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5742 Maryland Ave
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Norfolk VA 23511-3095
Atin: Linda Cole

re: Draft Remedial Investigalion Report for Operable Unit 7, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard,
Kittery, ME, October 2010.

Dear Linda,

The Maine Department of Environmenta) Prolection has cotnpleted its review of the
Draft OU7 RI Report for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. In general, the report does a good
job discussing the large amounts of data for this site and MEDEP agrees with the report’s
recommendation to prepare the Feasibility Study for OU7. Our comments are below.

. 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. Sce Comment 20.

2. L4, p1-5SPara. 2: “BGS0S was removed fiom the background data set and included
n the QU7 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 thatit would skew the
background comparisons for the site and the '‘no debris fill" area near former Building
237. The Navy should consider including it in the QU7 sotl data set.

3. 1.4.1, Onshore [nvestigations Prior to the RI, p. 1-6. Please provide a brief discussion
of the camera survey of the storm drauns at OU7 that occurred several years ago and the

conclusions drawn from it.

4. 2.2, ShorelineStabilization, p. 2-2: ""The stabilizationmeasure provides for filtering
by ustng multiple layers of increasingly larger material."

Clarify what the stabilization measure is filtering.

5. 2.3, Data Usability, p. 2-3. "'Seep data fiom 1996 and 1997 is not represeutative of
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
current conditions compare to 1996197 conditions? If this is discussed elsewhere please
reference it here.

6. 2.3, Data Usability, p. 2-4. “.. .several soil samples had very high detection limits...”

Were the daia from these samples omitted from the risk assessment and éxtent of -
contamination determinations?

7. 3.2.1 Shoreline Revetment Structure, p, 3-3. The first sentence under Shoreline ‘
Revetment Construction indicates that the riprap exists guder the filter stone geotextl le
and pea-stone (“...riprap underlying filter stone...”). Please cotrect this.

8. 3.2.1 Shoreline Revetment Structure, Surface Layer Rock, p. 3-4, 3% bullet. Please
indicate here, not just in App A, that the original large granite blocks on the shorelme
wete réused ds part of the sutface layer. '

9. 3.4.3 Cross-Section Description, D-D?, p. 3-9. "Localized pockets of waste material
were encountered...” To our knowledge lateral limits of the waste pockets were never '
determined. Therefore, on Flg 3-3 draw the waste - pockets to mdlcate that lateral hmlts
are unknown .

10.3.5.2, p. 3- 13 Para 2 and Para. 4, and Table 3- 1 ""TP-MW-06 was not eqmppedwzth ‘
a transducer..”

The statement should be revised to state that the 2000 data md1cated there was no tidal

i rather thiaty’ tldal Iag It is unusual for this well not to have some tidal influence
based on its locatlon in the fill ed drea and its shallow screen in fill with debris, based on
the relative response'of dther wells screened in similar matetial. Please add the results for
MW-06 in October 2008 to the text. Also, the datafrom 2008 at MW-05 indicate that the
Low Tide water elgvations are higher than the H1gh Tide elevations, were the readings
taken accord:lng to the hdal lag n the table‘? If SO, 1s it poss1ble the lagis mcorrect’f’

11.3.5.2, p."3:13 Para. 3 and’ Table 3-1. “Tidal éffects were observed in'the wells
quipped with transducers except TP-MW -01 and TP-MW-09...”

Please clarify the magnitiide 6f decreasing water levéls and' that no tidal effect was
observed in.these wells. Based on its logation, high hydraulic conductivity and boring log
MW-09 winld be hkely to have tldal effects, however the void reported in thie logs must
aﬂ’ect this locatioti:

]2 3.5.2, p3-15 Para. 4, Appendix A.4 and Table3-1. The recavery plots for these two
* wells'aré Cenamly atypical and indicate \ > Very fast response times. The data for MW-O9
may actually represent the conductivity of the safidpack in thie void at that well, and at
MW-10 the well may be hydraulically connected to the drainage system across Goodrich
Avenue. Please discuss this possibility and how it might affect interpretation of site’
hydregeology. :



13.4.0, Nature and Extent p.4-1, TSt para Please 1nd1catethat outfall S'lmples were also
collected e e

14.4.1.1,p. 4-1, Table 4-2 & Table 4-3. "l\bx:l.mxn fac1l1ty background
concentrauons .are preSented " The Site 32 QAPP (Table 1-3)38 d the "representatwe"
PNS Fac1l1ty Background values for compansons of site data to screemng criferia. Please
revise Table 4-2 and Table 4-3 to these levels rather than the maxunum co11centrat1ons
that are listed. ‘

154.1.1, p.4—2. Please indicate the source for the ,EPA resideutial soil scree,ning)levels.

e

16.4.1. 1 p 4-2 "Two PCBs (Atoclor 1248 and’ Aroclor 1254) were detectedaf
concentratl,ons above backgroun, rlsk based screemng levels in surface and
subsurface so1ls with Aroclor 1 260 only detected in conce11trat1ons exceedmg fac111ty
background and risk based screening levels in subsmface s01l "

Several of the nondetectedAro 1 ;s.had det ti
Regiondl Screening Levels (i SRauey
compares detection limits to screening levels in App.
exceedances of detection limits 1% to 3.1% of the tune Does the Navy d1scuss the
uncertamtythat these relat1vely few exceedances add to the human health rlsk '
assessment? :

l'mlt hlgher than USEPA Nov, 2010

17.4.1.1, p. 42 last paragraph anid Tablé 4-2 SETRB AR HRE

background needs to be removed from the text related to PCBs The text shotild ricte that
all Facility Background samples were non-detect for, PCBs (see Tables) In. add1t1on there
is no geclogicsotirée 6f infended use in so1ls for PCBs o v

18.4.1.1, p. 4-4. The paragraph d1scuss1ng normal probability plots indicates that there
are 27-soll and-23 subsurface goil locatiohs correspondmg to data pomts above g an
inflection poirit as shown in App. B2. Please indicate what locations these are as this'
information cannot be determined o the probability plots. ’

19.4.1.1, pp 433 & 4-4 and App B2, "Based ¢ on these plots detected concentrat1ons
exceedmg tisk<based Screening Tevels correspond to areas filled aﬁer 1910,". R

/
Please include TP-SB115 in this discussion, and correct the text later in the paragraph on ,
page'4-4'to reflést the detection at that location and the Amchlot 12534 sereening level ‘
Also, discuss the relativegighificance6f the surface soi] PCB detect1on n the area where
no industrial activity took place. '

20.4.1.2,p. 44, para t.”

a) Figuré 41 does not show MW-07 ind MW-03, please fevise s needed.



b) The analytical database for groundwater presented in App. B.I is incomplete.
The Navy must present results for all analyses even if all the results were non-
detect. The detection limits provided with these data are critical to understanding
whether or not compounds are definitively below screening levels.

c) "A copyof the analyncal database for groundwater is presented in Appendix B.1
and summanzed in Table A.l of Appendix A.5 presents the OU7 sampling list."
Some words are missing. Please correct.

d) Please provide a réference for the ecolog1ca] screening levels that are used to
derive groundwater screening levels.

21.4.1.2,p. 4-4, para 2. “VOCs, pesticides, and PCBs were not detected in any of the
groundwater samples." All results for toxaphene were nondetect, however even after a
dilution factor of 100 detection 11m1ts exceeded the ecological screemng level of 0. 0002
ug/L by factots ranging fiom 43 —300. T herefore, toxaphene may present a risk to biota
and should not be dismissed. Please discuss this i issue within the report Th1s comment
also applies to toxaphene in surface water.

224.2.1, . 4-5. «Inorganlcs wete the only c chemlcals detected 1n OU7 surface water "
See prev;tous comment regardmg toxaphenc N

23. Sedtion 4. 2] 1 p. 4-5, Para. 2 “ch was. not detected in the ﬁltered samples ﬁ’om
OF-61, OF-63, and TPSW-03 but fiot at TP-SWO02.» Shéuld the first part of this sentence
read "ch wasdetected...”?

24. Table 4-2— Footnote4, {'RBCs for noncarcinogenic compounds are d1v1ded by 10 to
correspond toa HI of 0, I .

Ve Yoy

The RSL for lead has not been d1v1ded by 10 fot'an HI=0. 1 Please cha.nge 400 mg/kg to ;
40 mgrkg ar clarify why it should remain 400 mg/kg. '

Also, the RSL. for metallic Vanad1um is mcorrect Please update to the Nov. 20 10 RSL
5.5 mg/kg. Therefore the Value presented n the table should be 0 55 mg/kg to’
correspond to a Hl of 0.1. .

25. Tables 4-5 & 4-6. Please indicate the sources of the ecological screenmg levels.
Some appear.to be from Natlonal Recommended Water Quahty Criteria, | somefrom
NOAA SQRT tables, and some from elsewhere.

Also, please carefullycheck units of ecological screening levels Some of the values that

appear to be fiom NOAA SQRT tables; e.g. acenaphthene, are in ug/L while the
concentrat1ons for organics found in water are in ng/L. ;

26. Table 4-6. Indicate that shaded chem1c"tls were selected as COPCs.

27.5.2.1, p. 5-6, Para. 2. "'One seep was observed east of OU7.” Pleaselidentify the seep
on one of the figures or provide additional detail on its location.



28. 534 Modelrng Input, Parameters and A
included in the COPC list and not thgk
soil at the srte? o .

dix’ C Why was Arochlor-1254

lors w1th w%her conceéntrations {n
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29. 5356 ﬁnal paragraph Since the calculated leached value was not carried through the

moclel for most compounds how does the modehng demonstratehow conservatlve itisto

30. Table 5-1. Please indicat_e the sources of the surface water criteria.

31. 6.0, p. 6-1, B paragraph Tablel (Appendrx D) and F1gure 6—1 The Conceptual Site
Model (CSM) needs to include consrderatron ofthe vapor intrusion pathway due to the
presence of volatile compoundsin soil in some areas of the site. Though the volatile
compounds in soil (including some of the more volatile semi-volatile compounds such as
naphthalene and 2-methylnaphthalene) may not have been selected as COPCs for direct
contact exposure pathways, these compounds could present:a risk to occupants of current
and/or future buildings at the site. It should be noted that there are some detectionsof
semi-volatile compounds that may also contnbute to the vapor intrusion pathway Please
address. :

32. 6.2.2,p. 6-9, Former Location of Bulldlng 237 Decision Unil. Please provide
addrtronal ]ustrﬁcat1on for evaluatmg this exposure point as.a separate de01s1on unit. As
written, there is no 1nformat1onprov1ded to judge whether this approach is conservative
or results in data gaps for this separate decision unit (e.g., insufficientsoil or groundwater
data)

33. 6. 2 2.1 p 6-10, Para. 3 & 4, The first sentence in the text needs 10 be corrected as
there were no detections for PCBs in the Background samples. The conclusion for surface
soils near Building 237 also needs to be revised for Aroghlor-1254.

34.6.2:2, p. 6-10 £ COPC selection for soil and groundwater. As stated in the 2009
MEDEP Gmdance for, Human Health Rtslg A.s'sessment for Hazardous Waste Sttes,

..neither USEPA nor DEP/MeCDC permits the exclus1on of i inorganic or organic
compounds from the human health risk assessment based on comparisoh to background
levels. Compounds that may ex1st 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 background is a risk management ¢ decision and should
occur as part of the feas1b1l1ty study, not as part of the risk assessment, Though it is
recognized that there is some further discussion of the ellmlnated compounds in the
Uncertainty Analysis, the risk assessment lacks a clear presentation of cumulatrve site
risk, including those compounds that the Navy has speculated are present as a result of
background conditions. Please include this analys1s l




35. 6.6.1, p. 6-31, contaminants Eliminated Due to Background, and App. B.2. The
evaluat1on relies on non-detect reporting l1m1ts’to assess data distributions and in
comparison ¢ to actual detect10ns at site, locatlo ciat
the distribution of reporting limits (ot 1n Somie cades reportmg lirits with a few
detections) as if they were actual data. Conclusions regarding background conditionis
need to be heavily qual1ﬁed when only a few detections are assessed. Elimination of
COPCS by comparing detected Goncentrations to reporting llrmts is Tiot approprlate ,
Cérpourids which were riot détected ih background include the PCB ArOchlors d1eldnn,
and thallium.

36. 6.6.3, p. 6-43, 1% paragraph. Please provide additional details concerning the testing
perfonned to justify the evaluation of total chromium as 100% chromium (III) in the risk
assessment. This paraglaph 1mp11es thata port1on of the total chromium is present as '
chrondium’ (V I) and the assumptlon that all chnormum 1s chrormum (III) may not be
approprlate Please address

37. 673, p 6-50. Risk drivers should be 1dent1f1ed for any receptor with cancer I‘lSl(S
greatér than 1x 10 > not 1 x 10’4 Please correct

Loy
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38, 7.1.1, Par. 2, p. 7-1. *"Thetefors, thé filled area beforé 1910 can' be definéd as a
separate population from the rest of OU7.”

Please revise thie statement to festrict thé conchision to the area filled prior o 1910 in the
immediate v1c1n1ty of Bqﬂdlpg 237. Addmg a shaded area to one of the ﬁgures would
help clarify what portlon of the siteis bemg cons1dered

39. 7.1.3, p. 7-4. "Offshore concerns for ecological receptors are being addressed as part
of OU4.” Please indicate here that OU7 is no longer acting as a source of contarmnants
that may pose unacceptable I‘lSk to'the offshore area

40. References. TINUS, August 2000 — change November 1996 to Novernber 1997.

41. The plots i in Appendix B2 are inconclusive for the various ArOOhlors(and possibly
other compounds), BS they compare detettion mit valtes to aotual detect1ons Such
compansons are mappropnate See Commeﬂt 35 '

42. App. B2.

a. Please placé the outlier analysis plots afterpage B.2.7, not after B.2.9
‘which discusses thie site data—background data comparisons.

b. Place the s1te—background comparlson plots after p. B.2.9.

c. Label the s1te—background comparison plots so the difference between, e.g.

" théfirst surface soil plot for alurtiinum is d1stmgu1shed from the second
surfacesoil plot for aluminum. Presumably one set s f plots is for the area
around the former Building 237 area but this is not clear at all.

d. Place Tables 1-7 at the end of App. B.2, after all the plots.



43. App. B2. The Q-Q plots for the ""clean area" need to be labeled as such rather than
as "'site 32". For the ""Site 32" plots were the data for the area hear Building 237 removed' '
or included?

44. App. B. 2 Itis not clear why the background data for several compounds e.g. Al, are
different for the two comiparisons. Pléase explain why a different group of background
data was used to compare to the ''clean fill"" vs. the entiresite. Or are the plots actually
comparing the whole Site 32 to the “Clean fill"' and they are mislabeled?

45. Since the intent of the formal statistics was to assess the Building 237 area compared
to the site overall, a table companng the relevant values for the "clean' arca and the site
would be useful. Further, in addition to plotting both data sets against background; plot
them against each other to demonstrate that there is separatlon between concentratlons at
the two areas.

46. Appendix D-1 RAGS Part D Table 2-2. The COPC table needs to be revised or
annotated in the appendix, based on use of non-detect reporting limits in background to
rule out COPCs.

47. Appendix D.1, RAGS Pirt D Table 4, Tables 4.5.RME through 4.1 0. RME Malne
recommends a default soil recreational ¢ exposure frequency of 90 days/year and a default
surface water and sediment exposure fi- equency of 78 days/year for wadlng exposures
The exposure fi-equency of 52 days/year for soil and 7 dayslyear for sediment and surface
water should bechanged to 90 days/yedrand 78 dayslyear, respectively, or additional
site-specific justification should be provided. In addition, the total exposure diration
should be 30 years, not 24 years, for a recreational scenario. A fraction irigested (FI)
term of 1 (not 0.5) should be used for all media, unless a compelling site-specific
justification is provided.

48. Appendix D.1, RAGS Part D Table 5.1 : The oral RfD for Aroclor-1254 (2E-05
mg/kg-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 incorrectly labeled Groundwater. Also, in the last Data Usability Worksheet page
change November 2007 to November 1997 in the TENUS, 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 addilion, a FI lerm of 1 should be used, not 0.5. These
changes are required for consistency with current guidance and Lo account for future
exposures which may be ol greater duration and intensity than those that occur currently.
The facility-specificscreening levels may not be sufficiently conservative for COPC
selection for surface water and sediment.

Please feel free to contact me at (207) 287-8010 1f you have any questions.

Bureau of Remediation and Waste Management

pc:
Ted Wolfe, MEDEP Mary Marshali, RAB
Chns Evans, MEDEP Jack McKenna, RAB
Matt Audet, USEPA Diana McNabb, RAB
Lisa Joy, US Navy Onil Roy, RAB
Matt Thyng, US Navy Roger Wells, RAB
Debbic Cohen, TINUS Jonathan Carter, RAB
Peter Britz, RAB Doug Growt, NH Fish and Game
Doug Bogen, RAB Cavolyn LePage, SAPL

Michele Dionne, RAB File



