investigations at Site 4 in the event that
Bui | di ng 584 shoul d ever be denvolished.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The Navy and USEPA, with concurrence of MEDEP, have determ ned that No Further Action is necessary for soil
at Sites 4, 11, and 13 because the soil do not pose an unacceptable risk fromdirect contact or incidental
ingestion. The selected final renmedy for the Eastern Plume (the groundwater associated with Sites 4, 11, and
13) is the sane renedy that was inplenented as an interimrenmedial action, and includes:

. operation of the groundwater extraction and treatnment systeminstalled in 1995;

. di scharge of the treated water to the publicly-owned treatment works (Brunswi ck Sewer District)
or returning the treated water to the aquifer through an Infiltration gallery (this would
requi re USEPA and MEDEP revi ew and approval);

. | ong-term groundwat er nmonitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of the extracti on system and
confirmthat the source areas are not continuing to inpact groundwater, and
. five-year reviews.

This action addresses the threat of discharge of contam nated groundwater to surface water by containing the
Eastern Plume. The potential threat to human health is not an inmedi ate threat because water fromthe
contami nated plume is not used as a drinking water supply.

STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

The statutory requirenents of CERCLA Section 121 for remedial actions are not applicable to the No Further
Action decision for the source area soil at Sites 4, 11, and 13.



For the Eastern Plune, the selected renedy neets the mandates of CERCLA Section 121. It protects human health
and the environnent, conplies with federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable or rel evant and
appropriate to the renmedial action, and is cost-effective. The sel ected renmedy uses permanent sol utions and
alternative treatnment or resource recovery technol ogies to the naxi mum extent practicable, and satisfies the
statutory preference for treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volume as a principal elenent.

Because the Eastern Plune renedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site in groundwater above
heal t h-based cl eanup levels, a review will be conducted by the Navy, the USEPA, and the MEDEP at intervals
not to exceed every five years to ensure that the renedy continues to provi de adequate protection of hunman
health and the environnment. This review will evaluate both the effectiveness of the groundwater extraction
system and the appropriateness of the No Further Action decision for Sites 4, 11, and 13.

DECLARATI ON

This ROD represents No Further Action for source area soil at Sites 4, 11, and 13, and the selection of a
final renedial action under CERCLA for the Eastern Plune. The foregoing represents the selection of a
remedi al action by the Departnent of the Navy, and the U S. Environnental Protection Agency Region I, with
concurrence of the Maine Departnment of Environmental Protection.

Concur and reconmmend for immediate inplenentation:

Department of the Navy

<I M5 SRC 98004A>



DECI SI ON SUMVARY
I. SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The U S. Naval Air Station (NAS) Brunswick is located in Brunsw ck, Miine. In 1987, NAS Brunsw ck was pl aced
on the National Priorities List (NPL). There are currently 16 areas (Sites) w thin NAS Brunswi ck that have
been investigated. This Record of Decision (ROD) relates to the No Further Action decision for source area
soil at Sites 4, 11, and 13, and the final remedial action for the groundwater contam nation within the
Eastern Pl une.

NAS Brunswi ck is |ocated south of the Androscoggin R ver between Brunsw ck and Bath, Mine, south of Route
and between Routes 24 and 123 (Figure 1). Undisturbed topography at NAS Brunsw ck is characterized by | ow,
undul ating hills with deeply incised brooks; ground surface el evations range fromnean sea level (MSL) in

| oW and drai nage areas and the Harpswel| Cove estuary, to over 110 feet MSL west and sout heast of the

sout hern end of the runways. Topography in the devel oped areas of the base has been nodified by construction
with ground surface elevations generally ranging from50 to 75 feet above MSL.

NAS Brunswick is |ocated on 3,094 acres. The operations area (138 acres) lies east of the two parallel
runways and consi sts of nunerous office buildings, a steamplant, fuel farm barracks, recreationa
facilities, base housing, hangars, repair shops, and other facilities to support NAS Brunsw ck aircraft.
Forested areas (approximately 48 percent), grasslands (approxi mately 28 percent), and paved areas
(approxi mately 12 percent) conprise nost of the base property. Paved areas are nostly flight ranps and
runways. The remaining 12 percent of the base includes the operations area (approximtely 5 percent) and
m scel | aneous shrubl and, marsh, and open water. The southern edge of the base borders the estuary of

Har pswel | Cove

Property uses surroundi ng NAS Brunswick are primarily suburban and rural residential, with sone comerci al
and light industrial uses along Routes 1, 24, and 123. An elenentary school, a college, and a hospital are
located within 1 mle of the western base boundary.

Sites 4, 11, and 13 are all located within several hundred feet of each other off A d Qurnet Road between the
intersection of Orion Street and Sandy Road (see Figure 1). Site 4, the Acid/ Caustic Pit, is under the
eastern portion of Building 584. The pit was used from 1969 to 1974 for the disposal of liquid wastes The
wastes were poured into the pit, which was approximately 4 feet square and 3 feet deep

<I M5 SRC 98004B>

Site 11 is a forner Fire Training Area (FTA) that was used regularly over a 30-year period but has not been
used since the fall of 1990. Waste liquids (fuels, oils, degreasing, solvents) were used as fuel for the fire
trai ni ng exercises

Site 13 is the Defense Reutilization and Marketing O fice (DRMD) Area immedi ately south of Building 584 and
Site 4. Site 13 consisted of three underground storage tanks: one for diesel fuel, the other two for storing
waste fuels, oils and degreasing solvent. Al three tanks were renoved in the late 1980s. The diesel tank was
replaced with a fiberglass underground storage tank; however, this tank was subsequent|ly renoved and repl aced
wi th an above-ground tank

The Eastern Plune is the groundwater contamination resulting fromSites 4, 11, and 13. The 1990 esti mated
boundaries of the Eastern Plume groundwater contam nation and current boundaries exceedi ng federal maximm
contanminant |evels (MCLs) or State of Maine nmaxi mum exposure guidelines (MEGs) are shown on Figure 2. The
boundaries of the exceedances are based on the current distribution of the nmonitoring wells and may not be
the actual distribution of contam nation. The installation of additional nonitoring wells based on a

reeval uation of the nonitoring network could nodify the areas inferred to be above the State MEGs/federal MCL
groundwat er concentrati ons. Goundwater in the area of the plune is not currently used for drinking water or
ot her purposes, therefore, there are no hunman receptors. The likely future di scharge point of the plune was
projected to be Harpswel|l Cove, potentially affecting nany ecol ogi cal receptors. Because the Navy has

inpl enented a groundwater extraction and treatment system the plume is no | onger expected to reach Harpswel |
Cove. The contanination of groundwater in the Eastern Plume has not affected the current use of natura
resources. Use of groundwater and surface water in this area is very linited; however, the presence of
cont ami nat ed groundwat er does prevent the use of this natural resource in the future.

<I MG SRC 98004C



I'1. LAND USE AND RESPONSE HI STCRY

NAS Brunswick is an active facility supporting the U S. Navy's antisubmarine warfare operations in the
Atlantic Ccean and Mediterranean Sea. The bases primary mission is to operate and maintain P-3 Orion
aircraft. NAS Brunswi ck first becane active in the 1940s during World War 11, and underwent najor expansion
in the 1950s.

Sites 4, 11, and 13 at NAS Brunsw ck are believed to be past contributors to groundwater contam nation in the
Eastern Plunme. Site 4, the Acid/ Caustic Pit, was used from 1969 to 1974 for the disposal of |iquid wastes.
The wastes were poured into the pit, which was approxi mately 4 feet square and 3 feet deep. The actual
location of the former disposal pit could not be sanpled because a structure (Building 584) was constructed
at that location in approxi mately 1975. However, investigations showed that subsurface soil around Site 4 did
not contain detectable concentrations of volatile organic conpounds (VCCs), and only one of the six
groundwater nmonitoring wells at Site 4 contained detectable |levels of VOCs (trichloroethylene [TCE] in MM405
at concentrations ranging fromnon-detectable to 26 micrograns per liter [1g/L]). Based on these results, it
is believed that Site 4 no longer contributes to groundwater contam nation in the Eastern Plune. In the event
that Building 584 is ever denolished, the Navy, in consultation with the U S. Environnental Protection Agency
(USEPA), Maine Departnent of Environnental Protection (MEDEP), and the public, will assess the need for
additional soil sanpling at Site 4.

Site 11 is a former Fire Training Area that was used regularly over a 30-year period until it was closed in
the fall of 1990. Waste liquids including fuels, oils, and degreasing solvents were used as fall for the fire
trai ning exercises. The nost preval ent contam nants in groundwater (i.e., 1,1,1-trichloroethane [ TCA] and
TCE) are consistent with the wastes used at the Fire Training Area. soil fromthe ground surface down to the
groundwat er tabl e al so contai ned these contam nant, however, the Navy renoved these soil fromSite 11 in two
separate renoval actions. This elimnated the direct exposure risks (i.e., dernal contact, inhalation, and
ingestion). There is the potential that contami nated soil still exist belowthe groundwater table, with a
continuing inmpact to groundwater. The groundwater exposure pathway will be assessed under the groundwater
noni toring program and additional groundwater investigation at Site 11.

Site 13, the DRMD Area, consisted of three underground storage tanks |ocated south of Site 4. One tank was
used for diesel fuel. The other tanks reportedly were used for storage of waste fuels, oils, and degreasing
solvents (R F. Wston, Inc., 1983). Al three tanks were renoved during the |ate 1980s. G oundwater sanpling
downgr adi ent of Site 13 has shown decreasi ng VOC contami nati on since renoval of the tanks. The nost recent
groundwat er sanples fromthis area contained only |low I evels of contam nation, indicating that Site 13 is no
I onger acting as a source of contami nation for the Eastern Pl une.

A nore detail ed description of the history of Sites 4, 11, and 13 can be found in the Draft Final R Report
in Subsections 8.1, 12.1, and 13.1 (E.C. Jordan Co., 1990b).

B. ENFORCEMENT H STORY

The Navy's cl eanup of hazardous wastes at NAS Brunswick falls under the Navy's Installation Restoration
Program (I RP) and meets the requirenents of the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation and
Liability Act and the Superfund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act (CERCLA). The programwas conducted in
several stages:

. In 1983, an Initial Assessnent Study (1AS) detailed historical hazardous nmaterial usage and
wast e di sposal practices at NAS Brunswi ck.

. In 1984, a Pollution Abatenent Confirmation Study was conducted. These studies recomended
further investigation of seven of the nine hazardous waste sites originally identified.

. I'n 1987, NAS Brunswi ck was placed on the USEPA's NPL.
. The Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (R FS) process began in 1987 for seven sites.
. In February 1988, the first Technical Review Committee (TRQ neeting was hel d. The TRC neeti ngs

(now known as the Restoration Advisory Board [ RAB] neetings) have been held quarterly since
that initial neeting.

. Two sites were added to the RI/FS programin 1989, as well as the two additional sites
originally identified in the |IAS.

. Two other sites were added to the programin 1990.



. In October 1990, the Navy entered into a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) with the USEPA and
VEDEP regardi ng the cl eanup of environnental contam nation at NAS Brunsw ck. The FFA sets forth
the roles and responsibilities of each agency, contains deadlines for the investigation and
cl eanup of hazardous waste sites, and establishes a mechanismto resol ve di sputes anong the
agenci es.

. I'n August 1990, the Navy conpleted Draft Final R and Phase | FS Reports (E.C. Jordan Co.,
1990b and 1990c). The R described field sanpling investigations, geology, and hydrogeol ogy,
and presented contam nation and risk assessnents. The Phase | FS identified renmedial action
obj ectives, and devel oped and screened renedial alternatives for the nine original sites
studied in the Draft Final RI.

. The Navy subnitted a Draft Final Supplenmental R report for an additional four sites in August
1991. The report al so contained additional field sanpling results for Site 11 and the Eastern
Pl une.

Each of the stages and docunents |isted above pertain to Sites 4, 11, and 13 and the Eastern Pl une.
Information on many of the other sites at NAS Brunswick is also included in these reports.

Because the Navy is conmmtted to providing a tinely response to environmental contam nation at NAS Brunswi ck,
a strategy was devel oped to expedite the RI/FS process. This strategy involved identifying the sites for

whi ch enough information currently existed to proceed to the ROD and desi gn phases of the process. Separate
tinmetabl es were established for conpleting the Final FS reports and RODs for those sites. The Navy identified
the groundwater associated with Sites 4, 11, and 13 (i.e., the Eastern Plune) as a distinct area of
contamination and initiated the renedial process in 1992 by signing an InterimRCOD for the Eastern Pl une
(NAVY, 1992). The interimrenmedial action was intended to control and prevent further mgration of

cont am nat ed groundwat er toward Harpswell Cove and to begin reducing the anount of contami nation within the
Eastern Pl ure.

Because the RI/FS concluded that Sites 4, 11, and 13 did not pose unacceptable direct-contact risks, and that
only Site 11 posed a potential continuing risk of inmpact to groundwater, the Navy postponed a final decision
for Sites 4, 11, and 13 to a |later date.

111, COWUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Throughout the sites' investigative and renediation history, the community has been active and involved in
the IRP at NAS Brunswi ck. Community nmenbers and other interested parties have been inforned of site
activities through infornational neetings, fact sheets, press releases, public nmeetings, TRC neetings, and
RAB neet i ngs.

In Septenber 1988, the Navy rel eased a Community Relations Plan outlining a programto address public
concerns and keep citizens infornmed about and involved in renedial activities. On August 16, 1990, the Navy
hel d an infornational neeting at the Jordan Acres School in Brunswick to discuss the results of the RI.

In August 1987, the Navy established an infornation repository for public review of site related docunents at
the Curtis Menorial Library in Brunswick. On Cctober 8, 1996, the Navy placed the Proposed Pl an detailing the
Preferred Alternative for Sites 4, 11, and 13 in the information repository at the Curtis Menorial Library
(ABB-ES, 1996). The Administrative Record for Sites 4, 11, and 13, and the Eastern Plunme is available for
public review at NAS Brunswick in the Public Wrks office and at the Curtis Menorial Library. A notice and
brief analysis of the Proposed Plan was published in the |ocal newspaper, The Tines Record, on Cctober 11,
1996.

From Cct ober 11 to Novenber 9, 1996, the Navy held a 30-day public comment period to accept public input on
the alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan. On Cctober 17, 1996, the Navy and regul atory representatives
held an informational public neeting to discuss the Proposed Plan for Sites 4, 11, and 13. A transcript of
this nmeeting and the Responsiveness Summary is included as Appendi x A. The Navy received several verbal
comrents on the Sites 4, 11, and 13 Proposed Plan at the public neeting. These are discussed in the

Responsi veness Sunmary. No witten conments were received by the Navy during the 30-day public comrent

peri od.

From 1988 until July 1995, the TRC was an inportant vehicle for comunity participation. In July 1995, the
TRC becane known as a RAB whose nenbership includes the Navy, USEPA, MEDEP, and various comunity
representatives. The conmunity menbers of the RAB include representatives from Brunsw ck, Harpswell, and
Topsham as well as the Brunswick Area Ctizens for a Safe Environment, who becane active participants
subsequent to 1988. The RAB al so has representatives fromthe Brunsw ck- Topsham Water District. The RAB neets
quarterly, reviews the technical aspects of the program and provides comunity input to the program



I'V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

The Navy has determned that No Further Action under CERCLA is appropriate for soil at Sites 4, 11, and 13,
and that continued operation of the groundwater extraction and treatnment system discharge of treated water
to the Publicly Oamed Treatment Works (POTW, and groundwater nonitoring are the appropriate actions for the
Eastern Plume. An additional option that will be pursued is the discharge of the treated water to the
groundwater. This will require USEPA and MEDEP revi ew and approval

The No Further Action decision for Sites 4, 11, and 13 is based on the FS which concluded that the only risk
at these sites was for the potential of continuing inpacts to groundwater fromsoil at Site 11. Renova
actions conpleted at Site 11 since the FS included excavation of metallic debris, druns, and contam nated
soil. The metallic debris and druns were disposed of f-base (Halliburton NUS, 1995), and the soil were used as
sub-grade fill beneath the Sites 1 and 3 landfill cover (CHM 1996). Because the CERCLA contam nants have been
removed to acceptable risk levels or are at levels that do not pose a risk, No Further Action is required for
soil at Sites 4, 11, and 13. The No Further Action decision can be revisited if future conditions indicate
that an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment would result from exposure to contam nants at
these sites or there is a change in |land use. However, while the direct contact pathways have been
elimnated, there may be residual contam nation in the subsurface soil contributing to the Eastern Plune. The
No Further Action decision for Site 11 may be revisited if groundwater nonitoring or further investigation
shows the soil below the water table are a continuing source of contanination to the Eastern Plume. Also, if
Buil ding 584 is renoved, the Navy, with input from USEPA, MEDEP and the public, will eval uate whether

addi tional investigations are appropriate

The sel ected remedy for contam nated groundwater associated with these sites, the Eastern Plume, is
extraction, treatnent, and discharge as outlined in the Eastern Plune Interi mRCOD (NAVY, 1992). The interim
action was intended to control and prevent further mgration of contam nated groundwater off NAS Brunswi ck
property and to reduce the contam nant concentrations until the final renedy was chosen. A long-term
nonitoring programwas included in the interimaction to assess the effectiveness of the groundwater
extraction system The nonitoring programw |l also continue, and will be nodified as necessary to ensure
proper coverage of the Eastern Plune area

V. SUMVARY OF S| TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Site 4 (the Acid/Caustic Pit), Site 11 (FTA), and Site 13 (the DRW Area) are all |ocated within severa
hundred feet of each other off Od Qurnet Road between the intersection of Orion Street and Sandy Road (see
Figure 1). Based on Rl results, the Navy conbined these sites to address both source (e.g., soil) and
groundwat er contam nation. The results and discussions presented in the Rl and the risk assessnent indicate
simlar contamnants at the three sites including VOCs such as tetrachl oroethylene (PCE) and TCE in soil and
groundwater (E. C. Jordan Co., 1990b). G oundwater is the medi um nost inpacted by past disposal activities at
these sites.

The area of contam nated groundwat er associated with these three sites has been studied and reported in the
Draft Final Supplenental RI Report (E.C. Jordan Co., 1991). The region of contam nated groundwater has been
desi gnated as the Eastern Plume. The Navy identified the Eastern Plunme for expedited renedi ati on and
initiated an interimaction for groundwater renedi ati on, postponing a source control decision for Sites 4,
11, and 13 until a later tinme.

Because the magni tude and distribution of contamination differs at and downgradi ent of these sites, each is
di scussed separately in this section. A nore detail ed discussion of the site history, geol ogy, hydrogeol ogy,
risk, and contanmination is in the Draft Final R and Draft Final Supplenental R reports (E. C Jordan Co.
1990b and 1991, respectively).

Acid/ Caustic Pit: Site 4. The potential source for Site 4 contam nation was believed to be the Acid/ Caustic
Pit currently |l ocated under the eastern portion of Building 584 (R F. Wston, Inc., 1983). The Acid/ Caustic
Pit was used from 1969 to 1974 for the disposal of liquid wastes. The wastes were poured into the pit, which
was approxinately 4 feet long by 4 feet wide and 3 feet deep. To eval uate the presence and extent of

potential contanination associated with the Acid/ Caustic Pit, a soil gas survey was conducted, and subsurface
soil and groundwater were sanpl ed and anal yzed for Target Conpound List (TCL) organic and Target Anal yte List
i nor gani ¢ comnpounds.

Hal ocarbon soil gases were detected in |ocations near Building 584, but below detection levels in all other
sanples. Sinmilarly, VOC contam nation in groundwater is restricted to low levels of TCE in one nonitoring
wel | adjacent to Building 584. The TCE results are consistent with soil gas data collected in the same area
as the nonitoring well. Subsurface soil adjacent to Building 584 at Site 4 did not contain detectable
quantities of VOCs; however, subsurface soil sanples were not collected directly fromthe suspected pit

| ocation due to the presence of Building 584 at that location. |If this building is ever renoved, further



investigations and renedial actions nay be required.

G oundwat er contam nati on was not detected in nonitoring wells at Site 4 except for nmonitoring well (MY

MM 405 where 6 to 23 nmg/L of TCE was reported in two of the four sanpling rounds (E.C. Jordan Co., 1990b).
The federal MCL for TCEis 5 Ig/L and the State of Maine MEGis 3 Ig/L. There are several wells downgradi ent
of Building 584 (and MW 405) that do not have sol vent contam nation. These observations suggest that only | ow
concentrations of TCE are present at or near the source, and that these |low levels are diluted to val ues

bel ow det ecti on downgradi ent of the building. Additional groundwater sanpling in this area to confirmthese
findings will be incorporated into the |ong-term groundwater nonitoring program

Air monitoring was not perfornmed within Building 584, but air blanks taken outside of the building did not
detect VOCs (E. C. Jordan Co., 1990b). Qutdoor monitoring was proposed in the RI/FS Wrk Plan that was
approved by the USEPA, and was done to characterize the anbient air at Site 4. Indoor monitoring was never
proposed or required by the USEPA or MEDEP, and was not considered by the Navy due to the | ow | evel of
detected soil and groundwater contam nati on.

FTA: Site 11. Site 11, the FTA was added to the list of sites under investigation in 1989. Three sanpling
rounds (Rounds IV and V and the Post-Screening Wrk Plan) have been conducted at Site 11 including nonitoring
wells, test pits, and soil and groundwater screening. The FTA was used regularly for approxi mately 30 years,
but was closed in the Fall of 1990.

Envi ronnental contam nati on was found in subsurface soil and groundwater at Site 11. Apparently, the site was
contami nated during fire training exercises as the detected conpounds are consistent with that practice. The
IAS reports the use of waste liquids as fuel for the fire training exercises (RF. Wston, Inc., 1983). The
waste liquids identified in the study include

fuels, oils, and degreasing sol vents.

Results from sanpling surface and shallow soil identified VOCs, sem volatile organi c conpounds (SVCCs), and
inorganics-1 VOCs and | ead were reported in the groundwater imedi ately downgradient of Site 11 (E C Jordan
Co., 1990a, 1990b, and 1991). Interpretive groundwater flow directions at Site 11 indicate potential flowto
the northeast, east, and southeast. Additional data were collected fromSite 11 during the Post- Screening
Wrk Plan to further characterize the extent of soil and groundwater contam nation.

Test pit excavation and subsurface soil sanpling denonstrated the presence of VOCs and SVOCs in shallow soil,
and VOCs in deeper soil. No sanples were collected frombeneath the fire training pit during the Rl due to
the presence of the concrete pad. Calcul ations were used to assess the potential for contam nati on beneath
the pad. These cal cul ations estinated that concentrations of TCE in soils beneath the concrete pad nmay be on
the order of 16 mlligrans; per kilogram (ng/kg). For the other contaminants, 1, 1-dichl oroethane (DCA),

1, 2-di chl oroet hyl ene (1,2-DCE), TCA, and PCE, the estimated concentrations were 16, 794, 693, and greater
than 50 m crograns per kilogram (1g/kg), respectively.

Based on these sanples, a 50-by-100 foot area of soil contam nation extending fromthe southern end of the
fire training pit, north to the location of hallow stemauger HA-1102, was assuned. It was al so assumed that
contamination extended to the groundwater table approxinmately 10 feet bel ow ground surface (bgs). However,
because the prinary contanmi nants are dense non-aqueous phase |iquids (DNAPL), there is a potential for
residual contaminants to remain at depth.

The VOC and | ead contamination in groundwater previously identified at Site 11 was confirned by resanpling
MM 1103. To eval uate potential deeper groundwater contamination at Site 11, a nonitoring well was installed
bel ow MM 1103 above the clay |ayer (MM304). G oundwater sanpling results denonstrated that concentrations of
total TCL VOCs increased in MV 1103, a shallow well, from500 to 2,900 ng/L over the period fromfall 1989 to
fall 1990, and |l ow | evels of total VOCs (18 ng/L) were reported in the deeper groundwater. (MWV304). This
increase in VOCs was also correlated with a 2-foot increase in water |evel, and groundwater upgradi ent of
Site 11 did not contain VOC contani nation. These observations indicated that the source of groundwater
contanmination at Site 11 was the contaminated soil at the site. The correlation of increasing water |evel
with increasing groundwater contam nation observed at Site 11 anplified that the capillary fringe regi on of
the subsurface soil acted as a source of groundwater contam nation (E.C. Jordan Co., 1991). However, because
the prinmary contam nants are DNAPLs, there is a potential for residual contam nants to renain at depth. The
capillary fringe in sandy soil is typically 1 to 3 feet thick. Wen groundwater |evels were low, |ess of the
capillary fringe was in contact with groundwater and the concentration of VOCs was | ower. Wien groundwat er
was at higher elevations, nore of the capillary fringe zone of contamination was in contact w th groundwater
and VOC concentrations were higher.

The Navy has inplenmented two renoval actions at Site 11 since conpletion of the Rl. The first, conpleted in
Decenber 1994, consisted of the excavation and renoval of buried drums and netallic debris from several
locations around the site (Halliburton NUS Corporation, 1995). The second was conpleted in June 1995, and



included the renoval of the concrete pad and approxinmately six to ten feet of soil fromthe 0.5-acre site
(OHM 1996). This material was placed under the landfill cap that was being constructed at Sites 1 and 3.
Sanmpl es were collected fromthe bottom of the excavation area to document the condition of the soil left in
pl ace. Analytical results showed that TCA ranged from non-detect to 6.5 ng/kg TCE ranged from not-detect to
5.3 ng/ kg, and PCE ranged from non-detect to 1.4 ng/kg, TCE ranged at Site 11 was then filled with clean soil
and planted w th grass.

DRMO Area: Site 13. The DRMO Area is immedi ately south of Building 584 and Site 4. Oiginally, these two
sites were considered the sanme; however, additional sanpling and the identification of underground storage
tanks (USTs) warranted separation of the two.

Envi ronmental contami nation detected at Site 13 during the R programwas observed in shallow soil,
subsurface soil, and groundwater. Dichlorodiphenyltrichl oroethane (DDT) was detected in several surface and
shal  ow soil sanples fromtest pits at relatively low (e.g., less than 0.02 ng/kg) concentrations, and is
probably related to historic use of DDT in this area.

Fuel -rel ated SVQCs (i.e., naphthal ene and 2- et hyl napht hal ene) were detected in the subsurface soil at one

nonitoring well |ocation. A visible sheen and odor were noticed on the soil above the water table and on
drilling equipnent at this location. The soil contam nation is believed related to an old diesel UST.
However, fuel-related contami nation was not detected in groundwater fromthis nonitoring well. The diesel UST

was renoved in the late 1980s and replaced with a fiberglass UST. The fibergl ass UST was subsequently renoved
and repl aced with an above-ground tank.

Site 13 groundwater contamination in the area next to the DRMOis restricted to VOCs. G oundwater flow
direction in the Site 13 area is to the southeast, and the contam nated groundwater was detected downgradi ent
of three former UST locations. Two 5,000-gal |l on tanks were | ocated on the southern side and one 10, 000-gal |l on
tank was on the southeastern side of the DRMO These USTs were used to store waste fuels, oils, and
degreasing solvents, as well as the diesel fuel referred to above (R F. Wston, Inc., 1983). The two USTs on
the southern side of Site 13 were renoved in the late 1980s; the UST on the southeastern side of the DRMO was
renoved in COctober 1989. Soil were not renoved with the USTs.

Monitoring wells directly downgradi ent of the UST | ocations on the southeastern and southern sides of Site 13
(MW GZA3 and MW 1303) have shown decreasi ng VOC contami nation through tine. MW GZA3 i s downgradi ent of the
sout hwestern USTs renoved in 1986. Before renoval of the eastern UST, levels of 1,2-DCE exceeded 700 ng/L in
MM 1303. Goundwater sanpling at MV 1303 after the UST was renoved denonstrated that 1,2-DCE | evel s had
decreased to 63 ng/L. These data indicate that the decrease in VOC concentrations is a result of the UST
renoval s.

Eastern Plume. The contam nated groundwat er downgradi ent of Sites 4, 11, and 13 is referred to as the Eastern
Plume. The distribution of contam nants within this plune was determ ned by sanpling nonitoring wells and

pi ezonetric cone penetroneter testing sanpling. Based on the sanpling results, an area of VOG- contam nated
groundwat er was identified northeast, east, and southeast of Sites 4, 11, and 13. Total VOC concentrations
within the Eastern Plume vary fromlow | evel s near the plune boundary, to concentrations as high as 12, 000
ng/L within the plune. G oundwater contam nation has not been observed in bedrock nmonitoring wells within the
pl ume boundary or east of the plune.

G oundwater flow at the site occurs within an unconfined to seni-confined aquifer system conposed primarily
of transitional stratified silty sands and coarse sands. These transitional soil overlay a gl acio-narine,
clay considered to be an underlying aquitard to the shallow groundwater flow system The clay unit ranges
fromabout 20 to 60 feet thick, and is found throughout nost of the Eastern Plune area. Tlhe transitional
soil are separated into an upper stratified sandy silt unit and a | ower coarse sand unit. Schenatic

depi ctions of the geology of the Eastern Plune area in east-west and north-south orientations are shown in
Figures 3 and 4, respectively.

<| M5 SRC 98004D>
<| M5 SRC 98004E>

In general, VOCs occur within the | ower coarse sand unit. Goundwater flowis generally to the southeast at
the site, although radial flow away fromthe source areas al so occurs. Goundwater flowis largely influenced
by Mere Brook and Merriconeag Stream Average hydraulic conductivities at the site range from9.4 feet per
day (ft/day) for the coarse sands, 0.5 ft/day in the stratified silts, and 0.11 ft/day for the stream bottom
sedi ments. G oundwat er seepage velocities range from1,200 feet per year (ft/yr) in the vicinity of the
source areas to 85 ft/yr in the vicinity of the clay trough area. Downward vertical gradients exist near the
source areas with upward gradi ents generally present throughout the renaining portions of the site. See the
Draft Final Supplenental RI Report (E.C. Jordan Co., 1991) for addition discussion and data.



G oundwat er nmonitoring is underway which nmonitors the plume boundaries. To date, no evidence of contami nation
fromthe Eastern Plune has been found in any surface water bodies. The ultinate di scharge zone for the
cont am nat ed groundwat er has been predicted to be to |ocal surface water. Although the affected portion of
the aquifer is not currently being used, the groundwater is a potential drinking water source. The
groundwat er monitoring plan will track changes in contam nati on concentrations and potential mgration. A
nore detail ed discussion of the hydrol ogy and contami nant distribution in the Eastern Plume is in the Draft

Fi nal Supplemental R (E C. Jordan Co., 1991).

A risk assessnment was perforned to estinate the probability and magnitude of potential adverse human heal th
and environnmental effects from exposure to contam nants associated with the Sites 4, 11, and 13. The risk
assessnent foll owed a four step process

1) contam nant identification identified those hazardous substances that, given the specifics of the
site, were of significant concern

2) exposure assessnent identified current or future potential exposure pathways, characterized the
potentially exposed popul ati ons, and determ ned the extent of possible exposure

3) toxicity assessnment considered the types and nagnitude of adverse health effects associated with
exposure to hazardous substances; and

4) ri sk characterization integrated the three previous steps to summari ze the potential and actual
car ci nogeni ¢ and non-car ci nogeni c ri sks posed by hazardous substances at the site.

Car ci nogeni ¢ and noncarci nogenic risks are quantitatively evaluated for each site. Carcinogenic risks are
conpared to the USEPA target carcinogenic risk range of 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6, and to the NEDEP naxi num
acceptabl e incremental |ifetime carcinogenic risk of 1x10 -5. Noncarci nogeni c risks are conpared to the USEPA
noncar ci nogeni ¢ Hazard I ndex (H)of 1.0 (USEPA, 1989b).

A. HUMAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT

Human health risks associated with contam nant exposure at Sites 4, 11, and 13 and the Eastern Plume were
estimated based on anal ytical data collected during Sanpling Rounds | through IV, and are presented in
Appendi x Q of the Draft Final Rl (E C Jordan Co., 1990b). Analytical data collected during the

Post - Screeni ng Work Pl an were reviewed and additional risk estimates cal cul ated for exposure to contam nated
soil at Site 11. The groundwater data collected as part of the Post-Screening Wrk Plan were consistent with
earlier data and additional risk calculations were not considered necessary. No additional contaninants of
concern or routes of exposure were identified. These data are presented in the Draft Final Supplenmental R
report (E. C. Jordan Co., 1991).

The baseline risk assessnent identified ingestion of groundwater as the route of exposure associated with a
human health risk. VOCs were detected in the Eastern Plune at concentrations exceedi ng drinking water
standards (e.g., MlLs and MEGs) and heal t h-based criteria (e.g., maxi numcontam nant |evel goals and

Ref erence Doses). Although groundwater in the Eastern Plune is not currently used for potabl e purposes, human
health risks associated with exposure to groundwater were considered. The contam nants of concern in
groundwat er include 1, 1-dichloroethylene (1,1-DCE), DCA, 1,2-DCE, TCA, TCE, and PCE. These contam nants, and
their respective MCLs and MEGs, are listed in Table 1. Benzene, |ead, and cadm umwere elininated as

contami nants of concern based on their |ow concentrations and frequency of detection. This rationale is
consi stent with USEPA gui dance for sel ecting contam nants of concern (USEPA, 1989a and b). The decrease in
concentrations observed in the wells i medi ately downgradi ent of Site 13 nay be attributed to the renoval of
t he USTs.

Ri sks associated with exposure to contam nants through direct contact and ingestion of soil were eval uated
separately for Sites 4, 11, and 13. These risk estimates are presented in Appendix Q of the Draft Final R
and the Supplenental R reports (E C Jordan Co., 1990b and 1991). Mninal health risks were associated with
exposure to surface soil at Sites 4 and 13. The area of potential contanmination at Site 4 is |ocated beneath
the eastern portion of Building 584, effectively limting any potential exposure. Contanination in surface
soil at Site 13 was linmted to DDT. However, the maxi num detected concentration (i.e., 0.02 ng/kg) of this
conmpound is below | evels considered to present a health risk (direct contact and incidental ingestion
exposure). The quantitative risk estinates calculated for Site 13 (residual scenario) range from3 x 10 -9 to
6 x 10 -10 for increnmental carcinogenic risks and 0.00005 to 0.000003 for noncarcinogenic H's. These risk
estimates are well bel ow the USEPA target risk range (10 -4 to 10 -6) and the MEDEP maxi mum i ncrenental risk
(10 -5) for carcinogenic risks, and an H of 1.0 for noncarcinogenic risks (Appendix Q Draft Final R).

Addi tional soil sanples were collected at Site 11 during the Post-Screening Wrk Plan to better delineate the
distribution of contam nation in the source area. Analytical results indicated that surface soi
contam nation (i.e., dow to 1 foot bgs) was limted to one test pit location (i.e., TP-1106). SVOCs and



inorganic netals were the only contam nants detected in this sanple. The pol ynucl ear aromatic hydrocarbon
(PAH) conpounds fl uorant hene, benzo(b)fl uoranthene and benzo(k)fl uoranthene were detected at a total
concentration of 2.8 ng/kg. The sum of benzo(b)fl uoranthene and benzo(Kk)fl uoranthene (probable carcinogenic
PAHs) concentrations was 1.8 ng/kg. Human health risks were estimated based on exposure to the naxi mum
detected PAH concentrati on. These conpounds were consi dered contam nants of concern. No VOCs were detected in
surface soil at Site 11. The distribution of contanmination at Site 11 was simlar to those observed at fire
training areas at other mlitary installations. This distribution is characterized by m nimal surface soil
contami nation with much greater contam nation in deeper soils. The noncarcinogenic H was less than 1.0. The
lifetine increnental carcinogenic risk for direct contact and incidental ingestion exposure was 6.7 x10 -5
The carcinogenic risk estimate fell within the USEPA target risk range of 10 -4 to 10 -6, but slightly
exceeded t he MEDEP maxi mum acceptabl e risk of 1x10 -5

B. ECOLOA CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT

An ecol ogi cal risk assessnment evaluated the potential risks to terrestrial organi snms from contani nant
exposure at Sites 4, 11, and 13 (E. C Jordan Co., 1990b). Since sanpling fromboth the renedia

investigation and the current |ong-termnonitoring programhas determ ned that the Eastern Plume has not

m grat ed beyond the nost downgradient wells (i.e., MW230A MN231A&B, MN318), exposure to aquatic receptors
in Harpswell Cove has not been evaluated. If the Eastern Plume does mgrate and di scharge to surface water
potential exposure may result. |If it appears that the plume has mgrated beyond the nost downgradi ent points,
the Navy will institute additional downgradi ent nonitoring wells and/or conduct nonitoring in surface water.

The ecol ogi cal risk assessment evaluated the risks to terrestrial receptors fromsoil contam nant exposure.
As discussed, relatively | ow concentrations (e.g., 0.02 ng/kg of DDT and 1.8 ng/kg of PAHs) of surface soi
contam nati on have been detected at these sites. The risk assessnent concluded that exposure to soi

contami nants by terrestrial receptors appears mnimal (E C Jordan Co., 1990b). Therefore, no renedia
response acti on objectives were devel oped

VI1. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENI NG OF ALTERNATI VES

Since Sites 4, 11, and 13 require no further action under CERCLA, this section applies only to the Eastern

Pl ume. Additional groundwater remediation alternatives were not devel oped because alternatives for the
Eastern Plume were developed in the Feasibility Study prior to the issuance of the ROD. Since the issuance of
the InterimROD, existing data no longer indicate Sites 4, 11, and 13 are major source areas of the Eastern
Pl ume. Therefore, it was unnecessary to reopen the FS or to devel op additional alternatives.

A STATUTORY REQUI REMENTS/ RESPONSE OBJECTI VES

The primary goal at NPL and sinmilar sites is to undertake renedial actions that are protective of human
health and the environment. Sections 120 and 121 of CERCLA establish several statutory requirenents and
preferences, including: a requirenent that the renedial action, when conplete, nmust conply with all federa
and nore stringent state environnmental standards, requirements, criteria or limtations, unless a waiver is
invoked; a requirenment that the renedial action is cost-effective and uses permanent sol utions and
alternative treatnent technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable; and a
preference for renedies that include treatment to pernanently and significantly reduce the toxicity,

nmobi lity, or volune of hazardous substances as a principal elenment over renedies not involving such
treatnment. Response alternatives were devel oped to be consistent with these congressional nmandates.



TABLE 1
COVPARI SON OF CONTAM NANTS | N GROUNDWATER ( EASTERN PLUVE)
TO MAXI MUM CONTAM NANT LEVELS
AND MAI NE MAXI MUM EXPOSURE GUI DELI NES

SI TES 4, 11, 13, AND EASTERN PLUVE ROD
NAS BRUNSW CK

RANGE OF CONCENTRATI ONS DETECTED

SHALLOW VELLS DEEP WELLS FEDERAL STATE
(NEAR SOURCE) ( DOANGRADI ENT) MCLs MEGs
COVPOUND (ppb) (ppb) (ppb) (ppb)
1, 1- DCE ND- 6 ND- 1, 810 7 7
1, 1- DCA ND- 130 ND- 170 - 5(70*%*)
cis-1, 2- DCE 63- 680* ND- 98* 70 70
trans-1, 2- DCE * * 100 70
1,1,1-TCA 13-1, 200 11-11, 000 200 200
TCE 5-770 6- 2, 800 5 5
PCE ND- 42 ND- 68 5 3
Not es
* Di chl oroet hene was reported by the | aboratory as total (i.e., the distinction between cis-
and trans- was not determi ned).
** revi sed MEG reconmended by State of Maine on June 19, 1995

MCL Maxi mum Cont am nant Leve
VEG Maxi mum Exposure Cui del i ne
ND Not det ect ed

ppb parts per billion

Based on types of contam nants, environmental media of concern, and potential exposure pathways, renedial
action objectives were developed to mtigate existing and future potential threats to human health and the
envi ronnent. These response objectives are:

1. To minimze further mgration of the Eastern Plune

2. To mnimze any future negative inpact to surface water resulting fromdi scharge of contam nated
groundwat er .

3. To reduce the potential risk associated with ingestion of contam nated groundwater to acceptable
| evel s.

4. To restore the aquifer.

B. TECHNOLOGY AND ALTERNATI VE DEVELOPMENT AND SCREEN NG

In making the transition froman interimaction to a final action, additional renmedial action alternatives
were not devel oped because the FS report identified and anal yzed alternatives for both source and groundwat er
contam nation. The Navy's selection of the interimremedial action as the final action is the result of a
conpr ehensi ve eval uati on of different groundwater treatnent options.

The FS report described and eval uated five alternatives: no action; groundwater extraction and treatnent; and
three different source control options for Site 11 in conjunction with groundwater extraction and treatnent.
Si nce groundwater extraction and treatment was common to each treatment alternative and because it was
desirable to stop the migration, an interimrenedial action for groundwater was chosen. It was acknow edged
that groundwater extraction and treatnent could be part of a final site remedy even if additional tine were
taken to evaluate a source control alternative for Site 11. The decision to take an interimaction provided a
tinely response to the migration of the Eastern Plune groundwater contam nation



In the tine since the InterimROD, the Navy conducted two renoval actions at Site 11 under their renova
authority. Existing data no longer indicate Sites 4, 11 and 13, are nmjor source areas of the Eastern Pl une.
Therefore, no source control alternatives are evaluated and only groundwater extraction and treatnent will be
di scussed further in this final ROD.

VI11. DESCR PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VE

This section summari zes the renedial action for the Eastern Plume. The remedi al action consists of

extraction, treatnent, and di scharge of treated groundwater. The extraction systemconsists of five
groundwat er extraction wells that are designed to hydraulically contain the plume and reduce contam nation

t hroughout the plune. A nonitoring program has been devel oped to ensure that the renedial action obtains
hydraul i c capture of the Eastern Plune. Changes to the renedial action will be nade if the nonitoring results
deternmine that the renedial action does not achieve hydraulic capture of the plume or that such changes woul d
inmprove the effectiveness and/or efficiency of the renedial action

Extracted groundwater is treated to renove iron and nmanganese. |f iron and nanganese are not renoved, they
would interfere with the VOC treatnent processes. The VOC treatnent technology for the renedial action is
ultraviolet(UV)/oxidation. The effluent is sanpled to ensure that the water neets appropriate di scharge
requi renents.

Di scharge of the treated water is through a new sewer connection fromthe on-site treatment building to the
public sewer systemfor conveyance to the |ocal POTW A discharge permt with the Brunswi ck POTWoutlines
specific discharge linitations

QO her discharge nethods were considered, and at |least one, infiltration of treated water back into the
aqui fer upgradient of the. Eastern Plune, is potentially feasible. In the event that circunstances nake
di scharge to the POTWundesirable, the Navy may evaluate infiltration again, and with the concurrence of
USEPA and MEDEP, may propose to change the discharge nmethod to infiltration into the aquifer

I X, SUMVARY CF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S CF ALTERNATI VES

This section applies to only the Eastern Plume renedial action. Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several
factors that at a minimumnust be considered in the assessnent of alternatives. Building upon these specific
statutory mandates the National Contingency Plan articulates nine evaluation criteria to be used in assessing
the individual remedial alternatives.

A. OVERALL PROTECTI ON OF HUVAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONMENT

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment addresses how an alternative as a whole will protect
human health and the environnent. This includes an assessnent of how human health and environnental risks are
properly elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional
controls.

The remedi al action for addressing groundwater contam nation provi des overall protection of hurman health and
the environnent. Protection is provided by contai nnent of the plunme to prevent the mgration of contam nated
groundwater to currently uncontam nated areas, and by restoration of the aquifer to potentially allow the
future use of the aquifer. A long-term groundwater nonitoring programis included to provide data to verify
the effectiveness of the renmedial action, or for nodifying the remedial action as necessary.

B. COWPLI ANCE W TH APPL| CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI RENMENTS

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) addresses whether or not a renmedy
conmplies Wth all state and federal environnental and public health |aws and/or provides grounds for invoking
a waiver. Alist of ARARs is included in Appendix B of this ROD. The renedial action for the Eastern Plume is
designed to nmeet action- and chemical -specific ARARs for the discharge of treated groundwater and di sposal of
sludge resulting fromthe pretreatnment process. Al location-specific ARARs are al so net.

C._LONG TERM EFFECTI VENESS AND PERVANENCE

Long-term Effecti veness and Pernmanence refers to the ability of an alternative to maintain reliable
protection of human health and the environnment over tine once cleanup goals are net.

The remedial action is expected to fulfill the cleanup objectives by preventing migration of the plune and by
renoving and treating the water



D. REDUCTION OF TOXIAI TY, MOBILITY, OR VOUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treatnent are three principal nmeasures of the overal
performance of an alternative. The 1986 anendments to the Superfund statute enphasize that, whenever

possi bl e, the USEPA should select a remedy that uses a treatment process to permanently reduce the |evel of
toxicity of contam nants at a site, the spread of contam nants away fromthe source of contam nation, and the
vol ume or anount of contam nation at a site.

The purpose of groundwater extraction and treatnent for the Eastern Plune is to prevent further mgration of
contam nants and to restore the aquifer. Five extraction wells, placed within the plunme, control plune

m gration and reduce groundwater contam nant concentrations. The extraction wells are designed to address the
majority of the Eastern Plune contami nation which is |located in deeper portions of the aquifer. G oundwater
fromthe extraction wells is treated using UV/ oxidation for the volatile organi c conmpounds. Treatnent of the
extracted water permanently reduces the toxicity and nobility of contaninants

E. SHORT- TERM EFFECTI VENESS

Short-term Effectiveness refers to the |ikelihood of adverse inpacts on hunman health or the environment that
nmay be posed during the construction and inplenentation of an alternative until cleanup goals are achieved.
I'n continuing the operation of the groundwater extraction and treatment system no short-terminpacts are
expected since no significant construction is antici pated.

E. | MPLEMENTABI LI TY

Inpl ementability refers to the technical and administrative feasibility of an alternative, including the

avai lability of naterials and services needed to inplenent the alternative. There are no inplenmentability
issues with continuing the operation of the groundwater extraction and treatment system As part of discharge
requi renents, the Navy provides the Brunswick Sewer District with nonthly reports detailing sanpling and

anal ysis results and total volunmes of treated water

G COsT

Cost includes the capital (up-front) cost of inplenenting an alternative as well as the cost of operating and
mai ntaining the alternative over the projected life of the renedial action. Because the groundwater
extraction and treatnent system has al ready been constructed, the, capital costs of the renedial alternative
are mnimal. Annual costs are estinmated at approxi mately $725,000 per year, not including 5-year reviews. The
total present worth cost estimate is $8,450,000, and is presented in Appendix E, Cost Estimate for the

Sel ect ed Remnedy.

H_STATE ACCEPTANCE

State Acceptance addresses whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the state concurs
with, opposes, or has no comment on the alternative the Navy proposes for the remedial action

As a party to the FFA, the State of Miine provided comments on the Sites 4, 11, and 13 proposed plan and
docunented its concurrence with the remedial action. A copy of the letter of concurrence is presented in
Appendi x C of this ROD.

1. COVMUNI TY ACCEPTANCE

Communi ty Acceptance addresses whether the public concurs with the Navy's Proposed Plan. The community has
access to docunents pertaining to Sites 4, 11 and 13 and the Eastern Plune in the Adm nistrative Record
which resides at the Curtis Menorial Library in Brunswick, Mine. Alist of these docunents is included as
Appendi x D. Community acceptance of the Eastern Plume Proposed Pl an was eval uated based on coments received
at the public neetings and during the public comrent period for that plan. This was documented in the

Responsi veness Summary for the Eastern Plume InterimROD and the Responsiveness Summary attached to this ROD

(Appendi x A).

X. THE SELECTED REMEDY

Since the soils at Sites 4, 11, and 13 require no action under CERCLA, this section applies only to the
Eastern Pl une.



A, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTI ON AND TREATMENT

I'n June 1992, the Navy and the USEPA, with concurrence of the MEDEP, signed an InterimROD for construction
of a groundwater extraction and treatnent systemfor the Eastern Plune. The system which began operation in
May 1995, includes pretreatnent to renove inorganics, UV oxidation to destroy volatile organic conmpounds,

di scharge of treated water to the |ocal POTW and periodic disposal of filter press sludge fromthe
inorganics treatnent process. The renedial action was designed to: prevent further novenent of contami nants
toward surface water; reduce concentrations of contamnants in the portions of the plume with the highest
level s; and, together with natural degradation, result in the attai nment of cleanup |evels throughout the
plume over a tine period estinmated to be between 13 and 71 years. Wen operating at full capacity, the system
treats approximately 110 gall ons per mnute of groundwater.

It is the Navy's objective to attain the groundwater renediation goals, shown in Table 2, throughout the
Eastern Plume area. G oundwater extraction and treatrment is generally the nost effective method of reducing
concentrations of highly contam nated groundwater, but may be | ess effective in further reducing |ow | evels
of contam nation to achieve renediation goals. Natural attenuation nay play a vital role in achieving the
final increnent of cleanup once the groundwater extraction and treatnent systemreaches the point of

di m ni shing returns. USEPA, MEDEP, and the public will review all proposed changes, and all comments received
by the Navy will be addressed, prior to inplenenting any changes to the final renedy.

B. GROUNDWATER MONI TORI NG

Begi nning in March 1995, the Navy has been col |l ecti ng groundwater sanples at regular intervals froma network
of 39 nonitoring wells throughout the Eastern Plune area. This long-termnonitoring programis designed to
neasure the performance of the groundwater extraction system and ensure that the contami nants currently in
the groundwater do not continue migrating towards surface water. The Navy will be revising the nunber of
wells to refine the coverage in the area Sites 4, 11, and 13. The actual nunber of wells and their |ocations
will be determned in discussions with USEPA and MEDEP. The groundwater nonitoring plan will be revised and
reviewed and approved by USEPA, MEDEP, and the community. The goals of the plan are as follows:

. provide a tiered approach to attain the requirements of N EDEP water quality standards;

. moni tor changes in the plune boundaries and potential nigration pathways;

. noni tor changes in the groundwater contam nation;

. nonitor the effectiveness of the renedial action for the protection of human health and the
envi ronnent ; and

. nonitor the treatment plant effluent.

The Navy issues monitoring reports after each sanpling event and an annual report that eval uates the progress
the systemis nmaking towards attaining renedial action objectives. The Navy will continue this nonitoring
programuntil it is no | onger necessary, as decided in consultation with the USEPA and the MEDEP.

TABLE 2
GROUNDWATER REMEDI ATI ON GOALS

SI TES 4, 11, 13, AND EASTERN PLUVE ROD
NAS BRUNSW CK

COVPOUND FEDERAL MCL MAI NE MEG REMEDI ATI ON GOAL
( PPB) (PPB) ( PPB)

1, 1- DCE 7 7 7
1, 1- DCA - 5 (70*%) 5
1, 2- DCA 5 5 5
cis-1,2-DCE 70 70 70
trans-1, 2- DCE 100 70 70
1,1, 1-TCA 200 200 200
1,1, 2-TCA 5 3 3
TCE 5 5 5
PCE 5 3 3
Not es:

- Not avail abl e

MCL Maxi mum Cont am nant Level

MEG Maxi mum Exposure Qui del i ne

ppb parts per billion

*x revi sed MEG recommended by State of Mine on June 19, 1995



C._FI VE- YEAR REVI EWS

Because the Eastern Plume renedy will result in hazardous substances remaining in on-site groundwater above
heal t h-based | evels for a period estimated to exceed five years, a review of the nmonitoring data will be
conducted at |east every five years to ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protection of
human health and the environnent. Based on this evaluation, the Navy may propose nodifications to the fina
remedy. Possible revisions could include changes to the |ocation, nunber, or operation of extraction wells,
nodi fications to the long-termnonitoring program changes to the treatnent plant configuration, and/or
termnation of the groundwater treatnent system In addition, conditions at Sites 4, 11, and 13 will be
evaluated to determ ne whether additional actions may be necessary at those sites. For exanple, if Building
584 was to be renoved the need for additional sanpling in that area will be assessed.

D COsT

The present worth cost of operating the groundwater extraction and treatnent system conducting |long-term
groundwat er nmonitoring and performng five-year reviews is approxi mately $8, 450, 000. The present worth cost
anal ysis is included in Appendix E

XlI. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The remedi al action selected for inplementation at NAS Brunswick for Sites 4, 11, 13, and the Eastern Plune
is consistent with CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan. The final renedy
will be protective of human health and the environnent, attain ARARs, and be cost-effective. The sel ected
remedy al so satisfies the statutory preference for treatnent that permanently and significantly reduces the
toxicity, mobility, or volune of hazardous substances as a principal elenent. Additionally, the selected
remedy uses alternate treatnment technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogi es to the nmaxi num extent
practicabl e.

Al though the Feasibility Study eval uated both source control and groundwater alternatives, the decision to
sel ect groundwater extraction and treatnent was taken because there was a concern with controlling the
mgration of the Eastern Plune. Since it was a conmon conponent of all the renedial alternatives, it was
acknow edged that groundwater extraction and treatment could be consistent with the final renedy and the only
di fference woul d be the source control alternative for Site 11. In the tine since the InterimRCD, the Navy
conducted two renoval actions at Site 11 under their renoval authority obviating the need for further action
under their program It was, therefore, not necessary to reopen the Feasibility Study and devel op renedi al
alternatives for the Eastern Plune.

A._THE SELECTED REMEDY 1S PROTECTI VE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONVENT

The selected remedy at this site will permanently reduce the risks posed to human health and the environment
by elimnating, reducing, or controlling exposures to human and environnental receptors through treatnent;
nore specifically, protection is provided by contai nnent of the plume to prevent the mgration of

contam nated groundwater to currently uncontam nated areas, and by permanent reduction of contam nant
concentrations in the water through treatment. The selected renedy treats extracted groundwater to |evels
that are protective of human health, posing human health risks that are bel ow the USEPA and MEDEP i ncrenent al
cancer risk targets and are |less than the Hazard Quotient of 1.0 for noncarcinogens. Finally, continuation of
groundwat er extraction and treatnment does not pose any unacceptable short-termrisks or cross-media inpacts,
there is little danger to workers or the community during treatment and the contam nants renoved will be

dest royed.

B. THE SELECTED REMEDY ATTAINS ARARs

This remedy will attain all applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and state requirenments that apply
to this final action. The selected renedy for the Eastern Plune will neet the federal and state ARARs |isted
in Appendi x B

C._THE SELECTED REMEDI AL ACTION | S COST- EFFECTI VE

The selected renedy is cost-effective, that is, the remedy affords overall effectiveness proportional to its
costs. The Navy eval uated the overall effectiveness of the renedial action by assessing the rel evant three
criteria: long-termeffectiveness and permanence, reduction in toxicity, nobility, and vol une through
treatment; and short-termeffectiveness, in conbination. The relationship of the overall effectiveness of
this remedial alternative was determned to be proportional to its costs.



D. THE SELECTED REMEDY UTI LI ZES PERVANENT SOLUTI ONS AND ALTERNATI VE TREATMENT OR RESOURCE RECOVERY
TECHNOL.OG ES TO THE MAXI MUM EXTENT PRACTI CABLE

The sel ected renedy uses permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogi es or resource recovery

t echnol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable. The selected remedy was eval uated for the bal ance of
trade-offs in terms of: (1) long-termeffectiveness and permanence; (2) reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or
vol ume through treatnent; (3) short-termeffectiveness; (4) inplementability; and (5) cost. The bal anci ng
test enphasi zed | ong-term effectiveness and pernmanence and the reduction of toxicity, nmobility, and vol une
through treatnent; and considered the preference for treatment as a principal elenent, the bias against
off-site land disposal of untreated waste, and community and state acceptance. The final renedial action
provi des the best bal ance of trade-offs anmong these criteria prior to determnation of a final renedy.

E. THE SELECTED REMEDY SATI SFI ES THE PREFERENCE FOR TREATMVENT WH CH PERVANENTLY AND SI GNI FI CANTLY REDUCES THE
TOXIATY, MOBILITY, OR VOUME OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AS A PRI NCI PAL EL EMENT

The principal elenment of the selected renedy is the extraction of groundwater and treatnment with
UV oxi dation. The final renedial action satisfies the statutory preference for treatnent as a principa
el ement by destroying contamnants in the extracted groundwater with UV/ oxidation.

XI'1. DOCUMENTATI ON OF NO SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Navy presented a Proposed Plan for Sites 4, 11, and 13 (ABB-ES, 1996). The Proposed Pl an described the
Navy's decision to pursue No Further Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13. In addition, the final renedy for the
Eastern Plume will be the sane as has been inplenented as an interimrenedy for groundwater: extraction
treatnent, and di scharge. No significant changes have been made to the No Action decision stated in the Sites
4, 11, and 13 Proposed Pl an

X 11. STATE ROLE
MEDEP has reviewed the RI Report and Proposed Plan, and indicated its support for the selected renedy. MEDEP

concurs with the selected remedy for NAS Brunswick Sites 4, 11, and 13, and the Eastern Plume. A copy of the
letter of concurrence is presented in Appendix C of this ROD.



GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVI ATI ONS

ABB- ES ABB Environnmental Services, Inc.

ARARs applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents

bgs bel ow ground surface

CERCLA Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (the Superfund
statute)

DCA 1, 1- di chl or oet hane

1, 1- DCE 1, 1- di chl or oet hyl ene
1,2-DCE 1, 2-dichl oroet hyl ene

DDT di chl or odi phenyl tri chl or oet hane
DNAPL dense non-aqueous phase |iquid
DRMO Def ense Reutilization and Marketing O fice
FFA Federal Facility Agreemnent

FS Feasibility Study

FTA Fire Training Area

ft/day feet per day

ft/yr feet per year

HI Hazard | ndex

I AS Initial Assessment Study

| RP Installation Restoration Program
MCL maxi mum cont am nant | evel

MEDEP Mai ne Department of Environnental Protection
MEG maxi mum exposur e gui del i ne

my/ kg mlligrans per kil ogram

VBL nean sea | evel

MV noni toring well

NAS Naval Air Station

NPL National Priorities List

PAH pol ynucl ear aromatic hydrocar bon
PCE tetrachl oroet hyl ene

POTW publicly owned treatment works
RAB Restorati on Advi sory Board

RI Remedi al 1 nvestigation

ROD Record of Deci sion

svoC semi vol atil e organi ¢ conpound
TCA 1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane

TCE trichl oroet hyl ene

TCL Target Conpound Li st

TRC Techni cal Review Committee

1g/ kg m crograns per kil ogram

lg/L m crograns per liter

USEPA U S. Environnental Protection Agency
USTs under ground st orage tanks

w ul travi ol et

\Yeo vol atil e organi c compound
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APPENDI X A

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
AND
PUBLI C MEETI NG TRANSCRI PT

The Navy held a 30-day comrent period from Cctober 11 to Novenber 9, 1996, to provide an opportunity for the
public to coment on the Proposed Plan and ot her docunents devel oped for Sites 4, 11, 13 and the Eastern
Plume. Sites 4, 11, 13 and the Eastern Plunme are located at the Naval Air Station Brunsw ck Superfund Site,
in Brunswi ck, Mine. The Proposed Plan is the docurment that recommends an alternative to address a site

The Navy nmade a recommendation of its preferred alternative in the Sites 4, 11, and 13 Proposed Pl an. The
Proposed Pl an was issued on Cctober 8, 1996, before the start of the comment period. Al docunents on which
the preferred alternative is based were placed in the Admnistrative Record for review The Adm nistrative
Record is a collection of the docurments considered by the Navy when choosing the renedial action for Sites 4,
11, 13 and the Eastern Plune.

The Navy received no witten comments on the Proposed Plan during the 30-day public coment period. Several
verbal questions and comrents were offered at the public neeting on Cctober 17, 1996. Many of these were
seeking clarifications of the informati on being presented at the nmeeting, or were pointing out subjects that
were not covered in the technical presentation but were of interest to the public. Responses were provided
verbally for each question and comment during the neeting, and these are docunented in the Public Meting
Transcript, which is attached to this Responsiveness Sunmary. There were no comments that indicated

di sagreenent with the proposed renedy.

The Navy is selecting the No Further Action Alternative for Sites 4, 11, and 13. In addition, the Eastern
Plume interimaction is being selected as the final action for the groundwater contanination associated with
these sites. Since May 1995, an extraction, treatnent, and di scharge system has been in place to contain the
Eastern Plunme. The Eastern Plune renedial action also consists of |ong-termgroundwater nonitoring to neasure
the performance of the extraction systemand to ensure that the contami nants currently in the groundwater do
not continue mgrating towards surface water.
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MR APRAHAM M/ nane is Greg Apraham and
tonight we are going to tal k about the proposed
plan for the sites 4, 11 and 13 on the Naval Air
Station, that the renedial advisory board, a
wor ki ng group of both the State and Federal
regul ators, Naval personnel, as well as the
citizens representative of the Town of Brunsw ck
and the BACSE group, that has been working on this
for several years.

The people at the front table is our new
Commandi ng O ficer, Captain Carter; he took over
Septenber 6th. Bob Limis fromEPA Region 1.

Jeff Brandow is the Project Manager from ABB
Environnental in Portland; he is our consultant on
the work. Next to himis Nancy Beardsley, who is
the Mai ne DEP Project Manager, and then Fred Evans
who works for the Naval Command down in

Phi | adel phi a, Pennsylvania, who's the techni cal
contract folks, as well as the technical experts
for the Navy in his field. And the |ady down the
end of the table is the court reporter.

There is a nailing list sign-up sheet out at
the table out here in the ante room There is a
conplete and full admnistrative record of the
entire renedial work, investigation and feasibility
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studies that the Navy has undertaken at the Naval
Air Station at the Curtis Menorial Library. It has
all of the records, all of the proposed plans, if
anybody cares to see anything. Al of the
docunents that have been produced over the years
are over there.

There is also a proposed plan for what we're
| ooking to tal k about tonight, Sites 4, 11 and 13,
also out in the ante roomby the sign-out table.
And the court reporter is here to record the public
hearing because it becones part of the public
record, and there will be a question-and-coment
period at the end of the presentation.

Havi ng said that, I"'mgoing to turn this over
to Jeff to do the presentation with regard to the
proposed plan. Ch, I'msorry. Captain Carter has
a few renarks.

Captain Carter: Cood evening. Again, ny name
is Captain Fred Carter, as was stated took over
comrand on 6th of Septenber. Again, 1'd like to
wel cone you all to this public meeting to present
the Navy's proposed plans for Sites 4, 11 and 13.
The neeting is the latest in a series of public
forums where the Navy presents for public input its
pl an for the environnental cleanup of the Navy Air

BROM & MEYERS
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Station, Brunswick.

Toni ght you will be hearing about the Navy's
proposed plans for the group of three sites, 4, 11
and 13. These sites constitute the sources of the
Eastern Plume as it is described, the subject that
many of you have heard about in the past and all of
you will hear about it again tonight. As |
understand it, the past has wi tnessed a great deal
of activity at the Naval Air Station, Brunswi ck.

W compl eted the work on 8 of 13 sites. And the
groundwat er treatment plant is actively treating
the Eastern Plune.

As nentioned, | took conmand of the Naval Ar
Station at Brunswick a little over a nmonth ago and
amcertainly a new menber of the team but
personal ly wanted to reassure all of you that I'm
fully committed to continuing the Installation
Restoration Program and the cleanup that will occur
fromthat. Qobviously, I'mlearning, as well as
per haps some of you out there, on all of the
aspects of the Installation Restoration Program at
Naval Air Station, Brunswi ck.

In the short time |'ve been here, however, the
Navy has -- but in front of you tonight the Navy
has assenbl ed a team of people here that are
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certainly experts on the subject and had a great
deal of interaction with the base in that regard.

Wth that I'Il allowthe teamto provide their
briefing, and | hope to learn as well as the rest
of you in answering your questions.

MR EVANS: W're here tonight for the public
nmeeting portion of the CERCLA or Superfund Process
Up to this point for Sites 4, 11 and 13, we've
perforned a renedial investigation and a
feasibility study. And as part of the process for
the record of decision for the end of the
feasibility study, we need to propose our plan to
the public and give the public a chance to conment
and recommend i f they have changes to what we want
to do.

This is a critical point in the process of
what we need to do. Follow ng the conpletion of
this meeting, any comments that are recorded as
part of this meeting or that are witten and mail ed
into nyself, as part of the public conments
period, will be addressed in the Responsiveness
Summary, which will be included as part of the
record. And then we will go into the design and
| ong-term noni toring operation phase of the
cl eanup.

BROM &  MEYERS
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And, with that 1'd like to turn it over to Jeff
Brandow of ABB to explain what we've done, what
we' ve proposed to do.

MR BRANDOW Thanks, Fred. | guess I'l
start off by saying that |I'mnot a professiona
public speaker; |'man engineer. And hopefully I
can try to avoid using a lot of technical jargon
and not make that too terribly boring. 1'd like to
do just a general overview background description
of the site that we're here to tal k about tonight
and then talk a little bit about sone of the
actions that the Navy has taken thus far to try to
address some of the environmental concerns that are
related to those sites and then quickly summari ze
the proposed plan, the fornal plan that the Navy is
proposing to nove forth fromthis point.

We're tal king about three of the original 13
installation restoration sites on the base, Sites
4, 11 and 13. They're located nore or less in the
east central portion of the Air Station, just south
of the major devel oped part of the installation

As you can see, these three sites are | ocated
quite close to each other. And it's just to orient
you here, this photograph was taken | ooking to the
south, so the orientation of the three sites is
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sort of reversed fromthat previous overhead. But
the three sites are located quite cl ose together
This has caused the Navy over the years to tend to
group these three sites together when they're

eval uating the inpact they may have had on the
environnent. W're going to continue doing that

t oni ght .

I"mgoing just quickly describe the three
sites. I"'mjust going right through in order and
will start with Site 4. 1'll just draw your
attention here for the nonent to this building
that's located at Site 4. Site 4 is known as the
forner acid and caustic waste disposal pit. This
was basically a hole in the ground about 4 feet by
4 feet and about 3 feet deep. It was used over a
period of approxinmately five years from 1969 to
1974 for disposal of waste liquids. Liquids were
essentially just dunped into the pit and allowed to
infiltrate.

Types of waste that generally were di sposed of
at the site were acidics and caustics, though there
are sone reports that there nmay have been sone
waste oils and waste sol vents al so di sposed of in
the pit. The pit no longer exists. It was filled
in and a building that | pointed out to you was
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built on top of that location. So this is not a
site that you can actually go out and see at this
poi nt .

Site 11, this is the former fire training area
on base. And it's probably the nore interesting of
the three sites. The fire training area is a
| ocati on where the emergency response crews woul d
go to practice their fire fighting training
exercises. Site 11 was used for at |least 30 years
for this purpose. In general, what woul d happen is
waste, flammabl e |iquids consisting of waste fuels,
waste oils, solvents, whatever was avail abl e, was
pl aced directly onto the ground and ignited, and
then the response crews woul d practice their fire
fighting techniques as they extinguished the fire

The site was upgraded in 1987 to include that
concrete pad you saw i n the previ ous photograph
And al so there was an underground storage tank
installed at that time to collect any excess
liquids that m ght have renmined at the end of the
traini ng exercise

In 1990 the Navy ceased its fire training
exercises at Site 11; and in fact, currently is not
conducting any fire training exercises with live
fires.

BROM & MEYERS
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And finally Site 13 is the DRMDO, or Defense
Reutilization and Marketing Office. This is the
facility on base that is -- that deals with surplus
and waste products. O nost interest at the DRMD
was the presence of three underground storage
tanks. These tanks were used to store wastes,
solvents, oils and waste fuels. The three tanks
have al|l been renoved. They were renoved in the
late '80s, and currently there are no underground
storage tanks at the DRMO

Fred al ready mentioned the CERCLA Process.
CERCLA, being the Superfund Process. That process
generally starts with a renedi al investigation and
feasibility study. And the renedial investigation
feasibility study activities at these sites
occurred over the 1989, 1990 tine frame. The
i nvestigation consisted of nunmerous soil and
groundwat er sanples collected fromaround the three
sites and adj acent areas.

I"mnot going to go through these studies in
any detail tonight. That's been done in previous
public neetings. And these docunents are avail abl e
at the Curtis Menorial Library for your reviewif
you woul d like additional information. |'mjust
going to hit on a couple of key points fromthese
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st udi es.

Probably the nost inportant finding fromthe
remedi al investigation was the identification of a
fairly extensive area of groundwater that is down
gradient or down stream if you will, of the three
sites. And this area of groundwater contains
site-related chem cals that we believe originated
fromthe three sites. This figure represents the
entire area enconpassing any |l ocation that we
actually had a detection of any of these chemcals.
It does not represent an area that exceeds any
particul ar nunber, but just any detection of
chem cals. This was as of 1991 when that -- when
that study was conpl eted

Now, |'ve referred to site-related chemcals
and just to let you know what |' mtal ki ng about
here, the chemcals that we see in the groundwater
that we believe are related to the site are
primarily solvents. And of these, probably
trichl oroethane and trichl oroethyl ene are the nost
abundant. These are both common degreasi ng
sol vents that have been used widely in industry and
used widely in the Air Station, as well as for
degr easi ng purposes and ot her purposes.

This table shows the target cleanup |evels
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that were established for the interimrenedi al
action in the ROD. I'mkind of getting ahead of
nyself there. Let's set that aside for a nonent

Now, the feasibility study is a report that

eval uates the cleanup options that are available to
address the contamination that's identified in the
remedi al investigation. In the feasibility study
we've identified three principle conclusions that
are related to the three sites we're tal ki ng about
t oni ght..

And the first is, of course, there was
groundwater in that Eastern Plunme area that has
been identified that exceeded drinking water
standards. Nobody is currently drinking that
groundwater. There are no wells in that area, and
nobody uses it as a drinking-water source, but
because there is the potential that at sone point
in the future sonebody could use that water as a
drinking -- water-well source, we have used a very
conservative evaluation criteria, which is drinking
wat er standards

The second concl usion that we came to was that
the soils, the surface and subsurface soils at the
three sites, did not pose a risk fromdirect
contact. In other words, if you were wal ki ng out
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on the site or even digging in the soil at the
site, you were not getting an exposure to chem cals
that was considered to be harnful to you. So the
concentration in the soils were not causing a
direct contact risk. However, we did conclude that
the soils at Site 11 could be causing a continued
groundwat er inpact and could be acting as a source
of continued groundwater contam nation.

Now, by source, you typically think of a
source as a landfill or a |eaking underground
storage tank or in the case of Site 4, a pit. But
even after you have renoved those types of itens,
you may still have an area of soil that has
absorbed contaminants. And then as rain falls on
the soil, it noves through the soil; it can nove
those contaninants down into the groundwater if the
concentrations are high enough. And we believe
that there was reason to believe that mght be the
case at Site 11 but not at the other two sites. So
we have basically two issues to deal with, the
groundwater in the Eastern Plunme and the soil at
Site 11.

Now, since the R and the FS have been
conpl eted, the Navy has taken a nunber of actions
to start to address those issues. And these

BROM & MEYERS



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

i nclude a coupl e of excavation activities at Site
11, the design and construction of a groundwater
extraction treatnent systemat the Eastern Plune
area and a groundwater nonitoring programto

eval uate the conditions in that groundwater in the
Eastern Plume. |1'11 go through each of these in a
little bit of detail.

MR HOLBROOK: Coul d you redefine Eastern
Pl unme for me, please?

MR BRANDOW Sure. A plume is an area of
groundwat er, groundwater being water that's down
beneath the ground. It fills the spaces between
the soil particles. And this is water that's
generally in the soil throughout the State of
Maine. It's what you sink your well into to get
drinking water. A plume is an area of groundwater
where you have detectible concentrati ons of
chemical s that nay have originated froma source
area. So you can think of it as an area of
groundwat er contam nation that has noved with the
groundwat er flow away fromthose sites.

MR HOLBROOK: Wiy do you say "Eastern"?

MR BRANDOW W call it the Eastern Pl une
primarily because it's |located on the eastern
portion of the base, along the eastern boundary of
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the base. That's all

Let ne talk first about the renoval action
that occurred at Site 11. The Navy di scovered
buried netallic objects at Site 11 in 1994 when
they were followi ng up sone verbal reports from
some of the forner fire fighting crews. And these
buried netal objects were thought to probably be
druns, possibly containing |iquid wastes. Because
a drumof liquid waste in the ground represents a
real potential threat of major inpact to
groundwat er, the Navy decided they wanted to go
ahead and get those materials out of there. So in
1994 the Navy | ocated and excavated those buried
netallic objects at Site 11. And they were
properly packaged and taken off-site to a permanent
facility for disposal. Also at that time they
renoved that underground storage tank that had been
tied to the fire training pad

In 1995, the Navy installed a series of
groundwat er extraction wells throughout the Eastern
Plume area. If you go out in that area today,
you'll see a series of five of these concrete
bl ocks, each of which contains a groundwater
extraction well, a well that's been placed into the
ground to try to capture that underground water
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The wells have been -- let me go back to an
earlier overhead, the one that shows the plune.
The wel | s have been | ocated generally in a north
south pattern through the plunme. There's five of
them And their nain purpose is, Nunber one, to
prevent this area of groundwater from noving any
further to the south toward Harpswell Cove, which
is -- it starts about down here. And then the
second objective is to begin the restoration of the
groundwat er system

Now, the water that's being punped fromthose
extraction wells is punped out of the ground and
sent to a groundwater treatnment plant that the Navy
has constructed on the Air Station. This was
desi gned and constructed by the Navy in 1995. The
treatment plant houses a series of tanks and
treatment units who's purpose is to renove the
chemcals fromthe groundwater. It's a fairly
conpl ex treatnent scheme. But the major treatnent
unit is -- this UW/ xidation Unit -- this is a
treatment unit where the organic chemcals, the
solvents that are in the groundwater are destroyed
by a conbination of ultraviolet Iight and hydrogen
peroxide. So this is where the actual treatnent

and the destruction of the chem cals occurs prior
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to the treated groundwater being discharged to a
sewer and then to the Brunsw ck treatment plant.

However, there's several additional treatnent
processes that have to occur before the water goes
into that system and this is mainly to prepare
that water so that the destruction unit is nore
efficient and nore effective.

I guess that | should point out that sone of
these have just recently been added. For instance
t hese processes here have been added to deal with a
cl oudy-water issue that we have found in a couple
of the wells. The water coming out of the wells is
cloudy due to very fine soil particles in the
water. |If that cloudy water were to get to the
treatment unit, it could interfere with the
effectiveness. So we're going to change the design
slightly to make sure that does not happen

I guess | should al so point out, though, that
the system has been operating effectively since its
start-up in the spring of 1995, and it has been
neeting its discharge standards that were set by
the treatment plant.

MR HOLBROOK: Water which cones into the
extraction wells, do you obtain that water because
there's a dug hole in the ground, or because it's a
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overgrown point, shall we say, that has been driven
into the ground?

MR BRANDOW It's a drilled well. W had a
large well-drilling unit cone out and drill a large
dianeter hole into the ground about a hundred feet
deep, and we placed a six-inch dianeter well.

MR HOLBROOK: Ckay. So six inches, about 100
feet, and the subnersible punp is down at the

bot t on?
MR BRANDOW Yes, it is.

MR HOLBROCOK: |s that well strictly in the
clays? Do any of themgo into the bedrock?

MR BRANDOW No. The wells are located in
the zone of soils just above the clays. That's the
area we're nost concerned with, the area fromthe
top of the groundwater down to the clay area.

Now, back to Site 11 for a mnute, in order to
deal with the concern that the soils at Site 11
were acting as a continuing source of groundwater
i mpact, in 1995 the Navy decided to just go ahead
and dig all that soil up. They did so and
transported all of that soil over to the old base
landfill, which was being closed under a rel ated
program at the base. The soil was pl aced
under neat h the engi neered cap that was being put on
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top of the landfill. It was used prinarily as
grading fill to hel p establish the necessary grades
or slopes with a cap on the landfill.

So this becane an option that was both
technically and financially very desirable for the
Navy, and the Navy went ahead and did that. So all
of the soils at Site 11 were excavated and renoved.
The site was then backfilled with clean soil and we
seeded it. And now if you go out there, you'll see
a nice grassy field at Site 11.

MR HOLBROOK: You stopped at six feet in
excavating these soils?

MR BRANDOW Weéll, actually we went as deep
as we could. W went down to the groundwater
el evation which was as far as we could practically
excavat e.

And finally the other action that the Navy has
been taking is the long-term nonitoring program
This is a program where groundwater sanples are
regularly collected throughout the Eastern Pl une
area. And the Navy's been doing this since March
of 1995 to help keep track of the progress that the
extraction and treatment systemis making in
contai ning the Eastern Pl une.

Now, the results of these sanpling events are
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reported. Each event is reported and each year an
annual report is prepared which describes -- which
di scusses the Navy's interpretation of those -- of
all that data that's been collected. And these
reports are available also at the Curtis Menoria
Li brary. So that brings us to where we are today,
which is the Navy's proposed pl an

Now, the actions that have been taken to date
have been considered to be interimactions by the
EPA. And that's dictated by the process that we
are goi ng through under CERCLA. The Navy believes
t hough, that these actions have been the
appropriate ones to address the issues that we've
seen fromSite 4, 11 and 13

Under the CERCLA Process, the Navy nust now
propose a final plan or final renmedy for those
sites. Hopefully, you've had a chance to see the
Navy's proposed plan which was issued about two
weeks ago. The cover looks like this. It's on
bl ue paper. If you haven't, we have sone copies
here tonight, and there's al so additional copies at
the library.

Now, in this plan, the Navy is formally
recomrendi ng that the actions taken to date become
the final renedy for Sites 4, 11 and 13. And in
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particular, the Navy will continue to operate the
groundwat er extraction and treatment systemas |ong
as it's deternined to be necessary.

W do not see the need for any additional
source renoval action. W have renoved the soils
fromSite 11. And the soils associated with the
other sites were not considered to be posing any
type of a problem

The Navy will also continue to performthe
groundwat er nmonitoring programto provide the data
necessary to eval uate the ongoi ng treatment system
And they will performperiodic reviews of the whole
programin conjunction with the Maine DEP and the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and in
conjunction with the menbers of the public to
eval uate the conditions at the site, including
performance of the treatnent systemand extraction
system and any changed conditions that m ght occur
that would effect the overall renedies, such as,
for instance, if this Building 584 were ever torn
down, the Navy woul d eval uate whether there's a
need to do additional soil investigations in that
area, because that area was not accessible to us
when we did our studies.

MR HOLBROOK: Building 584, as | mght drive
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around the areas that are available to the public,
is there a Number 584 in evidence on a buil di ng?

CAPTAI N CARTER Yes, there is.

MR HOLBROOK: As | would be driving al ong,
that is clearly evident that it is 5847

CAPTAI N CARTER Yes.

MR BRANDOW You woul d be able to see that
fromthe roadway that heads down to the gol f
cour se.

MR HOLBROK: As | went fromthe main gate to
the golf course it would be on ny left?

MR BRANDOW Yes. That's the extent of the
techni cal portion of our presentation tonight. I'm
going to bring Fred Evans back up for a couple of
words before we have our question-and-answer
peri od.

MR EVANS: The public conments period runs
from-- it opened on Cctober 11 and it's running
until Novenmber 9th. W will be willing to answer
any oral conmments that we can at tonight's neeting
and any witten comments to be forwarded to nyself
at the address in Philadel phia. And we will
address all comments in the Responsiveness Sunmary
which will be included as part of the Record of
Deci si on which will docunent how we went through
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our decision process to do what we ultinmately
decide to do based on the comrents and what we
pr opose.

Before we open it up for oral commrents, |
would like to say that the current proposed plan is
saying that we will clean up the groundwater to the
Federal Drinking Water Standards. And the State of
Mai ne has taken the position that we should cl ean
themup to the maxi mum exposure guidelines, and
that is currently under review by both EPA and the
Navy. Wth that I'd |ike to open --

MR APRAHAM For those of you who are
interested, that gray piece of paper has the
address for Philadel phia to send your witten
comments to.

W' Il take questions and comrents at this
point in time now Because this is a public
hearing and becones part of the public record,
woul d you pl ease state your nane and address when
you have a question or conmment.

MR BRUSAL: My nane is Frank Brusal;

Brunswick is my honme. Sites 4, 11 and 13 are they
the only sites under surveillance or consideration?
WIIl there be nmore? O has whatever survey been
made satisfied the Navy and EPA and so on? Are
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these the only sites of concern?

MR APRAHAM No. They are not the only sites
of concern. As a matter of fact, | think by |ast
count --

MR EVANS: | think we have a total of 17
ri ght now.

MR APRAHAM Yes. | was going to say there's
like 17 different areas we have | ooked at on the
base. This process has been ongoi ng on the base
since 1981 when we did the initial assessment
study. Then the Techni cal Review Conmittee got
started in the md '80s. And subsequent to that
with the signing of the Federal Facilities
Conpl i ance Agreenent that brought the EPA and the
DEP and the Navy, as well as the citizen
representative fromthe town, as well as the
representative fromthe Brunswick Gtizen's --
Concerned Gitizen for a Safe Environnent as part of
t he deci si on-maki ng process, so this has been goi ng
on for well over the 10 or 12 years. And what
we' ve done is, because all of the units on the base
are in essence discrete, except for the Eastern
Plune as a process that's gone, we've been able to
cl ose sone of the |andfills and some of the old
sites out. We've done that through public hearings
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and mai lings. And a conplete record of everything
that's ever been done for the last 12 years is in
the CQurtis Library.

So, no. These are not the only three sites.
These are the three sites that we're addressing
specifically tonight.

Any ot her questions? Conments?

MR KATZ: | have a question. Josh Katz; |I'm
a Brunswi ck resident. Do you ever test any of the
drilled wells on Coonbs Road?

MR APRAHAM We've done that once, Josh, and
we've just sent letters out to the residents with
wells in this area asking perm ssion to go back on
the property and do it again.

MR KATZ: | know there has been at | east one
well drilled since, | hope there certainly will be
ot hers. Thank you.

MR APRARAM That's al ways been one of our
prime concerns is the potential effects.

MR KATZ: One other question. Wiat's the
di fference between the nmaxi mum exposure gui del i nes
and Federal Drinking Water Standards?

MR EVANS: For the nost part they' re very
cl ose, but there are sone particul ar chemcals that
there's a significant difference on. O the
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solvents that we're currently protecting int
Eastern Plume, | don't think there's a signif
di fference.

MR KATZ: Do you think these are State o
Mai ne proposed MEGs?

MR EVANS: No. These were --

V5. BEARDSLEY: They're not proposed. The
are actually the MEGs that were issued in 199

MR APRAHAM For the State of Mine.

MS. BEARDSLEY: For the State of Miine; r

he

i cant

f

y

2?

i ght.

Usually they are the same as MCLs. But in sone

cases they can be slightly different.

MR KATZ: Do they tend to be nore or les
stringent?

M5. BEARDSLEY: They tend to be nore
stringent.

MR APRAHAM The state has al ways been a

little nore stringent than the Federal guidel

MR EVANS: |f they were |less stringent

woul dn't be having to review the -- these are

S

i nes.

we

t he

MEGs over in this colum here. And then the MCLs

are here. So the differences would be that th
woul d be 70 parts per mllion for the MEG ver
per billion -- versus 100 parts per billion.
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significant difference would be vinyl chloride,
which for the state is .15. And for the Federal
Drinking Waters is 2 parts per billion. And we
have not detected that in the Eastern Plume at this
poi nt .

MR APRAHAM Josh, we'll be happy to | eave
that out for you to take a | ook at.

MR KATZ: That answers ny question. Thank
you.

MR APRAHAM Do we have anynore questions or
comrent s?

MB. WEDDLE: Susan Weddl e from Brunswick. |
also will say these comments are from Brunswi ck
Area Citizens for the Environnent. One question
was, can you define at all what additional
i nvestigation you m ght do beneath building 584 if
in fact it is renoved? Do you have anythi ng
pl anned for that? Any contingencies or deed
restrictions or anything like that in the event
that it comes down |ater?

MR APRAHAM Well, there is going to be a
notati on, obviously, nmade with regard to the sites
there. If the building is ever destroyed, then we
will goinand treat it the sane as we did with
Site 7 with a nagnetoneter survey with the test
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pits until we actually locate it and take a | ook at
it and determne what's there and go through this
whol e process agai n.

But right now, and naybe sonebody el se can
shed sone nore light on it, Fred possibly, is
there's nothing nore than the deed restriction,
gquote, unquote, per say, with regard to the site
being there. My guess is, and it is just a guess
at this point intime, is the same kinds of things
that went there, that went into Site 7, we would
find the sane kind of thing.

MR EVANS: As with the other investigations
that we've done, we woul d devel op a work plan and
have that available to review And we would answer
what ever comments so that we coul d devel op a work
pl an that everybody felt confortable with to try
and determ ne whether or not there was anything
still left at that site.

M5. WEDDLE: Ckay. The additional wells that
you tal k about in page 4 of your handout to
i ncrease the area of coverage, do you have any nore
i nformati on on the nunmber of those, the |ocation or
the time frane for installation and testing?

MR EVANS: At this point in time, no. Qur
experience has been that when you do a groundwater
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extraction systemwe try to nmake the best estinate
in the beginning of where these wells should go.
And then we have -- we find, based on our
nonitoring program then we're able to go back and
refine that systemso that we can nmake it even
better.

So at this time, no. W know that we're going
to have to nodify the system W're not sure how
we have to nodify it at this point. But we know we
do have the possibility that we will need to
install additional extraction wells. W have done
addi tional investigations because of higher |evels
of contam nation, and we've al so since conpl eted
construction of the treatnent plant that Jeff has
pointed out. W're going to install the new
clarifiers so we can clear up the cloudy water.
And that will be online in January.

So we are taking nmeasures and we will continue
to take nmeasures to keep that treatment plant
running to effectively clean up the plune.

MR APRAHAM This whol e process is going to
be brought before the Renediation Advisory Board as
well as all the other sites. Al the nodifications
will be brought to the Board to be thrown out on
the tabl e and di scussed anong the Navy, the
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regul ators, the citizens representatives. This is
for those that are not faniliar with what we cal
the RAB. This is discussed in detail anongst that
forumfor which Captain Carter chairs.

V5. WEDDLE: Anot her question was, in your
handout you said that the plume had been predicted
to reach the discharge zone as early as 1997. |
was wondering if you could tell the people here
where you think the | eadi ng edge of the plune is
if it has, in fact, nmoved fromthe diagramthat you
had up there and al so any investigations that you
have in the future for doing sanplings to try to
better determ ne the configuration of the plune at
this point?

MR EVANS: Ve don't know the exact |ocation
of the | eading edge of the plunme. W do have the
extraction wells, one extraction well. One which
is the southernnmost well extraction well is
designed to be able to draw the plune back. And we
do have nmonitoring wells in our nonitoring well
program over below this point, which we have not
pi cked up detections at this point.

MB. WEDDLE: Wen was the last tine those were
sanpl ed?

MR EVANS: The last tinme those were sanpl ed
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was in July.

MB. WEDDLE: Ckay.

MR EVANS: And that report was just issued, |
bel i eve, |ast week.

M5. WEDDLE: Currently, you're discharging the
water fromthe treatnent plant to the Brunswick
Sewer Departnment. But the possibility has al so
been di scussed at sone point in tine of recharging
it in the ground. How will that be addressed in
terns of the final ROD? Is the final RCD just
using the PTON? O does the final Rod include
contingencies for both?

MR EVANS: The final ROD would be witten the
same as the interim W would propose to wite it
to allow contingency for either discharge to POTW
or to discharge into that -- back into the ground,
sonewhere in the area of Site 11. And that would
be di scussed at our RAB neetings. And you woul d be
i nvol ved in that.

MR APRAHAM Susan, if you have got questions
specifically on the Eastern Plume, we can, if you
don't mnd, take those after we cl ose out the
Hearing on 4, 11 and 13. | understand there is
some kind of a nexus.

M5. WEDDLE: Right. What | was doi ng now was
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just naking points that our consultants -- in
review of this we wanted to have these points,
Nurmber one, upon the record because this is part of
the hearing. And these are things that are just
conments that | want the other nenbers of the
public that are here to also know, for exanple,
that there is the possibility that the discharge
could be in the ground as well as the -- to the
sewer system So these are just bringing up the
points in the public forumand also for the public
record.

MR EVANS: |If we did discharge back to the
ground, we woul d al so need to either, depending on
what the decision is, either the Federal drinking
water |evels or the Mine Maxi num Exposure
Cui del i nes, also, so that we woul d have a stricter
criteria on us than what is the current agreenent
of your district. | think for all but naybe one
contam nant, we neet the drinking water |evels for
di scharge into sewer |evel

MR APRAHAM Any nore comment s?

MR HOLBROCK: As he defined --

MR APRAHAM Excuse ne. Coul d we have your
name and address, please?

MR HOLBROXK: I have witten it down on the
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sheet there. | will read it into the record soon.

Are there other plunes on the base besides
this Eastern Plune that you're watching for other
reasons?

MR EVANS: There is a landfill associated
with Sites 1 and 3 right here. Sites 1 and 3 were
a landfill right here, and there is a plune
associated with that. And that groundwater
contamnation is also being treated by the sane
treatment plant. W' ve al ready gone through a
public neeting and public comment period on that
five years ago.

MR HOLBROOK: | understand fromthe other
gentleman's definition that the plume tends to
nove. You're seeing this plune nove, seeing the
north arrow on there, sort of in a south, southeast
di rection?

MR EVANS: I'm-- | can't really -- |I'mnot
prepared to answer the question on Sites 1 and 3.
W need to get back beyond that. But | believe
that the major problemin the area is the Eastern
Pl une, which is --

MR HOLBROOK: To which | refer. Is that
Eastern Plune Site 4 and --

BROM & MEYERS
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MR EVANS: 4 and 11.

MR HOLBROOK: Does that tend to nove toward
the ocean?

MR EVANS: It tends to nove towards Harpswel |
Cove, which is right down here.

MR HOLBROK: As | said it showed no tendency
to nove in a northerly direction?

MR EVANS: No.

MR APRAHAM Any ot her questions or comments
on Site 4, 11 or 13?

MR HOLBROXX: Yes, | want to read onto the
record that ny last nane is Hol brook,
Ho-1-b-r-o0-0-k, ny first nane i s, Sumer,
Su-mn-e-r. |'mrepresenting nmy son toni ght, who
is Seth, S-e-t-h, Hol brook. He's already on your
mailing list, but 1'll give you his address again
if you choose. | will read onto the record as |
understand it that you can submt comments to M.
Evans up to and including Novenmber 9. And | have
no verbal commrent toni ght but have a proposal to
wite to M. Evans bef ore the deadline, Novenber
9t h. Thank you.

MR APRAHAM Thank you. Any ot her coments,
questions on 4, 11 or 13? | think our public
hearing is closed and if anybody has any questions

BROM &  MEYERS



they would like to ask on the Eastern Plune, we can
take a five mnute break and conme back and do
t hose.
Fred? Jeff? Nancy? No? Thank you very much
for your attention.

(The hearing concluded at 8:05 P.M)

BROM & MEYERS



APPENDI X B
ARARs TABLES FOR EASTERN PLUME

TABLE B-1
CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARs, CRITERI A, ADVI SORI ES, AND GUI DANCE
ROD: SITES 4, 11, 13
NAS BRUNSW CK

MEDI A REQUI REMENT STATUS REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S ACTI ON TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N ARAR

GROUNDWATER/
SURFACE WATER

Feder al SDWA - MCLs (40 CFR Rel evant and MCLs have been pronul gated for several comon Primary MCLs have been set as the cl eanup goals
141.11 - 141.16) Appropriate organi c and i norgani c contam nants. These | evels when the primary MCL is available and a nore
regul ate the concentration of contaminants in public stringent State standard does not exist. G oundwater
drinking water supplies, but nay al so be considered extraction and treatnment of the Eastern Plune wll
rel evant and appropriate for groundwater aquifers used continue to prevent further mgration and to restore
for drinking water. the aquifer. Mnitoring of the Eastern Plume wll

continue to determine if cleanup goals have been
net. It is estinated that cleanup goals will be
attai ned throughout the plune over a tine period
bet ween 13 and 71 years.

SDWA - MCLGs (40 CFR Rel evant and MCLGs are heal th-based criteria. As pronul gated under The 1990 National Contingency Plan states that non-
141.50 - 141.51) Appropriate SARA, MCLGs are to be considered for drinking water zero MCLGs are to be used as goals. Because
sources. MCLGs are avail able for several organic and groundwat er at NAS Brunswi ck is not a current
i norgani c contami nants. source of drinking water, MCLGs are not applicable,

but may be rel evant and appropriate. Contamn nant
concentrations in groundwater were conpared to

their MCLGs.
State Mai ne Drinking Water Rul es Rel evant and Maine's Prinmary Drinking Water Standards are Groundwat er at NAS Brunswi ck is not a current
(10- 144 CWR Chapters Appropriate equi valent to federal MCLs. Wen state |levels are nore source of drinking water; therefore, State Drinking
231-233) stringent than federal levels, the state levels nmay be Water Standards are rel evant and appropriate.
used. Cont am nant concentrations in groundwater were

conpared to State standards to assess the potenti al
ri sks to human heal th due to consunption of
groundwat er .

Rul es Relating to Testing Relevant and Appendi x C outlines MEGs for organic and inorganic Groundwat er at NAS Brunswi ck is not a current
of Private Water Systens Appropriate conpounds. MEGs include health advisories, which are source of drinking water; therefore, MEGs are
for Potentially Hazardous maxi mum al | owabl e concentrati ons of specific rel evant and appropriate. Contam nant
Cont ami nants (10-144 contam nants in drinking water. concentrations in groundwater were conpared to
CVMR Chapter 233, MEGs to assess the potential risks to human health
Appendi x C) due to consunption of groundwater.

Not es:

ARAR = Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate CVMR = Code of Maine Rules MRSA = Mai ne Revi sed Statues Annotated

Requi r enent MCL = Maxi num Cont am nant Level NAS = Naval Air Station
AWX = Anmbient Water Quality Criteria MCLG = Maxi num Cont ani nant Level Goal SARA = Superfund Amendnents and Reaut horization Act
CFR = Code of Federal Regul ations MEG= Maxi num Exposure Cui delines SDWA = Safe Drinking Water Act



State

MVEDI A

Not es:

VRSA
VEDEP

POTW

TABLE B-2

LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS, CRITERI A, ADVI SCRIES, AND GUI DANCE

ROD: SITES 4, 11, 13

NAS BRUNSW CK

REQUI REMENT STATUS
Mai ne Standards for Appl i cabl e
Cl assification of
G oundwat er (38
MRSA, Section 470)
Mai ne Site Location Applicable

Devel oprent Law and

Regul ati ons (06-096
CMVR Chapters
371-377)

Rel evant and
Appropriate

Surface Water Toxics
Control Program (06-
696 CWVR Chapter

530. 5)

Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requi
Code of Mine Rul es

Mai ne Revi sed Statutes Annotated
Mai ne Department of Environnental
Naval Air Station

publicly owned treatnent works
Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act

Prot ection

REQUI REMENT SYNCPSI S

This law requires the classification of the state's

groundwater to protect, conserve, and nai ntain*

groundwat er resources in the interest of the health,
safety, and general welfare of the people of the
state. Under the Miine standards, groundwater is
classified as GNWA

This act and associ ated regul ati ons govern new

devel opnent s, including those that handl e

hazar dous waste. New devel opnments cannot

adversely affect existing uses, scenic character, or
natural resources in the nunicipality or neighboring
muni ci pality.

Except as naturally occurs, surface waters nust be
free of pollutants in concentrations which inpart
toxicity and cause those waters to be unsuitable for
the existing and designated uses of the water body.
This rule promul gates federal water quality criteria
establ i shed by USEPA pursuant to Section 304(a) of
the O ean Water Act.

rements

ACTI ON TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N ARAR

This regulation will apply if treated groundwater is
di scharged back to groundwater. The Navy's

current discharge option is the Brunswi ck POTW |f
di scharge to groundwater is enployed, the
classification and uses of groundwater wl|l

eval uat ed during devel opnent of discharge limts.

Those regul ati ons concerni ng No Adverse

Envi ronnental |npact (i.e., Chapter 375) are
applicable to inplenentation of the remedy. In
particul ar, standards for protection of groundwater
apply to construction and groundwater treatnent
activities. However, any licenses required, by
reference, will not need to be obtained since
permts are not required for actions conducted on-
site at federal Superfund sites.

G oundwater is to be managed such that Mine's
water quality standards are net.



TABLE B-3
ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs, CRITERIA, ADVI SORIES, AND GUI DANCE

ROD: SITES 4, 11, 13
NAS BRUNSW CK

REQUI REMENT STATUS REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S ACTI ON TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N ARAR

Feder al

RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR 268) To be Land di sposal of RCRA hazardous wastes is restricted During treatment of groundwater, sludge containing

determined without specified treatnment. It nust be deternined that hazardous constituents will be generated. The sel ected

the waste, beyond a reasonabl e doubt, neets the remedy includes provisions for anal ysis of this sludge,
definition of one of the specified restricted wastes and potentially applicable if the sludge fails TCLP. The
including TCLP testing. LDRs are
the remedi al action nust constitute "placenent"” for the sel ected renmedy does address handling and di sposal of

I and di sposal restrictions to be considered applicable. For the sludge as a hazardous waste, if necessary.

each hazardous waste, the LDRs specify that the waste

nmust be treated either by a treatment technology or to a
concentration level prior to disposal in a RCRA Subtitle C
permtted facility.

Under ground | nj ection Control Program Appl i cabl e These regul ations outline m ni mum program and This regulation will be applicable if treated
recordkeeping as required for pernmitting are set forth in groundwater is (40 CFR 144, 146, 147, 1000)
Part 146. perfornmance standards for underground injection

di scharged back to groundwater. The Navy's current
prograns. Technical criteria and standards for siting,
di scharged option is the Brunswi ck POTW D scharge of
operation and naintenance, and reporting and

treated groundwater, by well as neet all state

Under ground | nj ection Control Programrequirenents.
Treated groundwater nust neet all SDWA standards prior
to well injection.



CWA -

Pretreat nent Standards for

POTW

Di scharge (40 CFR Part 403)

Mai ne Rules to Control

of Pollutants by Well
Chapt er 543)

t he Subsurface Di scharge

I njection (06-096 CWVR

Appl i cabl e

Appl i cabl e

This regul ation specifies pretreatnment standards for

di scharges to a POTW If treated groundwater is

di scharge to a POTW the POTW nust have nechani sns
avail able to neet the requirements of the National
Pretreatnent Program - Introduction of Pollutants which
cause pass through or interference are prohibited.

Di scharges nust also conply with any | ocal POTW

regul ations. |f hazardous waste is discharged to the
POTW the POTWnay be subject to RCRA permt-by-rule.

This regul ation prohibits the injection of hazardous waste

into or above water-bearing formations via a new Cass |V
wel l. The subsurface discharge into or through a dass IV
wel | that woul d cause or allow the noverment of fluid into
an under ground source of drinking water that may result
in a violation of any Maine Prinmary Drinking Water
Standard, or which may otherw se adversely affect public
heal th, is prohibited.

This regulation is applicable since the Navy's current

di scharge option is the Brunswi ck POTW Because

treated groundwater is discharged to a POTW the treated
wat er rmust neet all discharge limtations inposed by the
POTW

These regul ations will
gr oundwat er

i s discharged back to groundwater. The Navy's current

di scharge option is the Brunswi ck POTW For discharge

to the subsurface, groundwater nust be treated to a
target clean-up level less than or equal to the Miine MEGs
to be recharged to the aquifer.

be applicable if treated



TABLE B-3

ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS, CRITERIA, ADVI SORI ES, AND GUI DANCE

ROD: SITES 4, 11, 13
NAS BRUNSW CK

REQUI REMVENT STATUS

Mai ne Under ground Storage Tank Rules relating

to standards for the installation, operation, and

proper closure of USTs 106-096 CVR Chapter

Mai ne Hazardous Waste Managenent Rul es Rel evant and

06- 096 CVR, Chapters 800-802, 850, 851, Appropri ate
853- 857)

Not es

CFR = Code of Federal Regul ations

CVMR = Code of Muine Regul ations

OM = Jdean Water Act

DHS = Departnent of Human Services (State of Mine)

LDRs = Land D sposal Restrictions

MCL = Maxi mum Cont am nant Level

MEDEP = Mai ne Departnent of Environnental Protection

MEG = Maxi mum Exposure Cui del i nes

NAS = Naval Air Station

POTW = publicly owned treatnent works

RCRA = Resource Conservati on and Recovery Act

Appl i cabl e

REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S
The rules require the registration of all existing, new and
repl acenent underground storage facilities with the

MEDEP and aut horizes and provides direction for the

Board of Environnental Protection to develop rules for the
design, installation, replacenent, operation and cl osure of
underground oil storage tanks except for tanks used for
the storage of propane. The requirenments for corrective
action specify that when a | eek or discharge occurs, the
contam nation should be nitigated. These rul es define
contam nation as applied to groundwater, soils, and
surface water when one of the following is present:
presence of free product of an oil sheen; 2) an
exceedance of primary drinking water standards (i.e.,

Mai ne MCLs); 3) an exceedance of MEGs (as set forth in

Mai ne DHS nenor andum dated 10/23/92); or 4) a
statistically significant increase in the concentration of
neasur ed paraneters when conpared to background.

1) the

The rul es provide a conprehensive program for handi ng,
storage, and recordkeeping at hazardous waste facilities.
They suppl enent the RCRA regul ations.

SDWA = Safe Drinking Water Act
TCLP = Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure
UST = underground storage tank

ACTI ON TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N ARAR

G oundwat er i npacted by underground tanks shall be

mtigated.

Because these requirenments suppl ement RCRA hazardous

wast e regul ati ons,

they are rel evant and appropriate.



APPENDI X C
MEDEP LETTER OF CONCURRENCE

<I MG SRC 98004 F>

This concurrence is based on the State's understanding that the DEP will continue to participate in the
Federal Facilities Agreement and in the review and approval of operation, design, and nonitoring of the
nonitoring and extraction well network and treatnment system This concurrence is al so based upon the

under standi ng that the proposed site investigation outlined in the January 08,1998, letter is inplenmented and
that the revised | anguage shown in the enclosure (1) included with the letter dated January 22, 1998, is
included in the final ROD

The Department | ooks forward to working with the Department of the Navy and the Environnental Protection
Agency to resolve the environnental problenms posed by these sites. If you need additional information, do not
hesitate to contact nme or ny staff.

pc: etc
<I M5 SRC 98004 &



Section

SECTI ON

SECTI ON

SECTI ON

SECTI ON

SECTI ON

SECTI ON

SECTI ON

SECTI ON

SECTI ON

SECTI ON

APPENDI X D

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX
AND
GUl DANCE DOCUMENTS

NAVAL Al R STATI ON BRUNSW CK
ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Title Page No.
PRELI M NARY ASSESSMENTS .. ...... ... .. 1
SITE INSPECTIONS .. ... e 1
REMOVAL ACTIONS . ... e 2
REMEDI AL I NVESTIGATIONS ... .. i 3
FEASIBILITY STUDIES ...... ... ... ... . . 10

PROPCSED PLANS AND PUBLI C HEARI NG

TRANSCRI PTS . .. 12
RECORDS OF DECISION . ... ..o 14
POST-RECORD OF DECISION ... 16
COMINITY RELATIONS . ... e 18
10: PROGRAM GUIDANCE ... ... 25



NAVAL Al R STATI ON BRUNSW CK
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX

SECTI ON 1: PRELI M NARY ASSESSMENTS

Vol une 1: Initial Assessment Study of Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, Mine, prepared
by Roy F. Weston, Inc.; June 1983 (Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10).

Cor r espondence:

1. USEPA Noti fication of Hazardous Waste Site Forns identifying three landfills,
and one asbestos disposal area at Naval Air Station Brunsw ck; My 22, 1981.

SECTI ON 2: S| TE | NSPECTI ONS

Vol une 1: Field Site Inspection Report for the U S. Naval Air Station, Brunswi ck, Mine,
prepared by NUS Corporation; August 1984 (Sites 1, 2, and 3).

Pol | uti on Abaterment Confirnation Study, Step 1A - Verification, prepared by
E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental Services, Inc.]; June 1995 (Sites 1,2,3,4,7,8,9).

Cor r espondence:

1. Menmo to Don Smith, NUS Corporation, fromColin Young, NUS Corporation,
regarding the site inspection at the U S. Naval Air Station; Septenber 22, 1983.

2. Meno to Robert Kowal czyk, Naval Facilities Engi neering Conmand, Northern
Division, fromWIIliamFisher, E.C Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental Services,
Inc.], regarding the schedul e of on-site exploration and sanpling activities
during the Pollution Abatenent Confirmation Study; Cctober 30, 1984.

3. Menmo of conversation between Robert Kowal czyk, Naval Facilities Engineering
Commrand, Northern Division, and WIIliam Fisher, E C Jordan Co. [ABB
Envi ronmental Services, Inc.], regarding the prelimnary data fromthe
Confirmation Study at Brunswi ck and the status of fieldwork; Decenber 11, 1984.

4. Meno of conversation between Robert Kowal czyk, Naval Facilities Engineering
Command, Northern Division, and WIliam Fisher, E. C Jordan Co. [ABB
Environmental Services, Inc.], regarding the prelimnary results of the NAC P
Study at Brunswi ck and the expected conpletion of the sanpling; January 3, 1985.

5. Menmo of conversation between Robert Kowal czyk, Naval Facilities Engineering
Conmmand, Northern Division, and WIIliam Fisher, F.C Jordan Co. [ABB
Envi ronnental Services, Inc.], regarding the results of the NACIP Study at
Brunswi ck and the expected submttal of the report; January 15, 1985.

6. Letter to WIlliamFisher, E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnmental Services, Inc.],
from A Rhoads, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division Environmental
Protection Section, regarding comrents on the Draft Confirnation Study
Verification Step report; April 15, 1985.

7. Meeting mnutes of May 22, 1984[5], neeting anong Departnent of the Navy,
Northern Division, NAS Brunswi ck, and E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental
Services, Inc.], regarding the NACIP Confirmation Study Verification Phase
report; My 24, 1985.

8. Letter to WIlliamFisher, E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnmental Services, Inc.],
from A Rhoads, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division Environnental
Protection Section, regarding comments on the revised Confirmati on Study
Verification Step Report; August 2, 1985.

9. Letter to Robert Jackson, U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency (USEPA),
fromL.K Jones, Naval Air Station, Brunswi ck, regarding transmttal of the
June 1985 [Pol lution Abatement Confirmation Study, Step 1A - Verification]
Report; Decenber 3, 1985.



10. Letter to L.K Jones, Naval Air Station, Brunsw ck, from Robert Jackson,
USEPA, regarding comments on the [June 1985] Pol |l ution Abatenent
Confirmation Study, Step 1A - Verification Report; January 13, 1986.

11. Letter to L.K Jones, Naval Air Station, Brunsw ck, from Anthony Leavitt,
Mai ne Department of Environnental Protection (DEP), regarding coments on
the [June 1985] Pollution Abatenent Confirmation Study, Step 1A - Verification
Report; January 13, 1986.

12. Letter to Jim Shafer, Department of the Navy, Northern D vision, from Nancy
Bear dsl ey, MEDEP, regarding MEDEP's comments on future planned field
activities and the TRC neeting discussion for Site 9; April 1, 1993.

SECTI ON 3: REMOVAL ACTI ONS
Vol une 1: Not applicable to Sites 4, 11, 13 and the Eastern Pl une
Vol une 2: Not applicable to Sites 4, 11, 13 and the Eastern Pl une

Vol une 3: Action Menorandum Site 11 - Fire Training Area, prepared by Halliburton
NUS, Corp.; Cctober 1994.

Drum I nvestigati on Summary Report Revision 1 for Site 11 - Fire Training Area,
prepared by Hal liburton NUS, Corp.; August 1995.

SECTI ON 4 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ONS

Vol une 1: Renmedi al I nvestigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan, fornmerly Draft Pollution
Abat emrent Confirmation Study Wrk Plan - Step 1 prepared by E.C. Jordan Co.
[ ABB Environnmental Services, Inc.); April 1988 (Sites 1,2,3,4,7,8,9).

Addendumto RI/FS Wrk Plan, prepared by E.C Jordan Co. [ABB
Envi ronmental Services, Inc.]; July 1988 (Sites 1,2,3,4,7,8,9).

Addi tional Sanpling Plan, prepared by E. C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental
Services, Inc.]; August 1989 (Sites 1,2,3,4,7,8,9).

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to Conmander L.K. Jones, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, from Matthew
Hoagl and, USEPA, regardi ng cooments on the Septenber 1986 Draft Pollution
Abat enment Confirmation Study Wrk Plan - Step 1B: Characterization;
Novenber 24, 1986.

2. Letter to Matthew Hoagl and, USEPA, from T.G Sheckels, Naval Air Station
Brunsw ck, regardi ng responses to USEPA comments on the Septenber 1986
Draft Pollution Abatenment Confirmation Study Wrk Plan - Step 1B:

Char acterization; March 31, 1987.

3. Letter to Commander L.K Jones, Naval Air Station Brunswi ck, from David
Webster, USEPA, regarding clarification as to the status of incorporating
USEPA' s comments into the revised report, and communication of their
concerns for Site 8; April 9, 1987.

4. Letter to Charlotte Head, USEPA, from Kenneth Fi nkel stein, National Cceanic
and At nospheric Administration (NOAA), regarding comments on the RI/FS
Wrkplan for Phase Il field activity; April 14, 1989.

5. Letter to Charlotte Head, USEPA, from Sharon Christopherson, National
CQceani ¢ and At nospheric Adm nistration (NOAA), regarding responses to Navy
coments on NOAA's work plan recommendations; May 8, 1987.

6. Letter to David Epps and Robert Kowal czyk, Naval Facilities Engineering
Commrand, Northern Division, fromCharlotte Head, USEPA, regarding the
[Pol lution Abatenent Confirmation Study, Step] 1B - Characterization Wrk
Pl an neeting, and a discussion for the Superfund program June 29, 1987.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Meeting summary of June 12, 1987, planning neeting at USEPA Region |
offices in Boston, Massachusetts, anmong USEPA; U. S. Navy; E C. Jordan Co.
[ ABB Environnental Services, Inc.]; Mine DEP; NOAA, Canp, Dresser &
McKee; June 30, 1987.

Letter to Robert Kowal czyk, Naval Facilities Engineering Conmand, Northern
Di vision, fromJack Hoar, Canp, Dresser & MKee, regarding nmeeting notes
froma June 12, 1987, planning neeting at USEPA Region | offices in Boston,
Massachusetts, among USEPA; U.S. Navy; E.C. Jordan Co. [ ABB

Envi ronnental Services, Inc.]; Miine DEP, NOAA; Canp, Dresser & MKee; July 8, 1987.

Letter to Charlotte Head, USEPA, from Kenneth Finkel stein, National Cceanic
and At nmospheric Administration, regarding the June 10, 1987, Trustee
Notification Form Novenber 10, 1987.

Letter to Captain E. B. Darsey, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, fromMerrill
Hohman, USEPA, regarding comments on the [January 1988] Pollution

Abat enment Confirmation Study R and Extended S| Studies, the Site Quality
Assurance Plan, the Site Health and Safety Plan, and the Quality Assurance
Program Pl an; March 15, 1988.

Letter to Ronald Springfield, Naval Facilities Engi neeri ng Command, Northern
Di vision, from Cynthia Kuhns, Maine DEP, regarding comments on the January
1988 Renedial Investigation Wrk Plan, and the January 1988 Quality
Assurance Program Pl an (see Section 10 of this index); April 7, 1988.

Letter to Charlotte Head, USEPA, from Gordon Beckett, U S. Fish and Wldlife
Servi ce, regarding comrents on the [April 1988] R /FS Wrk Plan; My 10, 1988.

Letter to Charlotte Head, USEPA, from Kenneth Fi nkel stein, National Cceanic
and At nmospheric Administration, regarding the [April 1988 Renedi al
I nvestigation/Feasibility Study] Wrk Plan; My 13, 1988.

Letter to Captain E.B. Darsey, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, from Cynthia
Kuhns, ©Maine DEP, regarding conmments on the April 1988 Renedi al
Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan; June 6, 1988.

Letter to Captain E. B. Darsey, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, from David
Webst er, USEPA, regarding comments on the April 1988 Renedi al
I nvestigation/Feasibility Study] Wrk Plan; June 17, 1988.

Menmo fromM Aucoin, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, regarding | aboratory
anal ytical nethods discussed in the RI/FS Wrk Plan; August 12, 1988.

Letter to Naval Facilities Engineering command, Northern Division, from
Ant hony Sturtzer, Naval Energy and Environmental Support Activity, regarding
| aboratory approval for Installation Restoration Program anal yses; August 22, 1988.

Letter to Charlotte Head, USEPA, fromT.G Sheckels, Departnent of the
Navy, Northern D vision, regarding status and conpletion of the first phase of
fieldwork and sanpling under the RI/FS Wrk Plan: Cctober 26, 1988,

Letter to Ronald Springfield, Naval Facilities Engineering Comrand, Northern
Di vi si on, from Deni se Messier, Maine DEP, regarding coments on the April
1989 Draft Additional Sanpling Plan; My 22, 1989.

Letter to T.G Sheckels, Naval Facilities Engi neering Conmand, Northern
Di vision, fromDavid Wbster, USEPA regarding comments on the April 1989
Draft Additional Sanpling Plan; June 9, 1989.

Letter to Ronald Springfield, Naval Facilities Engineering Comrand, Northern
Di vi si on, from Deni se Messier, Maine DEP, regarding approval of the Draft
Addi tional Sanpling Plan; June 15, 1989.



22. Letter to Ronald Springfield, Naval Facilities Engi neeri ng Command, Northern
Division, fromMelville D ckenson, E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environmnental
Services, Inc.], regarding transmttal of the Additional Sanpling Pl an and
some outstanding i ssues that needed further discussion with the regul atory
agenci es; August 9, 1989.

23. Letter to Ronald Springfield, Naval Facilities Engi neeri ng Command, Northern
Di vision, from David Whbster, USEPA, regarding cooments on the August
1989 Draft Additional Sanpling Plan; Septenber 26, 1989.

24. Letter to Ronald Springfield, Naval Facilities Engineering Conmand, Northern
Di vi sion, from Deni se Messier, Maine DEP, regarding coments on the August
1989 Additional Sanpling Plan; Decenber 28, 1989.

Vol une 2: Post - Screening Wrk Pl an, prepared by E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental
Services, Inc.]; July 1990 (Sites 1,2,5,6,8,9,11, 12,13, Eastern Pl une;
Treatability Studies 8; 11).

Addendum - Post - Screening Wrk Plan, prepared by E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB
Envi ronnmental Services, Inc.]; Novenber 1990 (Sites 1,2,5,6,8,9,11, 12, 13, 14,
Eastern Plune; Treatability Studies 8; 11).

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Departnment of the Navy, Northern D vision, from
Ted Wl fe, Miine DEP, regarding comments on the April 1990 Draft Post-
Screening Wrk Plan; May 1, 1990.

2. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
M chael Jasinski for David Wbster, USEPA, regarding the April 1990 Draft
Remedi al I nvestigation Report and the April 1990 Draft Post-Screeni ng Wrk
Pl an; May 17, 1990.

3. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Departnent of the Navy, Northern D vision, from
Susan Weddl e, TRC conmmunity nenber, regarding comments on the February
1990 Draft Phase | Feasibility Study - Devel opment and Screening of
Alternatives, and the April 1990 Draft Renedial Investigation Report and the
April 1990 Draft Post-Screening Wrk Plan; May 23, 1990.

4. Letter to James Shafer, Departnment of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Maine DEP, regardi ng cooments on the July 1990 Post- Screeni ng Wrk
Pl an; July 27, 1990.

5. Letter to James Shafer, Departnment of the Navy, Northern Division, from David
Webst er, USEPA, regarding conments on the July 1990 Post- Screeni ng Wrk
Pl an; August 30, 1990.

Vol une 3: Round | Data Package, Phase | - Renedial Investigation, prepared by E C
Jordan Co. [ABB Environnmental Services, Inc.]; January 1989 (Sites 1,2,3,4,7,8,9).

Cor r espondence:

2. Letter to Ronald Springfield, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from
David Culick, E. C Jordan Co. [ABB-ES] regarding the transnittal of the
Round | Data Package; January 13, 1989.

3. Letter to T.G Sheckels, Department on the Navy, Northern Division, from
Davi d Webster, USEPA, regarding conments on the Round | Data Package and
recomendati ons on future data packages; March 13, 1989.

4. Letter to Charlotte Head, USEPA, from Kenneth Finkel stein, National Cceanic
and At nospheric Administration, regarding conments on the Rounds | and |1
Dat a Packages; March 13, 1989.



Vol une 4: Round || Data Package, Phase | - Renedial |nvestigation, prepared by E C
Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental Services, Inc.]; March 1989 (Sites 1,2,3,4,7,8,9).

Round IIl Data Package, Phase | - Renedial |nvestigation, prepared by E C
Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental Services, Inc.]; July 1989 (Sites 1,2,3,4,7,8,9).

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to Ronald Springfield, Northern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering
Command, from David @ulick, E C Jordan, Co. [ABB-ES], regarding
transmttal of and comments on the Round || Data Package; March 10, 1989.

2. Letter to Ronald Springfield, Northern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering
Commrand, from David @ulick, E C Jordan, Co. [ABB-ES], regarding
transmttal of and comments on the Round 111 Data Package; July 14, 1989.

3. Letter to Jack Joj okian, USEPA, from John Wal ker, Canp, Dresser & MKee
Federal Prograns Corporation, regarding comments on the Round II| Data
Package; August 31, 1989.

4. Letter to Ronald Springfield, Northern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering
Comrand, regarding comrents on the Round |1l Data Package; Cctober 4, 1989.

Vol une 5: Renmedi al Investigation Feasibility Study - Round |1V Data Package, prepared by
E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental Services, Inc.]; January 1990 (Sites
1,2,3,4,7,8,9,11, 13).

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to Meghan Cruise, USEPA, from Kenneth Finkel stein, National Cceanic
and At nmospheric Administration, regarding conments on the Round 4 [IV] Data
Package; August 28, 1989.

2. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Northern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering
Conmmand, regarding comrents on the Round |V Data Package; March 5, 1990.

Vol une 6: Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report Volume |, prepared by E.C. Jordan
Co. [ABB Environnental Services, Inc.]; August 1990 (Sites 1,3; 2; 4,11,13; 7; 8; 9).

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Departnment of the Navy, Northern D vision, from
Susan Wddl e, TRC conmmunity nenber, regarding conments on the April
1990 Draft Renedial Investigation Report; My 15, 1990.

2. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from
M chael Jasinski for David Wbster, USEPA, regarding coments on the April
1990 Draft Remedi al Investigation Report and the April 1990 Draft Post-
Screening Wrk Plan; May 17, 1990.

3. Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Maine DEP, regardi ng cooments on the August 1990 Draft Fi nal
Renmedi al | nvestigation Report; Cctober 10, 1990.

4. Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, fromMary
Jane O Donnel |, USEPA, regarding comments on the August 1990 Draft Fi nal
Remedi al I nvestigation Report; Cctober 17, 1990.

Vol une 7: Draft Final Renedial Investigation Report Volune 2: Appendices A-J, prepared
by E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environmental Services, Inc.]; August 1990 (Sites
1,3; 2; 4,11,13; 7; 8; 9).

Vol une 8: Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report Volune 3: Appendices K-P, prepared
by E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environmental Services, Inc.]; August 1990 (Sites
1,3, 2; 4,11,13; 7; 8; 9).



Vol une 9: Draft Final Renedial Investigation Report Volune 4. Appendix Q- R sk
Assessnent, prepared by E. C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environmental Services, Inc.];
August 1990 (Sites 1,3; 2; 4,11,13; 7; 8; 9).

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to Ronald Springfield, Naval Facilities Engi neeri ng Command, Northern
Division, fromCharlotte Head for David Whbster, USEPA, regarding the
inclusion of the [Step] 1A Verification Study data in the risk assessnment for
the air station; Septenber 15, 1988.

2. Letter to T.G Sheckels, Naval Facilities Engi neering Command, Northern
Di vision, from David Wbster, USEPA, regarding review comments on the
Phase | Feasibility Study Prelimnary Devel opment of Alternatives, and the
Prelimnary R sk Assessnent; May 5, 1989.

3. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Departnment of the Navy, Northern D vision, from
Ted Wl fe for Denise Messier, Miine DEP, regarding comrents on the
February 1989 Prelimnary R sk Assessnent; February 8, 1990.

4. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Ted Wl fe, Mine DEP, regarding conments on the April 1990 Draft Renedi al
I nvestigation Report; My 17, 1990.

Vol unme 10: Renmedi al Investigation Feasibility Study Round V Data Package, prepared by
E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental Services, Inc.]; March 1991 (Sites
5,6,8,9,11,12, 14, Eastern Plune; Treatability Study for Sites 8, 11).

Vol urme 11: Draft Final Supplenental R Report Volune 1, prepared by E.C. Jordan Co.
[ ABB Environnmental Services, Inc.], August 1991 (Sites 5,6,8,9,11,12, Eastern Pl une).

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to Meghan Cassidy, USEPA, from Kenneth Finkel stein, National Cceanic
and At nmospheric Administration, regarding cooments on the [April 1991] Draft
Focused Feasibility Study for Sites 1 and 3; the [April 1991] Draft
Suppl enental Reredi al |nvestigation; and the [April 1991] Draft Suppl enental
Feasibility Study for Sites 5, 6, and 12; May 1, 1991.

2. Letter to Captain HM WIson, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, from Sanuel
But cher, regarding comments on the [April 1991] Draft Suppl enental Renedi al
I nvestigation Report; May 1, 1991.

3. Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Maine DEP, regarding comrents on the [April 1991] Draft
Suppl enent al Renedi al |nvestigation Report; My 23, 1991.

4. Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding comments on the [April 1991] Draft
Suppl enental Renedi al |nvestigation Report; My 30, 1991.

5. Letter to Janmes Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding additional coments on the April 1991
Draft Suppl emental Remedial |nvestigation Report; June 19, 1991.

6. Letter to James Shafer, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Miine DEP, regarding conments on the [August 1991] Draft Fi nal
Suppl enental Renedi al |nvestigati on Report; Septenber 4, 1991.

7. Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding coments on the [August 1991] Draft
Fi nal Suppl emental Remedi al |nvestigation Report; Septenber 10, 1991.

Vol urme 12: Draft Final Supplenental R Report Volune 2: Appendices A-J, prepared by
E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental Services, Inc.]; August 1991 (Sites
5,6,8,9,11,12, Eastern Plune).



Vol unme 13: Draft Final Supplenental R Report Volune 3: Appendices K-Q prepared by
E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental Services, Inc.]; August 1991 (Sites
5,6,8,9,11,12, Eastern Pl une).

Vol une 14: Techni cal Menorandum Site 11, prepared by ABB, Environnmental Services,
Inc.; January, 1994.

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Robert
Lim USEPA, regarding comrents on the [Novenber 1993] Draft Techni cal
Menorandum Site 11; Decenber 6, 1993.

2. Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Nancy
Bear dsl ey, Maine DEP, regarding comrents on the [Novenber 1993] Draft
Techni cal Menorandum Site 11; Decenber 8, 1993.

3. Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Loukie
Lof chi e, BACSE, regarding comments on the [Novenber 1993] Draft Techni cal
Menorandum Site 11; Decenber 10, 1993.

Vol ume 15: Not applicable to Sites 4, 11, 13 and the Eastern Pl ume
SECTI ON 5:  FEASIBI LI TY STUD ES

Vol une 1: Draft Final Phase | Feasibility Study Devel opnent and Screeni ng of Alternatives,
prepared by E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental Services, Inc.]; August 1990
(Sites 1,3; 2; 4,11,13; 7; 8; 9).

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to T.G Sheckels, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Davi d Webster, USEPA, regarding comments on the February 1989 Phase |
Feasibility Study: Prelimnary Devel opnent of Alternatives, and February 1989
Prelimnary R sk Assessnent reports; My 5, 1989.

2. Letter to Al an Prysunka, Miine DEP, fromT.G Sheckels, Departnent of the
Navy, Northern D vision, regarding Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Requi renents (ARARs) for Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS);
March 6, 1990.

3. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Departrment of the Navy, Northern D vision, from
Ted Wl fe, Mine DEP, regarding comments on the February 1990 Draft Phase
| Feasibility Study Devel opnent and Screening of Alternatives; April 17, 1990.

4. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Davi d Webster, USEPA, regarding coments on the February 1990 Draft Phase
| Feasibility Study Devel opnent and Screening of Alternatives; April 23, 1990.

5. Letter to Kenneth Marriott, Departrment of the Navy, Northern D vision, from
Susan Weddl e, TRC conmunity nenber, regardi ng comments on the February
1990 Draft Phase | Feasibility Study Devel opnent and Screeni ng of
Alternatives, and the April 1990 Draft Post-Screening Wrk Plan; My 23, 1990.

6. Letter to James Shafer, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Miine DEP, regarding conmments on Draft Final Phase | Feasibility
St udy Devel opment and Screening of Alternatives; Septenber 28, 1990.

7. Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding coments on the August 1990 Draft Final
Phase | Feasibility Study Devel opnent and Screening of Alternatives; Cctober
16, 1990.

Vol une 2: Nurreri cal Model i ng Report, prepared by ABB Environmental Services, Inc.;
January 1993 (Sites 1 & 3; Eastern Plune).



Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding coments on the Cctober 1991 [Draft]
Nurreri cal Modeling Work Pl an; Novenber 22, 1991.

2. Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Mark
Hyl and, Mai ne DEP, regardi ng comments on the [ Cctober 1991] Draft
Nurneri cal Mdeling Wrk Plan; Decenber 5, 1991.

3. Letter to Janmes Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Louki e Lofchie, Brunswick Area Gtizens for a Safe Environnent, regarding
coments on the [Qctober 1991 Draft] Numerical Modeling Wrk Pl an;
January 13, 1992.

4, Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Mark
Hyl and, Mai ne DEP, regarding comments on the Draft Nurmerical Modeling
Report; Decenber 4, 1992.

Vol une 3: Feasibility Study Volume 1, prepared by E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB Environnental
Services, Inc.]; March 1992 (Sites 2; 4,11,13; 5,6; 7; 9; 12; 14; Eastern Plune).

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to Meghan Cassidy, USEPA, from John Lindsay, National Cceanic and
At nospheric Administration, regarding comments on the [July 1991] Draft
Feasibility Study Report; August 16, 1991.

2. Letter to Janes Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Miine DEP, regarding comments on the July 1991 Draft Feasibility
Study Report; Septenber 20, 1991,

3. Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding comments on the July 1991 Draft
Feasibility Study Report; Septenber 23, 1991.

4. Letter to Janes Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding coments on the Novenber 1991 Draft
Final Feasibility Study; Decenber 26, 1991.

5. Letter to Janmes Shafer, Departnment of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Maine DEP, regardi ng coomments on the Novenber 1991 Draft Fi nal
Feasibility Study Report; January 2, 1992.
6. Comment s from BACSE on the Feasibility Study Report, February 18, 1992.
Vol une 4: Feasibility Study Volume 2: Appendices A - 0, prepared by E. C. Jordan Co.
[ ABB Environmental Services, Inc.]; March 1992 (Sites 2; 4,11,13; 5,6; 7; 9;
12; 14; Eastern Plune).
Vol une 5: Not applicable to Sites 4, 11, 13 and the Eastern Pl une
SECTI ON 6: PROPCSED PLANS AND PUBLI C HEARI NG TRANSCRI PTS

Vol une 1: Proposed Plan for the Eastern Plume, prepared by E.C. Jordan Co. [ABB
Envi ronnment al Services, Inc.]; Decenber 1991.

Transcript of the Public Hearing for Sites 1 and 3 and the Eastern Pl ung,
prepared by Downing & Peters Reporting Associ ates; Decenber 12, 1991
(Sites 1 and 3; Eastern Plune).

Cor r espondence:
1. Letter to James Shafer, Department of the Navy Northern Division, from

Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding comments on the July 1991 Draft Proposed
Pl an - Eastern Plune; August 2, 1991.



Vol urre 2:

Vol urre 3:

Letter to Janmes Shafer, Departnment of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Maine DEP, regarding comrents on the July 1991 Draft Proposed Plan -
Eastern Plunme; August 15, 1991.

Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding commrents on the Cctober 1991 Draft
Proposed Plan - Eastern Plune; Cctober 31, 1991.

Letter to Janmes Shafer, Departnment of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Maine DEP, regardi ng cooments on the October 1991 Draft Proposed
Pl an - Eastern Plune; Novenber 6, 1991.

Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Edmund Benedi kt, regardi ng conments on the Brunswi ck Naval Air Station

cl ean-up proposal s [Proposed Plans for Eastern Plune and Sites 1 and 3, dated
Decenber 1991] submitted for public review January 3, 1992.

Letter to Janmes Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern D vision, from Ralph
F. Keyes, Merryneeting Audubon Society, regarding commrents on the Proposed
Remedi al Action Plan [Proposed Plans for the Eastern Plume and Sites 1 and 3,
dat ed Decenber 1991]; January 8, 1992.

Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Louki e Lofchie, Brunswick Area Citizens for a Safe Environnent, regarding
coments on the Decenber 1991 Proposed Plans, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern
Pl ume; January 13, 1992.

Letter to James Shafer, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from Susan
C. Weddl e, Brunsw ck community representative, regarding public conmments

on the Decenber 1991 Proposed Plan Eastern Plume, the Decenber 1991

Proposed Plan Sites 1 and 3; January 13, 1992.

Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Edmund E. Benedi kt, Friends of Merryneeting Bay, regarding conments on the
Decenber 1991 Proposed Plans for Sites 1 and 3 and the Eastern Pl uneg;
January 3, 1992.

Not applicable to Sites 4, 11, 13 and the Eastern Pl ume

Proposed Plan for Sites 4, 11 and 13, prepared by ABB Environment al
Services, Inc.; Cctober 1996.

Transcript of the Public Meeting [Hearing] for Proposed Plan, Sites 4, 11, and
13, prepared by Brown & Meyers; Cctober 17, 1996.

Cor r espondence:

1.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Nancy
Bear dsl ey, Maine DEP, regarding comments on the Draft Proposed Plan - Sites
4, 11, and 13; July 24, 1996.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Loukie
Lof chi e, BACSE, regarding comments on the Draft Proposed Plan - Sites 4, 11,
and 13; July 25, 1996.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern D vision, from Robert
Lim USEPA, regarding comrents on the Draft Proposed Plan - Sites 4, 11,
and 13; July 26, 1996.

SECTION 7: RECORDS OF DECI SI ON

Vol urre 1:

Record of Decision for an InterimRenmedial Action - Eastern Plume, prepared
by ABB Environnental Services, Inc.; June 1992.



Vol une

Vol une

Cor r espondence:

1.

Letter to Meghan Cassidy, USEPA, from Gordon Beckett, Fish and Wldlife
Service, regarding the Draft Records of Decision for Sites 1 and 3 and the
Eastern Plume, March 25, 1992.

Letter to James Shafer, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Maine DEP, regarding cooments on the March 1992 Draft Record of
Decision for Sites 1 and 3 and March 1992 Draft Interi m Record of Decision for
the: Eastern Plume; April 2, 1992.

Letter to James Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, fromMary
Jane O Donnel |, USEPA, regarding comments on the [March 1992] Draft
InterimRecord of Decision for the: Eastern Plune; April 2, 1992.

Letter to Thonas Danes, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Dean Marriott, Miine DEP, regardi ng Maine DEP's concurrence with the
interimrenedial action presented in the June 1992 Draft InterimRecord of
Decision for the Eastern Plune; June 4, 1992.

Not applicable to Sites 4, 11, 13 and the Eastern Pl ume
Record of Decision for No Further Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13 and a Renedi al

Action for the Eastern Plune, prepared by ABB Environnental Services, Inc.;
February 1998.

Cor r espondence:

1.

Letter to Loukie Lofchie, BACSE, from Carolyn Lepage, Lepage Environnental
Services, Inc., regarding comments on the Draft Record of Decision for a
Remedi al Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13; April 3, 1997.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, fromd audia
Sait, MEDEP, regardi ng cooments on the Draft Record of Decision for a
Renedi al Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13; April 4, 1997.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Robert
Lim USEPA, regarding comrents on the Draft Record of Decision for a
Remedi al Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13; April 10, 1997.

Letter to Loukie Lofchie, BACSE, from Carolyn Lepage, Lepage Environnental
Services, Inc., regarding cooments on the Draft Final Record of Decision for
No Further Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13 and a Renedial Action for the Eastern
Pl ume; August 16, 1997.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern D vision, from Robert
Lim USEPA, regarding comrents on the Draft Final Record of Decision for

No Further Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13 and a Renedial Action for the Eastern
Pl ume; August 18, 1997.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, fromd audia
Sait, MEDEP, regarding cooments on the Draft Final Record of Decision for

No Further Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13 and a Renedial Action for the Eastern
Pl ume; August 25, 1997.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern D vision, from Robert
Lim USEPA, regarding comrents on the Revised Draft Final Record of

Decision for No Further Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13 and a Renedi al Action
for the Eastern Plune; Decenber 17, 1997.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, fromd audia
Sait, MEDEP, regarding comrents on the Revised Draft Final Record of

Decision for No Further Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13 and a Renedi al Action
for the Eastern Plune; Decenber 30, 1997.



10.

11.

Vol une 1:

Letter to Loukie Lofchie, BACSE, from Carolyn Lepage, Lepage Environnental
Services, Inc., regarding coments on the Revised Draft Final Record of
Decision for No Further Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13 and a Reredial Action
for the Eastern Plune; January 5, 1998.

Letter to Robert Lim USEPA, and daudia Sait, MEDEP, fromEnm| K aw tter,
Department of the Navy, Northern Division, regarding comments on the Revised
Draft Final Record of Decision for No Further Action at Sites 4, 11, and 13 and
a Renedial Action for the Eastern Plune; January 22, 1998.

Letter to Carolyn Lepage, Lepage Environnental Services, Inc., fromEm]l
Klawi tter, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, regarding coments on
the Revised Draft Final Record of Decision for No Further Action at Sites 4,
11, and 13 and a Renedial Action for the Eastern Plune; January 22, 1998.

Renmedi al Design Summary Report, prepared by ABB Environnental Services,
Inc.; May 1993 (Sites 1, 3, 5 6, 8, and the Eastern Pl une).

Long Term Monitoring Plan: Building 95, Sites 1 and 3, and Eastern Pl une,
prepared by ABB Environnental Services, Inc.; August 1994.

Cor r espondence:

1.

Vol urre 2:

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Robert
Lim USEPA, regarding comrents on the Draft Long Term Monitoring Pl an:
Building 95, Sites 1 and 3, and Eastern Pl une; Decenber 20, 1993.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Robert
Lim USEPA, regarding comments on the Draft Final Long Term Monitoring
Plan: Building 95, Sites 1 and 3, and Eastern Plume; March 2, 1994.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Nancy
Bear dsl ey, Mai ne DEP, regarding comrents on the Draft Final Long Term
Monitoring Plan: Building 95, Sites 1 and 3, and Eastern Plume; March 7, 1994.

Envi ronnental Contaminants in Fish From Mere Brook, prepared by U S. Fish
and Wldlife Service; February 1997.

Cor r espondence:

1.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, fromd audia
Sait, Miine DEP, regarding conments on the Packer Test Pilot Study of the
Eastern Plume; March 12, 1997.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, fromd audia
Sait, Mine DEP, regarding comrents on the Wrk Plan for the Geostatistical
Assessnent of the Eastern Plune; February 7, 1997.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Robert
Lim USEPA, regarding comrents on the Wirk Plan for the Geostatistical
Assessnent of the Eastern Plune; February 13, 1997.

Letter to Fred Evans, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, fromd audia
Sait, Mine DEP, regarding comments on the Final Wrk Plan for the
Geostatistical Assessment of the Eastern Plune; July 16, 1997.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 1 - March 1995, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plune, prepared by EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; June 1995.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 2 - May 1995, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plune, prepared by EA

Engi neeri ng,

Sci ence, and Technol ogy; August 1995.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 3 - August 1995, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plume, Vol. 1 of 2,
prepared by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; Decenber 1995.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 3 - August 1995, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plume, Vol. 2 of 2,
prepared by EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy; Decenber 1995.



Quarterly Mnitoring Event 4 - Novenber 1995, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plume, Vol. 1 of 2,
prepared by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; February 1996.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 4 - Novenber 1995, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plume, Vol. 2 of 2,
prepared by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; February 1996.

1995 Annual Report - Mnitoring Events 1 Through 4, prepared by EA Engi neering, Science,
and Technol ogy; July 1996.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 5 - February 1996, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plunme, Vol. 1 of 2,
prepared by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; July 1996.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 5 - February 1996, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plume, Vol. 2 of 2,
prepared by EA Engi neering, Science and Technol ogy; July 1996.

Final Report Renediation of Sites 1, 3, 5, 6 and 8, Vols. |-1V, prepared by OHM Renedi ati on
Services Corp.; July 1996.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 6 - June 1996, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plune, Vol. 1 of 2,
prepared by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; October 1996.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 6 - June 1996, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plune, Vol. 2 of 2,
prepared by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; Cctober 1996.

Results of Direct-Push Goundwater Sanpling Conducted on 27-29 August and 4 Septenber 1996
inthe Vicinity of MVM311, prepared by EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy; Cctober 25, 1996.

Fi nal Report Eastern Plume G oundwater Treatnent Plant, prepared by OHM Renedi ati on
Services Corp.; July 1996.

Packer Test Pilot Study of the Eastern Plune, prepared by EA Engi neering, Science, and
Technol ogy; January 1997.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 7 - Novenber 1996, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plume, Vol. 1 of 2,
prepared by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; March 1997.

Quarterly Mnitoring Event 7 - Novenber 1996, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plume, Vol. 2 of 2,
prepared by EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy; March 1997.

Fi nal Report Monitoring Event 8 - March 1997, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plunme, Vol. 1 of 2,
prepared by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; July 1997.

Fi nal Report Monitoring Event 8 - March 1997, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plune, Vol. 2 of 2,
prepared by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; July 1997.

Final Wrk Plan for the Geostatistical Assessnent of the Eastern Plume, prepare by EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy; July 1997.

SECTI ON 9: COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS

Vol une 1: Community Relations Plan - for NASB NPL Sites prepared jointly by Public
Affairs Ofice, Navy Northern D vision, and E. C Jordan Co. [ABB
Envi ronnental Services, Inc.]; Septenber 1988

Cor r espondence:

1. Public notice for the Renmedial Investigation and Feasibility Study schedule for
Brunswi ck Naval Air Station Superfund Site published in the Portland Press
Heral d; February 24, 1988.

2. Menmo to Commandi ng OFficer, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, fromT.F.
Rooney, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, regarding community
relations interviews, and comments on the Draft Community Relations Plan; July 14, 1988.

3. Press rel ease regarding the USEPA and U.S. Navy announci ng the signing of
the Federal Facility Agreement for the Brunswick Naval Air Station; Cctober 6, 1989.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Letter to Commander Geoffrey Cullison, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, fr

Ted Wl fe, Miine DEP,

regardi ng anal ytical results fromwater sanples

collected froma Coonbs Road residence; Decenber 27, 1989.

Letter to Ken Marriott,

D vi sion, from Joshua Katz,

regardi ng Freedom of

Naval Facilities Engi neering Command, Northern

Brunswi ck Area Ctizens for a Safe Environ

I nformati on Act request; March 6, 1990.

om

nment ,

Press rel ease regardi ng an extension of application notification deadline for
Techni cal Assistance Grant Application to be filed; March 26, 1990.

Letter to [Joshua] Katz.

fromT.J. Purul, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck,

regarding the availability of information requested under the Freedom
Information Act; April 6, 1990.

Letter to Kenneth Marriott,

of

Naval Facilities Engi neering Conmand, from Joshua
Katz, Brunswi ck Area Citizens for a Safe Environnent, regarding the Fr
of Informati on Act request;
the prelinmnary response to an April 8, 1990 site visit: April 12, 199

a March 22, 1990 public information nmeetin

Letter to file fromGeoffrey CQullison, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, re
Site 8 and off-site influences; April 23, 1990.

Letter to Janmes Shafer,
Wl fe, Mine DEP,

Departnment of the Navy, Northern Division, fro
regarding data fromthe sanpling at Consolidated Auto, and

the revised May 30, 1990 Maxi num Exposure Quidelines; June 22, 1990.

Fact sheet for
about Nati onal

eedom
g; and
0.

gar di ng

m Ted

Naval Air Station Brunsw ck regardi ng question and answers
Priorities List Sites; August 15, 1990.

Press rel ease announci ng the public conment period for the Federal Fac
Agreement for Brunswick Naval Air Station; Novenber 2, 1990.

Press rel ease regardi ng Brunswi ck citizens receiving a $50, 000 federal

for a Superfund advi sor;

January 3, 1991.

Fact sheet regarding the Sites 1 and 3 Proposed Plan, and the Eastern
Decenber 1991.

Proposed Pl an;

ility

grant

Pl une

Publ i c notice announci ng the public neeting/hearing and public comment period
for the Sites 1 and 3 Proposed Plan, and the Eastern Pl une Proposed Pl

an; Decenber 1991.

Press rel ease regarding the signing of the Record of Decision for Sites 1 and 3
cl eanup at Naval Air Station Brunswi ck; June 1992.

Publ i c notice announci ng the public neeting/hearing and public coment period
for cleanup of the Perimeter Road D sposal Area [Site 8] at Naval Air
Brunswi ck; Cctober 1992.

Fact sheet regarding the Site 8 Proposed Plan; Cctober 1992.

Station

Public notice announci ng the public neeting/hearing and public comment period

for renoval of Building 95 pesticide shop and surroundi ng soils;

Fact sheet regarding the proposed renoval actions at Building 95; Nove

Novenber 1992.

nber 1992.

Publ i c notice announci ng the public neeting/hearing and public comment period
for the revised Proposed Plan for Site 8 that now incl udes excavati on;

Mar ch 1993.

Public notice announci ng the public neeting/hearing and public comment period
for the Sites 5 and 6 Proposed Pl an; March 1993.

Fact sheet regarding the Proposed Plan for Sites 5,

Di sposal Site,
Mar ch 1993.

and Site 6,

the Sandy Road Rubbl e and Asbestos D sposal

the Orion Street Asbestos

Site;



Vol une 2: Techni cal Review Committee Meeting M nutes (Novenber 1987 to Decenber 10, 1992).

1. Meeting mnutes of Decenber 3, 1987, Technical Review Committee (TRC)
meeting to get acquainted, to discuss results of conpleted and pl anned
investigations, and to establish future review procedures; undated.

2. Meeting minutes of January 11, 1988, TRC meeting to discuss the project
schedul e; January 26, 1988.

3. Menmo to TRC nmenbers from Geoffrey Cullison, Naval Air Station, Brunsw ck,
regarding coffections to the January 11, 1988, neeting mnutes; February 3, 1988.

4. Meeting minutes of May 17, 1988, TRC neeting to discuss the draft charter for
the TRC at Brunswick and a review of the revised April 1988 R /FS work plan; undated.

5. Meeting mnutes of July 8, 1988, TRC neeting to attend a site tour and to
confirm proposed | ocations; of field investigations, undated.

6. Meeting mnutes of Novenber 22, 1988, TRC neeting to review anal ytical data
fromthe first round of sanpling, and to establish paraneters for the second
round of sanpling; undated.

7. Meeting minutes of February 22, 1988, TRC neeting to review validated
anal ytical data fromthe first round of sanpling, and to present prelimnary
information for the forthcom ng risk analysis and alternative devel opnent
del i ver abl es; undat ed.

8. Menmo of TRC meeting mnutes of March 28, 1989, to discuss the structure of
the third round of sanpling; April 10, 1989.

9. Letter to Bruce Darsey, Departnent of the Navy, Naval Air Station, Brunsw ck,
requesting copies of the March 27, 1989, TRC neeting minutes; April 18, 1989.

10. Letter to Senator WIIliam Cohen fromE. B. Darsey, Department of the Navy,
Naval Air Station, Brunsw ck, regarding a copy of the requested TRC neeting
m nutes, and the contact for the IRP programat the base; April 29, 1989.

11. Meeting mnutes of June 20, 1989, TRC neeting to discuss the Additional
Sanpling Plan, the RI/FS program and the schedule for its inplenentation;
July 11, 1989.

12. Meeting mnutes of August 10, 1989, TRC neeting to discuss the third round
of sanpling; undated.

13. Meeting mnutes of February 13, 1990, TRC neeting to discuss the fourth
round of sanpling; January 22, 1990.

14. Letter to TRC nmenbers from Janes Shafer, Department of the Navy, Northern
Division, regarding the May 22, 1990, TRC neeting mnutes in which the Draft
Initial Screening report, Draft Renedial Investigation report, and Draft Post
Screening Plan were discussed; July 12, 1990.

15. Meno to Janmes Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Ceoffrey Cullison, Naval Air Station, Brunsw ck, transmtting the onitted
handout fromthe previous letter; July 19, 1990.

16. Letter to TRC nmenbers from Janes Shafer, Department of the Navy, Northern
Division, regarding mnutes fromthe Septenber 13, 1990, TRC neeti ng;
Cct ober 31, 1990.

17. Letter to TRC nenbers from Janes Shafer, Department of the Navy, Northern
Division, regarding mnutes fromthe January 10, 1991, TRC neeting; January 28, 1991.

18. Letter to Janes Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern D vision, from
Mel vill e Di ckenson, ABB Environmental Services, Inc., regarding mnutes from
the Cctober 3, 1991, TRC neeting; January 28, 1991.



Vol une

19.

20.

21.

22.

Meeting mnutes of February 20, 1992, TRC neeting to discuss the schedul e
and status of the IRP sites; undated.

Meeting mnutes of May 20, 1992, TRC neeting to di scuss schedul es for the
Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plunme Records of Decision and Renedi al Design, the
site inspection work plan for Swanpy Road Debris site and Merriconeag

Extension Debris site, Site 8 Focused Feasibility Study and Proposed Pl an, and
the multi-site Feasibility Study; the mnutes also included a discussion of the
future actions scheduled for other sites; undated.

Meeting minutes of Cctober 1, 1992, TRC neeting to discuss schedules for the
Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plume Records of Decision and remedi al design, the
Bui | ding 95 Renoval Action, the site investigation at Swanpy Road Debhs site
and Merriconeag Extension Debris site, the proposed plans for Site 8, and
Sites 5 and 6; the mnutes al so included a discussion of the future actions
schedul ed for other sites; undated.

Meeting minutes of Decenber 10, 1992, TRC neeting to di scuss schedul es for

the Building 95 Renoval Action, the proposed plans for Sites 5 and 6, Site 8,
and Site 9, the Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Plunme Records of Decision and

remedi al design, the renedial designs for Sites 5, 6, 8 9, and Building 95,
and the site investigation at Swanpy Road Debris site and Merriconeag Extension
Debris site; undated.

Techni cal Review Committee/ Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes
(March 1993 to April 1997)
Techni cal Meeting Mnutes (March 1994 to Septenber 1996)

Cor r espondence:

1.

Meeting minutes of March 18, 1993, TRC neeting to di scuss the accel erated
schedul e, undat ed.

Meeting mnutes of June 10, 1993, TRC neeting to di scuss schedul e update, undated.
Meeting minutes of Septenber 23, 1993, TRC neeting to di scuss schedul e update, undated.

Meeting minutes of January 13, 1994, TRC nmeeting to discuss the Site 11
Techni cal Menorandum Site 9 Interi m G oundwat er Record of Deci sion;

Remedi al Design for Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, Eastern Plune, and Building 95; and
the Site Investigation report for the Swanpy Road and Merriconeag Extension
Debris Sites; undated.

Meeting mnutes of March 17, 1994, technical meeting to discuss the Site 11
Time Critical Removal Action; Building 95 construction project; Wst Runway
Study Area Site Investigation Report; and well purging and sanpling.
procedur es; undat ed.

Meeting mnutes of April 28, 1994, TRC neeting to discuss the Site 11 Tine
Critical Renoval Action; Site 9 Interim Goundwater Record of Decision;

Renmedi al Design for Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, Eastern Plune, and Building 95; Long
Term Monitoring for Building 95, Sites 1 and 3 and Eastern Pl ume; undat ed.

Meeting mnutes of May, 19, 1994, technical neeting to discuss additional
source investigations at Site 9; undated.

Meeting minutes of June 9, 1994, technical neeting to discuss Site 11 Tine
Critical Renoval Action,

Meeting minutes of June 23, 1994, TRC neeting to discuss the Site 11 Tine
Critical Renoval Action; Site 9 Proposed Plan and | nteri m G oundwat er ROD;
Remedi al Design for Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, Eastern Plunme, and Buil ding 95;
confirmatory sanpling at West Runway Study Area; undated.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Meeting minutes of August 4, 1994, technical neeting to discuss the
construction status for renediation of Building 95 and Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8 and
Eastern Plume, the Site 11 Renoval Action; Site 9 Interim G oundwater RCOD

and Long Term Monitoring Plan, Site, 9 Site Investigation Wrk Plan; mgration
of the Eastern Plume; additional sanpling at Building 95; undated.

Meeting minutes of Septenber 22, 1994, TRC neeting to discuss the Site 11
Tinme Critical Renoval Action; Site 9, Long Term Mnitoring Plan and Site

I nvestigation Wrk Plan; construction status for renediation of Sites 1, 3, 5,
6, 8, Eastern Plume, and Building 95; establishment of a Restoration Advisory
Boar d; undat ed.

Meeting minutes of Novenber 3, 1994, technical neeting to discuss Proposed

Pl ans and RODs for Sites 2, 7, 12, and 14; the construction status for

remedi ation of Building 95 and Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8 and Eastern Plume; the Site
11 Renoval Action; Site 9 Long Term Mnitoring Plan and Site Investigation
Work Plan; additional sanpling at Building 95; undated.

Meeting minutes of Decenber 8, 1994, technical neeting to discuss the
construction status for remediation of Building 95 and Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8 and
Eastern Plume; Proposed Plans and RODs for Sites 2, 7, 12, and 14; the Site
11 Renoval Action; Site 9 Site Investigation Wrk Plan; confirmatory sanpling
at Building 95; relative risk evaluation; undated.

Meeting minutes of January 11, 1995, TRC neeting to discuss Proposed Pl ans

and RODs for Sites 2, 7, 12, and 14; the Site 9 Source Investigation Sanpling

and Anal ysis Plan; construction status of renediation of Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8,
Eastern Plume, and Building 95; status of the Restoration Advisory Board; undated.

Meeting minutes of March 8, 1995, technical neeting to discuss the construction
status for renediation of Building 95 and Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8 and Eastern

Pl ume; Proposed Plans and RODs for Site 2; Site 11 Soil Analysis, Site 9 Long
Term Monitoring; confirmatory sanpling at Building 95; undated.

Meeting minutes of April 19. 1995, TRC neeting to discuss the Site 9 Source
I nvestigation; construction status of renediation of Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8,
Eastern Plume, and Building 95; Site 11 excavation; basewi de |ong term

moni toring; status of the Restoration Advisory Board; undated.

Meeting minutes of July 25, 1995, RAB neeting to discuss the construction
status of the remediation of Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, Eastern Plune, and Building
95; basewide long termnonitoring; Site 9 Source Investigation; Site 11
excavation; undat ed.

Meeting mnutes of Septenber 13, 1995, technical meeting to discuss the
construction status of the renediation of Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, Eastern Plume
and Building 95; Site 9 Source Investigation; basew de |ong term nonitoring;
Site 11 post-renoval action; undated.

Meeting mnutes of Cctober 25, 1995, RAB neeting to discuss the construction
status of the remediation of Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, Eastern Plune, and Building
95; Site 9 Source Investigation; basew de |ong term nonitoring; undated.

Meeting mnutes of January 25, 1996, RAB neeting to discuss the construction
status of the remediation of Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, Eastern Plune, and Buil ding
95; Proposed Plans and RODS for Site 2, Sites 4, 11, and 13, Site 7, Site 12,
and Site 14; Site 9 Source |nvestigation; basew de |ong term nonitoring;

undat ed.

Meeting minutes of May 1, 1996, RAB neeting to discuss the construction
status of the renediation of Sites 1, 3, 5 6, 8 Eastern Plume, and Buil ding
95; Proposed Plans and RODS for Site 2, and Sites 4, 11, and 13; Site 9 Source
I nvestigation; basewi de long termnonitoring; Punp Test Report/Nurmeri cal

Model i ng Report; Building 95 d osure Report; undat ed.



22. Meeting minutes of August 1, 1996, RAB neeting to discuss Proposed Pl ans
and RODS for Site 2, and Sites 4, 11, and 13; basew de | ong term nonitoring;
Renedi al Action Final |nspection; extraction well issues; nonitoring well MM
311; undat ed.

23. Meeting ninutes of Septenber 5, 1996, technical neeting to di scuss Proposed
Plans and ROD for Sites 4, 11, and 13; basew de | ong term nonitoring;
extraction well status; nonitoring well MWM311; undated.

24. Meeting minutes of Cctober 31, 1996, RAB neeting to discuss the ROD for
Sites 4, 11, and 13; basewide long termnonitoring; extraction well issues;
nmonitoring well MA311; undat ed.

25. Meeting nminutes of January 30, 1997, RAB meeting to discuss the Proposed
Plan and ROD for Site 2; ROD for Sites 4, 11, and 13; basewi de long term
noni toring; geostatistical analysis work plan; Site 9 Source Investigation
Report; extraction well issues; treatnent plant nodifications; undated.

26. Meeting minutes of April 23, 1997, RAB neeting to discuss the ROD for Sites
4, 11, and 13; basewide long termnonitoring; geostatistical analysis work
pl an; extraction well issues; treatnent plant status; status of the | RP sites; undated.

Vol une 1: Qual ity Assurance Program Pl an, prepared by E.C Jordan Co. [ABB
Envi ronnental Services, Inc.]; February 1988 (all sites)

Federal Facility Agreenment anong the U S. Departnent of the Navy, USEPA,
and Mai ne DEP; Cctober 19, 1990.
SECTI ON 10 (conti nued)

Cor r espondence:

1. Letter to Robert Kowal czyk, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Cynthia Bertocci, Miine DEP, regarding the state's interest in the Installation
Restoration Program for Brunswi ck Naval Air Station; February 24, 1986.

2. Letter to L. K Jones, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, from Anthony Leavitt,
Mai ne DEP, regarding the state's interest in the Installation Restoration
Program for Brunswi ck Naval Air Station; February 25, 1986.

3. Letter to Naval Facilities Engineering Comrand, Northern Division, fromL.K
Jones, Naval Air Station Brunswi ck, regarding the Navy's assessnent and
control of installation pollutants (NACI P) program and gui dance invol ving
federal and state regul atory agency oversight; March 11, 1986.

4. Letter to Commanding Oficer, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, from Commandi ng
Oficer, Naval Facilities Engineering Comrand, Northern Division, regarding
federal and state environmental agencies oversight authority of the NAC P
program April 7, 1986.

5. Letter to David Webster, USEPA, fromK J. Vasilik, Naval Air Station
Brunswi ck, regarding the definition of the RI/FS programat the NAS
Brunsw ck; January 20, 1987.

6. Letter to David Epps and Robert Kowal czyk, Naval Facilities Engineering
Command, Northern Division, fromCharlotte Head, USEPA, regarding the
current status and goals of the investigations; June 29, 1987.

7. Letter to Charlotte Head, USEPA, fromR L. Gllespie, Naval Facilities
Engi neeri ng Command, Northern Division, regarding the Navy's tinetable to
conpl ete Renedial Investigation Feasibility Study at the Naval Air Station
Brunswi ck, and outlining the Navy's understanding of the responsibilities of
the various agencies involved in the RI/FS program OCctober 22, 1987.

8. Letter to Charlotte Head, USEPA, from Kenneth Fi nkel stein, National Cceanic
and At nospheric Administration, regarding the June 10, 1987, Trustee
Notification Formfor Naval Air Station Brunsw ck; Novenber 10, 1987.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Letter to Charlotte Head, USEPA, fromT.G Sheckels, Departnent of the

Navy, Northern D vision, regarding the listing of Naval Air Station Brunswi ck
on the NPL, the establishnment of the Adm nistrative Record, and the Techni cal
Review Committee for the base; Novenber 16, 1987.

Letter to RL. Gllespie, Naval Facilities Engineering Conmand, Northern

Di vision, from David Wbster, USEPA, regarding the schedule to be published

by February 1988, a nechanismfor delineating the roles and responsibilities of
the agencies, and the USEPA' s concerns over the progress to date; Novenber

20, 1987.

Meno to Charlotte Head, USEPA, from Joan Coyle, USEPA Water Monitoring
Section, regarding sanpling results fromthe Jordan Avenue Well Field in
Brunswi ck, Mi ne; Decenber 10, 1987.

Letter to GD. Cullison, Naval Air Station Brunswi ck, and T.G Sheckels,
Naval Facilities Engi neering Command, Northern Division, from David
Webster, USEPA, regarding the definition of the commencenent of the RI/FS
under the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability
Act; Decenber 17, 1987.

Letter to Merrill Hohman, USEPA, from E. B. Darsey, Naval Air Station
Brunsw ck, regarding comrents received at the February 10, 1988, TRC
nmeeting on the status of the RI/FS program February 17, 1988.

Letter to Ronald Springfield, Naval Facilities Engi neeri ng Conmand, Northern
Division, fromDavid Wbster for Charlotte Head, USEPA, regarding the extent

of quality assurance and quality control of validation for sanples at Naval Ar
Station Brunsw ck; April 25, 1988.

Letter to Ronald Springfield, Naval Facilities Engineering Comrand, Northern
Division, fromDavid Wbster for Charlotte Head, USEPA, regarding the

eval uation of sites that were not incorporated into the [Hazard Ranki ng Systenj
package, especially Sites 5 and 6; April 25, 1988.

Letter to Meghan Cruise, USEPA, from Al an Prysunka, Mine DEP, regarding
coments on the Federal Facility Agreenent; Novenber 8, 1989.

Letter to Meghan Crui se, USEPA, from Susan Weddl e, TRC community
menber, regarding comments on the Federal Facility Agreement; November 16, 1989.

Letter to Meghan Crui se, USEPA, from Jeanne Johnson, Town of Brunswi ck
Conservation Conmm ssion, regarding a request for an extension for review and
comment of [the docunents included in the Infornmation Repository for] the
Brunswi ck Naval Air Station; Novenber 17, 1989.

Letter to Al an Prysunka, Maine DEP, from Merrill Hohman, USEPA, regarding
the state's comrents on the [Federal Facility] Agreement; Decenber 18, 1989.

Letter to WIliamAdans, E.C Jordan Co. [ABB Environmental Services, Inc.],
fromR L. Gllespie, Departnent of the Navy, Northern D vision, regarding a
schedul e extension for the Draft Initial Screening Report [Feasibility Study];
February 1, 1990.

Letter to T.G Sheckels, Department of the Navy, Northern Division, from
Merrill Hohman, USEPA, regarding an anendment to the Federal Facility
Agreement; February 9, 1990.

Letter to Alan Prysunka, Maine DEP, fromT. G Sheckels, Department of the
Navy, Northern Division, regarding Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requi renents (ARARs) for Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study at Naval
Air Station Brunsw ck; March 6, 1990.

Letter to Ken Marriott, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Northern

Di vi si on, from Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding a request concurrence
between the agencies for an extension to the Renedial |nvestigation schedul e;
March 12, 1990.



24. Letter to Thonas Sheckels, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Northern
Division, from A an Prysunka, M ne DEP, regarding ARARs [ Applicable or
rel evant and appropriate requirenments] for Naval Air Station Brunsw ck;
April 9, 1990.

25. Letter to Meghan Cassidy, USEPA, fromK R Marriott, Departnent of the
Navy, Northern D vision, regardi ng an extensi on under the FFA for preparing
the response to comments on the Draft Feasibility Study and Draft Renedi al
Investigation reports; May 18, 1990.

26. Letter to Janes Shafer, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Northern
Di vi si on, from Meghan Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding a notice to proceed with the
Feasibility Study activities at Naval Air Station Brunsw ck; June 21, 1990.

27. Letter to Meghan Cassidy, USEPA, from James Shafer, Naval Facilities
Engi neeri ng Command, Northern Division, regarding an extension under the
FFA for preparing the response to comments on the Draft Feasibility Study and
Draft Renedial |nvestigation reports; June 25, 1990.

28. Letter to Janes Shafer, Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division, from Ted
Wl fe, Maine DEP, regarding invertebrate tissue analysis for nercury along the
Mai ne coast for establishing background mercury |evels; February 24, 1992.

29. Letter to Ordr. Ron Terry, Naval Air Station Brunsw ck, from Meghan
Cassi dy, USEPA, regarding sanpling of Mere Brook, April 23, 1992.

30. Letter to Janes Shafer, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Northern
Di vision, from Mary Sanderson, USEPA, regarding the proposed accel erated
schedul es for the naval air station; January 11, 1993.

By Reference ONLY with | ocation noted:
U S. Environnental Protection Agency, 1988. "Quidance for Conducting
Renedi al Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA'; Ofice of Solid
Wast e and Energency Response; OSWER Directive 9335.3-01; InterimFinal;
Cct ober 1988.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1988. "Engi neering Eval uation/ Cost Anal ysis"



APPENDI X E

COST ESTI MATE FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY

TABLE E-1
COST ESTI MATE FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY

SI TES 4, 11, 13, AND EASTERN PLUVE ROD
NAS BRUNSW CK

Cost Item Cost Present Wrth
Treatment Pl ant Operation and Mi nt enance $300, 000/ yr $3, 120, 000
Uilities $ 75, 000/ yr $ 780, 000
Di sposal Fee to Sewer District $200, 000/ yr $2, 080, 000
Long-term G oundwat er Monitoring $150, 000/ yr $1, 560, 000
5-year Reviews $ 75, 000/ 5-yr $ 140, 000
Sub-t ot al $7, 680, 000
Adm nistrative & msc. (10 percent) $ 770,000
Total Present Wrth $8, 450, 000

Not es:

= 7%
n =20 yrs



