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PART 1: DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION
1.0 SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Naval Air Station South Weymouth

1134 Main Street

Weymouth, Massachusetis 02180

MA2170022022

Operable Unit 4 — Fire Fighting Training Area (FFTA)

2.0 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the No Action decision far Qperable Unit {QU) 4, the Fire Fighting Training
Area (FFTA) at the Naval Air Station {NAS) South Weymouth, in Weymouth, Massachusetts, which was
chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of
1880 (CERCLA), 42 USC § 9601 et seg., as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act of 1886 (SARA), and is consistent with the National Qil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Ptan {NCP), 40 CFR Part 200 et seq., as amended. The regulatory program performed under the context of
these combined laws and regulations is commaonly referred to as "Superfund.”

This decision is based on the Administrative Record (AR), which has been developed in accordance with
Section 113 (k) of CERCLA, and which is available for review at the U.S. Department of the Navy's (Navy)
northeastern office Engineering Field Activity Northeast (EFANE), in Lester, Pennsylvania. Public information
repositories are also kept at the Tufts Library in Weymouth, Massachusetts; the Abington Public Library in
Abington, Massachusetts; the Hingham Public Library in Hingham, Massachusetts; the Rockland Memarial
Library in Rockland, Massachusetts; and the Navy Caretaker Site Office (CS0} in Weymouth, Massachusetts.
The AR Index {Appendix D} identifies each of the items comprising the AR upon which the selection of this
decision is based.

The Navy has investigated the FFTA site in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP. The results of these
investigations and resulting human health and ecological risk assessments support a No Action decision for
the FFTA. Note, however, that residual petroleum compounds have been identified in subsurface soils at the
site. Under CERCLA, sites that are exclusively petroleum-contaminated are not subject to assessment under
the CERCLA process (see, e.g., CERCLA Section 101(14), which excludes petroleum from the definition of
“hazardous substances”). On this basis, No Action is necessary for the FFTA under CERCLA, and EPA
concurs with the Navy’s conclusions conceming compliance with CERCLA. Petroleumn residuals at the site will
be addressed pursuant to applicable Massachusetts state law.

This No Action decision has been selected by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency {EPA} and the Navy.
The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection {MADEP) concurs with this decision (Appendix
A).

3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED DECISION

This Record of Decision (ROD) sets forth the No Action under CERCLA decision for the FFTA at NAS South
Weymouth. There are no principal or low-level threats at the FFTA. The Navy has investigated the FFTA site
in accordance with CERCLA and the NGP. The results of these investigations and resulting human health and
ecological risk assessments support a No Action decision for the FFTA.  Note, however, that residual
petraleum compounds have been identified in subsurface soils at the site. Under CERCLA, sites that are
exclusively petroleum-contaminated are not subject to assessment under the CERCLA process (see, e.g.,
CERCLA Section 101(14), which excludes petroleum from the definition of “hazardous substance”). On this
basis, No Action is necessary for the FFTA under CERCLA, and EPA concurs with the Navy's conclusions
concerning compliance with CERCLA. Petroleum residuals at the site will be addressed pursuant to
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applicable Massachusetts state law.

The FFTA, QU 4, is one of several operable units currently on record at NAS South Weymouth. The FFTA has
been addressed independently from the rest of NAS South Weymouth so that the Navy can proceed with
closure of this site as soon as it has met the requirements of the Superfund process. The No Action decision
for the FFTA is not expected to have an impact on the strategy or progress for the rest of the sites at NAS
South Weymouth, nor does it preclude further investigation and/or remediation at the FFTA for non-CERCLA
contamination, if indicated. Additional details on the strategy and schedule for remediation for NAS South
Weymouth are in the Site Management Plan {SMP), updated in June 2003.

4.0 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

No remedial action is necessary at the FFTA under CERCLA to ensure the protection of human health and the
environment.

5.0 AUTHORIZING SIGNATURES

This ROD decuments that No Actien under CERCLA is necessary to ensure the protection of human health
and the environment at the FFTA, OU 4, at NAS South Weymouth, This decision was selected by the Navy
and EPA, with concurrence by MADEP.

Concur and recommended for immediate implementation:

U.S. Department githe Nawy
By: mﬁ%‘j‘,_ Date: 7Aﬂ ey
; / ~f— /

David A. Barney

BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Carelaker Site Office

NAS South Weymauth

LS, MNavy -
By: @ - Ll Date: Z/Z?//0¢

Al Haring Z

Director, Environmental Restoration Division
Engineering Field Activity Northeast

Naval Facilities Engineering Command

.S Navy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region |

By:

Date: ‘-:f /ﬁO /() +

usan Studiien
Director, Office of Site Remediation and Restoration
Region | - New England

U8 EPA
Record of Decision Version: Final
Fira Fighting Training Area, Operable Unit 4 Date: September 2004
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PART 2: THE DECISION SUMMARY
1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The NAS South Weymouth property is located primarily in the town of Weymouth, Massachusetts (Figure 1),
and portions of NAS South Weymouth extend into the adjacent towns of Abington and Rockiand,
Massachusetts. The FFTA is located within the town of Rockland. The property is currently owned by the
U.S Government, and was historically operated by the U.S. Navy.

NAS South Weymouth was developed during the 1940s for dirigible aircraft used to patrol the North Atlantic
during World War ll. The facility was closed at the end of the war and was reopened in 1953 as a Naval Air
Station for aviation training. NAS South Weymouth was in continuous use since that time until it was
operationally closed on September 30, 1896, and administratively closed on September 30, 1997,

NAS South Weymouth was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in May 1994 by EPA pursuant to
CERCLA. As such, cleanup of CERCLA sites at NAS South Weymouth proceeds under CERCLA, 42 USC §
9601 et seq., as amended by SARA, and is consistent with the NCP, 40 CFR Part 300 et seq.. as amended.
The Navy is the lead agency, and EPA provides oversight, for CERCLA activities at NAS South Weymouth.
The U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) is the sole source of cleanup funding for the property. There are
several operable units within NAS South Weymouth NPL site (MA2170022022) that the Navy is addressing
under CERCLA. This ROD relates to the FFTA, OU 4.

The FFTA was formerly used for fire fighting training exercises. The FFTA is located in the southeastern
portion of NAS South Weymouth, adjacent to the midpoint of Taxiway C {refer to Figure 2). The FFTA s a
flat, open, asphait-paved area, approximately 3.9 acres in size. The asphaltis broken in many areas, where
grass has grown through the asphalt. Minor residual debris from fire fighting activities such as wood, metal,
glass, and concrete pits are still present today.

A more complete description of the FFTA can be found in Section 3.0 of the Remedial Investigation (RI)
Phase Il Report (Tetra Tech NUS/ENSR, 2001).

2.0 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

2.1 Site History

The FFTA was used for an estimated 38 years, between 1950 and 1986, and then again from 1988 through
1990. The primary purpose of the FFTA during its operation was for fire fighting training exercises.

Itis estimated that during training operations, the use of fuels peaked at a maximum of 500 to 1,500 gailons of
fuel per month. Fuel consisted primarily of waste oil or residual jet fuel, with other surplus fuels on occasion.
During the earliest training exercises, fuels were placed in old vehicles, which were then ignited and
extinguished for training purposes. Subsequent exercises involved placing fuels in various containers and
concrete burn pits. During a brief period from 1986 to 1988, exercises were temporarily suspended. There
are no records of underground storage tanks (USTs) to store or contain fuel at the FFTA. Geophysical
surveys and test pitting did not reveal the presence of any buried tanks or storage structures.

Materials used to extinguish the fires included high-pressure water and fire-suppressant foams. Four concrete
burn pits, which were used for the final 2 years of training {1988 through 1990), are still present, but contain
evidence of wear, including chips, breaks, and cracks.

2.2 History of Investigations

Previous investigations and enforcement activities at the FFTA are summarized below:

+ |nstailation Restoration (IR) Program, 1983. In response to the growing awareness of the potential effects

Record of Decision Version: Final
Fire Fighting Training Area, Operable Unit 4 Date: September 2004
Weymouth, Massachusetts Page: 3



Record of Decision
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA
Part 2: The Decision Summary

of hazardous materials on human health and the environment, the DoD developed the IR Program to
investigate and cleanup potential problem areas created by past events at federal facilities. The IR
Program was the catalyst for environmental investigations at NAS South Weymouth.

« Preliminary Assessment {PA), Argonne National Laboratory, 1988. The PA included a records search,
interviews, and a site walkover. The purpose of the PA was to identify and evaluate pasi waste practices
at NAS South Weymouth and make an assessment of the associated potential for environmental
contamination.

s Site Ingpection (SI), Baker Environmental, Inc., 1991. The Sl included site walkovers, geophysical
surveys, installation of groundwater monitoring wells, and the collection of soil, sediment, surface water,
and groundwater samples at eight sites at the NAS South Weymouth property. The purpose of the Sl was
for "screening” purposes to identify sites for further study and to provide information necessary to develop
a comprehensive work plan for further study. The Sl identified three additional sites for further
environmental investigation.

+ PhaselRI Study, Brown & Root Environmental/ENSR, 1998, The Phase | Rl included a literature search,
geophysical survey, soil-vapor survey, immunoassay testing, ecological assessment, test pit excavation,
monitoring well, well point and piezometer installation, hydraulic conductivity testing, groundwater gauging
and water level measurements, stream gauging, and surface soil, subsurface soil, groundwater, hydric
soil’sediment, and surface water. This information was used to refine the Conceptual Site Model (CSM)
and identify areas warranting further study.

+ Phasell Rl Tetra Tech NUS/ENSR, 2001. The Phase Il Rl was conducted to address and fill data gaps
from the Phase | Rl and previous investigations, and to further verify the absence of hazardous
substances from the site. The Phase li included further ecological assessment, groundwater gauging,
water level measurements, and surface soil sampling.

¢ Residual Petroleum Investigation, ENSR, Aprit 2002. The Navy conducted an additional environmental
investigation at the FFTA to further investigate the presence of residual petroleum. Test pits were
excavated and soil samples were collected.

2.3 History of CERCLA Enforcement Activities

In May 1994, NAS South Weymouth was listed on EPA’s NPL, indicating that the NAS South Weymaouth
property was a priority for environmental investigation and cleanup. Environmental studies and activities at
NAS South Weymouth have been conducted by the Navy in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP.

Based on the designation of the NAS South Weymouth property as an NPL site, a Federal Facility Agreement
(FFA) was executed by the Navy and EPA. The FFA became effective in April 2000. This agreement
establishes the Navy as the lead agency for the investigation and cleanup of designated sites within the NAS
South Weymouth property, with EPA providing oversight. The MADEP is not a part of the FFA. In accordance
with CERCLA and the NCP, MADEP has participated in ongeing discussions and strategy sessions, and has
provided oversight and guidance through their review of IR Program documaents.

In accordance with the FFA, a SMP with task schedules and deliverables is updated annually each June, and
is published each October. The SMP, which serves as a management tool far planning, reviewing, and setting
priorities for environmental investigative and remedial response activities 1o be conducted at NAS South
Weymouth. The SMP is available for review at the Navy's EFANE office in Lester, Pennsylvania; at the Tufts
Library in Weymouth, Massachusetts; at the Abington Public Library in Abington, Massachusetts; at the
Hingham Public Library in Hingham, Massachusetts; at the Rockland Memorial Library in Rockland,
Massachusetts; and at the Navy CSQ, in Weymouth, Massachusetts.

3.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
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Thraughout the site's history, community involvement has been ongoing. The Navy has kept the community
and other interested parties apprised of site activities through informational meetings, fact sheets, press
releases, public meetings, and regular contact with local officials. Also, the Navy meets on a regular basis to
discuss the status and progress of the IR Program with the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), which includes
representatives from the neighboring community. Representatives from the Navy, EPA Region |, MADEP, and
local government have attended all public meetings and hearings. Below is a brief chronology of public
outreach efforts.

» In September 1995, the Navy initiated a series of public meetings, at which the RAB process was
explained and community members were asked to join the RAB. A sufficient number of volunteers were
assembled and RAB meetings began in March 1996. Since that time, RAB meetings have been held on a
maonthly basis or as needed to keep the RAB and local community informed of IR activities. These
meetings have provided updates of IR activities throughout the process.

* InJuly 1998, the Navy released a community relations plan that outlined a program to address community
concerns and keep citizens informed about and involved in remedial activities.

e The North and South Rivers Watershed Association (NSRWA) applied for and was awarded a Technical
Advisory Grant (TAG) from the EPA and MADEP. This TAG allows the NSRWA to hire a Technical
Advisor to review documents, attend meetings, and prepare evaluation reports.

+ The RAB for NAS South Weymouth has applied for and has been granted a Technical Assistance for
Public Participation (TAPP) grant from the DoD. This grant allows the RAB to obtain technical assistance
from experts in the environmental field to help them understand the environmental cleanup programs at
the base,

+ Several fact sheets have been prepared about the NAS South Weymouth property during the course of
investigation and study at the base. These fact sheets have been provided to the public mailing list for the
NAS South Weymouth NPL site, and are listed in the AR index provided in Appendix D.

+ The Navy published a notice and brief analysis of the Rl report and Proposed Plan in the Patriot Ledger on
August 25, 2003; in the Weymouth News on August 27, 2003; in the Hingham Journal on August 28,
2003; and in the Abington/Rockland Mariner on August 29, 2003, In addition, the Navy made the plan and
Rl available to the public at the Tufts Library in Weymouth, Massachusetts; at the Abington Public Library
in Abington, Massachusetts; at the Hingham Public Library in Hingham, Massachusetts; at the Rockland
Memaerial Library in Rockland, Massachusetts; and at the Navy CSO, in Weymouth, Massachusetts.

s  From September 4, 2003 to October 4, 2003, the Navy offered the Proposed Flan for public comment, in
accordance with the requirements of the NCP and the SMP developed for the NAS South Weymouth
Superfund program.

+« On September 10, 2003, the Navy held an informational meeting to present the Navy's Proposed Plan to
the community. At this meeting, representatives from the Navy answered questions from the public. In
addition, the Navy held a public hearing, at which oral comments on the Proposed Plan were recorded for
the record. A transcript of comments received at the public hearing is included as an attachment to this
ROD as Appendix E2.

s The Navy has provided responses to both oral comments received at the public hearing and written
comments received during the comment period. These responses are provided in the Responsiveness
Summary, which is included in Part 3 of this ROD,

In addition, the Navy is providing an index of the AR available for public review at the Navy's EFANE office in
Lester, Pennsylvania (see Appendix D). Information repositories have also been established at the Tufts
Library in Weymouth, Massachusetts, at the Abington Public Library in Abington, Massachusetts, at the
Hingham Public Library in Hingham, Massachusetts, at the Rockland Memorial Library in Rockland,
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Massachusetts, and at the Navy CSO, in Weymouth, Massachusetts.
4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION

As outlined in the FFA for NAS South Weymouth, there are several operable units undergoing study (as
necessary} at the base. OU 4 is ane of the operable units (refer to Table 1) being addressed, and is the
subject of this ROD. Each operable unit at NAS South Weymouth progresses through the CERCLA cleanup
process independent of each other. Regarding the status of the other OUs, please referto Table 1, Summary
of Operable Units.

The Navy has investigated the FFTA site in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP. The results of these
investigations and resulting human health and ecological risk assessments support a No Action decision for
the FFTA. Note, however, that residual petroleum compounds have been identified in subsurface sails at the
site. Under CERCLA, sites that are exclusively petroleum-contaminated are not subject to assessment under
the CERCLA process {see, e.g., CERCLA Section 101(14), which excludes petroleum from the definition of
"hazardous substance”). On this basis, No Action is necessary for the FFTA under CERCLA, and EPA
concurs with the Navy's conclusions concerning comnpliance with CERCLA. Petroleum residuals at the site will
be addressed pursuant to applicable Massachusetts state law.

For the selected decision described in this ROD (No Action under CERCLA), it is anticipated that site closure
can be completed when the ROD signatures are obtained. The proposed No Action under CERCLA decision
for the FFTA is not expected to have an impact on the strategy or progress for the rest of the sites at NAS
South Weymouth, nor does it preclude the further investigation and/or remediation at the FFTA for non-
CERCLA contamination, if indicated. Additionai details on the strategy and schedule for the remediation of
NAS South Weymouth are available in the SMP.

5.0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The FFTA is located in the southeastern portion of NAS South Weymouth, adjacent to the midpoint of Taxiway
C (refer to Figure 2). The FFTA is an open area, approximately 3.9 acres (169,883 square feet) in size.
Topographically, the FFTA is relatively flat. Its primary surface feature is a semi-circular area that is paved
with asphalt. The flat portion of the semi-circle is adjacent to Taxiway C, while the curved portion of the semi-
circle is adjacent to wetlands, a cranberry bog, and woodland. An unpaved road provides access tothe FFTA
from the east via woodland, while Taxiway C provides access to the FFTA from the west. A small stream (the
eastern branch of French Stream) flows from north to south, and is culverted under the asphalt paving. lt later
joins the main branch of French Stream, south of the Base.

The surface asphalt is broken in many areas, where grass has grown through (refer to Figure 3). Minor
residuai debris from fire fighting activities such as wood, metal, glass, and concrete pits are still present today.
Based upon observations during investigations completed at the site, there are multiple layers of asphalt
underlying the FFTA. These layers indicate that the FFTA area was paved on numerous occasions over its
3B-year history. The lowest layers of asphalt (2 to 4 feet below the surface) are the most weathered and
exhibit a lack of asphalt cohesion. Only remnants of course aggregate and tar-like material remain from the
original asphalt structure. The geology of the subsurface consists of soil and boulders within silt and gravel,
which is indicative of an upper glacial till. A summary of training exercises conducted at the FFTA is
presented in Part 2, Section 2.1 of this ROD.

Based on historical site use, potential contaminants associated with the FFTA included volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pasticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (FCBs),
diexins, and inorganics (metals). Other potential contaminants include ethylene dibromide (EDB} and methyl-
tertiary-butyl ether (MTBE). During the 1986 Phase | Rl and/or 1998 Phase Il Rl sampling programs, surface
soil, subsurface soil, hydric soil/sediment, groundwater and surface water samples were collected and
analyzed for these parameters. In general, soil samples were collected to assess surface, shallow
subsurface, and deeper subsurface soil conditions. Test pit excavations and soil boring drilling with soil
sampling were performed to characterize the soil. In addition, monitcring wells were installed {0 assess
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groundwater conditions beneath the site. Refer to Figure 4 for sample locations. For the maost part, chemicals
detected at the FFTA were very close to laboratory detection limits. Chemicals detected in enviranmental
media at concentrations above the detection limit at the FFTA were generally either consistent with
background conditions or consistent with expected residual from Base activities.

At one time during the Phase | Rl investigation, field personnel reported the presence of "petroleum sheen,
stains, seeps, and odors" in some of the 1996 test pits. As a result, multiple samples were collected from
those and other test pits, as well as the entire FFTA during both the 1996 and 1999 RI field programs. The
additional sampling led to the conclusion that the reported observation of petroleum sheen, stains, seeps, and
odors was most likely associated with the highly weathered subsurface asphalt and rich organic peat material
present at the site. Asphalt is generally made up of a mixture of sand, gravel, and a product obtained from
crude oil. According to literature reviewed from the American Petroleum Institute (API) and other sources,
when petroleum-based fuels come into contact with asphalt, a reaction cccurs that dissolves and breaks apart
the asphalt. Because adjacent soit and groundwater samples have not shown evidence of residual fuels cr
other chemicals of potential concern (COPCs), the Navy concluded that the reporied "petroleum” observation
did not warrant further investigation or response. It was solely attributed to dissolved asphalt residuals and
natural peat strata, which posed no potential human health or ecological risks.

In early 2002 during consideration of the No Action decision for the FFTA, EPA and MADEP requested that
the Navy return to the FFTA again, {o further investigate the presence of residual petroieum. The Navy
complied, and directed ENSR to excavate four additional test pits in April 2002, The test pitting locations were
selected by EFPA and MADEP to coincide with areas that revealed evidence of potential petroleum staining in
1966 aerial photographs and the 1996 reported observation of petroleum impacts. Navy, EPA, and MADEP
representatives were onsité to direct the test pitting and sampfing activities. During the test pitting, several
small, localized areas of residual petroleum were observed in the upper-most portion of two of the test pits,
adjacent to the weathered subsurface asphalt. All parties agreed that the residuat petroleum was not
consistent throughout the test pits, but was sporadic and "spotty” in its presence. Soil immediately adjacentta
these localized areas exhibited no indications of any residual petroleum or petroleum impacts. Soil samples
were collected for fakboratory analysis from the localized petroleum residuals, as well as areas immediately
adjacent and in contact with those residuals. The analytical results indicated that the samples of residual
petroleum contained petroleum-related chemicals that are common to both asphalt and petroleum-based fuel,
and that the samples of immediately adjacent soil contained no petrgleum-related chemicals. This
information, combined with visual observations during the April 2002 test pitting, confirmed that the residual
petroleum does not appear to have migrated under existing site conditions and is confined to the weathered
subsurface asphalt at the site. These conclusions were consistent with data collected as part of the Phase |
and Il Rl programs for the FFTA (Tetra Tech NUS/ENSR, 1998 and 2001), and provided the justification for
the Navy to proceed with the No Action decision for the site under CERCLA. However, it does not preclude
the possibility of further response actions for the petroleum residuals {i.e., non-CERCLA contamination), if
necessary.

A conceptual site model (CSM) for the FFTA was presented in the RI Phase Il report (Tetra Tech NUS/ENSR
2001). This CSM is shown in Figure 5, The CSM is a three dimensional picture of site conditions that illustrate
potential contaminant sources, release mechanisms, exposure pathways, migration routes, and potential
human and ecological receptors. The model documents current and potential future site conditions, and
shows what is known about human and ecological exposure through contaminant release and migration to
potential receptors. The risk assessments conducted at the FFTA were based on this CSM.

The resuits of the risk assessments are presented in Section 7.0, Summary of Potential Site Risks.
8.0 CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES
NAS South Weymouth was operationally closed on September 30, 18996, and administratively closed on

September 30, 1997. As such, historical operations conducted at the base are no longer cccurring. The base
is located within a residential/light commercial area.
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The FFTA has not been used since 1990. The surface of the FFTA is paved with asphalt, which is broken in
many areas, where grass has grown through. Concrete burn pits that were used for a portion of the site
training exercises are still present today. The FFTA is generally an open area, directly adjacent to Taxiway C,
and fans out to thriving wetlands, a cranberry bog, and woodland (refer to Figure 2).

Although land reuse plans are currently being discussed {2003), all potential reuse scenarios were assessed
during the Rl risk assessment and FS evaluations (refer to Section 7.0) as required under CERCLA. This
included the potential for groundwater ingestion as a drinking water source. Recreational, commercial, and/or
R&D uses are proposed for the west side of the FFTA, and open space use is proposed for the east site of the
site.

7.0 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL SITE RISKS

Baseline human health and ecclogical risk assessments were conducted for the FFTA. Initial assessments
were performed in 1997/1998 as part of the Phase | Rl program, and expanded assessments were performed
in 2000/2001 as part of the Phase If Rl program (Tetra Tech NUS/ENSR, 2001). The baseline risk
assessments evaluated many exposure pathways, including both current and reasonable expected future
exposure scenarios for the FFTA. Specifically, the baseline risk assessments were performed to estimate the
probability and magnitude of potential adverse human health and ecolcgical effects from exposure to
contaminants associated with the site if no remedial actions were taken. The assessments provide the basis
for taking action, and identify the chemicals and exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the
remedial action, if necessary. A summary of the human health risk assessment, followed by a summary of the
ecological risk assessment is discussed below.

7.1_Human Health Risk Assessment

The human health risk assessment followed a four-step process: 1) hazard identification, which identified
those hazardous substances that, given the specifics of the site, were of significant concern; 2} exposure
assessment, which identified actual or petential exposure pathways, characterized the potentially exposed
populations and determined the extent of possible exposure; 3) toxicity assessment, which considered the
types and magnitude of adverse health effects associated with exposure to hazardous substances; and 4) risk
characterization and uncertainty analysis, which integrated the three earlier steps to summarize the potential
risks posed by hazardous substances at the site, including potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks
and a discussion of the uncertainty in the risk estimates.

Fourteen of the B4 chemicals detected at the site were selected for evaluation in the human health risk
assessment as COPCs. The COPCs were selected to represent patential site hazards based on toxicity,
concentration, frequency of detection, mobility and persistence in the environment and can be found in Table
6-31 in the Phase |l Rl report (Tetra Tech NUS/ENSR, 2001).

The COPCs are summarized in Table 2. This table contains the exposure point concentrations (EPC) used to
evaluate the reasonable maximum exposure (RME) scenario in the baseline risk assessment for the COPCs.
Estimates of average or central tendency case {CTC) exposure concentrations for the COPCs be found in
Tables 6-26, 8-27, 6-30, 6-31, 6-34, 6-35, 6-38, 6-39, 6-42 and 6-43 in the Phase Il Rl report (Tetra Tech
NUS/ENSR, 2001).

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the COPCs were estimated quantitatively or
qualitatively through the development of several hypothetical exposure pathways. These pathways were
developed to reflect the potential for exposure to the COPCs hased on present uses, potential future uses,
and location of the site. The risk evaluation for both current site use (on-site worker, trespassing child, and
construction worker), and hypothetical future site use (on-site resident and recreational child) assumed that
potential human receptors would be exposed to COPCs at the FFTA via incidental ingestion or dermal contact
from surface soil, sediment and surface water. 1t also assumed that the hypothetical construction worker
would be exposed to surface and subsurface soil via inhalation of fugitive dusts and that the hypothetical
future resident would be exposed to groundwater via ingestion and inhalation of volatites while showering.
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Average daily doses of COPCs were estimated using conservative assumptions relative to the rates of
potential contact with sail, sediment, groundwater or surface water, the frequency and duration of contact, and
other parameters. Exposure assumptions are presented in Tables 6-12 through 6-17 in the Phase || R report
(Tetra Tech NUS/ENSR, 2001).

Excess lifetime cancer risks were determined for each receptor by multiplying a daily dose with the chemical-
specific cancer potency factor. Cancer potency factors have been developed by EPA from epidemiological or
animal studies to reflect a conservative "upper bound” of the risk posed by potentially carcmogemc
compounds. The resulting risk estimates are expressed in scientific notation as a probability (e.g., 1 x 10" ®for
1/1,000,000, which indicates that an average individual is not likely to have greater that a one in a million
chance of developing cancer over 70 yearsas a result of site-related exposure to the compound at the stated
concentration). All risks estimated represent an "excess lifetime cancer risk," or the additional cancer risk
above the background Ievel from other causes. EPA's generally acceptable risk range for site-related
exposure is 1x10to 1x10°. EPA protocol at the time of risk characterization considered carcinogenic risks to
be additive when assessing exposure to a variety of substances. A summary of the potential carctnogenic
toxicity data relevant to the COPCs is presented in Table 3. This table provides the carcinogenic risk
information that is relevant to the COPCs in surface soil, sediment, groundwater, and surface water at the
FFTA. At the time of risk characterization, there were no slope factors available for the dermal route of
exposure. Therefore, in accordance with EPA guidance, the oral slope factors for these chemicals were used
to evaluate dermal exposure. Different absorption adjustment factors were used for the oral and dermal
exposure routes.

In assessing the potential for adverse effects other than cancer, a hazard quotient (HQ) is calculated by
dividing the daily dose by the reference dose (RfD) or other suitable benchmark. RfDs have been developed
by ERPA and represent a level to which an individual may be exposed that is not expected to result in any
deleterious effect. RfDs are derived from epidemiological or animal studies and incorporate uncertainty
factors to help ensure that adverse health effects will not occur. A HQ less than or equal to 1 indicates that a
receptor's dose of a single contaminant is less than the RfD, and that adverse non-carcinogenic effects from
that chemical are unlikely. The HCs for each COPC, for which the receptor is potentially exposed to via a
specific pathway, are summed to yield the Hazard Index (HI) for that pathway. A total Hl is then calculated for
each receptor by summing the pathway-specific Hls. A Hl less than or equal to 1 indicates that adverse non-
carcinogenic effects are unlikely. A summary of the potential non-carcinogenic toxicity data from chronic and
subchronic exposure, relevant to the COPCs, is presented in Table 4 and 5, respectively. These tables
provide the non-carcinogenic risk information that is relevant to COPCs in soil, sediment, groundwater and
surface water. Similar to the carcinogenic risk data, the dermal dose-response values applied during risk
characterization were the same as the oral dose-response values for these chemicals.

Table & depicts the human health risk summary for the COPCs in soil, sediment, groundwater, and surface
water evaluated to reflect current and potential future site use corresponding to the RME scenario. Refer to
Section 6.0 of the Phase [l Rl report (Tetra Tech NUS/ENSR, 2001] for a more comprehensive risk summary.

The IEUBK model was used to evaluate the hazard potential posed by exposure of young children fess than 7
years of age to lead in surface water at the site. The outcome of the model revealed that 0.41% of an
exposed population is predicted to have blood lead levels greater than 10 microgram per deciliter (ug/dl). ltis
EPA policy to protect 95% of the sensitive population against blood lead levels in excess of 10 ng/dl
Therefore, this percentage is less than the exceedance probability of 5% that has been used in evaluating the
potential need for cleanup actions.

In summary, the results of the human health risk assessment showed that potential carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic risks under the current and future scenarios were within or below the acceptable risk
benchmarks at the FFTA for all potential reuse scenarios, including residential use.

The risk assessment uses assumptions that have uncertainties associated with them. Some of the
assumptions have a firm scientific basis, while others do not. Some level of uncertainty is introduced into the
risk characterization process every time an assumption is made. In regulatory risk assessment, the
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methodology dictates that assumptions err on the side of overestimating potentiai exposure and toxicity. Such
estimates may be useful for regutatory decision making, but do not provide a realistic estimate of potential
health impacts. The effect of using nurmerous assumptions, some of which represent upper estimates of
potential exposure and toxicity, is to develop risk estimates which are protective of the majority of the
population including highly exposed or highly sensitive receptors.

As described in Section 5.0, Site Characteristics, in early 2002, four test pits were excavated to visually
inspect whether or not petroleum product exists in those locations. While excavating the four new test pits,
localized areas of petroleum-impacted soil were observed. Soil samples were collected for laboratory analysis
from the ohserved petroleum-impacted layers and beneath the impacted zones. Sample selection was a joint
Navy, EPA and MADEP decision..

Based on a reguest by the MADEP and EPA relative to completing the CERCLA process at the FFTA, a
CERCLA risk-based evaluation was performed using EPA Region IX PRGs. Several petroleum constituents
and metals were detected at levels that exceed their respective PRGs. Previous PRG-comparisons, using
historic Rl data collected from the FFTA, identified only arsenic and thallium as COPCs. This recent test-
pitting event identified several other detectable parameters warranting PRG comparison.

Constituents that exceeded their respective PRG values include arsenic, iron, manganese, naphthalene and
2-methylnaphthalene. The highest arsenic, iron and manganese concentrations detected are within the range
of what is considered background levels as indicated in previous investigations at the FFTA.

In addition, the naphthalene and 2-methylnaphthalene are petroleum-related compounds. The exceedences
of PRGs for these two compounds were only detected in the petroleum-impacted samples and not in the
environmental samples collected below. Therefore, the concentrations of non-petroleum related compounds
are consistent with previous data for the FFTA and do not present potential risk exceedences.

EPA has concurred with the Navy's conclusions relative to the Navy's compliance with CERCLA, and in an
EPA letter dated October 17, 2002, EPA offered the following parallel conclusions:

s Arsenic and manganese resuits from the test pits for surface soil and subsurface soil were similar to
those obtained in the R, and the addition of the 2002 test pit samples to the Rl results would not be
expected to alter the risk assessment results obtained from the RI.

+« Supplemental risk calculations using ratios of 85% UCLs to Region 8 PRGs were performed by EPA
for the organic constituents 2-methylnaphthalene and naphthalene, which were not inciuded in the
ariginal risk assessment. The resulting HQs equaled 0.2 for 2-methylnaphthalene and 0.07 for
naphthalene for a residential receptor.

s« The Navy's data continues to demonstrate that there is no unacceptable risk from chemicals present
at the FFTA, and that No Action is necessary under CERCLA.

7.2 Ecological Risk Assessment

In addition to the human health risk assessment described above, an ecological risk assessment was also
performed. The ecological risk assessment evaluated potential risks to ecological receptors that may occur in
the presence of chemical stressors in environmental media. The ecological risk assessment was completed
in three steps: (1} prablem formulation, (2) risk analysis, and (3) risk characterization.

Problem formulation is the initial step of the ecological risk assessment and provides the basis for decisions
regarding the scope and abjectives of the risk assessment. Information is collected in order to develop a
conceptual site madet (Figure §), in which the COPCs and exposure pathways are identified.

The analytes detected in surface soil, hydric soillsediment, tissue and surface water at the FFTA were
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evaluated for consistency with background conditions at NAS South Weymouth, benchmark screening (for
sediment and surface water) and essential nutrients. Following these evaluations, & inorganic constituents, 18
organic compounds and groups were selected as COPCs for surface soil; 7 organic compounds were
selected as COPCs for sediment; 5 incrganic constituents and 2 organic compounds were selected as
COPCs for surface water; 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ was selected as a COPC for earthworm tissue; and 2 inorganic
constituents were selected for COPCs for small mammal tissue. The COPCs used in the ecological risk
assessment are presented in Table 7. These COPCs represent the analytes that were detected at
concentrations that warranted further evaluation.

The ecological receptor groups evaluated included terrestrial vertebrates {e.g., small mammals, birds),
terrestrial invertebrates (e.g., earthworms), wetland invertebrates (e.g., benthic macroinvertebrates), wetland
vertebrates (e.g., amphibians, small mammals, birds), and terrestrial and wetland plants {(e.g., ruderal growth
vegetation, hydrophytic vegetation). The ecological exposure pathways evaluated included:

Direct contact with surface soil by terrestrial invertebrates,

Direct contact with surface scil by terrestrial plant species,

Incidental ingestion of sediment/hydric soil, surface water and surface soil by vertebrate wildlife:
Direct contact with surface water and hydric soil/sediment by wetland vertebrates (i.e., amphibians);
and

« Venrtebrate wildlife ingestion of prey items that have bicaccumulated COPCs from surface water, soils,
and sediment/hydric soils.

The exposure pathways used in the ecological risk assessment are presented in Table 8.

The risk analysis phase of the ecological risk assessment is based on the conceptual site model developed in
the problem formulation phase. Risk analysis includes the characterization of potentiai ecological exposure
and carresponding effects. The ecological exposure assessment involves the identification of potential
exposure pathways and an evaluation of the magnitude of exposure identified ecological receptors. The
ecological effects assessment describes the potential for adverse effects associated with the identified
COPCs to ecological receptors and reflects the type of assessment endpoints selected. Table 8 presents a
summary of these endpoints. The methods and procedures used to identify and characterize ecological
exposure and effects are described in detail in Section 7.2 of the Phase | Rl {Tetra Tech NUS/ENSR, 2001).

The ecological risk characterization phase of the ecclogical risk assessment integrates the results of the
exposure and effects phases of work, and presents an integrated approach that uses field data, laboratory
data, and theoretical methods to provide estimates of actual or potential risks to ecological receptors. The
results of the ecological risk assessment suggested that ecological risks are not anticipated from exposure to
COPCs in surface soil, sediment, or surface water at the FFTA. Exposure peint concentrations of cadmium,
chromium, copper and silver in soil, and 4 4'-DDD, 4,4'-DDE, 4, 4-DDT, total PAH, acetone and carbon
disulfide in sediment/hydric soil exceeded chronic benchmarks. No acute benchmarks were exceeded.
However, in light of the lack of toxicity in the toxicity testing program, there is considerable uncertainty
associated with the use of these benchmarks. In addition, concentrations of several COPCs (dissclved phase
inorganic aluminum, barium, lead, manganese, and vanadium; and probable laboratory contaminants bis 2-
ethylhexy|phthalate and carbon disulfide) in surface water in the palustrine wetland east of the FFTA exceeded
screening values. As a result, a theoretical potential risk could be inferred for sensitive receptors from
exposure to surface water atthe FFTA. However, the presence of water in this wetland system is ephemeral,
and it is possible that the metals are colloidal bound to dissolved organic carbon (DOC), and DOC-metal
complexes are generally not bioavailable. Therefore, the ecological risk assessment concluded that potential
exposures to chemical stressors in the wetiand environments at the FFTA are not likely to result in significant
potential risk {refer to Table 8).

The ecological risk assessment integrated a variety of methodologies to assess potential ecological risks. The
conclusions regarding overall risk to ecological receptors were based on a weight-of-evidence approach,
incorporating the results of all components of the assessment methodology (i.e., an approach that integrated
results of physical, biological, toxicological, and field measurement endpoints to draw risk-based conclusions).
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The weight-of-evidence components were designed to provide measures of potential risks for different
ecological receptors and exposure pathways, and provided relative measures of exposure and effects in the
site and at background (reference) locations.

Similar to the human health risk assessment, the ecological risk assessment uses assumptions that have
uncertainties associated with them, which influence the results and conclusions of the risk assessment. Some
of the assumptions may underestimate potential risk, some have an unknown effect on potential risk, while
some assumptions tend to overestimate potential risk, Uncertainties in the ecological risk assessment
process for the FFTA are summarized in Table 7-33 of the Phase Il Rl {Tetra Tech NUS/ENSR, 2001},

7.3 _Basis for Response Decision

In summary, the risk assessments performed did not identify potential human health or ecological risks in
excess of regulatory thresholds associated with the FFTA.

8.0 DOCUMENTATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Navy presented a Proposed Plan recommending No Action under CERCLA at NAS South Weymouth on
September 10, 2003. The Navy reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during the public
comment period. |t was determined that no significant changes to the decision, as originally identified in the
Proposed Plan, were necessary. Therefore, No Action under CERCLA will be implemented at the FFTA.

The Navy has investigated the FFTA site in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP. The results of these
investigations and resulting human health and ecological risk assessments support a No Action decision for
the FFTA. Note, however, that residual petroleum compounds have been identified in subsurface sails at the
site. Under CERCLA, sites that are exclusively petroleurn-contaminated are not subject to assessment under
the CERCLA process (see, e.g., CERCLA Section 101(14), which excludes petroleum from the definition of
"hazardous substance"). On this basis, No Action is necessary for the FFTA under CERCLA, and EPA
concurs with the Navy's conclusions concerning compliance with CERCLA. Petroleum residuals at the site will
be addressed pursuant to applicable Massachusetts state law.

9.0 STATE ROLE

The MADEP submitted comments on the Proposed Plan during the public comment period, indicating that the
state does not support the No Action decision for the FFTA based upon the petroleum contamination observed
at the site and several inaccurate statements presented in the Proposed Plan. The Navy has responded to
MADEP’s comments in the Responsiveness Summary located in Part 3 of this ROD. MADEP concurs with
the Navy's and EPA’s No Action decision for OU-4 at NAS South Weymouth (see Appendix A).

The Navy has investigated the FFTA site in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP. The results of these
investigations and resulting human health and ecological risk assessments support a No Action decision for
the FFTA. Note, however, that residual petroleum compounds have been identified in subsurface soils at the
site. Under CERCLA, sites that are exclusively petroleum-related are not subject to assessment under the
CERCLA process (see, e.g., CERCLA Section 101(14), which excludes petroteum from the definition of
"hazardous substance"). On this basis, No Action is necessary for the FFTA under CERCLA, and EPA
concurs with the Navy's conclusions relative to the Navy's compliance with CERCLA. Petroleum residuals at
the site will be addressed pursuant to applicable Massachusetts state law.
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NA (MCP) = Site transfarred to the state Massachusetts Contingency
Plan {MCP) program.
IR = Installation Restoration (U.S. Department of Defense [DoD)
Superfund compliance program}
QU = Operable Unit

Sl = Site Inspection

Table 1
Summary of Operable Units
Site } IR Program Site | Operabie Unit ] Site Site Description Regulatory Status
. Designation Designation | Abbreviation (as of November 2003)
West Gate [ 1 1 \ WGL Disposal area used for a variety PA Sl Phase |land [RI FS
Landfil { of C&D debris, municipal, and completed.

I other waste materials. §

Rubble 2 2 RDA Disposal area used for primarily PA, SI. Rl and FS completed.
Disposal building demelition debris. PRAP issued in February 2003
Area and ROD signed in December
(Upland} 2003 setecting excavation and

offsite disposai of PCB-

I impacted material, construction
of a soil cap for the landfill
material, long-term menitoring,

) and institutional controls.
Rubhble 2 9 r RDA Steep sloping area adjacent to Combined with OU 2. Mo
Disposal RDA. separate actions being
Area performed.
(Wetland) ] o
Smali Landfill 3 3 SiL Disposal area used gnimarily for PA, 31, Ri completed. No FS
concrete, metal, and wood. necessary. PRAP issued
recommending No Action with
Groundwater Monitaring. ROD
signed in March 2002, selecting
No Actian with Groundwater
Monitoring.
Fire Fighting 4 4 { FFTA Area designated for dispensing PA, SI, Phase | and It RI
Training Area fuels for igniting and completed. Additional follow-up
extinguishing fires. site investigation completed.
PRAP issued recommending Na
Action under CERCLA.
Tile Leach 5 5 TLF Sand bed used lo receive and PA, Si. Rl completed.
Fieid distribute {reated industrial
| wastewater.
Fuel Fam 6 NA(MCP) | NA(MGP) Tank farm and fuel dispensing Site transferred into the MCP
area program based on exhibiting onty
fuel-related issues.
Sewage 7 ¥ STP Wastewater treatment plant used | PA, Si Rl completed. FS and
Treatment primarily for domestic wastewater. | PRAP are being considered.
Plant
Abandoned 8 8 ABTFS Area in which temporary above- PA, SI, Rl completed. PRAP
Bladder Tank ground tanks were used for quick | issued recommending No
Fuel Storage aircraft refueling. Action. ROD signed in March
|  Area | 2003, selecting No Action.
Building 81 9 10 Building 81 Building was formerly used for RI work plan being finalized.
mator pool (i e., vehicle
maintenance}. Only the footprint
of Building 81 currently remains
onsite.
Building 82 10 11 Building 82 Buitding formerty used for aircraft | Rl work plan being finalzed.
maintenance and storage.
Notes: PA = Preliminary Assessment

Rl = Remedial Investigation (Phase | and I}

FS = Feasibility Study

PRAP = Proposed Remedial Action Plan
C&D = Construction and demolition debris
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Table 2
Summary of Chemicals of Potential Concern Used in Human Health Risk Assessment
. " Maximum Expo_sure -
Expo'sure Chemical of Potential Concentration Units Frequen:‘:.y Point ' Units Statistical
Paint Concern of Detection | Concentration Measure
Detected
Antimony 7.7E+00 mg/kg 36 7.7E+Q0 mg/kg Max
Surface Soil | Benzo{a)pyrene 2.6E-01 mgrkg a6 2.6E-01 | makg | Max |
Total 2,3,7.8-TCDD TEQ 4. tE-05 mg/kg 5/6 4.1E-05 mg/kg Max |
Subsurface Arsenic 2.3E+00 makg 23123 1.3E+00 mgkg 95% UCL
Sail Thallium 1.0E+00 mg/kg 1723 4.8E-01 mg/kg | 95% UCL
Benzo(a)anthracene 31E+00 mg/kg 6/9 3.1E+00 my/kg Max
Hydric Sail/ Benzo{a)pyrene 2.6E+00 mg/kg 6/9 2.6E+00 mkyg Max
Sediment Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.2E+0D mgkyg 7/9 1.2E+0Q makg | Max
Indenc(1,2,3-CD)pyreng 9.4E-01 mg/kg 4/9 9.4E-01 mg/kg Max
Acetone 1.2E-01 mg/L 213 1.2E-01 mg/L Max
Groundwater | Bis{2-Ethythexyl)phthalate 4 9E-02 mg/L 218 4.9E-02 mg/L Max |
Chromium VI 2.0E-D2 mg/L 417 2.0E-02 mgil, Max
Aluminum 7.5E+00 mg/L 8/8 6.5E+00 mg/L 95% UCL
Surface Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 6.0E-03 mg/L 27 5.8E-03 mg/L 95% UCL
Water Lead* B 8.8E-02 mg/L 4/8 - | mg/lL -
Thallium 6.8E-03 my/L 1/8 3.9E-03 mg/l 95% UCL
Vanadium i} 1.2E-01 mg/L 8 1.2E-01 mg/L Max
Notes:

ma/kg - milligram per kilogram (ppm)

95% UCL — 95% Upper Confidence Limit
Max - Maximum Concentration

TCDD -~ Tetra chicrodibenzo-p-dioxin

TEQ - Toxicity equivalency quotient

~ Lead was assessed using the IEUBK model.
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Potential Carcinogenic Toxicity Data SI:lt:ll'leaEy from Human Health Risk Assessment
Chamical of otentil | OICSE | yargnc, | ohaleton GSE | e er Guideine.
| (Last Verified) {Last Verified) Description

Acetone NA NA NA NA NA
Alurninum NA NA Na NA | _ NA
Antimony NA NA NA NA NA
Arsenic 1.5E+00 IRIS (6/00) 1.5E+01 IRIS (5/00) {b) A
Benzo(ajanthracens 7.3E-01 (a) 3.1E-01 @ | B2 _
Benzo(a)pyrena 7.3E+00 RIS (6/00) 31E+00 RBC (4/13/00) B2
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 7.3E-01 (a) 31E-M {a) B2
Bis{2-Ethylhexylphthaiate 1.4E-02 IRIS (6/00) 1.4E-02 NCEA {96) B2
ChromiumVI NA NA 4. 1E+01 HEAST (97) A
Indena{t.2,3-CD}pyrene 7.3E-01 (a) JAE-N (&) B2
Thalliurm NA NA NA NA NA
Total 2,3.7,8-TCDD TEQ 15E+05 | HEAST(87) 1.5E+05 HEAST (97} B2
Vanadium NA NA NA, NA NA

Notes:

CSF: Cancer Slope Factor

{mg/kg)/day: milligram per kilogram per day

TCDD - Tetra chlorodibenzo-p-dioxin

TEQ - Toxicity equivalency quotient

NA: Not Available

IRIS: Integrated Risk Information System, an online computer database of toxicological information (EPA, 2000)
HEAST: Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables, published annually by the EPA (1997)

NCEA: National Center for Environmental Assessment

RBC. NCEA as cited in the EPA Region |l Risk-Based Concentration Table, 4/13/00

(a): CSF for Benzo{a)pyrene multiplied by appropriate toxicity equivalence factor

(b): Converted from unit risk of 1/ug/m® to an inhalation CSF of 1/mg/kg-day

A: Human carcinogen

B2. Probable human carcinogen — Indicates sufficient evidence in animals or ne evidence in humans

* In accordance with EPA guidance, dermal slope factors were based on the oral slope factors for these chemicals. Different
absorption adjustment factors ware used for the oral and dermal exposure routes.
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Table 4
Potential Non-Carcinogenic Toxicity Data Summary from Human Health Risk Assessment (Chronic Exposure}
EPA
Chemical of Potential RfD . Reference
Concern (mg/kg-day) | Target Organ/ Critical Effect at LOAEL Corllﬂe:g'nce {Last Verified)
Pathway. Ingestion and Dermal Contact o
Acetone 1.0E-01 Increased liverkidney weights, nephrotoxicity Low IRIS (6/00)
Aluminum 1.0E+00 Neurotoxicity in off-spring Low NCEA {6/20/94)
Antimany 4.0E-04 Longevity, blood glucose, and cholesterol Low IRIS (6/00)
. g Hyperpigmentation, keratosis & poss vascular .
Arsenic 3.0E-04 complications Medium IRIS (6/00)
Benzo{ajanthracene 3.0E-02 Kidney effects Low IRIS (6/00) (a) |
Benzo(a)pyrene 3.0E-02 Kidney effects . Low IRIS (6/00} (a}
Benzo(h)flucranthens 3.0E-02 Kldney affects Low IRIS (6/00} (a)
Bis(2-Ethylhexybiphthalate 2.0E-02 increased relative liver weights Medium IRIS (6/00)
Chromium VI 3.0E-03 Mo adverse affects Low _IRIS (6/00) {b)
Indeno(1,2.3-CO)pyrene 3.0E-02 Kidney effects Low IRIS (6/00) (a)
Thallium 8.0E-05 | No adverse affects Low IRIS {6/00) (<)
Total 2,3,7.8-TCOD TEG NA NA NA NA
Vanadium 7.0E-03 No effects reported - NA HEAE‘:_T (97)
FPathway: Inhalation . - S
Acetone NA NA NA NA
Alurminum 1.0E-03 Psychemotor and cognitive impairments NA, NCEA_(§/20;’9?)
Antimony NA NA NA NA
Arsenic NA NA NA NA
Benzo{a)anthracene NA NA NA NA
| Benzo(a) pyrene NA NA NA NA
Benzo{b)fluoranthene NA NA NA NA
Bis(2-Ethylhexyphthalate NA NA NA NA
. L actate dehydrogenase in bronchioalveolar
Chromium VI | 3.0E-05 lavage fluid Low IRIS (6/20) (d)
Indeno(1,2,3-CD)pyrene NA - NA Na, NA
Thallium NA NA NA NA
Total 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ NA NA NA NA
Vanadium NA NA NA NA
Notes:
RfD: Reference Dose
LOAEL: Lowest observed adverse effects levet
EPA: Environmental Pratection Agency
IRIS: Integrated Risk Information System, an online computer database of toxicological infermation (EPA, 2000)
HEAST: Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables, published annually by the EPA (1897)
NCEA: Mational Center for Envirgnmental Assessment
TCOD ~ Tetra chlorodibenzo-p-dioxin
TEQ - Toxicity equivalency quotient
NA: Not available
{a). Dose response value for pyrene, based on structural similarity
{b): RfD far chromium Vi
{¢): RfD for thalliumn carbonate
{d): Converted from RIC (RFC*20 cubic meter/70 kilogram = inhalation RfD)
Record of Decision Version: Final
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Table 5
Potential Non-Carcinogenic Toxicity Data Summary from Human Health Risk Assessment (Subchronic exposure)
. EPA
Chemical of Potential RfD Target Organ/ Critical Effect at LOAEL Confidence Referer.lca {Last
Concern {(mg/kg-day} Level Verified)
Pathway: Ingestion
Acetone 1.0E-01 Increased liver/kidney weights. nephrotoxicity Low IRIS (6/00)
Aluminum 1.0E+00 Neurotoxicity in off-spring Low T NCEA (6/20/94) |
Antimony 4.0E-04 Longevity, bloed glucose, and cholesterol NA ! HEAST (97} (a)
. o R Hyperpigmentation, keratosis & poss vascular ‘
Arsenic 3.0E-04 complications o NA 1 HEA?_ST_(E?} (a),
T
Benzo{alanthracene 3.0E-02 Kidney effects Low | IRIS (6/Q0) ()
Benzo(a)pyrene 3.0E-02 Kidney effects Low : IRIS {6/00) (b)
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 3.0E-02 Kidney effects Low © IRIS (8/00) (b)
Bis{2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 2.0E-02 Increased relative liver weights Medium IRIS (6/00)
Chromium V1 2.0E-02 No adverse affects NA __HEAST (97) {a)
Indeno(1,2 3-CD)pyrene 3.0E-02 Kidnay effects Low IRIS (6/00) (b)
: Altered liver function, increased serum lactate
Thallium 8.0E-04 dehydrogenase. alopecia NA HEAST (97} (a,c)
Total 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ NA NA e NA i NA
anadium {  7O0E-03 No effects reported NA HEAST (97} (a)
Pathway: Inhalation
Acetone i NA NA ) NA NA
Aluminum 1.0E-03 Neurotoxicity NA NCEA (7/30/93)
Antimany NA NA ] NA  NA
Benzo(ajanthracene NA NA NA . NA B}
Benzo(a) pyrene NA NA NA | NA
T
Benzo(b)fluoranthene NA NA NA . NA
Bis{2-Ethyihexyl)phthalate NA NA NA NA ]
i Lactate dehydragenase in bronchicalveolar
Chromium Vi 3.0E-05 lavage fiuid Low IRIS (6/20) (d)
[ndena{1,2,3-CD)pyrene NA NA NA NA
Thallium NA NA NA MNA
Total 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ NA NA NA NA
Vanadium NA NA L __NA NA ]
Notes:

RfD: Referenca Dose

LOAEL: Lowest pbserved adverse effects level

EPA: Environmental Protection Agency

IRIS. Integrated Risk Information Systern, an online computer database of toxicelogical infarmation {EPA, 2000}
HEAST.: Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables, published annually by the EPA (1997)

NCEA: National Center for Environmental Assessment

TCDD - Tatra chlarodibenzo-p-dioxin

TEQ - Toxicity equivalency quotient

NA: Not available

{a): Subchronic RfD.

{b): Dose response value for pyrene, based on structural similarity

{¢): RiD fer thallium carbonate

{d) Converted from RfC (RfC*20 cubic meter/70 kilogram = inhalation RfD)

*In accordance with EPA guidance, dermal slope factors were based on the aral slope factors. Different absorption adjustment
factors were used for tha oral and dermal exposure routes.

Record of Decision Version: Final
Fire Fighting Training Area, Operable Unit 4 Date: September 2004
Weymouth, Massachusetts Page: 17



Record of Decision
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA
Part 2: The Decision Summary

Table &

Summary of Human Heailth Risk Assessment

Total Carcinogenic Risk

Total Non-Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Evaluated Meda {statistical chance) {hazard index)
On-site Worker
Surface Soil ___ GRE-O7 - A1 ]
Ingestion/Dermat Gontact Hydric Soil/Sediment 7.2E-08 0.000008
Surface Water __11E-05 0.00042
On-site Worker Total 7.56-07 0.01
Trespassing Child . . ~
Surface Soil 41E-07 0.007 .
Ingestion/Dermal Contact Hydric Soil/Sediment 6.0E-07 0.0002
o _ | Surface Water 3 1.1E-D8 0.009
Trespassing Child Total 1.0E-06 0.015
Constuction Worker
inhalation Surface Sqil 3.6E-10 Not Caiculated
Inhalation Subsurface Soil 1.6E-09 NotCalculated ]
Surface Soil 4.5E-08 0.011
| Ingestion/Dermal Contact -5 b litace Soil = A R Y F
Construction Worker Tolal 6.0E-08 0.01
Future Resident
Surface Soil 3.3E-06 0.1
ingestion/Darmal Contact Hydric Scil/Sediment 1.5E-06 .. DoOGGE
Surface Water 2.1E-08 0.032
ingestion Groundwater 1.0E-05 0.7
Future Resident Total 1.5E-05 0.8
Futurg Recreational Child N |
Surface Soil _2QED6 1 o %r
Ingestion/Darmat Contact Hydric Sqil/Sediment 1.3E-06 0.0008
Surface Water 1.9E-08 Q.032
Future Recreational Child Total J.2E-06 0.1
Record of Decision Version: Final

Fire Fighting Training Area, Operable Untt 4

Weymouth, Massachusetts

Date: September 2004
Page: 18



Part 2: The Decision Summary

Record of Decision
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA

Table 7
Summary of Chemicals of Potential Concern Used in Ecological Risk Assessment
Frequency - Maximum Statistical
E':ggisut:“e Chemical of Concern of Co?:::l;mrazon Cogzzrsr::;on Units Exposure Point Units Measure
| Detection Cancentration
' inorganics
Surface Antimany 66 8.00E-01 7.70E+00 mg/kg 7.70E+00 maglkg Max
Soil Beryilium 5/6/6 3.00E-01 5.70E-D1 mg/kg 5.20E-01 makg | 95% UCL
Cadmium A/6/6 4.20E-01 4.80E+00 ma/kg 4 80E+00 mglkg Max
Chromium 6/6/6 2.30E+00 2 11E+Q1 ma'kg 2. 11E+) ma/kg Max
Copper 6/6/6 3.40E+00 8.49E+01 ma’kg 6.40£+01 mg/kg 95% UCL
Silver . 1mse 1.64E+01 _ t.54E+01 ma’kg 1.54E+01 maskg Max
Pesticides/PCBs
4,4-DbD 2/6/6 3.60E+00 3.90E+Q0 pafkg 3.70E+0D pg/kg | 95% UCL
4,4 -DDE 1/6/6 3.70E+00 3.70E+00 ugkg 2.90E+00 ug/kg | 95% UCL
4,4'-DDT 1/6/6 4.30E+00 4.30E+00 pokg 3.20E+00 pg/kg 95% UCL
Dieldrin 1/6/6 3.20E+00 3.20E+00 pgikg 2.60E+00 pg/k 95% UCL
Endaosulfan 1/116 g.00E-01 9.00€-01 ug/kg 9.00E-1 ng’kg Max
Endosulfan Sulfate 2/6/6 2.00E+0Q0Q 2.50E+G0 ugkg 2.20E+00 ng’kg 95% UCL
Endrin 36/6 3.00E+0Q 7.10E+00 ngkg 6.40E+00 ug/kg 95% UCL
Endrin Ketone 1/6/6 3.20E+00 3.20E+Q0Q ng/kg 2. 60E+00 ng/kg 95% UCL
Heptachlor Epoxide 2/6/6 $.00E-0t 1.90E+00 pg'k 1.50E+00 pgrkg 95% UCL
Methoxychlor 1/6/6 1.25E+01 1.25E+01 natky 1.13E+01 pg/kg 55% UCL
Semivofatile Organic Compounds
Bis{2-Ethylhexylyphthalate 3/6/6 9.20E+01 1.26E+03 Lg/kg 9.75E+02 uglkg | 95% UCL
Butylbenzylphthalate 1/4/6 3.60E+02 3.60E+02 pa/kg 3.60E+02 pglkg Max
Diethylphtnalate 14216 1 930E+01 9.30E+01 pngkg | 9.30E+1 ug/kg Max
Tatal PAH I 5@ 9. 84E+02 357E+03 | Lgkg | 3.36E+03 ugkg | 95% UCL
Volatile Organic Compounds - B ]
2-Butanone {MEK) 2/6/6 4.50E+00 1.20E+31 pglkg 9.70E+00 19/kg. 95% UCL
“Acetone 1/6/6 6.10E+01 6.10E+01 ngikg 6.10E+01 ughkg | Max
Toluene 356 2.00E+GD 50DE+00 ug/kg 4 60E+00 ngskg 95% UCL
Dioxins
Er;trzf-e"?'a“mm TEQ 5/6/6 3.00E+00 2 4DE+01 pg/g 240E+01  palg Max
B Eﬁnﬁgi;’-&mm TEQ 51616 4.00E+00 3106401 | palg 3A0E+01 ‘ poig | Max
Pesticides/PCBs
Hydric Soil! | 4 4'-pDD 1/5/5 8. 80E+00 8.80E+00 pglka 8.80E+00 - ug/kg Max
Sediment [ 4 4-DDE 34515 2.00E+00 1.00E+01 ok 1.00E+01 | ug/kg Max
4.4-DDT 4616 2.2DE+DD 1 BSE+01 uafkg 1.65E+01 f narkg Max
Semivolatite Organic Compounds
Carbazole 3819 4.60E+01 6.B0E+02 | Lok 6.80E+02 | pg/kg Max
Total PAH 77919 7.28E+02 240E+04_ | ugkg 240E+04 | pghkg | Max
Volatife Organic Compounds
Acetone 4/8/8 3.80E+01 3.20E+02 ug/kg 3.20E+02 ng/kg Max
Carbon Disulfide 1/7/8 4.50E+00 4.50E+00 ug/kg 4. 50E+00 ng/kg Max
lnorganics e . —
Surface Aluminum [ BB 1 BOE+02 7.53E+03 pg/l 5.49E+03 ug/l | 95% UCL
Water Lead 4/8/8 1.00E+00 8.80E+D1 g/l 8.80E+01 W/l | Max
Zinc 6/8/8 1 10E+01 3.90E+D1 ngiL 3.50E+01 pa/ll | 95% UCL
inorganics (Dissclved)
Alurinurm 21212 4.09E+02 1.91E+03 ngil 191E+03 | pg/l | Max
Barium 11212 2 30E+01 2.30E+01 ug/L 2.30E+01 I gl Max
Lead 21212 5.70E-01 3.08E+0D pgiL 3.08E+00 ugiL Max
Manganese 21212 1 B5E+02 3.49E+02 pgll J.49E+02 ug/L Max
Vanadium 1/2/2 4.20E+01 4.20E+01 pgil 4.20E+01 pg/l Max
Semivolatile Qrganic Compounds
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate |  2/7/7 5.00E+00 B00E+00 | pgil | BODE+00 | pgit | Max
Volatile Organic Compounds ‘ .
Carbon Disulfide 2/2/6 2.00E+00 300E+00 | pg/l | 3.00E+00 | gt | Max
Record of Decision Version: Final
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Record of Decision
Naval Air Station, Scuth Weymouth, MA
Part 2: The Decision Summary

Table 7 (continued)
Summary of Chemicals of Potential Concern Used in Ecological Risk Assessment

Exposure Frequency Minimum Maximum Maximum Statistical
Mgzium Chemical of Concern of Conecentration | Concentration Units Exposure Point | Units Measure
Detection o Concentration N
Dioxins . o }

Earthworm IJL%&Z‘J'B'TCDD TEQ K 1.99E+00 1.98E+Q0 [sle1fs] 1.99E+00 pa’g Max
Tissue

Eﬂ,‘f-”f"moo TEQ g 1 88E+00 1.88E+00 pglg 1 88E+00 bulg Max
Small inorganics (Dissolved)
Marnmal Cadmium 22 | 5.00E-01 ] 8.20E-01 malkg 8.20E-01 mg'kg hax
Tissue Copper 22 | 230E+00 |  340E+00 matkg | 340E+G0 mghky [ Max
Notes:

mg/kg - milligram per kilogram (ppm)
ng/kg - microgram per kilogram (pph)
pg/g - picagram per gram

95% UCL — 95% Upper Canfidence Limit
Max — Maximum Concentration

PCB - Palychlarinated Biphenyl

MEK — Methyl Ethyl Ketone

TCDD - Tetra Chlorodibenzo-p-dioxin
TEQ - Toxicity Equivalency Quatient
Frequency of Detection displayed as: number of detected values / number of samples used to caiculate statistics/ total number of samples collected not
including duplicates or as number of detected values/ number of samples used to calculate statistics

Record of Decision

Fire Fighting Training Area, Operable Unit 4

Weymauth, Massachuselts

Version: Final

Date: September 2004
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Figure 3. Site Photograph
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Record of Decision
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA
Part 3: The Responsiveness Summary

PART 3: THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
1.0 STAKEHOLDER ISSUES AND NAVY RESPONSES

Comments were received during the public comment period and at the public hearing on the Proposed Plan
for the FFTA, QU 4. A copy of the comments received during the public comment period and a copy of the
transcript for the public hearing are attached as Appendix E1 and E2, respectively. Comment responses are
provided in Section 3.0.

The Navy has reviewed all comments received from the public and regulatory agencies pertaining to the
Proposed Plan for the FFTA at NAS South Weymouth. As described in the Proposed Plan, the Navy's
preferred decision for the FFTA is No Action. No Action, under CERLCA, is necessary at the FFTA to protect
human health and the envirchment. Upon reviewing the comments received, the stakeholders’ major concern
relates to addressing the residual petroleum observed at the FFTA under applicable Massachusetts state faw
after the No Action ROD is signed.

The Navy's general response to this important concern is that the sporadic presence of residual petroleum
associated with the weathered subsurface asphailt is not classified as a CERCLA hazardous substance (40
CFR Part 118), and it does not meet the definition of 2 RCRA hazardous waste (40 CFR Part 261). In
addition, the residual petroleum, and the FFTA in its entirety, does not pose unacceptable risks to human
health or ecological receptors under CERCLA. Further, the historic inclusion of the FFTA under CERCLA was
based on the possibility that non virgin petroleum-based combustible liquids could have been used for fire
fighting training exercises, in addition to the reported use of petroleum-based fuels. That possibility has not
been substantiated through the numerous investigations conducted. Under CERCLA, sites that are
exclusively petroleum-related are not entitled to assessment under the CERCLA process (CERCLA Section
101{14)). On this basis, No Action is necessary for the FFTA under the guidelines of CERCLA, and EPA
concurs with the Navy's conclusions concerning compliance with CERCLA. However, petroleum residuals at
the site will be addressed pursuant to applicable Massachusetts state law.

2.0 TECHNICAL AND LEGAL ISSUES

No technical or legal issues pertaining to the ROD for the FFTA have been identified.

3.0 COMMENT RESPONSES

Section 3.1 presents verbal comments recorded at the Fublic Hearing on September 10, 2003, with Navy
responses. Section 3.2 presents written comments received between September 4, 2003 and October 4,

2003, with Navy responses.

3.1 Verbal Comments and Responses

Note that the following comments are paraphrased. Refer to the Public Hearing Transcript for a complete set
of verbal comments recorded at the public hearing on September 10, 2003.

1. Comment from Mary Parsons, Rockland Resident. Ms. Parsons had the following questions regarding
the FFTA: (1) Why is the FFTA a Superfund site?; (2) Would the site become a MCP site under the
oversight of the MADEP?; and (3) Has the potential presence of PCBs in fractured bedrock at the FFTA
been investigated?

Ms. Parsons referenced meeting minutes from a 1999 meeting between the South Shore Tri-Town
Development Corporation (SSTTDC) and Navy representative regarding a comment made by Mr. David
Drozd suggesting that the SSTTDC does not necessarily need to cleanup sites as long as certain
requirements are met. Ms. Parsons indicated that she would further clarify this statement in her written

Recard of Decisian Version: Final
Fire Fighting Training Area, Operable Unit 4 Date: Septembear 20604
Weymouth, Massachusetts Page: 27



Record of Decision
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA
Part 3: The Responsiveness Summary

comments. Ms. Parsons is concerned that the Navy is trying to transfer the property without cleaning up
the Superfund sites.

Navy Response: in 1894, NAS South Weymouth was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL). Seven
of the sites within NAS South Weymouth, including the FFTA, required further environmental evaluation
under CERCLA as a resuft of this listing. The historic inclusion of the FFTA under CERCLA was based
on the possibility that non virgin petroleum-tbased combustible liquids could have been used for fire
fighting training exercises, in addition to the reported use of petroleun-based fuels. That possibility has
not been substantiated through the numerous investigations conducted.

The Navy has investigated the FFTA sile in accardance with CERCLA and the NCP. The results of these
investigations and resulting human health and ecological risk assessments support a No Action decision
forthe FFTA. Note, however, that residual petroleumn compounds have been identified in subsurface soils
at the site. Under CERCLA, sites that are exclusively petroleum-contaminated are not subject to
assessment under the CERCLA process (see, e.g., CERCLA Section 101(14}, which excludes petroleum
from the definition of hazardous substances ). On this basis, No Action is necessary forthe FFTA under
CERCLA, and EPA concurs with the Navy's conclusions concerning compliance with CERCLA.
Pelroleum residuals at the site will be addressed pursuant to applicable Massachusefts state faw.

During the 1999 Phase I! RI program, 13 soif borings were advanced to characterize overburden and
bedrock conditions, coflect subsurface soil samples, bedrock cores, and in some cases, install
groundwater monitoring wells. PCBs were not detected in any of the subsurface soil samples collected.
Further, PCBs were nof detected in surface soil, sediment, groundwater, and surface water. Since PCBs
were not defected in any of the 5 matrices during the 1999 Phase Il Rl program, it was concluded that the
fuels historically used at the FFTA for training exercises did not contain PCBs.

The Navy has conducting numerous environmental investigation and cleanup activities at NAS South
Weymouth. These activities have been conducted in accordance with CERCLA and the National Qit and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), or in accordance with the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan (MCP). Transferring property ownership does not circumvent CERCLA laws. In fact,
Section 120(h)(3}{C) of the CERCLA law specifically authorizes the transfer of property at which remedial
actions are not yet completed, conditioned upon approval by the EPA Regional Administrator with
conhcurrence of the state Governor. EPA and the Navy have emphasized to the community that property
transfer would not stop the environmental investigations/restorations at NAS South Weymouth. Although
it is possible that new property owners could direct the investigations/restorations with continued oversight
by EPA and MADEPR, the Navy would expect EPA and MADERP to require the new owners ta meet the
same cleanup standards fo which the Mavy has been held.

Comment from Patty Whittemore, United Stated Environmental Protection Agency, Region|. Ms,
Whittemore submitted and distributed EPA's written statement regarding the FFTA.

Navy Response: Please refer to the Navy's response to EPA’s comment in Section 3.2, Written
Comments and Responses, comment number 2.

Comment from Dave Chaffin, Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection. Mr. Chaffin
stated that the MADEP does not suppert the Proposed Plan for the FFTA because it does not describe
how the Navy plans to address the impacts observed at the site, and because it contains several incorrect
statements. Mr. Chaffin stated that the MADEP would be submitting written comments.

Navy Response: Flease refer to the Navy's response to MADEP's comment in Section 3.2, Written
Comments and Responses, comment number 3.

Recard of Decision Version: Final
Fira Fighting Training Area, Operable Unit 4 Date: September 2004
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3.2 Written Comments and Responses

Note the following section presents the written comments received during the public comment period
(September 4, 2003 through October 4, 2003) and the Navy's responses to thase comments. Refer to the
attached comment package for a copy of the written comments received during the public comment periad.

1. Comment from Philip Barber, Weymouth Resident. | am reassured that the cleanup procedure is
being performed under the procedures of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act, better known as Superfund. Under this law, the Navy is working to return
environmentally restored property to our communities. This is being performed through records review,
field investigations and assessment of the Fire Fighting Training Area.

From the information | received there was stained soil and metallic and wood specks of material, caused
by the training using aviation fuel, which fall within the EPA acceptable risk of 1 x 10 (1 in 10,000) chance
of causing cancer).

I believe that if the risk to humans from the Fire Fighting Training Area property of the Navel Base is no
greater than the risk to humans, of the rest of the town, the Navy has done their job.

Navy Response: The Navy appreciates Mr. Barber's support for the selected decision.

2. Written Statement from the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region [. EPA
requests that the following statement be entered into the public record:

In our comments on the Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 4, Fire Fighting Training Area (FFTA), at the
South Weymouth Naval Air Station National Priorities List Site (which comments we have presented in
letters to the Navy dated June 5, 2003, October 17, 2002, January 9, 2002 and November 30, 2001}, EPA
has requested that the Navy:

« Take a response action under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan {MCP) to address the petroleum
contamination at the FFTA site. While the site does not pose any unacceptable risk to hurman health
of the environment under CERCLA, it does present an actionable risk under the MCP. The April 2002
test pitting effort showed that free-phase light nan-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) is present at the
site, as well as localized areas of petroleurmn-contaminated soil.

+ If the Navy is to meet BRAC requirements and guidelines to ensure the health and safety of the
communities that will use the former base property, then it must address this MCP risk in a timely and
effective manner. EPA recommends that the Navy work with the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection to resolve this issue quickly.

« Under CERCLA Section 101({14}, the term "hazardous substances” does not include petroleum, i.e.,
petroleum is exempted under CERCLA and must be addressed under state law, which here is the
MCP.

EPA will agree with the final Proposed Plan if the free-phase LNAPL is adequately addressed under the
MCP.

Navy Response: The Navy has investigated the FFTA site in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP.
The results of these investigations and resulting human health and ecological risk assessments support a
No Action decision for the FFTA. Note, however, that residual pefroleum compounds have been identified
in subsurface soils at the site. Under CERCLA, sites that are exclusively pelroleum-contaminated are not
subject to assessment under the CERCLA process (see, e.g., CERCLA Section 101(14), which excludes
petroleum from the definition of hazardous substances ). On this basis, No Action is necessary for the
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FFTA under CERCLA, and EPA concurs with the Navy's conclusions conceming compliance with
CERCLA. Petroleum residuals af the site will be addressed pursuant to applicable Massachusetts state
law.

3. Comment from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection. The Department has
reviewed the third revised Proposed Plan, Operable Unit 4 — Fire Fighting Training Area, Naval Air Station
South Weymouth, Massachusetts, received September 3, 2003. As explained in our June 3, 2003 letter
on the previous version of the proposed plan, the Department cannot endorse the proposed plan because
it does not indicate that the Navy intends to cleanup the weathered petroleum product observed in test pits
excavated at the site in April 2002 and reported in test pits excavated in January 1996. In addition, the
revised proposed plan includes several inaccurate staterments, identified in the attached comments, which
do not represent site conditions or the Department’s position on the proposed plan.

If the Navy intends to address the petroleum contamination under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan
(MCP), rather than under CERCLA, we recommend that the proposed plan and Record of Decision
include explicit statements that indicate that the Navy will address the petroleum contamination under the
MCP. Alternatively, as discussed on September 10, the Navy could submit a separate letter that states
the Navy intends to address the petroleum contamination under the MCP.

General Comment

As explained in our June 3, 2003 letter on the previous version of the proposed plan, the Department
cannot endorse the proposed plan because it does not indicate that the Navy intends to cleanup the
weathered petroleum product observed in test pits excavated at the site in April 2002 and reported in test
pits excavated in January 1996. In addition, the revised proposed plan includes several inaccurate
statements, identified below, which do not represent site conditions or the Department’s position on the
proposed pian. If the Navy intends to address the petroleum contamination under the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan (MCP), rather than under CERCLA, we recommend that the proposed plan and Record
of Decision include explicit statements that indicate the Navy will address the petroleum contamination
under the MCP. Alternatively, as discussed on September 10, the Navy could submit a separate letter
that states the intent to address the petroleum contamination under the MCP, and the proposed plan and
record of decision could be clarified to indicate that the Navy proposes No Action under CERCLA,

Specific Comments

1. Page 2: Under the heading History of Sife Investigations, the two statements indicating that the risk
assessments showed that cleanup was not warranted to protect human health and the environment
should be deleted because the risk assessment did not account for the presence of weathered
petrocleum. Similar statements scattered through the proposed plan should also be deleted.

2. Page 3: Under the heading Gelting the Word Oull, the statement indicating that DEP selected a No
Action decision for the site should be deleted. Remedy selection is a Navy responsibility, not a DEP
responsibility; further, DEP cannot agree with the proposed plan because it does not indicate that the
Navy intends to cleanup the weathered petroleum at the site.

3. Page 4: Under the heading What environmenlal impacts may have resulted from activities at the
FFTA?, characterization of the weathered petroleum observed at the site as “petroleum-like product
mixed with scil’ understated the situation. DEP, USEPA, and Navy representatives observed and
agreed that the material observed in the April 2002 test pits was weathered petroleum product.

4. Page 5: Under the heading inorganics, statements indicating that the metals detected in surface water
samples were not attributable to the activities conducted at the site and were "likely from an upstream
source” are inconsistent with site conditions. In particular, melted metal debris, apparently related to
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fire fighting training activities, is scattered across the site, and the nearest potential alternative source
of metals contamination is located mare than 500 feet from the site (Runway 8-26), ar possibly mare
than 1,000 feet (if Runway 8-26 is not a potential source}.

5. Page 6: The justification provided for No Action under the heading Why does the Navy propose No
Action?, which indicates that fuel releases at the site did not impact subsurface soils or groundwater
and indicates that the risk assessments showed that the site does not pose potential risks to humans
or ecological receptors, misrepresents site conditions and the results from the risk assessments. The
information gathered during the remedial investigation indicates that weathered petroleum product is
present in the subsurface, and indicates that fuel almost certainly migrated through subsurface soil
into groundwater {groundwater was encountered at a bout 3 feet below grade, and elevated
manganese concentrations, an indicator of fuel degradation, were reported in groundwater samples
collected downgradient of the site). The risk assessmenis did not address nor account for the
presence of weathered petroleum.

Navy Response: In response lo MADEF’s general comment, the Navy has investigated the FFTA site in
accordance with CERCLA and the NCP. The resulls of these investigations and resufting hurnan health
and ecological risk assessments support a No Action decision for the FFTA. Note, however, that residual
petroleum compounds have been identified in subsurface soils at the site. Under CERCLA, sites that are
exclusivaly pefroleum-contaminated are not subject to assessment under the CERCLA process (See, e.g.,
CERCLA Section 101{14), which excludes petroleum from the definition of hazardous substances ). On
this basis, No Action is necessary for the FFTA under CERCLA, and £PA concurs with the Navy's
conclusions concerning compliance with CERCLA. Petroleum residuals af the site will be addressed
pursuant to applicable Massachuselts state law. For the specific comments presented by MADEP, the
following responses have been prepared.

1. The Navy has investigated the FFTA site in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP. The Proposed
FPlan presents a summary of the investigations and risk assessment performed for the FFTA as
required by CERCLA and the NCP. The Navy has studied and evaluated the FFTA relative to
potential risks, and has concluded that the FFTA does not pose unacceptable risks to human health
or the environment under CERCLA. EFA has concurred with the Navy’s conclusions relative to the
Navy's compliance with CERCLA, and in an EPA letter dated October 17, 2002, EPA offered the
following parallel conclusions:

» Arsenic and manganese results from the test pits for surface soif and subsurface soil were
similar to those obtained in the RI, and the addition of the 2002 test pit samples to the Rf
results would not be expected to alter the risk assessment results obtained from the RI.

e Supplemental risk calculations using ratios of 95% UCLS to Region 9 PRGs were performed
by EPA for the organic constituents 2-methyinaphthalene and naphthalene, which were not
included in the original risk assessment  The resufting HQs equaled 0.2 for
2-methyinaphthalene and 0.07 for naphthalene for a residential receptor.

¢ The Navy's data continues to demonstrate that there is no unacceptable risk from chemicals
present at the FFTA, and that No Action is necessary under CERCLA.

2. The Navy is aware that MADEP does not currently endorse the No Action decision for the FFTA.
During preparation of the Proposed FPlan, MADEP provided comments to the Navy requesting that the
text clearly indicate that the No Action decision is proposed by the Mavy and EFPA, not MADEP. The
Navy incorporated those comments and revised the majority of the Proposed Plan accordingly.
However, one particular section was srroneously left unchanged. The Navy acknowledged the error
to the community during the Public Hearing on the Proposed Plan, and again reiterates its apology to

MADEP.
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3. Several sporadic areas of rasidual petrofeum were observed by the Navy, EPA, and MADEP during
the April 2002 investigation. According fo literature reviewsd, when fuel comes into contact with
asphalt, a reaction occurs that dissolves and breaks apart the asphailt. Based on the technical
literature, field observations, and analytical results, there is an indistinguishable difference between
the insoluble and immobile fractions of weathered petroleum-based fuels and the dissolved fractions
of the weathered subsurface asphalt. Direct sampling of the material yielded a conclusion of no
significant risks posed under CERCLA. The material description presented in the Proposed Plan and
at the Public Hearing is consistent with this conclusion.

4. Based upon the investigations performed, the Navy conciuded that the four metals detected above
background in surface water are not aftributable to the FFTA. There are several factors that support
this conclusion:

» Metal concentrations detected in surface soil, subsurface soil, hydric soil, and groundwater
were generafly consistent with background conditions.

» Groundwater flow at the FFTA is westerly and therefore does not appear to discharge fo
surface water in the wellands east of the site.

s Hydric soil samples associated with each of the surface water samples do not correlate with
these metals in surface water (i.e., concentrations of metals in hiydric soif were consistent
with background conditions).

Although the presence of these melals in surface water does not appear to be attributed to the FFTA,
the potential risks posed by these metals at the FFTA were evaluated. No human health or ecological
risks in excess of regulatory risk thresholds were identified.

5. Localized areas of residual petroleum were observed in shallow subsurface soil, immediately befow
the weathered subsurface asphait. However, the soif in contact with the residual petroleum did not
reveal any evidence of petroleum or petroleum impacts. Based upon the historic (1986 and 1999)
and recent (2002) investigations perfarmed, there is no evidence that the weathered asphall, residual
petroleumn, or historic training exercises have impacted desper soif or groundwater. Conversely, the
anafytical results of soil in contact with the residual petroleum, combined with the analytical results of
nearby groundwater, confirm that the residual petroleum does not appear to have migrated under
existing site conditions.

4 Comment from Mary Parsons, Rockland Resident. These are my written comments to the Proposed
Plan for Operable Unit 4, Fire Fighting Training Area, NAS south Weymouth,

It is my understanding that the EPA laws that govern cleanup of contaminated sites under CERCLA are
minimum requirements. The FFTA was used for fire training practice and that jet fuel was poured directly
onto the ground or onto an object, such as an automobile, and in fater years {1980's) in burn pits. The fuel
would be ignited and the fire fighters would extinguish the blaze.

| understand that under CERCLA petroleum is exempt and any petroleumn contamination must be
addressed under state law. | am requesting to know the Navy's responsibility under Massachusetts state
law.

{ would like an explanation of Navy's proposed "NO FURTHER ACTION” when the April 2002 test pitting
effort showed that free -phase light non-agueous phase liquid (LNAPL) is present at the site. Does this
mean that if the state of Massachusetts didn’t have environmental laws such as the MCP, the Navy would
leave the contamination because it doesn’t come under the EPA?
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Has the groundwater in bedrock at the FFTA been tested for polychlorinated hydrocarbons? If not, why
not? Have you tested fractured bedrock?

Who will be responsibtle for future contamination found in or near this site?

I would like a written explanation for a comment made, by David Drozd, in 1998 at an SSTTDC meeting
{(Nov. 19,1898}, suggesting “the SSTTDC should try to consider ways that meet CERCLA without
necessarily requiring a cleanup.” He then goes on the explain how reuse plans can kill two birds with
one stone, such as putting a road over a contaminated site or a parking lot as a cap on a contaminated
site. Sorry, but | feel that the Navy is cheating the towns out of a proper cleanup of contaminated sites.
And uses community Restoration Advisory Boards as a front to make the community think that the Navy is
doing right by the community, when in fact, is doesn't pay attention to the oral or written comments on
contarninated sites by the local citizens and town boards. The Navy's mind is made up on what action will
be taken on the cleanup of contamination fong befare that plan is presented to the public. | realize that
cleanup of contamination of Navy Bass is the lowest priority in the Navy's budget and that the Navy is not
in the environmental cleanup business. If the Navy can pay Lennar Corp. a lump sum for cleanup of NAS
South Weymouth: then, | feel that the Navy can take that lump sum and pay a contractor to do the
cleanup; therefore, preserving the public’s involvement in cleanup of NAS South Weymouth. The Navy
currently employs people to oversee this process at NAS South Weyrmouth and could continue to do this.

Navy Response: Flease refer to the Navy's response to your verbaf comment recorded during the public
hearing, Section 3.1, comment number 1,

Record of Decision \ersion: Final
Fire Fighting Training Area, Operabte Unit 4 Date: September 2004
Weymouth, Massachusets Page: 33



Record of Decision
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA
Appendices

Appendix A: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Letter of Concurrence

Refer to attached capy.
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ONE WINTEER STREET, BOSTON, MA 02108 617-292-5500

MITT ROMNEY ELLEN ROY HERZFELDER
Gavernor Secretary
KERRY HEALEY ROBERT W. GOLLEDGE, Jr.
Lieutenant Governor C'ommissioner

Ms. Susan Studlien Re: Record of Decision

Director, Site Remediation and Restoration Fire Fighting Training Area

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Former South Weymouth NAS

JFK Building RTN 3-2621

Boston, MA 02203-2211 September 22, 2004

Dear Ms. Studlien:

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection has reviewed the Record of
Decision for Operable Unit 4, Fire Fighting Training Area, Naval Air Station South Weymouth,
(ROD) received September 17, 2004, The ROD selects a No Action Under CERCLA decision.
Based on: (1) the Navy’s written commitment in the ROD to address petroleum contamination at
the site in accordance with state law and (2) our joint discussions with the Navy during which we
agreed that petroleum contamination at the site would be addressed under the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan (MCP), the Department offers concurrence on the record of decision.

For the record, it is the Department’s expectation that Navy will move forward expeditiously to
complete response actions in accordance with the MCP after the record of decision is executed.
In addition, as explained in our February 11, 2004 letter to the Navy, we intend to provide direct
oversight to accomplish this. We encourage EPA to participate in the associated review process.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact David Chaffin, Project Manager (617
348-4005), or Anne Malewicz, Federal Facilities Section Chief (617 292-5659).

truly ours
L \, {"(,
Richard C f-
Acting Assmtant Commissioner

Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

ceo: D. Bamney, USN-8. Weymouth
P. Marajh-Whitternore, USEPA
Executive Director, SSTTDC
RAB Members

This information Is availabie in alternate format. Catl Donald M, Gomes, ADA Coordinator ail 617-556-1057, TDD Service - 1-801-298-2207.

DEP on the Woerld Wide Web: http://www.mass.govidep
{5 Printed on Recycled Paper
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Background Conditions: Conditions consistent with areas of the Base that were unaffected by disposal or
releases of chemicals by the Navy.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA]: A federal law passed
in 1980 and amended in 1986 by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) governing the

investigation and cleanup of abandoned and/or controlled hazardous waste sites. Nawy compliance with
CERCLA/SARA (see IR Program definition) is funded by the Department of Defense {DOD) under the
Defense Environmental Restoration Act (DERA).

Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs): Compounds identified as a possible source of risk based upon a
comparison between compound concentration and established screening levels {e.g., Federal Primary
Drinking Water Standards).

Detection Limit: The minimum concentration of a chemical in an environmental sample that can be accurately
and precisely measured by the laboratory.

Excess lifetime cancer risk range: Upper bound probability of an individual developing cancer as aresult of a
lifetime of exposure to a particular level of a potential carcinogen. The predicted cancer risk level is compared
against an acceptable range of 1 x 10 to 1 x 107,

Hazard Index: A measure of the polential for toxic (non-cancer related) effects from exposure to non-
carcinogenic chemicals. A Hazard Index of 1 or less is considered an acceptable risk level by EPA.

Information Repository: A public file containing site infarmation, documents of on-site activities, and general
information about a site.

Installation Restoration {IR) Program: A component of the DERA created under CERCLA regulations and
funded by the DOD. The purpose of the Program is to identify, assess, characterize, and clean up or control
contamination from past hazardous waste disposal operation and hazardous material spills at military
activities.

National Pricrities List: EPA’s list of sites for priority cleanup under the Superfund Program.

Operable Unit. Operable units are site management tools that define discrete steps towards comprehensive
actions, based on geographical portions of a site, specific site problems, initial phases of action, or any set of
action performed over time or concurrently at different parts of the site.

Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) Chemical compounds such as benzo{a)pyrene, naphthalene,
anthracene, and phenanthrene, which are usually byproducts of combustion.

Proposed Plan: A plan for site cleanup that is made available to the public for comment.

Remedial Investigation (RI}: A summary report of the information caollected on the nature and extent of
contamination and the problems that the contamination could potentially cause (including assessment of
human health and ecological risks) at a CERCLA site.
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Record of Decision
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA
Appendices

Appendix E1. Public Comments on the Proposed Plan for the FFTA

Refer to attached copies.

Record of Decision
Fire Fighting Training Area, OU 4, NAS South Weymouth
Weymouth, Massachusefts



THa Naw anaouuages your wrltten oomments on the Proposed Plan for the FFTA at NAS
South Weynwuth You can use the form below fo send’ wntten comments. if you have ques-
tlona about how to oomrnent please call Mark Krivansky at (610) 595-0567 ext. 153.

Please use this space for comments.
— .S, Department-of the Navy
____Cl/o Alexandra Stanley '

- September 4, 2003

Deéar Sir;
—Tamrreassured tiat the tleanmup procedure 15 beifg pecformed under
———the-procedures-ofthe-Comprehensive Environmental-Response;

Under this law, the Navy is working to return environmentally

restored property to our communities. This is being performed
through records review, field investigations and assessment of the
Fire Fightitg Traiming Area.

. he ing o] ved  ed-soiamd
aviation fuel, which fall within the EPA acceptable risk of 1x10 (1
in 10,000) chance of causing cancer).

I believe that if the risk to humans from the Fire Fighting
' erty of the Navel Base is no greater than the

Comments submitted by: %ég 5 ?M/Phﬂlp D. Barber

Address: 446 Pleasant St. S, Weymouth _ Philip D. Barber
. // 446 Pleasant St.
d Weymouth, MA 02190-2639 _




S T UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

2 &ﬂ 7 REGION 1

H m E 1 CONGRESS STREET. SUITE 1100

%, & BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023
"bﬂ PHO"E‘C}

EPA Statement Regarding Proposed Plan for
Operable Unit 4, Fire Fighting Training Area,
at South Weymouth Naval Air Station National Priorities List Site
September 10, 2003 Public Hearing

EPA requests that the following statement be entered into the public record:

In our comments on the Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 4, Fire Fighting Training Arca (FFTA),
at the South Weymouth Naval Air Station National Priorities List Site (which comments we have
presented in letters to the Navy dated June 5, 2003, October 17, 2002, January 9, 2002 and
November 30, 2001), EPA has requested that the Navy:

. Take a response action under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) to address the
petroleum contamination at the FFTA site. While the site does not pose any unacceptable
risk to human health or the environment under CERCLA, it does present an actionable risk
under the MCP. The Apri] 2002 test pitting effort showed that free-phase light non-
aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) is present at the site, as well as localized areas of
petroleum-contaminated soil.

. If the Navy is to meet BRAC requirements and guidelines and ensure the health and safety
of the communities that will use the former base property, then it must address this MCP
risk in a timely and effective manner. EPA recommends that the Navy work with the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection to resolve this issue quickly.

’ Under CERCLA Section 101(14), the term “hazardous substances” does not include
petroleum, j.e., petroleum is exempted under CERCLA and must be addressed under state
law, which here is the MCP.

EPA will agree with the final Proposed Plan if the free-phase LNAPL is adequately addressed
under the MCP.

Tol Free »1-388.372-7341
Intemat Addrass (UAL) » hiipiiwww epa govitagiond
Racyclsd/Racyciable » Printed with Yegetabla Ol Hased nks on Recycled Papar (Minimum 30% Paslconsumar)



MTI'T ROMNEY

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
ExecyTIvE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ONE WINTER STREET, BOSTON, MA 02108 617-232°5500

Governsr

KERRY HEALFY
Lieutenant Governse

Mr. Mark Krivaasky Re: Revised Proposed Plan
Department of the Mavy Fire Fighting Training Area
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Former . Weymouth NAS
10 Industrial Highway, Mail Stop No. 82 RTN 3-2621

Lester, Pennsylvania 19113.209Q September 22, 2003

Dear Mr. Krivansky:

The Department has reviewed the third revised Proposed Plan, Operable Unit 4 — Fire Fighting Training
Areu, Naval Air Siaiion South Weymouth, Massachusetts, received September 3, 2003. As explained in
our June 3, 2003 lenter on the previous version of the proposed plan, the Department cannot endorse the
proposed plan because it does not indicatc that the Navy intends to cleanup the weathered petroleum
product observed in test pits excavated at the site in Apnl 2002 end reported in test pits excavated in
January 1996. In addition, the revised proposed plan includes several inaccurate statements, identified in
the attached comments, which do not represeni site conditions or the Department’s position on the
propased plan.

If the Navy intends to address the petroleum contaminstion under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan
(MCP), rather than under CERCLA, we recommend that the proposed .pian-and Record of Decision
include cxplicit statements that indicate that the Navy will address the petroletum contamination under the
MCP, Alternatively, as discussed on September 10, the Navy could submit a scparate letier that states the
Navy intends to address the petroleum contamination under the MCP.

If you have any questions about the comments, pleage contact David Chaffin, Project Manager: (617)
348-4005.

Very truly yours,

A=

Pedera] Facilities Section Chief
Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

This indormurian by avallabiz ia siternarc (ormat Calk Apred MeCaps, ADA Cosrditstor ut 1G1T-8$5-1171. TDD Scrvice - |-A00-209-1207.

DEFR sn the World Wide Wab' hmpunvww.mass gnviSes
Prrted o Reogcled Paper

ELLEN ROY HERZFELDER

ROBERT W. GOLLEDGE, Jr.
Cammissioner



Mr. Mark Krivansky
Page 2
September 17, 2003

CcC. D. 8arncy, USN-5. Weymouth
P. Maryjh-Whiltemore, USEPA
Executive Directer, SSTTDC
RAB Mcmbers
E. Worral), MADEP-Bosten



DEP COMMENTS ON
REVISED PROPOSED PLAN
FIRE FIGHTING TRAINING AREA
S. WEYMOUTH NAVAL ATR STATION (RTN 3-2621)
SEFTEMBER 22, 2003

General Comment

As explained in our June 3, 2003 letter on the previous version of the proposed plan, the
Department cannot endorse the proposed plan because it does not indicate that the Navy intends
to cleanup the weathered petroleum product observed in test pits excavated at the site in April
2002 and reported in test pits excavated in January 1996. In addition, the revised proposed plan
includes several inaccurate statements, identified below, which do not represent site conditions
or the Department’s position on the proposed plan. If the Navy intends to address the petroleum
contamination under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP), rather than under CERCLA,
we rccommend that the proposed plan and Record of Decision include explicit statements that
indicatc that the Navy will address the petroleum contamination under the MCP. Alternatively,
as discussed on September 10, the Navy could submit a separate letter that states the intent to
address the petroleum contamination under the MCP, and the proposed plan and record of
decision could be clarified to indicate that the Navy proposes No Action under CERCLA.

Specific Comments

1. Page 2: Under the heading History of Site Investigations, the two statements indicating that
the risk assessments showed that cleanup was not warranted to protect human health and the
environment should be deleted because the risk assessments did not account for the presence
of weathered petroleum. Simtilar Statements scattered through the proposed plan should also
be deleted.

2. Pape 3: Under the beading Gerting the Word Out!, the statement indicating that DEP selected
a No Action decision for the site should be deleted. Remedy selection is a Navy
responsibility, not a DEP responsibility; further, DEP cannot agree with the proposed plan
because it does not indicate that the Navy intends to cleanup the weathered petroleum at the
site.

3. Page 4: Under the heading What environmental impacts may have resulted from activities at
the FFTA?, characterization of the weathered petroleum observed at the site as “petroleum-
like product mixed with soil™ understates the situation. DEP, USEPA, and Navy
representatives observed and agreed that the material observed in the April 2002 test pits was
weathered petroleum product.

4, Page 5: Under the heading /norganics, statements indicating that the metals detected in
surface water samples were not attributable to the activities conducted at the site and were
“likely from an upstream source” are inconsistent with site conditions. In particular, melted



metal debris, apparently related to fire fighting training activities, i scattered across the site,
and the nearest potential alternative source of metals contamination is located more than 500
feet from the site (Runway 8-26), or possibly more than 1,000 feet (if Runway 8-26 is not a
potential source).

Page 6: The justification provided for No Action under the heading Why does the Navy
propose No Action?, which indicates that fuel releases at the site did not impact subsurface
soils or groundwater and indicates that the risk assessruents showed that the site does not
pose potential risks to humans or ecological receptors, misrepresents site conditions and the
results from the risk assessments. The information gathered during the remedial
investigation indicates that weathered petroleum product is present in the subsurface, and
indicates that fuel almost certainly migrated through subsurface soil into groundwater
(groundwater was encountered at about 3 feet below grade, and elevated manganese
concentrations, an indicator of fuel degradation, were reported in groundwater samples
collected downgradient of the site). The risk assessments did not address nor account for the
presence of weathercd petroleum.



Mary A, Parsons
754 Union St.
Rockland, MA 02370

September 28, 2003

Mark Krivansky,
EFA Northeast Remedial Project Manager
krivans efane.navfac.navy.mil

Dear Mr. Krivansky,

These are my written comments to the Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 4, Fire Fighting
Training Area, NAS south Weymouth.

It is my understanding that the EPA laws that govern cleanup of contaminated sites under
CERCLA are minimum requirements. The FFTA was used for fire training practice and
that jet fuel was poured directly onto the ground or onto an object, such as an automobile,
and in later years {(1980°s) in burn pits. The fuel would be ignited and the fire fighters
would extinguish the blaze.

I understand that under CERCLA petroleum is exempt and any petroleum contamination
must be addressed under state law. I am requesting to know the Navy’s responsibility
under Massachusetts state law.

[ would like an explanation of Navy’s proposed “NO FURTHER ACTION” when the
April 2002 test pitting effort showed that free -phase light non-aqueous phase liquid
(LNAPL) is present at the site. Dogs this mean that if the state of Massachusetts didn’t
have environmental laws such as the MCP, the Navy would leave the contamination
because it doesn’t come under the EPA?

Has the groundwater in bedrock at the FFTA been tested for polychlorinated
hydrocarbons? If not, why not? Have you tested fractured bedrock?

Who will be responsible for future contamination found in or near this site?

I would like a written explanation for a comment made, by David Drozd, in 1998 at an
SSTTDC meeting (Nov. 19,1998), suggesting “the SSTTDC should try to consider
ways that meet CERCLA without necessarily requiring a cleanup.” He then goes on
the explain how reuse plans can kill two birds with one stone, such as putting a road over
a contaminated site or a parking lot as a cap on a contaminated site. Sorry, but I feel that
the Navy is cheating the towns out of a proper cleanup of contaminated sites. And uses
community Restoration Advisory Boards as a front to make the community think that the
Navy is doing right by the community, when in fact, is doesn’t pay attention to the cral or
written comments on contaminated sites by the local citizens and town boards. The
Navy’s mind is made up on what action will be taken on the cleanup of contamination
long before that plan is presented to the public. I realize that cleanup of contamination of
Navy Base is the lowest priority in the Navy’s budget and that the Navy is not in the



environmental cleanup business. If the Navy can pay Lennar Corp. a lump sum for
cleanup of NAS South Weymouth: then, I feel that the Navy can take that Jump sum and
pay a contractor to do the cleanup; therefore, preserving the public’s involvement in
cleanup of NAS South Weymouth. The Navy currently employs people to oversee this
process at NAS South Weymouth and could continue to do this.

Mary A. Parsons
754 union Street
Rockland, MA 02370



Record of Decision
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA
Appendices

Appendix E2 Transcript of Public Hearing on the Proposed Plan for the FFTA

Refer to attached copy.

Record of Decision
Fire Fighting Training Area, OU 4, NAS South Weymauth
Weymouth, Massachuselts



PUBLIC INFORMATION SESSION
AND PURBRLIC HEARING

Fire Fighting Training Area
Area of Concern 55A
Area of Concern 5H5HB

September 10, 2003
8:30 p.m.

Naval Air Station

South Weymouth, MA

L _ I
Leavitt Reporting, Inc.

1207 Commercial Street, Rear Tel 781-3%5-6791
Hevmouth, MA 02159 Far: 78i-4495-7911

leavtttreportingatt net
Hearings ¢ Conferences ¢ Legal Proceedings
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{(Meeting opened at 8:35 p.m.
Mark Krivansky, Chairman.)

MR. KRIVANSKY: Good evening to
everybody. It is now approximately 8:35. We are
going to get started with the public hearing portion
of this evening's activities. Again, there was
actually three sites that we are discussing:

55A and 55B and alsoc the Fire Fighting Training

Area.

What I'm going to ask everybody to do
is please step up to the mike. The mike is c¢nly
recording. It doesn't amplify but it gives everyone

a point to stand and be able to communicate to the
Navy their concerns or comments on the proposed
plans for any of the three sites that we've
discussed this evening.

What I would ask you to do is a couple
of things. When you first come up, please state
yvour name, and 1if you can, please spell your name
for the stencgrapher so that we make sure we've got
everybody, and we can get these comments back to
them at a later date when they're responded to in

the Responsiveness Summary for the respective record

Leavitt Reporting, Inc.




10

i1l

12

13

14

15

l6

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

of decision.

Also, since there are three sites we're
discussing, I would ask that you let us know what
site you're making your conmment on. If it's Fire
Fighting Treining Area comments, please state that,
and 55A and/or B, please state that also.

We'll stay here this evening until
everybody has had the cpportunity to comment.

Again, as part of the public hearing this is to go
on the formal record, the Responsiveness Summary 1is
where the Navy will respond to your formal comments.
You also have the opportunity to send in comments
either through the mail or electronically by e-mail,
and I encourage everybody to de any way that they
find agreeable. Also you can just drep off written
comments in the back as another option.

And we'll stay and listen to
everybody's comments, and then I'd like to thank
everybody, and we'll close the evening. And
there is a RAB tomorrow night, just to remind
anybody who is interested.

We're not going teo talk about any

particular site. I"1ll let you come up and tell me

Leavitt Reporting, Inc,.
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what site ycur comment is. I welcome the first
person to please step up. Mary.

MS. PARSCONS: My name is Mary Parsons,
P A RS ONZS, and I'm from the Town of Rockland. I
am sorry, I Jjust got here. I didn't have the
benefit of your earlier informational meeting. I
came from one hearing which I was involved in to
this hearing.

But I had a gquestion on the EPA's
minimum requirements on the Fire Fighter Training
Area. What made this a Superfund site? Because of
the fuel involved in it? Anyone?

MR. KRIVANSKY: Just as part of the
public hearing, the Navy although is going to
respond, this is where you state a comment.

MS. PARSONS: This 1s just going to be
on the record.

MR. KRIVANSKY: We take it down and
then we'll respond.

MS. PARSONS: And you'll respond in
writing?

MR. KRIVANSKY: Right.

MS. PARSONS: My other gquestion, does

Leavitt Reporting, Inc.
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this now become an MCP site under the Department of
Environmental Protection of Massachusetts? And did
anycne look into polychlorinated hydrocarbens in the
fractured bedrock because it states here vyou only
went down so far in the surface and there i1s many
layers of pavement. So I would like those answered.

And concerning areas of concern, 55B,
there is a statement, "The average cchcentraticn of
chromium in surface scil also exceeded the
terrestrial invertebrate benchmark values." I
didn't see where you stated what type of chromium.
And I would like to know an answer to that.

And it also says, "However, because cof
the uncertainties associated with the s0il benchmark
values, further action at this AOC was not
recommended based on these exceedances." I don't
quite understand how you, when you say no further
action when it exceeds benchmark. Sc I would like
that clarified.

And then con another subject that is
more related to this, goces back to like 1999 and
inte the meeting minutes of the Scuth Shore Tri-Town

Development Corporation and the Navy real estate

Leavitt Reporting,; Inc.
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person, it was in their meeting minutes, and I think
the date 1s November 1999, and I will clarify it in
written comments, that Mr. David Drozd 1s suggesting
to the SSTTDC to meet certain requirements without
necessarily cleaning up. And I would like to have
that statement addressed 1f that's the Navy's
intent. Because as I see 1t, I'm seeing more no
further action involved here than basically removing
these Superfund sites. 8So I really would like a
statement from the Navy in writing concerning that
because it kind of gives the percepticn that you're
trying to get out of here without really cleaning
up. And your idea of clean-up may be different than
the residents' idea of clean-up. Thank you.

MR. KRIVANSKY: Thank you, Mary. We
welcome anycne else that may have a comment. Flease

step forward.

MS. WHITTEMORE: Patty Whittemore,
EPA, Fire Fighting Training Area. EPA will just
submit a written statement for the record.

(Ms. Whittemore then distributed copies
of an EPA comment letter.)

MR. KRIVANSKY: I encourage whoever

Leavitt Reporting, Inc.
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would like to step forward. I am going to wait a
few minutes. I don't know 1f there are any late
arrivals, to make sure we don't miss anybody that
wants to take advantage of this evening, if yocu feel
you have an opportunity to please step forward.
Otherwise you are welcome to exit at your
convenience.

MR. CHAFFIN: Cave Chaffin, DEP, just a
brief statement. DEP cannct endorse the proposed
plan as written because it doesn't indicate that the
Navy intends to clean up the weathered petroleum
product that we observed at the site. And because
it includes several statements that misrepresents
site conditions. We'll submit written comments
before the close of the public comment period.

MR, KRIVANSKY: Thank vyou. Is anvybody
goling to make a comment? We're more than happy to
-- I was sure someone's cell phone would go off.

I would like to thank everybody for
coming this evening, 1f it was for the poster
session, the informational session, or for the
hearing. If there are no further comments, we'll

clese the pubkblic hearing for $5A, B, and Fire
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Fighter Training. Thank you and good evening.

(Whereupon the hearing concluded at 8:50 p.m.)
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