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P, O. Box:1136. . ... . -
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Subject Comments on Dacember 1998 quﬁ‘ Interlm Record of Deczston for Operqi 4

Dear.,ls/lr.~Vandermark:» e e e T
| As you requested we are transrmttmg comments to the Seacoast Antl-Pollutlon League (SAPL)
concerning the December 1998 Draft Interim Record of Decision for Operable Unit 4. The

Recog:gzﬁgﬁﬂe«;césf@g}(g()Dg“was,@@p@;:ed by Tg} " h NU§, Inc. and summanzes thg Nayy 8

5

1. General Comment Th@ Seacoast Antl-Polluno}l Lea gue supports ccllectlon of add1t1onal
momtonng data in the offshore areas at the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard.

’

2. Page lel, Sectlon 1. 1 Slte Name and Locatlop The opemng statement 1dent1ﬁes G)perable

Unit4-(0U4) as. the .ﬁ‘shore Areas of. Coﬁcem _Mowever the OCtober 1 96 Com
Relations Plan for Porismouth Naval thpyard (pa.ges 2-7 and 2-8) lists OU4 as Site 5 (Ind istrial
Waste Outfalls), Site 26 (Waste Oil/Water Portable Tanks), and Offshore Media or Offshore
Areas Potentially. Impacted by PINS S, ‘To,ayoid confusion, the de;scrlptxon presented in Sectlon 1.1
should-be complete and conmstent Wlth the Community.

3. Page 1-1, Section 1 2 Statement of Bagis and Pﬁi}fﬁse; “Section 1.2is Lsiliiposed to state
the bams for.and purpose of the interim, action., Whlle st part of the section identifies the

hy. the mon mg wil be cqndu* ted,
do*es the Na“Vy want tb accomp 1§h by monitg;rmg .of shore areas? ];n addition, the
the remedy was selectedin acoordance with CERCLA ‘and the NCP'and based on 1nformat10n

contamed ine the,‘mformatlon geposxtones .does not, provtde reader: w . an

# w‘
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4. Page 1-1, Section 1.3, Assessment of OQU4. The references for the determination of human
health and ecological risks must be cited in the text so the reader will know the basis for the
Navy’s statements.

5. Page 1-1, Section 1.3, Assessment of OU4. The last sentence in the first paragraph doesn’t
make sense. 1t doesn’t follow that it is not feasible to address risks just becausé those risks are
similar to other areas along the Maine coast. This passage needs clarification’’ Furthérmore; the
offshore monitoring provides an opportunity to address the uncertalnty identified in the second
sentence of the section. That is, the identification of chemicals ‘positig risk"that can be dttribuited
to the Shipyard. At a minimum, offshore momtormg should include contaminants 1dent1ﬁed in the
huriian Health risk assessmient a posing ‘risks and appropriate réceptors and media.

6. l;age 1-2, Section 1.4, Description of the Selected Remedy. The first ““offshofe” iri‘the'first
line should be gliminated. The first sentenee should also be rev1seci to reﬂect that oﬁshore medxa
have. been a.ﬁ'ecfed hlstoncally oot o

RV RN

7. Page 1-2 Sectlon 1.4, Descrlptmn of “thé S
'conﬁxsmg It'states that eﬁ‘\nremnental m d;gx will b ;
congatmnant concent“"gons are‘a ’acceptéble levels Yet Settion 13 statedfthat’aCcepfable
human health and ecological rlsks were exceeded meamng ‘that contammant concentrations are
not at acceptable levels. The meaning of “appropnate” is not readily apparent ‘¢ithér. “This
passage requires clarlﬁcatllon. Contaminants of concern and the action(s) the Navy wﬂl take

should contaminanit levels l)e found to be Lina,cceptable must be 1dentiﬁed BT et

1, 5

f8 Page 1-2, Section 1.4, Descrlptmn of the Selected Remedy We suggest presentmg the
fouf | n mhered 1tems m the secdmd half of the paragraph in bullet fofm Addmonal mformauon

9, Page 1-2, Section 1. 4 i)escrlptlon of the Selected Remédy The feview and approval
process must be clearly spelled but.” What are the roles 6f the regulatory agencies and the'
Restoratlon Adv1sory Boa:rd? How is the pubhc mvolved and/or mformed?

S TR T S DY

- eﬁcplam how the interim remedy is prot‘ ‘tlve of human health an the envnronment as momtormg
alone does not appear t6 be an activé protective measure. v
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12 Page 2-1, Section 2.1, Sité Nafie, Location, and Description: Noné 6f the islands-
mentioned in the first paragraph and elsewhere in the text (pages 2-10 and 2-11; for'example) are
identiﬁed on“Figu,res 2-1 or 2-2. This infonnation should be added to one or both of the f’igures.
13. Page 2—1 Sectlon 2.1, Slte VName, Lo(‘:atlon, and Descnptnon. “The' ﬁrSt senterice’ should
also be rev1sed to reﬂeet that off ) ore medla have been aﬁ"ected historically:” Additional

G rning ‘thé Installation Restoratiori Program (IRP) fot readers
i inte ] tiv t. ~,T‘Shlpyard "The teader should 4150 be mformed here asto
why the Névy is pursumg removmg Site 26 from OU4 and the CERCLA process

14, Page 2-S?,Sectlon 2 .2, Site HlStOl'y and @nforcement Activities. The text states here and
elsewhere in the document there ¢ are four OUS at the Shipy However ‘the Oc¢tober1996
Congmumty Relaz‘zons Plan for Portsmouih Naval Sthyar, (pages 2-7 a,nd 2- 8) hsts ﬁve .Us
The text should be corrected or additional ififofmation provided. ’

—Skand 2—6 Se ‘tlonrz 2 'Sxté Hist ‘_ry ahd Enfﬁreement Aetlvxtles. The aetual or

15, Pages 2

rat
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16. Page 2-7 Sectlon 2. 4, Scope and Role of Operable Unit 4, See eomm nt:13 ‘above,’
Rregardmg the number of QUs at the Shnpyard To prov1de perspeetwe regardmg héw OU4 fits
with the other sﬂ:es a hst of OUs and s;tes should be mcluded m this seetlon "The secénd
sentenee is mlsleadmg ‘We know enough about thé OUs to say that Contaminants front a humber
of sites have migrated/are mlgratmg to the offshore environmerit and have had appatént adverse
impagts on oﬁ‘shore media, Thls seetlon should be amended to reﬂect that, and to restate the
purpose (see comment 3, aﬂ e)’ ing mo aii interif ‘Wétion. 1n-addition; the
descnptlon Qf the selectxon proeess for the final Temedy should speexfy the roles of the: regalatory
. agencies, Restoratlon Ad\dsory Board atld the pubhc m tlie rewew and approval proceSs s

eyl 71

17. Pages 2-7 - 2-11, Section 2. 5, Site Charactefistics. “This séctioti ‘contains irformation
about the Shipyard setting, area ﬂora and fauna, and the oﬁshore areas of concern (AOCs). What
i rmati 0 fishore momtormg i§ needéd. That i is, what are thé known
and suspected sourcés of contatnination, contatiinants ‘of (potential) coti ceit ; migratioh pathways,
- and other data that aré drlvmg the need for this action. This:section should’ descnﬁe the sgtting in
sufficient detail so the reader can readlly understand the nsks summanzed in the next sectlon

ages 2-11'-2- ‘ Y0 "Risks: . This Section should also summarize
the data gaps ‘and unoerfamnes 1dent1ﬁed ifi tHe rigk adsessmerits, and the momtormg needed to
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address them .The reader needs to be aware of the how ;hese deﬁclenc1es figyre in mto the Navy s
plan for momtonng the oifshore area

19. Page 2-15 Sectmn 2. 6 2 Human Health Rlsk Assessment Report for Offshore Medxa.
1t is.not clear to the reader why Al‘t is not fe ible to address offshore human health risks as part of
the interim action, as stated near the end of thls sect1<;m The earher human health nsk '

. assessments 1dent1ﬁed unacceptable nsks in the oﬁ“shore but reportedly cou d not dnﬂ“erentlate

.. presentation of the threxe{iqterfim

among potentlal sources géntammants The Nayy wﬂl be coﬂectmg add1t10nal data under the
interim monitoring. Why can’t the Navy collect data that w111 address the uncertamty fegardmg
the source of offshore contamination?

\\\\\\

20. Page 2-],6 Table 2—3 Ihe exponepual notatlon is not cons1stent in the taf) le'and’ footnotes
Oursense is that the. use of ‘superscripts is easner “for readers to understand It is'also not ‘clear
which parameters are the most &gngfjeant w1th regard to rxsk ThlS mformatmn should be added

21..,Page 2-17, Section 2.7, Identification of the Intergm Remedy. We are troubled by the

the beginning of the section, 1;,;mphes that on,
the.case.; Qur notes indicate, e { gesgprat n and erosion controls were dxscﬁSSed for only a
short time at the March 13, p’ it 4t thie ™

March meetmg dlscussmé offshore monitoring, and discussions at subsequeént meetirigs foctised
almost exclqswely on monitoring as an interim action. Furthermore the f’roposed Plan for

, d}y\” ‘ _Thls section dpes fot

A ‘ ‘ D! mtormg (o anjf other alternative) at this
time. Why is the Navy gomg to momtor the eﬁshore area? What aré the objec’uves specxﬁcany
the Remedial Action Ob}ecuves‘? This information must bé prowded so the reader can understand
why monitoring is 309.11;519@17%4 an eppropgz}:ce action at this time.

le\(els
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25, Page 2-18; Section 2.8, Selected Interim Remedy. DDT compounds exceeded State water
quality critefia and screening levels for sediment at'a number of seeps along the Slnpyard shore
They must be included in the parameters analyzed during offshore monitoring,

26. Page 2-19, Section 2.9, Ahalﬁis of Inferim Remedy. ' The statement that interim
monitoring may provide protection of human health and the environment is misleading.
Monitoring may provide the data to warn of a risk, but cannot actually provide real protectlon
The statement should be revised.

27. Page 3—1, Sectwn 3.1, 0verv1ew Please see comment 7, above coneernlng aceeptable
levels” of contaminants, comment 8 regarding the nature of requirements to be met, and
comment 23 'about the approval process.

28. Page 3-2, Section 3.3, Summary of Comments Recewed Dnrmg the Publicﬁ ’ oimment
Period and Navy Responses. The Navy s response to the comment regarv,,mg inc sion of Sites
5 and 26 in OU4 and the identified impact of Site 5 on offshore media is that the text of the ROD
provides the additional information. However, as noted in comments 2 and 14, above, additionial
1nformat,lon is still needed. As we stated in our N ovember 1998 letter submitted during the public
comment penod for the Proposed Plan for OU4 the negatxve 1mpact of the Site 5 industrial
waste outfalls on offshore medla has been demonstrated in earlier’ documents “The Apnl 1997
Rewsed | Draft Final Estuarine Ecologzcal Risk Assessment states on page 35 that B

“Certainly contributing pollutants to the estuary, the industrial waste discharges released
heavy metals, and cyanide from plating waste, PCBs, phenolic compounds, oil and grease.
... Marine sediments associated with the outfalls were sampled in 1976. Chemical analysis
indicated elevated concentrations of mercury, lead, cadmium, chromium, copper, zinc,
PCBs, total cyanide, phenols, and oils and grease. The contaminated sediments were
dredged in 1978 and disposed in the JILE [Jamalca Island Landfill]. Sediment samples
collected dlrectly offshore of the dischargé locations in 1991...contained quantifiable
level[s] of only Cu, Pb, and Hg [copper, lead, and mercury] above ER-Ls [Effects Range
Low].”

Sampling results from 1991 reveal that, even after the removal of contaminated sediments by
dredging, significant adverse impacts could still be detected. Furthermore, the dredged sediments
were disposed in the Jamaica Island Landfill, and can continue to act as a source of contamination
affecting the offshore areas adjacent to the landfill. The ROD must include this information.
29. Page 3-2, Section 3.3, Summary of Comments Received Durmg the Pu blic Comment

~ Period and Navy Responses The response to the commernt regardmg providing thé public with
information about time lines and money ‘spent states that the Navy'and the Depaitmeiit of Defense
(DOD) compile this information for rélease on an annual basis. However, the comment itself

\\
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mdlcates that the Navy and DOD annual reports are not reaching mterested outsule partles We

suggest the Navy also prov1de that mformation at Restoratlon Advxsory Board meetmgs

If you have any questions regarding the comments above, please give me a call at 207-777-1049.

Sincerely,

Carolyn A. Lepage C.G-
President =

cc! Iver McLeod, Department of Envxromhéntal Protection
Meghan Cassxdy, EnVnroﬂmental Protection ‘Agehcy ;
rtyRaymond PortSmouth Naval Shlpyard S -

105ROPoud.fb9

s




