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~'fAIF OF MAINE 

t)f.J>;\~'TMF.'IIT OF r.~Vln()NI\,II':N,.,\l, I'RO"fF.(:TIO'IJ 

AUCL'ST,.l. 

December l4, 20 10 

NA VF AC Iv1JDLANT 
9742 Maryland Ave 
BldgZ-l44, 1st Floor 
Norfolk VA 23511-3095 
Attn: Linda Cole 

rc: Draft Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 7, Portsmoulh Naval Shipyard, 
Kittery, tvlli, October 20 10, 

Dear Linda, 

The Maine Department of Envirorunental Protection has completed its review of the 
Draft OU7 R1 Report for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, In general, U'le report does a good 
job discussing the large amounts of data for this site and MEDEP agrees with tbe repon's 
recommendation to prepare the Feasibility Study for OU7, Ollr comments are below, 

l. 1.2, p. 1-2, "Appendix B contains analytical results, including the complete database 
printout for soil and groundwater..." This is incorrect. Appendix B only contains 
groundwater results for inorganic analyses, All results must be shown in order for the 
database to be complete, See Comment 20, 

2. lA, P 1-5 Para. 2: "BGS05 was removed fiom [he background data set and included 
in the OU7 soil data set." BGS-08 also lies within the site boundaries, Please discuss the 
rationale for retaining it in the background data set. It appears that it would skew the 
background comparisons for the sire and the "no debris filiI! area near former Building 
237, The Navy should consider including it in the OU7 soil data set. 

3, l.4, I, Onshore Investigations Prior (0 the RT, p, 1-6. Please provide i) brief discussion 
of the camera survey of \he stom' drains at OU7 that occurred severnl years ago and the 
conclusions drawn from it. 

4, 2,2, ShoreiineSlabilizatioo, p, 2-2: "The stabilization measure provides for filtering 
by using mUltiple layers of i.ncreasingly larger material." 

Clarify what the stabilization measure is filtering, 

5_ 2.3, Data Usability, p, 2-3. "Seep data fiom 1996 ami 1997 is not representaliveof 
current conditions because of changes to the shoreline that occurred in 2006, Please 
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indicate the types of changes that occurred • how were the seeps affected? How do 
ClUTent conditions compare to 1996197 conditions? If this is discussed elsewhere please 
reference it here. 

6. 2.3, Data Usability, p. 2-4. ", .. severa1 soil samples had very high detection limits ... " 

Were the data from these samples omitted from the risk assessment and extertt of " 
contamination detenninations? 

7. 3.2.1 Shoreline Revetment Structure, p. 3-3. The first sentence lll1der'ShohiUn.¢ 
Revetment Construction indicates that the riprap exists ~ the filter sfune, geotextile 
and pea-stone (" ... riprap Underlying filter stone .. ,"), Please correcttllis. ,;, 

8. 3.2.1 Shoreline Revetrpent Structure, Surface Layer Rock, p. 3:4, 3rt! bullet. Please 
indicate hr~' not N~t in A'pp. A~, that the originallar~~ granite blqcks 011 the shoreline 
were reused as part ofthe surrace layer. .' " ' " " , .' ; . ' ~ 

9. 3.4.3 Cross-Section Description, D-D', p. 3-9. "Localized pockets of waste Jlli1.teri~1 
were encountered .. ," To our knowledge lateral limits of the waste pockets were 'neVer ' 
determined. Therefore, on Fig. 3-3 dra\y the wa&te,pockets to indicate that lateral limits 
are unknoWn.' . ' . . , 

: 'f , .. , 1 ' ~,' 1 , , 

10.3.5.2, p. ~-13 Para. 2 and P~. 4, and Table 3-1:'TP-MW-D6 was not equipped with 
a transducer.~'" ',' , .' "', 

The s~ent should be revised to state that the 2000 data indicated there was no tidal 
~t~~~etTh:ati~ti&l ~a~. ftJi! 1ll~sualf~~lhis ~~ll noi to ~~ve'~orl1e~idal influence 
based on its location 'in tlie fill ed area and itS shallow screen ill fill/With debris, based pn 
the relative jeSpohs'eiof6Hler:Wcll~sCreehed 'in siIPilarm'~terlaL Pl~se:add 'the ~eSU:ltS fot' 
MW-06 in October 2008 to the text Also, the datci:trom'2008 atMW-OSihdlcate that the 
Low Tide wa~r el~ations ~r~ higher than th~Jfigh Tide ,elevations, w~e the readings 
takeQ accdtdirig tq the tidaflag in the tfible? Ii s'6,"~);'lt p6sj;ible the lag is iilc9ttect?-

n " ~ '.,' . ;.j • I!' • ,. ,: l C ~~: ;, , , 

11.3.5.2,p.'3::13Jj ara. 3 arttlJTable'3-1. ''Tidal'effeds were observed in'the'wells 
quipp~edJWith transducers e~clWt~-M\V·ol and TP-M'N-D9 ... ". . 
Please clarify the magnitude of decreasirig water levels and! that no tid.al effect was 
observed in, these wells. Based on its loyation,high hydraulic conductivity andboring log 
MW.{)9 'wfulJd 'b~ tikdy'to nave tidal eftec1:&, however the WJ~,r~ in tli~ logs mUst 
affect this IbCalioti: ,";', . , 

12. 3.5.2, pJ-15 Para. 4, Appendix A.4 and Table 3-1. The ~OOV~ plots for these two 
, wells'are., ~ainly atYPical a:oo indkate ~ery fast resppnsetimes. The data fo'r MW-09 

may actually reprt;sent the conductivitY ofthesandpack in the Wid at that weH~ aiid at 
MW -1 0 the well niay he hydraulically connected ,to the drainage syste~ across Ooodrich 
Avenue. Please discuss this possibility and' how it might affedt'lnte:rpretation of site' , 
hydro.geology. 



13 A.O, N~!m'e aiJ-d, Fxt~t,' p. 4-1, t't para! ?1~~e- indiy;<;tt~that 9utfall samples ~ere also 
collected. ", ,.,," " ' " , ' 

, -' !' ~ i : , ~ ~ :; !', \ ;. 

14A.l.l,p. 4-1, Table 4-2 & T~ble4~3. "~;fa<::ility'b~~kwouild ,.' 
conc¢ri~ations .. '.aje pies~ijt'e([. ,,' 111e\Sit~~:2QAPP (1'&&)e ~ -3X~e~, th~ I\rept~seti~tivell 
PNS Facility BackgrouiJd values for compat:is.o~is .of sHe data to se;r¢erung ~ritelia~ Please 
revise T£lql~ 4-2 and T~~le4-3 to thes~ ly,,~1~t,4ther thap tile maxilllpm ~6i~Ge~tra:iions 
that are Hsted, ' ,-, ." ' ,'" ,.'." ' 

" ' 

15 A.l .1, p.4-2. Ph::ase indicl:lte t1;te SPlJIC,(i for the ,EP' A resigetltial soil screeping)evels. 
',,/, ~('."'~" .' ",:~ "'.~' ,-'t' '.:' I > ~ 

16. 4..1.1:'p. 4~~ .. IfTw~'PGBs (At~610.i J248\Cll14Ai6cI9r'1254) ~er~det~cted ~t ".', 
concenirat~6ps abo~e Q,a~kgrol~l4 ~l;1aris,k' bcised ~creeI;ling leyels in swface.. illld 
subsurfac~'&6ils, WitIl Aroc~()r f2~Q 9nJY detecte,d ill c6nGe~ltration~yxgeediilg ~aciFtY., ' 
background mid risk baSed screeriingleveIs in ~nibsllffac{soi1." ,""'",: ,,' 

Several8fV1e nqn4~~ect~dAw~lR~,h~4 oyt,yction limits \1i,gher,tharty~~PA Nov; 2,010 
D '. "I'S' '., "1' t,W:t'WIrIi~~~~ ... . ~1!S1/MU1,;~am) Th N ~egl0mi creeillng Leve s WUW!~~~-.w:i~~~9¥4,,' < e ,~VY. ' 
compares detection limits to screening levels in' 'Pi'. D:4 and shows that there were ' , 
excee~ges of detecti()l1)iwit~ 1 ryl.? t9 3,1 % of~he time. pOes Jhe ~avy discuss the 
uncerfAfilty~at tp.~~~l~l~tively:~e\y~*ce¢ciMcy~ add t ?' the humanhealtl1.psk ,: ' . , 
assessment?" ' " . ' " " ' 

lJ'l. ,;1,\' , :, '.',' !, 

" "': 

17.4'.1.1, p.'4~2iast'paragraphatid T'~ble'4-2 ~44~M1~r-, , 
backgrOlll1d needs to be removed from the text related to PCBs. The text sholiid 'note 'that 
all Facility B~9,kgrolJlld sampl~ w~re non:7deteQt for: PC~~ ( see Tables). In. ~dqition ,there 
is nd geologib'soUt6'e'dr illfehded'use In sb'i1sfo~ ,~G~~. .t~. ' , ," <,' I 

, r·' '. ,'.' I ,. 

18A.l.l" p. 4-4 .. Tl1e para~h discus~ing nOI1n~1 probC;lbilityp~ot~ indicates that there 
. 't' ~. , ~, " t.· 1 ; • .' ~ ". ,7", ~ !! _ i > • - • '! I . ~ , 

are 27's011 an'd:23 ,siIbsU1f~ce $OH 1~~~tI01JB 'cprreSpop.dingto dat~ p,()U1ts,abbve¢l ", 
inflection pomt Us shown in Apt'. B.2. Please indicate what ldcatidris these af~ as this' 
information cannot be determined B:01fi the probability plots. " ' 

-; . f'-

19 A .1.1 ,pp. 4~3 8i4:4and' App.B): riB~(f61J tpY,Se pl,6j;S, detetteq con~e:'ltt;~ti<?y{s 
exceeding-risk'::oased screening'levels correspond to areas filled after 1910,': .. '" " ' . . . , 

Please include TJ>-SB 115 in this discussion, and correct the text later in ,the paragraph on , , 
page '4-4 'to tefle;ct'the' detection at t11aOqdati01\~d the Aroqhl,or' 1~54 s:cteen.it1g'1~V:el. " 
Also, discuss the tdative'Significai1ce'Hf'th~ sutface soil PCB detedtiortin the iITe~ where' 
no industrial activity took place. ' ., 

20A.l.2,p. 4-4, para 1,1. ' 

a) Figur~ ~fdoes not sho~ MW -07 fuld'MW -03, please revise as' Jeeded. 
.,' ..: ,;' ~ , ; , "l 

( 



b) The analytical database for groundwater presented in App. BJ is incomplete. 
The NaVy must pr~sent fesrtltS' for all analyses even if all the results were non
detect. The detection limits provided Wth these data are critical to understSndmg 
whether or not compounds are 4~fm\tively below s9reening levels. , 

: , , \, '., ,\ , ,-' , \ 

c) "A coPY of t~e ~I,}~l~cal qatabase for gr(:mndw~tt1r is presented jp. ApP~9~,B.I 
and summanzedUi Table AJ of Appencilx A.5 presents the OU7 samplmg lIst. " 
'S~me words atemissing~ Please correct. ','" ; , 

d) Please provide a rMerence for the ecological screening levels that are used to 
derive groundwater screening levels. ' , 

21.4. t .2, p. 4-4, para 2. ''''OCs. p~ticides; and PCBs w~re not detected in any of the 
groundwater samples. II All resul~ fQr toxaphene were nOlldetect, however even ~er a 
dilution factor of 1 00 detection limits exceeded the ~cQl()giOal screening level orO.OOOl 
uglL by factors ranging fiOII\ 43 -' 300. Theretore, toxap,4~hemay p~esent a risR to biota 
and should not be dismissed. please disciIs~ this i,ssue within the report. This comment 
also applies to toxaphene in surface water.' ' , 

22.4.2.1, p. 4-5.'t~Jtiorg~cs were tlie 'onli ch,el1119a~~ ~et~~te,p in ,oTj7 '~urf~ce:{v~ter:" , " 
See pre~us co~~n,t re~h~qh1~tox,ap~~." ,':',", "', ,":, r ,""" ' " " " 

23. Se~tibli 4.2j; p~ ;4-5;"Para~ 2: "iin,~ waS','not d~tectedin the fl.ltere<i'sainples,frrim ' 
OF-61, OF-63,' and TPSW:'03 but nofaf#.:§woi." 'sh6ul~ 'the fIrst p:~'ofthisseritenc¢ 
read "Zinc was detected ... "? .' 

24. Table 4-~,,:", I<S)0tll0te 4, ~'FBCs fOf lloq,carcinogepic <?9ID~~ds ~e ,divid~~ RY l Q w 
corry~pondt~ a"H~,of,O),"', " \, " ,"\ )' ', .. ' , ,,' " , i 

'. }:. ",,~! ", ... :i~' , • .;,.~ ,'" ',. ,"';','J'.! '. t ',_ \"',' , ',~,.' ,,; ,;,:: 
The RSL for lead has not been diVIded, t>y, lO for pn III =0.,1. Plea,~e chapgt-t 10Q mflkg ~o 
40 mglkg cr clarify why it should remain '400 mgtkg.' "', ' " , " 

Also, the RS[ f9~ ,~etaliic :vana'dium isiI}~o1Tect. Pie~se, up~at~ '~or~e Nov. 20 1 0 Rsi. 
5.5 mglkg. Therefore, the value presented in the t:able should be 0.55 mgtkg to ' 
correspond to a'ill 0{0.1. " "'", 

I !I," ~J 

25. Tables 4-5 & 4~6. Please in9icat~ the S9.Ufce,S of the ecologi,cal screen4J.g levels. 
Some app'ear,to be fmm, Nati<?l,1l\.li R~~ended Wat~,Qu~\ity Criteria, '~plilefrom 
NOAA SQRT tables, and some from elsewhere. ' , 

Also, ple,ase c.arefullyc9~ck; upits PI ¢cological syreening levels. Some of the values that 
appear to be flQm NQAA SQRT tables; e.g. aceri~phth,ene. are in uglL while the 
concentrations for organics found in' water are in ngIL. . i!' , • 

26. Table 4-6. Indicate that shaded chemicals were selected as COPGs. 

27. 5.2.1, p. 5-6, Para. 2. "One seep was observed east ofOU7." Pleaseridentify the seep 
on one of the figures or provide additional detail on its location. ' 



28. 5.3\71- MpdelingI~put\ "'~"J~U"","'''' 
included in the cope list and not COIlceIltr(lltIOlllS hi 
soil at the site?' , ' , . .'" 

I', ',',.!, ',W ':!flt'lt\''1*H .. ~lf.:J i: 
" " -"~r-t ! . /ri:1r'-;t.,.:~;>- ~~ ...... _ .... ' ;'~-ll~",-,.£:~~~~"tF~-:--§" 

29. 5.3.6 (mal P'lf&grap,h: Siric'!3 the calyul&ted leac~eU ' was uot canieQ fhrougll Hw 
moqel (or mqst comp9Unds; how does, tliem9,d~ling'~,emonstrat~how coijs~r{rathre It is to 
use tht~doweSt applicable ~?' , ,,' ' 

30. Taple 5-1. Ple~se iudic~t~ the sourc~s ofth~ ,sur(acti w:ater criteria. . . '\" ,(""."., 

31. 6.0, p. 6-1, ~~pa{agra'ph"T8blel{App,e)1d~q),and FigWe Q~,l~ the Concepfual Site 
Model (GSM) ne,eds to include consideratjon 9fthe v~por iptfus~onpat4",(,lY Que t9 the 
presence of volatile compounds in soil' ins'ome areas of the site. TljoMgh the ,volatile" 
compounds in soil (including some ofthe more volatile semi-volatile'compounds such as 
naphthalyne m;td 2-methyl~aphthalene) mlilY :r.ot,have byenselected as copes for direct 
contact exposure pathways, these compouiid§ ~ol,lld pre,senta risk to occupants oJ c~rrent 
and/or future buildings at the site. It should be noted that there are some detections of 
semi-vQlatilec~:)];:ppoundsJl)flt may a1so contrib}lte to ,the vapor mtrusionpathway. Please 
address.' ".,' "', , ", I , 

32. 6.2,2,.p.(i-~, Fonner J"pcation ofBl,l~lding 237 pecision Unit. Please provide 
additional jllstifi~ation for evaluating this, eXPOSuf~ p.oint as, a, SeP'A",at€ qeQlsion unit. As 
written, there is noinfonnation proviqe~ to judg~ ",hettier this 'approac,h is conservative 
or results in data gaps for this separate decision uriit (e.g.1 lnsufficientsoil or groundwater 
data);, -c-----' __ ~-, ~: ~~ ___ ' __ ;_~ _______ ~<' _______________ ~ __ ~_~~ 

ii,' " " ',' \.. ,. , <" " ' '" 
33. 6.2.2.1, p. 6-10, Para. 3 & 4. The Hifflse:t;t,teoQe, in t~,e text ri~eq,sJo b~ corre.9tt(fd" a;s 
there were no detections for PCBs in the Background samples. The conclusion for sufface 
soils near ~uilding 237 also needs to be reyi~ed for j\Fogplor-1254. 

34. 6.2.2) p, §-lO it COP(; sele~tion fOF ,soil W1~,groundw&ter. As.,~ta,~e.4lQ., the.2.0Q9 
MED~P Gffida~cfror,H[u11J~!111eal(hR.is~4.,$8e~fmt;rJt j~~~#,::~da~' ~aste s,~~e~! 
" ... neither U~EPA nor DEPlMeCDC permIts ~l)y ~xSluslop 0( 111()tgapiC or orgaU1c. . 
compounds from the human health risk assessment based on comparisoh to background 
levels. Compounds that may exist at background concentrations should be quantitatively 
evaluated in the risk assessment." The decision to forego action for compounds that are 
present at levels consistent with bac~grol1n4 is a risk managemen,t de.cision and should 
occur as part of the feasibility study; npt <;l:5 part of the riskassessment, Though it is 
recognized that there is some further d,iscuss,ion of th~el\n;tin~ted ¢'omJ?ol4i~s in the 
Unce114inty Analysis, the ris~ ~ssess!llent lac~ a qle¥ 'pniseritation o{<wmu\ative site 
risk, including tho~e compoupds that the N~yY ha(spec'ulaleda,re,presep-(~,s a result of 
background conditions. Pleas'e,iric1ude ~is ~~ly,sis(, . , 



35. 6.6.1, p. 6-31, contaminants Eliminated Due to Background, and App. B.2. The 
evaluation relies on non-det~ct repQrti.Q.g lilnits to assess data distributions and in 
comparison,t9~ctUa1 aete,c#dpS~t ~it~rid~¥tia~{ ~~a~~dvi~1ed ~at~;p19ts b~e~'de~cribe 
the distriblition of reporting limits (or in ~omecases r~pbrtidg lIrriits WitH a few, 
detections) as if they were actual data. Corrc1usiollSregarding background conditions 
need Jo" .h,e h~llvily qualified ~hen only a few ~~!~ctions ~e assessed. Eliminati~n of 
COPCfby comPatmg de!ec~ed concentration,s tb r~pottinJ~ lithi,ts is hot appropriate. , 
Compounds' which were not detected in background include the PCB AiQChlors, dieldrin, 
and tbaJliwn. " ", ' 

36. 6.6.3, p. 6-43, 1st paragraph. Piease provide additihnal details COficerhing the testing 
perfonned, to justify the evaluation of to~l chro~ium as 100% Ghromium (XII) in the risk 
assessment.' th;is p~graph in).Rlies that' a'portiortofthe total chromiuin is present ~ 
chrorrliiUn'(y1) and th~ as~untptiori th(it <;tli'chillnuumts' cmomiturt (IIi) may not be 
appropriate,Pleaseaddf:~ss:"; , : " . 

( • 'r, j' ", '.,1 ", 

37. 6.7.3, p. 6-50~ rust( drivers shbuld be identifiedfot arty regeptofwith caficedisks 
greaterthanlxlt)"s,notixlb"'.'PleasecdrrecC,;' . "'. '., " 

r " < i' ,1 \ , J t t" t I 

38~ 7~ 1.1, Para. 2, p. 1-1. 'j'Thd'efore, the filled area befor~ 1910can'be de:£in~d as'a 
separate population from the rest of OU7." 

)' " . 

Please revIse ~ stafementto restrict the COfichisi~n to the area fiUed prior t() 1910 in the 
imm6diate vicinitY df~qijdlll8' 23 7. Ad¢ing'a shadt)d areK'to one of tlie figures w~uid ' 
he1p'Clarify what portiollofthe siteis being c6nsldered: \ -, ". 

, f ,., " ,: ',' , ,,,,t., 

39. 7.1.3, p. 7 -4. "Offshor~ concerns for ecological receptors are being addressed as part 
of OU4." Please indi<;at,e here that QU7 is no longer aoting as a source ~f contaminatlts 
that nWy'pb'~e unaccepfubl~ ,:risk to 'the' offsh6te,ar~a. ,.'" ~, ' 

'-. ~ '. ";'- ,~, " ~ . .; ~'? 

40. References. TtNUS. August 20M ..:. cll'ange' Noveniber 1996 to No~ember '1997. ' 

141. The plots iii Appendix 13.2 are incbp.c1usive forthe variOJIS Arochlo~(a!t4 possibly 
other c~m,poUnd~~~ ~,they ~otp~~'e dete~tion It¥iyaIue~ft~ "aQ~r det~dt~O,p~.· ~,ii6h 
compansons are mapproprrate. See COi(uRenJ:35. . " 

, ' < "", I ~ > " < ,; • ~ ," " ~_ , , 

42. App:'B.2. 
, 

a. Please plAce 'the outlier analysis p10ts after page B,2. 7, not after B.2.9 
'~Nch di~cti~ses the site <:4lta~b~ekgrOlilid da:ta oo~parisons. 

b. Plac,e the' $it~-D~ck'gfQUp~rcompai4soii plotS~fter p. 13.2:9. , 
c. L~Del ,th~site-b~(;~groilila cOllipari:ion.plotl' so the <liffet~nce betWeen, e.g. 

th&frrsi siirfate' sOil plot for' ~luriiii1U~, is'<;list1ng\Iished froQ1 the 'second 
surface soil plot for alum:irtuin.PresumabIY one set s f plots is for the area 
around the fentler Building 237 area but this is not clear at all. 

d. Place Tables 1-7 at the end of App. 8.2, after aU the plots. 



43. App. B.2. The Q-Q plots fo1' the "dean area" need to be labeled as such rather than 
as "site 3211. For the "Site 32" plots; were the'data for the area near B'uilding 237 removec.! 
or included? I"', " 

44. App. B. 2 It is not clear why the backgrouq.q q;l,ta fQr ~everal compounds, e.g~ Ai. are 
different for the two 'comparisons. Please eXplain ~hy a'different group 'ofba6kground 
data was used to compareto the "clean fill'" vs. the entire site. Or are the plots actua\1y 
comparing the whole Site 32 to the "Cl~ fill" and they are mislabeled? , ' 'I 

45. Since the intentofthe formal statistics wa..;; to assess the Building 237 area compared 
to the site overall, a table compaling the relevant values for the "clean" area anQ the *~ 
would be useful. Further, in addition to plotting both data sets against backgrouh'd;Lploi' 
them against each other to demonstrate that there is separation between concentrations'at 
the two areas. ; 'I' ""::~" ,", i: i:'; .' ' , 

46. Appendix D~l RAGS Part D Table 2-2. The cope table needs to be revised or 
annotated in the appendix, ra,sed on use of nqn-detect reporting limit,s in background to 
rule out COPCs. :' , , " ' ; : .' 

47. Appendix 0.1, RAGS Part DTabH.~.4; Tables 4.5.RME through 4'.1 b.~:'M~,ine 
recommends a default soil recreational expOs,ure frequency of90 dayslyear'and a qefault 
surface water and sediment exposUre 'fl-equency of 78 days/year forwadingexipoStltes. 
The exposure fi-equency pf 52 fu,lys/year fdr'soil and 7 dayslyearfdr sed'ifnenland slllface 
water should ne'changedto 90 daySlyearaild 78 dayslyear, respectively, or additional ' 
site-specific justification should be'proVided. In addition, the total expoS'ure d&aiion 
should be 30 years, not 24 years, for a recreational scenario. A fractiem ingested (FI) 
tenn of 1 (not 0.5) should be used for all media, lIDless a compelling site-specific 
justification is provided. 

48. Appendix D.1, RAGS Part 0 Table 5.1 : The oral RID for Aroclor-1254 (2E-05 
mglkg-day) should be used as a surrogate for Aroclor-1260. 

49. App. D. 4. "Please see the associated detection limit exceedancetables in this 
appendix for chemical-specificexceedance percentages. " Please ensure these tables are 
included in the Draft Final version of the RI report. 

50. App. D.4. The last two pages of the Surface/Seep Water Data Usability Worksheets 
are inGorrectly labeled Groundwater. Also, in the last Data Usability Worksheet page 
change November 2007 to November 1997 in the TtNUS, August 2000 reference. 

51. Appendix D.5.2: Do the facility-specific screening levels for sediment and surface 
water factor in the agedependent adjustment factors for compounds with a mutagenic 
mode of action? Many of the exposure assumptions used to calculate the screening 
values are not consistent with current guidance. For example, the exposure frequency, as 
mentioned previously, should be 78 days/year for wading exposures, not 26 days/year as 



detailed in this appendix. In addition, a FI lerm of 1 should be used, not 0.5. These 
change~ are required for consistency with current guidance and La account for future 
exposures which may be of greater duration and intensi Ly than those that occur currently. 
The facility-specificscreening levels may not be sufficiently conservative for cope 
selection for surface water and sed iment. 

Please feel free to contact me at (207) 2R7-8010 if you have any questions. 
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