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Peter Vandermark

Seacodst’ Antr-Pollutlon League
P.O'Box 1136~ © »
Portsmouth, New Hampshire 03802

Subject: ** ° Review Comments; Draff Site Screening. Report, Buzldmg 184, (Szte 30), o
k West T lmber Basm (Slte 31) and T opeka Pier. (Slte 32).. e

Dear Mr Vandermark

As you requested We are tfansmitting comments to the Seacoast Antl-Pollutlon League (SAPL)
concerning thé February '1999°document, Draft.Site Screening Report,. Building 184, (Site, 30)
West Timber Basin (Site 31), and Topeka Pier (Site 32). The report was prepared by TetraTech
NUS to present the results of i 1nvest1gatlons tocharacterize the Building 184,(Site 30), West
Trmber Basm (Slte 3 1) and Topeka P1er (Slte 32) s1tes The purpose of the 1nvest1gatlons isto

\\\\\

decisions concerning poss1ble future actions. Our comments and questlons are as follows .

1. Page ES-1 Executlve Summary, paragnaph 1 The reference for the work plan should be
cited and added to the Reference LlSt o TS r

2. Page ES-1, Executlve Summary, paragraph Zn Medra Protectlon Standards (MPSs) are '
mentioned here and throughout the report. However, according to pages 14-4 and 14- 5 of the
Apr11 1998' Site ‘Ser dening’ Work Plan; Building 184,(Site 30), West Timber, Basin (Site 31),.and’
Topeka Piér (Sité 32); the MPSs werereplace with Preliminary Remediation Goals, (PRGs)
following the Shrpyard’s transition from the RCRA program to CERCLA. We also note that the
Draft Field Invesz‘lgatlon Reéport; Site 10 (Building 238) and Site 29 (Teepee Incinerator) which
we recently reviewed refers to PRGs, not MPSs. For consisténcy’s:sake; PRG, not. MPS, should
be used throughout the report Ifi 1t 1s not approprlate to use PRGs in th1s report an ekplanatron
(should be pr0v1ded R D S

3. Page ES-1, Executive Summary, paragraph 2 The PNS s1te-spec1ﬁc baokground ls
mentioned here and in numerous other places in the report. Background determination has 1ot
yet been finialiZed and there are issues that still must be resolved. For example, as we noted in our
February 25;'1999; comments on the Draft Faczlzty Background Development we have concerns
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regarding collecting background samples in an industrial area at a Superfund Site and using
elevated “background” conditions as the basis for comparison or risk calculation that will have the
effect of down-playing or minimizing risks at contaminated sites. Therefore, the text must be
revised here and elsewhere to reflect that background levels are currently in draft form. .

4. Page ES-1, Executive Summary, paragraph 3. “Neither the MPSs or the Region 1]l RBCs
for soils considers the potential for contaminants leaching from soil to groundwater. Hence o
contaminant concentrations in soil were also compared to the generic Federal Soil Screenmg

Levels (SSLs).”

Page 14-5 of the April 1998 Work Plan states the following. “Note.that the PRGs for soil do not
take into consideration the leaching from soil to-groundwater. However, the Zeac/?mg of
chemicals from soil to groundwater would be accounted for by evaluating the concentrations in
gmmdwater and the modeling of contaminant migration from onshore to offshore environment
(d;scussed in Section 14.3.3).” Why did the Navy deviate from the method described in the
Werk Plan?* Is the lis€’ ‘of SSLs more conservative or morg representative? Please, jprovide the
ratlenale for usmg *SSLs in place ef the approach deserlbed in the Work:Plan and the eﬁ‘ect on risk
sereemng - ‘ e AN
5, Page ES~1 ExecutWe Summary, SI’I‘E 30 (BUILDING 184), Background The text
should-also mentlon that Bulldmg 184-wias used as a facility. for eleamng meta,l parts m the mld-
1950s. - - R A
6. Page ES-2, Executive Summary, SITE 30 (BUILDING. 184), Field Investigation
Activities, paragraph 2. “Material” and “till” should be separated by the word “and” i in the ﬁrst
sentence. The use of the term “unit” in the second sentence is a bit eenfusmg Does it refer to
the overburden as a whele or jhst the ﬁll materlal’? Please clanfy

7. Page ES-2, Executive Summary, SITE 30‘(BUILDING 184), Q_ggim,tpamgmph 2.
“T he’ metals concentt ations-in soils-alse decreased with. depth which:might be expec;ed ”

RS g SO Y oo
. o

It is'nof at all elear to the reader why.it is expected that concentratlons of metals Would be
expected 1o decrease w1th depth Please clamfy IO L

8. Page ES-3, Executlve Summary, SI’I‘E 30 (BUILDING 184), !Zouglugmgg paragraph 2.
“Based on the findings of the site screemng, ihe horizontal extent of contamination appears to be
adequateb/ def ned.” + - Lo . :

It is premature to state that the honZentaI extent of eontammatlon is deﬁned partlcularly when
the Navy a¢knowledges in the subsequent section.that the:source of the contamination at Building
184 has ot yet been identified, and that additional investigations will be required. Furthermore,
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as the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) points out in General Comment
3 of their April 8, 1999, letter, the timing of water level measurements in tidally-influenced wells
appears to introduce some yncertainty into mterpretatlons of groundwater flow ‘directions.
Specifically, the peaks of tidal influence and the lag after hrgh and low tide for individual wells
must be determined before groundwater flow directions based on contouriiig ‘water level

. measurements are mterpretod Wlth regard to groundwater ﬂow direction at Burldmg 184,

MEDEP. calculatlons resuited in an, mterpretatlon that differs’ srgmﬁcantly from the ‘flow directlon
presented in the report, and mdmates that only one of the four mofntormg wells' appears to be
downgradient of Building 184. We concur with thé MEDEP’s sugigéstion thiat automated or-
repeated water level measurements be employed at tidally-influenced wells to ensure that
maximum ‘and minimum water levels as well as lag time, are ‘determiined prior to contouring water
level data, and look forward to a reevaluatron of groundWater ﬂow drrectrons for aH three srtes

9, I’ages ES*3 & ES—4, Executlve Summary, SITE 31 (WEST TIMBER BASIN),
Background. The dates presented in this seot:on dlﬁ'er somewhat from'thé datés in’Section
3.2.1 of the April 1998 Work Plan. For exaimple, the Work Plan statés that the timber Basin -
originated in the early 1900s and was filled in oompietely by 1940, The report states that the "
West Timber Basin was used to store and season wood prior to 1900, and that by 1948, the fill
extended west from the timber, basin to the current shorelme Tn addition, thé Work Plan (page 3-
7) mentions pigging and smelting by~products went into the West Trmber Basin.- Are these the
by- products of the metal waslnng plant mentioned at the bottom of; page ES-37 Arethe”
incongistencies the result of new 1nformatron gathered since the April 1998 Work Plan was
released? o

10. Page ES-4 Executlve Summary, SITE 31 (WEST TIMBER BAS[N),
Investigation Activities, paragraph 2. . What i§ the source of the ash rnentloned in the fourth:
line? What are the Navy s plans for droxm testmg at Site 3 1? S ‘

11. Page ES-5, Executive Summary, SITE 31 (WEST TIMBER BASIN), Conclusions,
paragraph 2. “There are currently no screening criteria wzth which to compare the 1 PH [Total
Petroleum Hydrocarbon ] soil data,”

As the MEDEP describes in Specific Comment 6 in their April 8, 1999, letter, the State of Mame
has the “Procedural Guidelines for Estabhshmg Standards for the Remediation of Oil
Contaminated Soil and Ground Water in Maine”. If public tise of groundwateris oonsrdered (asit
is in subsequent segtions entitled Risk Assessment Screening), the cleanup standard for
contaminated sorl is 10 mg/kg total ﬁ1e1 oil or 5 mg/kg 1 total gasoline as determined by MEDEP-
approved laboratory methods. Therefore, the Maine Guidelines rhust be méntioned hére and
elsewhere in the report text, and results must be compared with the cleanup standard.
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H

12. Page ES 6 Executlve Summary, SITE 31 (WEST TIMBER BASIN), o
Recommendations. Is the Phase I Investrgatlon actually a Remedial Investigation? Please
clarify. Will the additional investigations also evaluate the pofentlal 1mpact of Site 31 on offshore
receptors? . The Navy proposes, to conduct add1t10na1 s011 samphng at WTB- SB02 WTB-SB07,
WTB-SB035, and WTB-SB06. Yet max1mum concentratlons fora number of i 1norganlc compound
exceedances were detected af, WTB SBO3 and WTB SB04 Therefore these areas as well as the
potent1a1 for bedrock contammatlon must also be 1nvest1gated '

13. Page ES-7 Executlve Summary, SITE 32 (TOPEKA PIER), Backgrgund The
information presented at the top, of the page 1mp11es that filling at the Topeka Piér site was -+
completed by 1910. However, the April 1998 Work Plan (Séction 3.3.1), states that landfilling -
continued until argund 1945. Informatlon about landﬂlllng after 1910 must be added to the text,
and should 1nclude the source(s) of the fill matenal atid what it (mlght have) contained’ This
section should also describe the sewer and drain ge .‘plpes that reportedly d1scharged solvents and
antlfreeze to. the Back Channel unt11 the” 1960s S

A
14. Page ES 9, Executlve Summary, SITE 2 (TOPEKA PIER), Recommendatlons Is the
Phase II Investigation. actually a Remedlal Investlgatron? Pléase clarlfy We disagree’ that
additional investigations are only 1 needed in the vicinity of Bulldings 158 and 154, and that the
remaining areas of Site 32 do not requ1re further work. The hlghest concentratlons of mercury
and lead, which also exceed screening criteria, occur at TP-SB09 aiid TP-SB10, respectively. -
Therefore, these areas must be evaluated as well. As we pointed out in comment 8, above, we
have concerns regarding, the interpretation of groundwater flow d1rectlons based on the water
levels measured in tldally-lnﬂuences wells. Uncertarnties regarding groundwater flow directions
must be addressed. Given the proximity of Site 32 to the shore, the additiotial irivestigations must
also assess the potential impact on offstiore receptors, including the effects of the sewer and
dramage pipe. dlscharges to Back. Channel
15 Page 1-2, Sectnon 1 3 1 Eagnhty Lgcatlon ‘and Ml§SlOl " 'The second sentence is” *
1ncomp1ete R S

and Clinch reference clted must be, mcluded 1n 'the reference list.

17: Pages 1-6 & 1-7 Sectlon 1 4 i 2, Prevnous Investlgatlons The tesults of earlier testing of
the crystalhne substances found at Bulldlng 184 should be mcluded in the report

18. Page 1-7, Section 1.4.2.1, Site Description. Comment 9, above, also applies to this
section.
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19. Page 1-9, Section 1.4.3.1, Site Description. “Burnable material” is described as being

- dumped in ‘the timber basin at Site.32. Was the materlal actually burned at the site? The April
1998-Wotk Plan'also mentions. disposal of “va\ ious. cans 'and/dtuing”’ This ‘infotination-should be.:
added to the report. A number of buildings are listed as being constructed: during 1941-1945.
However there is no information concerning the materials stored, used, or disposed, or the
act1v1t1es ‘carried out at the individual, burldmgs ThlS doesn t help in understanding potential ;-
historical sources of .contaminationzat the Topeka ,Pler Slte For example Buildings.177,:197, and
112 were used as storehouses. Did the materials stored have the poteritial to’contaminate the
site? Building 176 housed torpedo overhaul and storage. What materials were used in the
overhaul process. What’s involved in overhaulmg a torpedo? Additional background information
is needed for historical perspective and to understand potential sources of contamination.
Information concerning current drainage drscharges to Back Channel should also be provided.
For example, are'there any-floor drains currently in use in bulldmgs at Snte 327 If S0; where and -
what do they dlscharge’? Lo e R SEENTNT

i

20. Page 2-1, Chapter 2.0, SITE IN VESTIGATION ACTIVITIES: We have noted ‘s
nuimber of devidtions from.activities and procedures described in the April 1998 Work Plan that
are not documented in:this report. These deviat ;should be 1dent1ﬁed in the report and the

reason(s) for departing from the Work Plan should bé descrlbed B

i 21. Page 2-1, Section 2.1.1, Surface Soil Sampling, paragraph’'l. According to the April : |
. 1998 Work Plan; surface soil samples werg to, be collected at all soil boring/well locations and all
* soil borings:* Why weren’t surface soil sample fcted at all bonng locatlons?

22, Page2-2 Section 2.1.2, surface’ Sanm }
1. Page 4-¥ of the’April 1998 Work Plan states that spht-spoon samples were to be collected
contlnuously to the bottom of ea,ch bormg Why wasn t thls done at Sltes 31 and 32?

23. Page 2-3, Sectlon 2 2 1 M - n
According to the Work Plan (page 4-2), well, development v as not 10 océur untll -at least 14 days
after well installation in order to allow the grout to cure. However, the Well’ Development Data
Sheets 1ncluded in Appendix B:indicate development of nine out of sixteen wells occurred before
the 14- day perlod had passed. of paltncUlar c reithe development of wells TP-MWO06'
and TP-MWO7 just 2 and 3 days after;well. 1nstallat10n was completed ‘Why-did development
occur in less than 14 days after well installation at over half the wells? HoWw have well -
characteristics and' sample quality been effected? In addition, wells were reportedly developed
until turbidity in the well-discharge was less than 1() lometnc Turbidity Units (NTUs). ' The
Work Plan stated on page 4-4 that development ‘would continlue antil’ trbidity was less than:5
NTUs. What is'the technical basis for, deviating | from the Work Plan and what are the potentlal
impacts of changing the development. procedure? ’ Lt

-
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24,. Page 2—3 Sectlon 2. 2. 2 "Water
level arid water qualzty parameters were measured in5-tol 0—mmute intervals durmg purgmg

According to page: 4 5 of, the Aprrl 1998 Work Plan, water levels were to be measured in 3 to 5-:
minute‘intervals and water quallty parameters in 5-minute intervals. . The: Navy should explam th1s
deviation from the Work Plan and 1f it resulted in srgmﬁcant dlﬂ‘erences in; data collected.

25, Page's‘24-4 & 2- 5 Sectlon 2.'2.3,”_ ndwatei
appl1es to-this section. . - - R I

. Comment 8,,above,

26. Page 2 5, Sectlon 2, 3, SURVEYING paragraph 1. What does w1th mathematlcal
adjustment” mean? How will the vertical ¢losuré of 0.08 feet fiom PNS. datum effect ,
measurements such as water levels? What impact might this have on contouring water level data
and the mterpretat1on of groundwater flow d1rect1ons (see comment 8, above)'7
27. Pages 2-5 & 2-6 Sectlons 2 4 Decontammatlon and 2.5 lnvestlgatlon-Derlved Waste
The specific standard operating procedures (SOPS) followed should be referenced in these .
sections, and any deviations noted. The citation and refetence for the Shipyard protocol for waste
d1sposal should also be prov1ded

N
b

28, Pages 2-7 & 2- 8 Sectlon 2 6. 2 D ,taV A prief descnptron of the
data qualifiers listed in this section should be ifiludéd ds a footnote-on all tables,in the report
where the qual1ﬁers are: appl1ed to analyt1oal results

29. Page 2-8, SeCtlon 2 7 EVALUATION OF DATA AND PERFORMANCE OF RISK .
SCREENING. What is the “study of eoologlcal receptors” mentioned in the second sentence’7
A citation and reference, should be provided. What are the “other criteria™ mentioned at the end
- of the paragraph as bemg used for data comyf anson’7 Comments 2 and 3, above, concern;ng

"MPSs and site background also apply o th1s sect1on : s ey

30. Page 2-8, Sectlon 2, 7 1, Com 'arlson'wfh Preliminary PRGs'
paragraph 1, Why was the average concentratlon ‘ofthie field dupllcate palr used" To be more
conservat1ve the hlgher of the. two concentratlons should be used Ce Ty,

second bullet Comparrson w1th background levels ot sdlitie cond1t1ons should also be. mcluded.
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33. Page 2-13, Table 2-3. An equrpment error is noted for dissolved oxygen measurements at
WTB- MWO3 resultmg ina negatlve measurement “Why wash’t the field crew- able to correct the
situation and collect a usable measufément? We also note ‘the rarige 6f turbidity measured at.the -
wells. Why are measurements significantly hrgher at several wells? Is it a function of well
development a short time after, well installation? ‘Instaflation‘of a- laiger well-screen slot size than
'approprrate” What eﬂ"ect if any, would these turbrdrty levels have on laboratory analysrs?
34. Page 3-1, Sectlon 3. 1 SOIL INV‘ESTIGATION, paragraph“z - “Bormgs B] 84—SBO3 and
B184-SB04 were mstalled to evaluate the sotls downgradzent of the stte ?

Based on the groundwater contours drawn on Figui'é 35, it appears that only Bl84 SBO4 is*-
actually downgradrent of the acid pit in Building 184 (see comment 8, above, as well).

35: Page 3 1 Sectlon 3 1 1,8 jrf~ ace ! orl ’ Jampling anc ‘An“"l: sis, paragraph 2. “The suiface
soil samples were collected ﬁom depths of less than 8 mches below the gTound sulface (bgs)

Accordmg to the Aprrl 1998 Work Plan (page 3-7) sutface soil samples were to be collected
- from 0-1 foot bgs after removing the first several'inches of soil” Why was the sample collectlon
horizon altered from the Work Plan and what are the possible ramifications? o

36. Page 3;1, Sectlorl 311, -Anialysis, paragra ph 2. “The
- samples were collected by mixing the soil in a stainless steel bowl and then transferring-it 1o the
appropriate container.”,

AP
Coy

We are concerned that the act of mixing the s011 in an open vessel has likely resulted in the loss of
some, yolatile constituents prror to placmg the soI] sample in contalners Therefore, we believe *
that concentrations reported for volatrle orgamc cOmpounds (VOCs) are lrkely to ‘be lower’ than
actually occur at. the s1te : i

37. Page 3-2, Section 3.1.2, and Analysis. “This paragraph should
also state that split-spoon samples were collected continuously for lithologic descriptio”ns’”* ‘

that th1s mformat1on was used m selectmg 'b‘surface 5011 sarrmles for laBOratory analys1s

N ¢ b 5 i
38. Page 3- 2, Section 3. 2.1, M nltorm Vell Instillatioi; paragraphs 1 & 2 As noted in
comment 34, above, only B184 MW04 appears t0 actually be downgradient of the'site. Two of
the four monitoring wells were installéd in bedrock. whereas the Work Plan: (page 3-4) specified
the investigation would be limited to the overburden. The reason for installing the wells in
bedrock .as well as the potentral effect ¢ on groundwater flow and'coritaminant niigration direction
interpretation (usmg data from both overburden and bedrock wells) should be mcluded m thrs ‘
section. : e
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39. Page 3-3, Sectlon 3 2. 3 Water Level. Measurements. See comment 8, above, regarding -
water level measurements and the resultmg 1nterpretatlon of groundwater flow d1rectlon o

40, Page 3-4 Sectron 3.3.2, Hydroggg! gy We note that of the four wells, two are screened

in bedrock, ope in-overburden, and one in both over urden and bedrock, arid that we do not have
hydraulic conductivity information. The comments we have made above (8, 38) regarding water

level measurements, well locations, and screen location apply to this section.

41. Page 3-5, Section 3.4.1 Surface Soil, paragraph 1, and subsequent sections. “Acefone is
considered.a common laboratory contaminant and, therefore, may not be a site-related
constituent.” ‘

There are pumerous locations in the. report where similar language is used to describe the )
detection of certain compounds Is the Navy saymg the detect1on of thesé compounds resulted
from laboratory contamination? What do the laboratory data and the quality control sample
results show? It is not clear if the compounds detected should be dismissed as laboratory
contaminants. or retained as site-related constrtuents The text should be clarrﬁed wherever this
wording is used. '

42. Page 3-6, Section.3.4.1 SL__erace oil, paragraph 2.  "No PCBs were detected in the
remammg sample.” - N

P Yy

Were PCBs detected in the surface soil sample at B184-SB03? Please clarify.

43. Pages 3-9-3-14, Sectlon 3. 5 RISK ASSESSMENT SCREENING ‘COMPARISON
WITH MPSs:AND OTHER CRITERIA A number of our prevrous comments (for example 2,
3,4,8, 11, 36,38, 40, 41) apply to the va11d1ty and completeness of the 1nterpretat1ons in this
section. We look forward to revisiting the risk assessment screening once ‘further definition of the
extent of contamination and dehneatlon of groundwater ﬂow and contamrnant mrgratron is
completed o

44, Page 3-10, Sectrqn 3.5. 1, Surface Sorl, paragraph 2. “If a quantitative risk assessment’
were to follow the screening process, chemicals that exceeded only site-Specific backgrotind *
values would be eliminated from further evaluation. .. Addltzonally, any chemical
concentrations in excess of the USEPA: Regton 11 reszdentzal RBCs but below background
concentration would also be eliminated from further evaluatzon

This statement is at odds w1th the procedure presented in item 4 on page "14-6 of the April 1998
Woik Plan. Exceedances of background or RBCs i in soil were to be followed up w1th a nsk
assessment, not dropped entirely from consrderatlon Please clarify.
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45. Page 3-10, Section 3.5.1, Surface Soil, paragraph 3, and subsequent sections.
“Because no SSLs exist for Freon-113,...,:these compounds could not be further evaluated for
migration potential. ” . N

Similar passages occur elsewhere in the report and this comment apphes to-all such wording.

The Aptil1998:Work Plan identified- a means of evaluatmg mrgratron potentlal (se¢'comment 4, '
above). Since application of SSLs is 1mpos51ble will the Navy now follow thé 'method outlined in
the Work' Plan‘? :

46. Page 3—33 Frgure 3—3 and subsequent cross sectrons. The cross sections hre'very helpﬁ11
for visualizing the stratigraphy of the sites. However, it is a bit confusmg to telate the elevations:
shown at the ends of the cross sections, which can range 'from 45 to 140 feet above mear sea level
(mil), to the'location of the historic and present s shorg lings, which presumably are at 0 msl.
Adding @ second vertical scale, properly labeled, that would show the true elevatlon would
clanfy the relatlonshrp A
47. Page 4-2, Sectlon4 1.1 Surface s 1l Sam lmf‘ ! I ls, ‘paragraph L. Surface sorl
samples were not collected from borings WTB-SB03 and WTB-SB04 dug to the presence of -
asphalt-and gravel from 0 to 1 foot bgs. ,Howeyer, the April 1998 Work Plan stated that where
asphalt paving was present, the pavement .and 1mpacted \subbase wotild be’ removed and discarded
pr1or to collecting the surface soil:sample. Why the change from the Work Plan? R

/

ERT LI SRR S

48. . Page 4-2, Section 4.1.1 Surface Sail Sampling and Analysis, paragraph 2. Please refer
t0-Comment 36, above, concerning the loss of VOCs due to rmxmg the s011 satnple

49. Page 4-2, Section 4.1.2, Subsurf: il Sampling and Analysis. This paragraph should
‘also state that spht spoon samples were collected contlnuously for lithologic descriptions,
observation for signs of contamination, and screening with a photoronuatron detector (PID) and
_that thls mformatlon was used in selectmg subsurface soil samples for laboratory analysis.

50. Page 4-3, Sectron 4. 2 3, Water Leyel Measgrement See comment 8, above, regarding
water level measurements and the resulting mterpretatlon of groundwater ﬂ0w d1rect10n

51. Page 4-5, Sectron 4.3.2, Hggrogeolggx Why is there almost a'1-foot differeiice i water
levels measured at the two tidal gages, as reported in the second paragraph? Our concerns *
reg’ardmg water level measurements and the resulting mterpretatlon of groundwater ﬂow
direction, as outlined in comment 8, above, also apply here. o

52. Page4-10, Section 4:4.3, Groundwater, paragraph 1. Why is the turbidity high at WTB-
MWO04? Is'more well development needed? Was a properly sized well screen mstalled‘? -

\
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53. Pages 4 11 4-16 Sectlon 4 5, RISK ASSESSMENT SCREENING COMPARISON
WITH MPSs AND OTHER CRITERIA. A number of our previous comments (for.example 2,

3, 4 8,11, 36,:41) apply to the Valldlty and completeness of the 1nterpretat1ons 1n this section.

of contamlnatlon and delineatlon of groundwater ﬂow and contarmnant mrgrat1on is completed

54, Pages 4-11 & 4-12, Section 4.5.1, Surface Soil. A th1rd bullet should be added on page 4-
117to’address DRO exceedances of State standards, since residential use of the site and
groundwateris. bemg consrdered The Tast sentence in the ﬁrst paragraph on page 4-12 must be
rev1sed to. address the DRO. exceedances S N

585. Page 4-12 Sectlon 4 5. 1 Surfage Sg paragraph 2 “If a quantitative risk assessment
were fo follow the screening process, ‘chemicals that éxceeded only’ site-specific background ..
values would be eliminated from further evaluation. ... Additionally, any chemical
concentrations:in; excess of the USEPA. Region Il r esidential RBCs but below background
concentration would also be. elzmmated ﬁ‘om further evaluafzon L ol

‘ Thrs statement 1s, at odds w1th the procedure presented in 1tem 4 on page 14 6 of. the Aprrl 1998
Work Plan. Exceedances of background or RBCs in soil wereto be followed up with a.risk
assessment, not dropped entirely from coiisideration. Pléase-clarify. :i:.. .-

56 Page 4-12, Sectlon 4 5 1 Supface So L, paragraph 4. “Because no SSLs for. transfer from
soil to air exist for any PAHs, '44'-DDD".., these compounds could not be further-evaluated for
~migration poteptial.”

LR

N S I
. -
; 4

-How w1ll the Navy address this mlgrat1on potentlal as well as the potent1al nsks assocrated w1th
air-born contamrnants? A )

57. Page 4-13, Section 4.5.2, Subsurface Soil. A thrrd bullet should be added to address DRO
exceedances of State standards sin dentlal use of the site and’ groundwater is. bemg

the DPRO exceedances Based on the information presented in Table 4-4, zinc not only exceeds
background but also exceeds the MPS ~ R :

58. Pages 4-13 & 4-14, Section 4.5.2, Sub_u[a&&o_rl Comment 55 above applres to thIS
sectlon : s,

59 Page 4 14 Sectlon 4.5.2, Sul - ‘i» paragraph 1. The list of parameters to be .
considered for quantitative risk assessment should also include i iron; lead, and zinc.

/
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60. Page 4-15, Sectron453 Q gg wa er, last paragraph Comment 53, above, apphes to
this section. G,

4

61. Page 4-16, Section 4. 54, Rlsk Screenmg Summary, paragraph 1. Comments 53 through
60 apply to thrs sectron S , e el ‘

62. Pages 4-30 & 4 -34, “Tables 4 3 & 4-4. Because the re51dent1al use of the site and B ; o
groundwater is bemg consrdered ‘the State of Maine standards-for DRO and GRO shou fb'e o
added to the table and apph(:able exceedances noted. ‘Table 4-4. should .also be amended to show
. that nickel and zmc exceeded the Regron III RBC and MPS respectlvely

l

63. Pages 435 4-38 ‘Tablés4-5 & 4-6." There are: numerous mstances tabulated in Tablé 4-3
where the numerical detection limit was sighificantly greater. than the Mlmmum Detectlon Limit
(MDL).. This affects the frequency of detections listed in Table 4-6. The relatlvely ‘high nuhéfical
detection lmuts also exc d SCreemng cr1ter1a in several 1nstances Therefore the actual number
(and possibly, magmtude ' =
elsewhere in the | report " For example ‘thé numerrcal detectlon lmut for lead exceeded the MCL in
two out of ﬁve samples The MDL ‘for thallium exceeds both the. MCL and the Maine MEG by a
factor of at least two 'and thé-nlmétical detectron limit was.as much as 100 trmes the MEG The

.....

. . By % 4% PRI A
;! I),g ¥

64, Page 5-1, Section 5.1.1 Surface §orl Samplmg a_n_d_ Analys!s paragraph 1 Surface s01l
samples were not collected from bormgs TB-SB13, TP-SB14, and TP-SB16 due to thie f presence

ofa. gravel road base from 0 to 1 ‘foot bgs. The Aprrl 1998 Work. Plan stated that where asphalt
paving was present the’ pavement and 1mpacted subbase- would be: removed and dlscarded pridr to
collecting the surface soil sample. Why ‘wasii’t the gravel road base: handled 1n a smular manner‘?

65, Page 5:2, Section 5 1.1 Surface ing a nal is, paragraph 1. Please refer
to comment 36, above concemmg the loss of V@Cs'due to ‘mixjng the soil sample. Why weren ’t
surface soil samples TP SS11 and TP $S12 anaIYZed for petroleum hydrocarbons?

66. Page S-2, Section S.1. 2 Subsurface Soil Sampllng agd Analys Th1s paragraph should

also state that spllt-Spoon samples were-colleetéd contituously for lithologjc descriptions,
observation for visible signs of contamination, and screening with a photoromzatlon detector
(PID), and that this information was used in selecting subsurface soil samples for laboratory
analysis. Why weren’t subsurface sorl samples from TP-SB11.and TP -SB12 analyzed for

_. ,petroleum hydrocarbons? 4 : o . : '

67 Page 5-4, Section 5.2.3, | Me rements, See comment 8, above regarding
water level measurements and the resultmg interpretation of groundwater flow direction.
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68. Page 5-5, Section 5.3.1, Geblogy. Additional information concerning bedrock .
characteristics, such as the degree of fracturing, that would potentlally affect groundwater ﬂow e
and contamlnant nngratron should be 1ncluded here. "
69. Page 5-5, Section 5.3.2, Hydrogeology Thrs sectron should 1nclude a dlscussron of the
seeps: along Back Channel where they are located how they relate to the current understandrng '
occurred and 1s lrkely to occur We also note that ‘oily” or: petroleum odors and elevated PID
responses Occur dt of very néar the contact between the fill materral and the underlylng '
Presumpscot Formation. - This section should also: consider. the, vert1cal dlstrrbutlon of
contammatlon relative to groundWater flow direction. The discussion of water level changes in
response to the t1de ot page 5-6'demonstratesithe nieed to beter defing the relatronsh1p between
groundwater and t1de level meaSurements (see comment 8, above)

70. Pages 5-6 5 21, Section 5.4 NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINAT[ON This '
lsectlon presents the analytical detections ofs contamiination in, sorls and fg_' ynds ater at ‘Site 32.
The reader’s understand1hg ‘df the Siguificaricé of the.constituents. detected (as well as thosé not '
detected) would be greatly enhanced 1f addltlonal background lnformatron about the materlals

I S

71. Page 5-8, Section 5.4.1; §urfa§e Sol Building 3 306 Transducer Shop, paragraph 1.
Why wasn’t surface soil sample TP-SSO3 analyzed for GRO? This information should dlso be- -
,added to Sectlon 5 1.1 Gt g O Vet

!
I

A 72 Page 5-9 Sectlon 54.1,; “rfaee’S ll, Bulldmg 154 Transportatlon and Equlpment
Storage Bulldmg, paragraph 2. “It-appears that the ﬁrst ;sentence belongs in thé “Downgradient
Edge of Site” section. In addition,sthe maximum DRO, detect1on at Slte 32 was 6200 mg/kg in .
TP-SBOZ 1113 The text should be corrected

gt
73, Page 5-10, Section 5. 4 ;S rfac Sé il, Old Burldmg 98§ - Combustlbles Storage Area,”
Were both 4,4-DDE and 4/4-DDD deteéted at this locatron? Please clanfy Tt appears that the
hrghest conoentratlon pf 4 4' DDD detected at Site 32 occurred at 'this location.

J

74, Page 5-12 Section 5 4 2 ubsu ace Sg )i Upgradlent | “No PAHS pesttcides, or PCBS

were, detected m upgradlent locatlons N

[ N

This statement nnphes that samples Wwere collected at upgrad1ent 1ocatlons in add1t1on to TP- °
SBO1. Ifthat is the case, these locations must be clearly identified in the text and on the
appropnate maps. Please clarify or correct. Given the extent of Site 32, it would be appropriate
to have more than one upgradlent locatlon
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75. Page 5-13, Section 5.4.2, Subsurface Soil, Building 158 - Automotive Repair Shop,
paragraph'l. In addition to describing DRO concentrations, this paragraph.should. inglude a.
reference to the sheen noted: durmg samplmg between 19. and 15-feet, bgs. at TP-SBO2, .

i

76. Page 5-15, Sectlon 5.4.2, t_lbsurface SQ! Downgradlent Edge of Slte 32 paragraph 1,

In addition'to describing DRO ‘concentrations, the petroleum odor at 14 feet bgs and PID._
responses‘at 14 and 19 feet bgs at TP~SB07 should also be noted b

SN

77. Page 5-15, Section 5.4.2, Subsurface Soil Downgradlent Edge of Slte 32 paragraph 2
There 1s an extra word (well or shghtly) in the fourth line, R et
78 Page '5-15, Section 5.4.2, Subsurfagg oil Downgradlent Edge of Slte 32, paragraph 4
The number of site-wide miaximum’concentrations of contarinants at the downgradlent edge of,
Site 32 Highlights the' importaiice of understanding how the site’s hydrogeologic. charactenstlcs

,\control contamlnant mlgratlon that affects offshore areas (see comment 69, above).

PSRN N

795" Page 5-16, Section' 5:4.2; Subsurfage 501 Blllldlllg 154 Transportatlon and . B
Equipment Storage Building; ‘paragraph 1. 1n addition to;the discussion of petroleum ,
hydrocarbon detections, the text should also mention the oily smell noted at 14 feet bgs at TP-
SBO6

80. 'Page 5-18, Sectlon 5.4.2, Subsurfagg Son Old Bulldmg 98 Combustlbles Storage
Area, paragraph 3. The maximui-concentrations for 4,4-DDD and 4,4'-DDT occur in the
surfacé soil sample at TP-SB15 and at T P-SB17, respectlvely Please clarify or correct.

81, Page 5-19, Section 5.4.2, ubsgrface Soil, Building 176 Torpedo Overhaul Storage
Area, paragraph 1." “Thé zn01 ganzés detected at this site were ... in many cases less than site
background concentrations.” f : :

This statement indicates there is a potential problem with the selection of background locatlon
We look forward to the resolution of this and other issues relating to background locations (see

‘cofiimiént 3, above). This comment also applies to the statement about i 1norgamcs detected at

Building 162 the Electrical Substation.

82. Pages 5-19 - 5-21, Section 5.4.3, Groundwater. Thissection needs a more in-depth
drscussron of hydrogeologic controls on contaminant migration. This includes information about
how seeps along Back Chantiel relate to'the hydrogeology of Site 32 and how onshore
contamination impacts offshote receptors, as well as a description of potential preferred
contaminant migration pathways. (see comment 69, above).
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83. Page 5-20 Section5.4.3; Groundwater, paragraph 2. This paragraph focuses on the
informiation’ presented in Tables 5-6 and 5<7: Virtually ione of the MDLs listed in Table 5-6 were
met, and, as We noté ifi comment 63, above, the relatively: high numerlcal detection limits also
exceed screenmg criteria in several instances.. So enumerating posmve detections in the text and
in’ Table 5795 a ‘Bit fisleadinlg. The dctual-number (and possibly magnitude) of exceedances may
be greater than what’s identified Table 5-7 and elsewhere in the report. The Navy, must. explaln (
why the MDLs were not attained and how the:élevated numerical detection limits affect. ...
conﬁdence in the risk screemng process B

Ty

84. Pages 5-21 5-27, Sectlon 5.5, RISK ASSESSMEN T SCREENIN G COMPARISON
WITH MPSs AND OTHER CRITERIA. A number of our previous comments (for example 2,
3, 48,1136, 41, 83) apply to the validity and:completeness of the interpretations in this section.
We look fOrward to revisitirig the risk assessment screening onge further definition, of the extent
of contannnatlon and dellneatlon of groundwater ﬂow and contaminant, mlgratlon is completed

85. Page 5-22, Sectlon 5.5.1, Sur_fage Soi l A th1rd bullet should be added to address DRO and
GRO excetdanées of State standards, since residential use of the'site and. groundwater ] bemg
consxdered The text in the followmg paragraph should also address the DRO and GRO
exceedances s e

86. Page 5-22, Section 5.5.1, Surface Soil, paragraph 3. “If a quantitative risk assessment
were 10 follow-the scrééning process, ¢hemicals that exceeded.only site-specific backgr oynd
valiies would be elzmmated from ﬁlrther evaluatzon Addltzonally, any. chemlcal

.....

This statement is at: odds with the procedure presented ln 1tem 4 on page 14 6 of the April 1998
Work Plan. Exceedances of background or RBCs in soil were to be followed up\wgt‘h_, a knsk} ‘
assessment not dropped entirely from cons1deratlon Please clarify. o
87. Page 5-23, Sectlon 55.1, S !;rface Son paragraph 1. “Because no. SSLs for transfer ﬁ'om
soil to ‘groundwater exist for-any 2-butanone,..., these compounds. could not be further. evaluated
Jfor migration potential.” ; :

How Wlll the Navy address the mlgratlon potentlal of these compounds?

88. Page 5-23; Sectlon 5. 5 1; Surface SQ paragraph 2 Because no SSLs for transfer ﬁ'om
soil to air exist for any 2-butanone,..., these compounds could not be ﬁlrthel evaluated for
migration potential.” s
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How will the Navy address the migration potential of these compounds as well as the potential
risks associated with air-born contaminants? » 4

P

89. Page 5 23 S‘e,ct,_ron 5.5.2, Subsurfagg Son A sixth bullet should be added to address DRO:
and GRO exceedances of State standards sincé residential vise of the ‘site:and. groundwater is -
being-considered. The text in the followmg paragraph should also address the DRO and GRO
exoeedances . :

il. Comment 86 above apphes to'this sectron

oy & IR

90. Page -.5l.24,j Section 5.5.2, Subsurfac

91. Page 5-25, Section 5.5.3, Groundwater. A fourth bullet should be added to address DRO
exceedances of State standards, since residential use of the site and groundwater is being
considered,, The text in the followmg paragraph should also address the DRO exceedanoes

92, Page 5 26 Sectlon 5. 5 3 (2 gundwater, paragraph 2 ‘Comment 86;. above apphes to
this section.

Fal o«

P 93, PagesS‘26 - 5-27, Section 5.5.4, Risk Suiminary Screeing.” Comments 84.through 92
apply to th1s sectron - Lo SRR R

94. Page 5—81 Flgure 5-3 Is the mottled srlt and clay at the sduthetn end of the cross:section
the Presumpscot,Formation? If SO, 1t should be labeled as stuch afid the contacts beneath the ./
historical shoreline location adjusted The northern end of the cross sectron should be extended to
include the slope ofthe shoreline. o :

95, Page 5-83, Figure 5-4 Momtormg well FA—OlDB should be added to the cross section.

96. Pages 5:85 & 5-87, Flgures 5-5 & 5-6. Water level mformatron for well FA-01 should be
added to these figures. ¢ e
97 Page 6-2, Sectlon 6. 1, SITE 30 (BU]LﬁiNG 184). “Based o the findings'of the site
screenmg, the horzzontal extent of contamlnatzon appears o be adequately defi ned oo
As we noted in a previous comment, itis premature t0 state that thie horizorital extent‘of
contamination is defined, particularly when the Navy acknowledges that the source of the
contamination at Building 184 has not yet.been identified, and that additional mvestrgatrons will
be requrred Additional concerns are also 1dent1ﬁed in comment 8 above ‘ : : .

98 Pages 6- 3 & 6 4, Sectlon 6. 2 SITE 31 (WEST TIMBER BASIN), paragraphs 4& L
“There are currently no screening crzterla w11h which to compare the T, PH sozl data
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Comment 11, above, applies to these statements.

99. Page 6-4, Section 6.2, SITE 31 (WEST TIMBER BASIN), paragraph 2. “None of the
detected concentrations.are g1 eater than one order of magnitude of any screenmg crtterza 2
While this statement may be true it also appears to be an attempt to downplay to risks posed by

contaminants at the Site. We are not aware that the Navy has determined the total risk posed by
all theicontaminants. - In-addition, as we have pointed out in earlier comments, and as the Navy
has stdted elsewhere in the report, the extent of contamination at Site 31 has not yet been fully
deﬁned This statement requlres clarification.

100. Page 6-4 Sectron 6.2, SITE 31 (WEST THVIBER BASIN), ‘paragraph 5. As we -
pointed out in comment 12, above additional investigations at the site should not be limited to the
pickling tanks, but should also include the WTB-SBO03 and WTB-SB04 area, bedrock locatlons
and the potential impact of Site 31 on offshore receptors

101. Page 6-5, Section 6.2, SITE 31 (WEST TIMBER BASIN), Site 21, The Navy is
recommending no further action for groundwater at Site 21 as “... o chemicals attributable to
previous activities at Site 21 were detected... other than metals which have been consistently
detected in groundwater across the shipyard.” This statement illustrates the difficulty in
establishing appropriate background locations at ‘the shlpyard ‘(see comment 3, above), -

Additional discussion is required before, acceptmg the tio ﬁlrther action alternative for Site 21. If
metals are contaminants of concern for Site 21, and the metals Were detected in theonly well
installed specifically to monitor potential migration downgradient of Site 21, then it seems
appropriate for the Navy to demonstrate*that the metals detected in groundwater are not
attr1butable to Site 21 before accepting a no further action alternative. * -

102. Pages 6-5 - 6-7, Section 6.3, SITE! 32 (TOPEKA PIER). The discussion on these pages
must include detections and exceedences for GRO and DRO, and should also address the issues
regarding MDLs/numerical detection lrmlts/screenmg criteria exceedances discussed in comment
83, above. This section should also touch upon the relatlonshlp between groundwater. -
contamination at Site 32 and contaminants detected in seéps and sediment along the shore of the
Back Channel. Previously- collected data. should be integrated w1th the results of the 1998
mvestrgatlon

103 Page 6 7 Section 6 3 SITE 32 (TOPEKA PIER). A’ we noted in comment 14, above,
we disagree that additional investigations are only needed in the vicinity of Buildings 158 and 154,
and that the remammg areas, of Site 32 do not requ1re further work The hlghest concentratlons
respectively. Therefore these areas must be evaluated as well As we pomted out in comment 8,
above, we have concerns regarding the.interpretation of groundwater flow directions based on the
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water levels measured in tidally-influences wells. Uncertainties regarding groundwater flow
directions must be addressed. Given the proximity of Site 32 to the shore, the additional
investigations must also assess the potential impact on offshore receptors, particularly the effects
~ of the sewer and drainage pipe discharges to Back Channel,

104. Pages 6-7 & 6-8, Section 6.3, SITE 32 (TOPEKA PIER). We are not sure what the
Navy is trying to convey with the last paragraph is this section. Furthérmore, we disagree with
the statement that “7he only location which showed evidence of mater ial (metal fragments,
railroad tie) other than fill was boring TP-SB02, located in fr ont of Building 158”7 A review of
the boring logs in Appendix B reveals a variety of non-natural materials in at least 9 other boring
locations scattered about Site 32. These materials include glass, porcelain, brick, copper pieces, a
brass nugget, granular metallic material (grit?), metal, metal fragments, slag?, copper dust,
cinders, coal fragments, and wire. Furthermore, the logs record sheens, and oily, creosote, and
petroleum odors at various depths. This passage requires clarification.

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

@dw/ )

Carolyn A. Lepage C.G.

President s (‘." o f Ly
if) L (,) (:A Bt
cc:  Iver McLeod, DEP Bensa

Meghan Cassidy, EPA
arty Raymond, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
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