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November 12, 2003

Mr. Fred Evans
Department of the Navy
Northern Division
Naval Facilities Engineering.Command

.10 Industrial Highway, Mailstop 82
Lester, PA 19113-2090

re: Navy's Recommendations for Resolution of Selected Items Prior to Round,1 through
7 Report, Interim Offshore Monitoring Program, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery,
Maine, September 26, 2003 . . '

Dear Fred:

The Maine Department of Environmental Protection has reviewed the document
referenced above. The Department's comments .follow.

l>iscontlnuation of dioxin analysis

Item 1, p. 1,'1sl par~gr~ph

"As presented in the last paragraphof.... the 'dioxi~ concentrations in sediment and
mussels are not present: at levels that would result in unacceptable risks to humans or .
ecological receptors." . . '. .

Before"... the dioxin concentrations.. :;' add'" ~ ..results of Rounds 1 '"':' 4 indicate that. .. "

2. Item i, p. 1 final paragraph'

·Reference is made to "screening levels that the Navy developed for PNS." Please provide"·
· the source for: these screening levels..Also,. thi$ does notcOlTespond with page 8-4 of the .
July 2002 Baseline Interim Offshore Monitoring Report which states, "No screening'
levels were located to evaluate risks to mussels andjuv~rule lobsters from dioxin

. concentrations in their tissue." Please clarify.' . .

Item 1, p. 2 2nd paragraph

a) Th~ referenced flow chart is not attached.. '

·b)" ... a formal risk assessment may be in~ludedaswell."

......
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Under what circumstances would a formal risk assessment be included or omitte'd?

Need for weighting data betwee~ habi~ts '

4. In the firstparagraph.of this sectionindicate that "the conclusions in Section 4.4.4"
are from the Baseline Report (as opposed to the previously mentioned monitoring plan).

5. 3rd and 5th bullets, p. 3
, , '

" ...weighting does not appear to be appropriate because PAHs would have to be
w.eighted differently than metals and DDT..."

, , We disagree with this statement. Why is it a problem? Since met~s aren't compared to
PARs whatis the reason to think they need to be weighted the same way?

6. 2Dd toOiast paragraph, p. 3

"Comparing the station-wide averages ...for the chemical concentrations to the IRGs
identified the stations with the greatest chemical concentrations."

, PleaSe clarify this sentence.' The stations'with the gieatest chemical cqrcentrations can' '
be identified simply by noting the highestc;oncentrations. Perhaps the s'erttence was
intended to state that the stations with the highest exceedances of the IRG.were ' ,
identified? ' "

- ..' . .'.. .
. .' . -'. .'. . .. .'. .'

Also, the phrase ','for the chemicalconcentraiions" should be changed'to "of the chemical
concentrations." ,

,7. ,1st bullet, p. 4 ,

" .. ,for the ,monitoring stations, 'the mean 'concentrations~fmo~t of the 'param~tersacross
"' th~ shipyard weregreat~r in the non..:saltmarsh intertidal stations compared to the '
, intertidal saltmarsh stations .. ~ the sediment in the saltmarsI1es are not more contaminated
than the sediment iIi the other intertidal areaS so weighting the saltmarsl1es differently ,
'th.an the other intertidal samples does not appear to be warranted."" ,

,Since the non-saltmarshintertidalstation'sh~vehigherconce~trationsof-contaminants in
general shouldn't they be weighted more heavily? Why not? ,," ,
'. . . .' ." . .-

8: '3) Coeffi~ients~f Variances to be developed ~t 'rerer~n~e:stations, 'p,'4
. '.. '., . .

"The number of samples per reference station was seiected to represent the different
'habitats ...and to obtain an adequate'number of reference' samples for comparison
,purposes." , ' , '

- .: ..,



If CV's ·were not used to determine the nuinber· of samples per reference stations than
how was "an adequate number;' determined? .. .

. In addition, as part of our review of these r~sponses we re-read portions of the Baseline
. Report.. Upon reviewing again Section -4 of the Baseline Report we have concerns . .

. ·regarding the Navy's interpretation of the c.oefficients ofvariance. ·We believe they show
agreat deal of variance for some compounds and that more than three samples per station .

.. may berieeded. We note that the Navy.has stated in Section 4.5A of the Baseline Report
that"Rounds Sand 6 samples need to be evaluated to determine if additional samples
should be collected at select monitoring stations." ..

. ..", . '.. ' . . .. '

We look forWard to discussing this issue with the Navy.

Please feel free to contactme at (2()7>" 287~S010 if y~u have any questions.

~~CerelYi
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