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RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING

. PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD

MARRIOTT COURTYARD, PORTSMOUTH, NH
SEPTEMBER 21, 2000

The meeting began at 7:10 p.m. and ended at 9:50 p.m. Community members attending
were: Doug Bogen, Onil Roy, Michele Dionne, Johanna Lyons, Jeff Clifford, Mary
Marshall, Jack McKenna, and Roger Wells, Navy members Ken Plaisted and Fred
Evans; and regulatory members Meghan Cassidy (EPA) and Iver McLeod (MEDEP).
Others attending were Marty Raymond and Debbie White from Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard (PNS) and Carolyn LePage, the Seacoast Anti-Pollution League Technical
Advisor. Among the guests were Deborah Cohen and J.P. Kumar from Tetra Tech NUS,
Inc. (TtNUS), Kristen Wandland from ENSR and Jennifer Saunders, a reporter for
Foster's Daily Democrat and Macy Morse. Community members Phil McCarthy, Mary
‘Menconi, and Eileen Foley were absent.

INTRODUCTION

Ken Plaisted, the Navy co-chair welcomed the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) and
introduced the primary topics of the evening; the No Further Action Decision Documents
for Site 26 and 27 and a presentation on the components to address qroundwater
migration in the draft final Operable Unit 3 (OU3) Feasibility Study \FS)

STATUS OF WORK

Fred Evans provided a handout summarizing the work status. The Navy finalized two
documents; the Seep/Sediment Summary Report and the Site Screening Report for
Sites 30, 31, and 32. Comments have been received on the draft final OU3 FS and the
draft OU3 Test Pitting Report. MTADS Survey Report is scheduled to be issued as a
final report in November 2000. Comments on the draft final OU2 risk assessment and
the draft No Further Action Decision Documents for Sites 26 and 27 (October 7 and
October 13, respectively). The Round 2 Data package and PRG Development Report for
OU4 Interim Monitoring will be issued October 3 and November 18, respectively.

The Navy conducted a tour of the Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF) seeps on -August 28,
2000. RAB member Johanna Lyons participated. The Navy, EPA, and MEDEP
conducted a technical meeting on the OU3 FS seeps/conceptual monitoring on
September 13, 2000. The meeting was attended by RAB member Jeff Clifford, who
noted that the meeting was informative and provided him with a new perspective of the
Navy/regulator interactions. Ken Plaisted encouraged RAB members to participate in
such opportunities. :

REGULATOR UPDATES

EPA --- Meghan Cassidy presented the RAB with recent EPA activities. EPA has been
focusing on finalizing the OU3 Feasibility Study. Comments were submitted during. the

second week of September. EPA believes that the alternatives presented in OU3 FS are - .-

good. The EPA’s attorney is currently reviewing MEDEP’s additional comments on the
draft final FS related to Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)



to ensure that the issue will be resolved. A technical meeting on the monitoring of the
seeps was attended by EPA as well as by Ken Finkelstein (NOAA) and Ken Munney (US
Fish and Wildlife Service), who serve as federal natural trustees. Both are comfortable
that the seeps pose no significant. exposure, and believe that the potential issues
outstanding are not significant uncertainties in the risk assessment. Monitoring of the
seeps should provide information necessary to reduce the uncertainties and resolve the
issue of potential risk. Meghan reiterated that the EPA was ready for remedy selection
for OU3.

MEDEP. --- lver McLeod presented the RAB with recent MEDEP activities. MEDEP has
responded to the Navy's response to comments on the OU4 Standard Operating
Procedures, and the Amended Site Management Plan. The No Further Action Decision
Documents for Sites 26 and 27 are currently being reviewed. Iver described the seep
technical meeting as productive, and relayed that MEDEP is trying to determine where
the Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) should be applied to the seeps, and whether
or not there are exceedences. To date MEDEP feels that it is a data gap, rather than an
uncertainty. MEDEP is hopeful to sign a Record of Decision (ROD) that has language
that covers their concerns, and does not want a data requirement to hold up the ROD
process. ldeally, MEDEP would like to have separate RODs for the groundwater issues
and the capping issues at OU3, but acknowledges the time constraints.

. NO FURTHER ACTION DECISION DOCUMENTS FOR SITES 26 AND 27

Debbie Cohen of Tetra Tech NUS presented the No Further Action Decision Documents
for Sites 26 and 27. The draft documents were distributed in mid-August, and comments
are due by O(;tober 13, 2000.

Site 26 is the Portable Oil/Water Tanks. The tanks are generally used in the dry dock
and berth areas within the Controlled Industrial Area (CIA), but are portable;-therefore,
Site 26 does not have a specific location. Site 26 is included in OU4, because potential
impacts from the site would be to the offshore area. The tanks were used from 1960 to
present for temporary storage of liquid removed during processes including cleaning of
submarine bilges. All wastes generated at Site 26 are petroleum wastes. The oily waste
from the tanks were historically pumped to railroad tank cars and disposed of off-base.
Currently, all oily waste is transferred to the hazardous waste transfer facility for off-base
disposal. Prior to shipment for disposal, wastes are sampled and characterized.
Information from pre-1991 indicated spills had occurred during tank filling. The CIA is
paved; therefore, any spills would have run off to the surface water (offshore area).
Operations have been modified and equipment improved to prevent future spillage and
to improve handling methods. Some. modifications include installation of sight level
gauges, requirement of a third party to watch tanks for potential overflow, and
requirement of the operator to verify liquid level prior to using the tanks. According to the
PNS spill logs, one spill at the tanks has occurred since 1996, approximately one pint of
oil spilled and was immediately cleaned (no runoff to surface waters occurred).

Site 27 is located in the Berth 6 Industrial Area within the CIA and is the only site
included in OUS. The site consists of total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH)-contaminated
soil surrounding a former petroleum pipeline. The contamination occurred in 1978 when
. the pipeline broke. Soils were excavated, but results of the Remedial Investigation (RI) -
indicated residual TPH contamination in the soils. The site is covered with asphalt and
the groundwater is brackish/saline and cannot be used as a drinking water source. A risk



-

assessment conducted in 1994 . evaluated potential future risks for occupational
exposure to subsurface soils. Cumulative cancer and non-cancer risks were less than
"USEPA target or acceptable risk levels and less than MEDEP risk guidelines. Future
- residential land use was not evaluated in the risk assessment because located in the
CIA, an industrial area of the Shipyard. Since the site is located along the shoreline,
onshore/offshore contaminant fate and transport modeling was conducted. The results
indicated no potential impact to the offshore from migration of groundwater. Although not
in the draft report, the Navy is adding information that the tank farm demolition removed
“or properly abandoned all fuel oil pipelines in-place that ran through Berth 6. Soil
samples meet MEDEP criteria for an industrial site (2,500 parts per million TPH). The
Tank Farm Closure Plan, filed with MEDEP, includes all soil TPH data, and the site will
be included the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Master Plan.

The only contaminant of concern at Sites 26 and 27 is petroleum product, which-is
exempt from the definition of hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants under
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) §101. Therefore, the sites are recommended for No Further Action under
CERCLA. The Site 26 tanks are managed under the PNS Oil Spill Prevention Control
and Countermeasure Plan, as required by the Clean Water Act. However, because no
additional action is necessary to protect human health and the environment, Site 26 has
not been referred to another regulatory program. OU4 monitoring offshore under
CERCLA does not include petroleum products, but does include metals and polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), components of petroleum product. This monitoring
program includes monitoring offshore of the dry dock area, where the Site 26 tanks are
used. Site 27 is referred to the State of Maine's petroleum program, which also handles
the Tank Farm.

OPERABLE UNIT 3 (OU3) FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) COMPONENTS TO
ADDRESS GROUNDWATER MIGRATION

Fred Evans introduced the topic to the RAB to clarify that the presentation is based on
the draft final FS. The Navy is currently reviewing comments received on the draft final
and the issue of AWQC application remains outstanding at this time.

J.P. Kumar of TtNUS, the lead engineer working on the OU3 FS under Mark Perry, a
State of Maine certified engineer, presented the components in the OU3 FS to address
groundwater migration. Selection of technologies for development of alternatives in the
FS involves evaluation of contaminants of concern (COC), the remedial action objective
(RAO), or what is to be accomplished, and the general response actions. (GRAs), or
what the technical strategies could be used to address the problem. At OU3
saline/brackish groundwater, COCs include copper, chromium, lead, nickel, mercury,
zinc, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The RAO for groundwater migration states
that the objective is the ensure groundwater migration offshore does not impact the
offshore environment. To do so, groundwater must meet AWQC and State Water Quality
Criteria (SWQC) at all compliance points. Four general categories of GRAs were
identified for discussion in the presentation based on the GRAs retained as part of an
alternative or GRAs where there were recent comments. These are:

1) Control using vertical barrier (slurry wall containment),
2) Control using permeable reactive barrier,
3) Control using an upgradient trench; and



4) Monitoring.

Of these, onIy' the vertical barrier and mbnitbring were retained for alternative
development in-the FS. The other GRAs were screened out. Each of the GRAs and the
rationale of the screening was presented.

Both circumferential and upgradient-only slurry walls were evaluated. Construction of the
slurry wall involves digging a trench to the depth of the aquifer confining unit, pumping a
 water and bentonite slurry into the trench to prevent collapse, then back-filling the trench
with a-mixture of bentonite and the excavated soils. This mixture is highly impermeable
to water. The wall must extend slightly into the bedrock, and would vary between 15 and
25 feet deep at OU3. The. circumferential slurry wall would fully surround the JILF,
controlling groundwater migration entering and leaving the site, and tidal intrusion.
Advantages of this approach is that the groundwater is maximally contained (e.g.,
upgradient and tidal influxes are stopped) and the operating and maintenance (O&M)
costs are minimal compared to other technologies. Disadvantages include an unknown
long-term effectiveness of such a wall in a brackish/saline environment, and short-term
concerns at the shoreline posed during construction due to limited mechanical stability
and potential for erosion.

The upgradient slurry wall involves construction of a slurry wall only along the upgradient
edge of the JILF, diverting the inflow of groundwater from entering the JILF. Since the
wall would not be constructed along the downgradient, or shoreline edge of the JILF,
there are fewer short-term concerns during installation and fewer long-term concerns

- because there would be limited, if any, contact with brackish/saline water. There are also

fewer O&M and installation costs than the circumferential wall. Disadvantages of the
upgradient wall include the lack of consideration to containing or preventing tidal
intrusion. Also the hydraulic regime may change as a result of eliminating current influx
of upgradient groundwater. The potential impact on COC concentrations from this
change is unknown. ‘

‘A question was raised as to what was the contention over the hinge line of the tidal flux,
or the point at which the tide no longer affects the groundwater. The Navy and the
MEDEP have some disagreement over some of the input values for the calculation of
the hinge line. The understanding of the hinge line of the tidal flux may impact the

engineering design of the cap, but it does not impact the evaluation of alternatives in the
OU3 FS. ' : ' '

The use of permeable reactive barriers was evaluated. The function of permeable
reactive barriers is to treat the groundwater, and remove or degrade (breakdown the
COC into other, less toxic chemicals) COC from the groundwater prior to discharge.
Advantages to this system include fewer O&M concerns compared to other technologies
and less potential for change to steady-state conditions since the hydrologic regime will
be changed very minimally. For OU3, however, the disadvantages to permeable reactive
barriers outweigh the advantages. The primary COC at the JILF are metals. Permeable
reactive barriers, however, were developed to treat chlorinated organics, such as
trichlorothene (TCE), or hexavalent chromium. Some information is available that a
barrier constructed with limestone may effectively treat metals, but the technique has not'
~ been field-proven. The technology of permeable reactive barriers is'new (approximately
3 to 4 years old) and has not been proven effective over the long term. The construction



of the barriers may also be difficult at JILF, due to interference of digging by debris in
and near the landfill. -

The use of an upgradient trench was evaluated in the FS. The design of this option is a
trench constructed around the upgradient edge of the landfill, which diverts the
groundwater around the landfill. Advantages to using an upgradient trench include few
short-term concerns. during installation, few long-term .concerns, and lower cost than
slurry walls. However, as with the upgradient slurry wall, the trench.would not prevent
tidal intrusion and has the potential to change steady-state conditions. In addition, the
upgradient groundwater is contaminated with petroleum products. The trench may
provide a preferential pathway for the petroleum contamination migration to the surface
water.

Monitoring, as described in the FS, provides a method to measure the effects of
groundwater migration, and/or serves as a tool to ensure a remedy is working effectively.
There are minimal concerns associated with installation, and would not affect steady-
state conditions. Additionally, the monitoring is less expensive than an active control.
The major disadvantage is that monitoring is not an active control.

The draft final FS retained construction of a circumferential slurry wall as a vertical
barrier in Alternative 5, and retained monitoring as a component of Alternatives 2,3, 4,
and 5.

The RAB had many questions about the proposed use.of barriers in the FS. In response
to several questions and comments regarding the disadvantages of constructing a
circumferential slurry wall, the Navy explained that the slurry wall as the representative
containment option is the engineering technology that was evaluated in the FS to allow
for full containment of the groundwater at JILF. Should it be determined that
groundwater must be fully contained, the slurry wall may be used in conjunction with
other types of barriers, such as a sheet piling wall or upgradient trench. These other
methods were not estimated in the FS, and the RAB asked the Navy to include these
options. The Final FS is scheduled for completion on October 11, 2000 and with this
limited amount of time, the Navy would not have adequate time to include a complete
evaluation of all other containment wall options. EPA explained that there would need to
be another review period and a series of revisions. The Navy agreed to include
additional language in the FS that indicates that circumferential slurry wall was selected
as the representative containment technology and that the specific cut-off barrier (e.g.,
circumferential, upgradient, or downgradient cut-off barrier) would be determined during
the remedial design. '

Many of the problems associated with containment wall construction are related to the
heterogeneous subsurface (e.g., fill and debris) which could either interfere with wall
construction or serve as a preferential pathway for groundwater migration. The RAB
asked if either the debris could be removed, the downgradient edge of JILF moved back
from the shore (e.g., partial debris removal), or the edge of the containment wall be
beyond the JILF debris. Complete removal of debris was evaluated in the FS and
determined to be infeasible due to the extremely high cost (over $1 billion). A partial
_removal of debris along the shoreline would likely cause additional environmental
damage that may outweigh its potential benefits. Since the JILF debris abuts the
shoreline, placement of a wall beyond the edge of the debris would extend both the wall
and the cap into the tidal fiats, causing additional environmental damage.

5



The Navy and EPA reiterated to the RAB that Alternative 5 would be selected regardless
of cost should it be determined that groundwater must be fully contained. The decision
on whether groundwater needs to be contained needs to consider risk-and ARARs. The
EPA indicated that the risks do not indicate the need to contain the groundwater. There
are still some issues related to the ARARSs that are being looked into now. The MEDEP
indicated that they are evaluating the compliance point for Ambient Water Quality
Criteria (AWQC) and that will affect their decision as to whether or not groundwater
containment is necessary to meet ARARs. MEDEP said that they plan to have a
decision soon, and will email the finding to interested RAB members on the day following
MEDEP’s notification to EPA and the Navy.

Because waste material will remain in place regardless of the alternative that is selected,
a monitoring plan will be part of the remedy. The frequency of the monitoring and COC
monitored will be decided during the data quality objective (DQO) process for the .
monitoring program as part of the remedial design. If, at any time in the future,
conditions change or the remedy fails, the JILF remediation will need to be re-examined.

" OTHER ISSUES

The Draft Proposed Plan for OU3 is currently schedule for distribution to the RAB on
October 25, 2000. The Proposed Plan is a document presenting the Navy's selected
alternative from the FS and does not contain specific language on the design of the
remedy. A public meetmg and hearing will be conducted as part of the finalization of the
Proposed Plan. The review period for the Draft Proposed Plan is 30 days; comments are
due by November 24, 2000. The Navy indicated that the next RAB meeting would be
November 30, 2000 with topic to include the Building 184 Work Plan and Site 10
Additional Investigation. The RAB requested that the topic for the next meeting be the
Proposed Plan and that the meeting be held before the end of the review period for the
draft Proposed Plan.

FUTURE MEETINGS

Based on the RAB'’s request, the next RAB meeting is scheduléd for November 16,
2000 at the Courtyard Marriott in Portsmouth, NH so the topic for the meeting, the draft
OU3 Proposed Plan, would be presented during the comment period for the draft
document. Post RAB meeting note: The next RAB meting has been
rescheduled to November 30, 2000 at the Courtyard Marriott,

Portsmouth, NH.

The RAB was asked whether they had additional topics they wished to discuss, and was
silent. The meeting was adjourned at 21:50.



