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MEMORANDUM

FOR THE MEMBERS OF THE RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD (RAB) CERCLA REMEDIAL
ACTION PROGRAM, PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

RAB members are invited to attend a technical meeting on Thursday,
April 3, 2001. The meeting had been previously scheduled for
March 8, 2001 but was cancelled due to weather. The purpose of
this meeting is to discuss the draft Preliminary Remediation Goals
document. The meeting will begin at 9 a.m. and conclude by 3 p.m.

If you plan to attend this technical meeting, please contact Ms.
Marty Raymond no later than Wednesday, March 28, 2001 to make
arrangements to attend. She may be reached at 207-438-2536.

Sincerely,

Ke~isted
Navy Co-Chairman
Restoration Advisory Board
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Jack McKenna
Roger Wells
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Carolyn Lepage
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MEDEP (rver McLeod)
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MEDMR (D. Card)
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USFWS (K. Munney)
North Div' (F. Evans).
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MEMORANDUM 

FOR THE MEMBERS OF THE RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
ACTION PROGRAM, PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE 

(RAB) CERCLA REMEDIAL 

RAB members are invited to attend a technical meeting on Thursday, 
March 8, 2001. The purpose of this meeting is to discuss the 
draft Preliminary Remediation G o a l s  document and responses to 
comments. The meeting will begin at 9 a.m. and conclude by 3 p.m. 

If you plan to attend this technical meeting, please contact 
Ms. Marty Raymond no later than Friday March 2, 2001 to make 
arrangements to attend. She can be reached at 207-438-2536. 

Sincerely, 

% 
Ken Plaisted 
Navy Co-Chairman 
Restoration Advisory Board 

Distribution: 

Doug Bogen 
Michele Dionne 
Phil McCarthy 
Johanna Lyons 
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USFWS (K. Munney) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
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NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 

10 INDUSTRIAL HIGHWAY 
MAIL STOP, U82 

LESTER, PA 191 13-2090 IN REPLY REFER TO 
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Ms. Meghan Cassidy 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region I 
1 Congress Street 
Suite 1 1 0 0  
Mail Code HBT 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

Mr. Iver McLeod 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
State House Station 17 
Augusta, ME 04333-0017 

Dear Ms. Cassidy/Mr. McLeod: 

SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY REMEDIATION GOALS FOR OPERABLE UNIT 4 
(OU4),  INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM FOR PORTSMOUTH 
NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, ME 

Enclosed are the meeting minutes for the April 3, 2001 
technical meeting on the Preliminary Remediation Goals for 
Operable Unit 4 .  

Comments on the enclosed minutes are requested on or before 
May 21, 2001 .  

If additional information is required please contact Mr. 
Fred Evans at ( 6 1 0 )  595-0567 x 1 5 9 .  

For the Community Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) members; 
if you have any comments or questions on these issues, they can 
be provided to the Navy at a RAB meeting, by calling the Public 
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Sincere ly ,  

Frederick J . e n s  
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OFFSHORE PRELIMINARY REMEDIATION GOAL (PRG) TECHNICAL TEAM MEETING 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

April 3,2001 

The technical team meeting on Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) for Operable Unit 4 
(OU4) was held from 9:25 a.m. to 2:45 p.m. on April 3, 2001 at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, 
Kittery, Maine. Attending were Meghan Cassidy and Rick Sugatt (USEPA), lver McLeod and 
Katie Zeeman (MEDEP), Ken Finkelstein (NOAA), Carolyn Lepage (TAG consultant), Jim 
Horrigan (SAPL representative for RAB) and the Navy project team consisting of Marty 
Raymond (PNS), Fred Evans (NorthDiv), Jason Speicher (NorthDiv), Greg Tracey (SAIC), 
and Debbie Cohen and Aaron Bernhardt (TtNUS). 

Copies of the meeting presentation on the process for development of offshore Preliminary 
Remediation Goals (PRGs), acronyms list, and a table showing the results of the laboratory 
re-evaluation of pore water copper and lead data were provided to the meeting attendees. 

AlTACHMENTS 
(1) Agenda 
(2) Meeting Handouts 

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE AGENDA 

Fred Evans welcomed everyone and indicated the purpose of the meeting is to discuss and 
resolve the major issues brought out in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
(including U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA), Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP), Seacoast Anti-Pollution 
League (SAPL) comments on draft PRG report (dated November 2000). After everyone 
introduced himself or herself, Mr. Evans reviewed the agenda. Ken Finkelstein requested 
that the issues identified in NOAA Comment Nos. 4 and 5 be added to the agenda. 

Mr. Evans also indicated that the Navy division that he works out of, formerly known as 
Northdiv, is now being referred to as Engineering Field Activity Northeast (EFANE). Effective 
April 2001, email addresses for this division will be changed from 
"@efdnorth.navfac.navy.miI" to "@efane.navfac.navy.mil". 

OVERVIEW THE PRG DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

Greg Tracey provided a presentation of an overview of the PRG development process 
because various issues raised relate to the general process. The presentation facilitated 
discussion of these issues. In addition, the presentation was provided to help familiarize new 
members of the project team with the process. Mr. Tracey indicated that the process was 
the same one presented as part of the Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan (TtNUS, October 
1999, Appendix A). 

Mr. Tracey clarified that the PRGs being developed with this process are site-specific values 
to address the ecological risks for the PNS offshore area (Operable Unit 4, or OU4). He 
noted that this meaning of PRGs differs from the meaning that is currently being used on the 
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west coast (e.g., USEPA Region IX), where the term "PRG" is being used interchangeably 
with "screening level." In answer to a question of whether site-specific meant for the whole 
offshore area or to an offshore area by a specific onshore site, Mr. Tracey indicated that 
"site-specific" refers to the whole offshore area, which is OU4. 

Data used for development of PRGs for OU4 include the Interim Offshore Monitoring Round 
2 chemistry data and Round 2 toxicity data collocated with the chemistry data. In 
accordance with the Interim Offshore Monitoring plan, toxicity testing was conducted in the 
first late winter sampling round (Round 2) because the chemicals are expected to be more 
bioavailable in the late winter round versus the late summer sampling round. The Interim 
Offshore Monitoring Rounds 1 and 2 results and the Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment 
(EERA) results were used to develop recommended PRGs. 

The PRG development process relies on equilibrium partitioning (EqP) relationships. The 
EqP assumes that the chemical partitioning between sediment and sediment pore water and 
exposure to the benthic community are in equilibrium. The process focuses on pore water 
because there are methods available to directly measure (or estimate) the chemical 
concentrations in the pore water, and there are criteria available for evaluation of the 
concentrations (water quality screening values, or WQSVs). The assumptions regarding the 
EqP relationship rely on the chemicals having a certain level of bioavailability. Therefore, the 
assumptions may not be valid if the chemical is not bioavailable. For example, if chemical 
concentrations in the sediment are from non-biologically available sources (e.g., metal 
pieces in the sediment), then the sediment concentration may not be in equilibrium with the 
pore water concentration. 

In the PRG process, the EqP is used to estimate pore water concentrations for organics; 
however, the inorganic pore water concentrations are measured. This was done because 
only a small volume of pore water is needed for the inorganic analysis (approximately 50 to 
100 ml). However, 3 to 4 liters of pore water are needed for the organic analysis. This 
would require the collection of several gallons of sediment from each station. Therefore, the 
organic pore water concentrations are estimated based on the sediment concentration, the 
sediment organic carbon content, and empirically derived chemical-specific partitioning 
coefficients (Koc). 

In answer to a question of how the sediment and pore water can be related when the 
exposure pathway is different, it was indicated that based on the EqP relationship, the 
sediment and pore water are in equilibrium. Therefore, the risks factors to the benthic 
organisms will be the same whether sediment or pore water are evaluated. A question was 
raised whether macro benthos diversity sampling was conducted for the offshore. It was 
indicated that the sampling was conducted as part of the EERA and the results considered in 
the estimation of ecological risks for the offshore during the EERA. 

There was some discussion about a recent draft USEPA guidance for evaluation sum 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). This approach relies on evaluating the sum of 
measured PAHs (approximately 30 PAHs) as well as the individual PAHs. Mr. Tracey 
indicated that a similar approach was used for PRG development, that is the Hazard 
Quotient (HQ)s for each location were summed and evaluated. High molecular weight 
(HMW) and low molecular weight (LMW) PAHs were summed and evaluated too. 
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There was also a question on the uncertainty in the Koc values used to estimate pore water 
concentrations. It was indicated that the Koc values were obtained from a USEPA 
document, and were developed using empirical measurements. The estimation of the pore 
water concentrations is intended to reduce the uncertainty regarding the extent of chemical 
exposures by incorporating both chernical- (i.e., Koc) and site-specific (i.e., TOC) factors. 
This approach has the advantage over use of literature based benchmarks because site- 
specific conditions are included in the calculation of the pore water concentrations. 

In the PRG development process, the results of toxicity tests are used to determine the No 
Observable Effects Concentration (NOEC) for the chemicals detected. The samples 
included in the toxicity testing are grouped based on whether the results showed the sample 
was toxic or non-toxic to the test organism. For the pore water toxicity testing, three 
concentration dilutions for each sample were tested (loo%, 50%, and 25%). To be 
considered a toxic sample, the sample needed to be toxic in at least two of the three 
dilutions. Samples showing toxicity in only the 100% concentration sample were not 
considered toxic samples. This is because the species would not be exposed to 100% 
concentration pore water and an LC50 can be calculated with more confidence if at least two 
dilutions are toxic. Dilution series are conducted as part of the toxiclty testing because the 
sensitivity of the test organism may cause a lot of false positives. Sediment particles and 
other confounding factors can cause toxicity to the species. Therefore, samples that have 
toxicity in at least two of the dilutions are more likely to be truly toxic samples. 

There was also discussion about checking the data to see whether anything detected in the 
samples that were toxic at 100% but included in non-toxic group may be of interest and may 
account for the toxicity. The Navy indicated that the 100% pore water samples were not 
included in the toxic group because the sea urchins and other similar organisms are not 
exposed to 100% pore water in the field. 

To ensure that the PRGs concentrations are not less than background concentrations, the 
NOEC is compared to the concentration for the reference stations. Overall the 
concentrations at the Shipyard stations are similar to or greater than the concentrations at 
the reference stations. Therefore, in most cases the NOEC is greater than the reference 
concentration. 

PRIMARY DISCUSSION POINTS AND RESOLUTION 

As part of the PRG development process presentation, several of the issues were 
discussed. After the presentation, the remaining issues were discussed. The following 
provides a summary of the issues and the discussion and resolution of the issues in the 
order the issues were identified on the agenda. 

BULLET 1 Overview of PRG Process including Assumptions: 

ExamDle calculations/Dresentation of calculations for each step (EPA Comment 1): 
Issue - A detailed figure or flow chart for the individual steps of the process and inclusion of 
primary characteristics and formulas for each step would be helpful to follow the process 
better. 
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Discussion - Table ES-1 provides the steps and formulas. References to the specific 
tables in the PRG process and example calculations would be helpful. 
Resolution - The Navy will add table references for the equations provided in Table ES-1 
and example calculations similar to those provided in the Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan 
(Appendix A) will be provided in the PRG report for OU4. 

Sediment Darticle inaestion (MEDEP Comment 1 and SAPL Comment 2): 
Issue - The contribution of sediment particle ingestion by benthic organisms to the toxicity is 
not accounted for in the PRG process. 
Discussion - In the EqP approach, everything is assumed to be in balance and exposure is 
simultaneous. Therefore, either looking at pore water concentrations or sediment 
concentrations would provide the same evaluation of toxicity (because they are in 
equilibrium). However, because it is easier to measure (or estimate) the pore water 
concentrations that the organisms would be exposed to than the sediment concentrations 
that the organisms would be exposed to (surficial chemicals and not the chemicals in the 
entire sediment particle), pore water is used in the PRG process. Although there may be 
more exposure over time from release of chemicals from the ingested sediment because of 
digestive juices in the organism’s stomach, this release of chemicals is a time dependent 
function. In general, the exposure to pore water and the release of chemicals into the 
organism’s stomach over the lifetime of the organism are considered to be in equilibrium. 
Therefore, using pore water concentrations should account for the toxicity from sediment 
ingestion. Also, the sediment toxicity test does incorporate all routes of chemical exposure. 
Resolution - There are some compounds where sediment ingestion is more significant than 
pore water exposure. This is an uncertainty, but for OU4, PRGs correlate with risks 
identified in the EERA, so ingestion does not appear to be a significant issue for the COCs at 
OU4. 

Fish consumption (SAPL Comment 10): 
Issue - Health advisories for fish consumption need to be considered as part of the PRG 
process. 
Discussion - PRGs are only required at this time for ecological receptors based on the 
evaluation of offshore human health and ecological risks (as documented in the Interim 
Record of Decision for OU4 and the Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan). The EERA indicated 
that the major risk concerns are exposure to benthic organisms; therefore, the PRGs are 
developed to address exposure of benthic organisms. 
Resolution - As part of the Interim Offshore Monitoring, data that can also be used to 
evaluate human health concerns are being collected. Should human health risks need to be 
addressed in the future, the Navy believes that the appropriate data are available. The 
MEDEP indicated that the State has tissue action levels for human consumption of fish. 
However, at the current time, the Navy will not develop PRGs for human consumption of fish. 

BULLET 2 Reanalysis of pore water data (EPA Comment 2) 

Issue - Detection limits for copper and lead pore water data were above the WQSV; 
therefore, the Navy had the pore water samples reevaluated by the laboratory. 
Discussion - Aaron Bemhardt explained that the initial detection limit for copper was 5 ugll, 
which is above the WQSV (3.1 ug/L). The laboratory re-evaluated the data to see whether, 
there were any detections below the 5 ug/l. They were able to identify all detections above 3 
ug/l. Aaron explained that there were some additional detections. However, because of 
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blank contamination (not detected at 5 ug/l, but detected above 3 ug/l) there were changes in 
the copper data where some samples will now be qualified as nondetect. The reevaluated 
data will be used for revision to PRGs that will be presented in the draft final PRGs. For lead 
the laboratory was unable to identify detections lower than 20 ugA and therefore, the 
laboratory reanalyzed the samples using a lower detection limit. The new detection limit 
achieved was 3 ug/l, which is below the WQSV (8.1 ugR). There were no detections of lead 
in the pore water samples above 3 ug/L. 
Resolution - The reevaluated pore water data for copper will be used for the PRG 
calculation presented in the draft final PRG report. 

BULLET 3 CopDer data at M4-1 (NOAA Comment 8. MEDEP Comment 1) 

Issue - The copper concentration in the sediment at M4-1 appears to be very high. 
Discussion - After Round 3 of the interim offshore monitoring, the Navy noticed that copper 
concentrations at Monitoring Station 4, sample location 1 (M4-1) were increasing noticeably. 
Jason Speicher explained that he went to the monitoring station to see whether there was 
anything obvious that may be accounting for the copper concentrations. Mr. Speicher found 
small pieces of metals debris that included copper. There appeared to be some debris 
around the concrete blocks and under the blocks. It is likely that because the copper at M4- 
1 is associated with the particles that it is not leaching to water (copper oxide is not soluble). 
The copper debris does not appear to be a wide spread area, but tidal exchange could be 
moving the copper to the offshore sediment. This is an example of where the assumptions 
of the EqP may not be valid because the copper in the sediment apparently is not available 
to partition to the pore water, and therefore, is not in equilibrium. It was noted that copper 
concentrations in some other samples also appeared to be high in Round 2 and could be 
outliers. 
Resolution - The Navy will evaluate the locations with concentrations greater than 500 
mglkg (M9-1, M3-2, M8-3, and Ml l -3  in addition to M4-1) to determine whether the 
concentrations of copper at these locations represent outliers. The Navy believes that M4-1 
is an outlier based on finding copper metal in the sediment. It will be removed from the 
calculation of the average sediment PRG concentration step. The Navy will also do a visual 
inspection of the other locations during Round 4 sampling to see whether there may be 
some physical reason for the higher copper concentrations. In addition, the Navy indicated 
that 3 extra sediment samples at M4-1 will be collected during Round 4 and analyzed for 
metals. 

BULLET 4 - OU4-wide averaqes versus AOC-wide PRGs (MEDEP Comments 1. 20, 22, 
26b, SAPL Comment 1) 

Issue - Are OU4-wide average PRGs appropriate or should AOC-wide PRGs be 
developed? 
Discussion - Two concerns are associated with this issue. The first concern relates to 
using an average rather than an upper confidence limit (UCL). An average is used because 
the PRGs are being developed to address average conditions. This will provide a more 
conservative (lower) average sediment concentration. The second concern relates to using 
an OU4-wide PRG versus an AOC-wide PRG. The PRG development process presented in 
the meeting (and as part of the Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan) was considered to develop ' 

a single set of PRGs for all of OU4. A basis for developing AOC-specific PRGs has not 
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been identified and sufficient data are not available to develop AOC-specific PRGs. The 
assumption is that the conditions that impact the sediment conditions in the OU4 area are 
the same everywhere. In answer to a concern about whether the different onshore sources 
will impact the offshore area differently, it was explained that the difference in chemical 
impact is accounted for in the process through the identification of the Limiting COCs. The 
sediment conditions that are important with respect to the development of PRGs and 
application of PRGs to various habitats around OU4 are the TOC and grain-size. 
Resolution - The Navy will look at sediment conditions (TOC and grain-size) to see whether 
there are conditions that suggest a difference in the sediment in one AOC versus another. If 
there are significant differences then further discussion will be necessary to determine how 
to address the differences. If there are no significant differences, then OU4-wide PRGs are 
appropriate. 

BULLET 5 Recommended PRGs(MEDEP Comments 13b, 23.30.31) 
Issue - Areas characterized as having "no risk" that also have PRG exceedances will be not 
be considered. In addition, the PRG process is trying to identify the point of departure 
between low and intermediate risk. 
Discussion - There are no AOCs characterized as having "no risk". All areas, regardless of 
the risk characterization in the EERA will be evaluated for PRG exceedances and trends as 
part of the Interim Offshore Monitoring Program. The Navy noted that for use for the interim 
offshore monitoring data evaluation, the numbers calculated in the PRG development 
process for OU4 are adequate for use as IRGs. However, there are uncertainties with using 
the PRGs for the OU4 Feasibility Study, particularly because it appears that ammonia may 
be accounting for some of the toxicity identified in the offshore areas. 
Resolution - The PRGs are not trying to make a distinction between risk to identify areas 
that will or will not be included in remedial actions. This is a Feasibility Study decision. The 
Recommended PRGs will be used as IRGs for the interim offshore monitoring program, but 
re-evaluation of the appropriateness of these numbers for use in the OU4 FS will be 
necessary and additional investigation may be required. 

BULLET 6 PRGs for pesticides and dioxin 

PRGs for pesticides (MEDEP Comment 32b, SAPL Comment 9) 
Issue - PRGs for pesticides must be developed. 
Discussion - Pesticide PRGs were calculated but not carried through to a Recommended 
PRG and will not be an Interim Remediation Goal (IRG) for the evaluation of interim offshore 
monitoring at this time. The data is there to develop a PRG if pesticides are identified as a 
COC for OU4. However, based on the results of the evaluation of PRG exceedances 
compared with the ecological risk results, higher concentrations of pesticides were detected 
in areas of low risk than areas of intermediate risk. Therefore, at this point the 
implementation of a PRG for pesticides is uncertain. 
Resolution - The issue as to whether pesticides are COCs for OU4 needs to be resolved 
between the Navy and MEDEP and it will need to be resolved separately from this PRG 
document. Pesticides need to be carried through the PRG process at least as far as 
development of a sediment-based concentration so that a PRG will be available if necessary 
in the future. 
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PRGs for dioxin (SAPL Comment 12) 
Issue - How will dioxins be considered in the PRG process? 
Discussion - Dioxins have not been identified as a COC for OU4 and the data necessary to 
calculate a PRG are not available. The dioxin data available for the offshore need to be 
evaluated and if it is determined that a PRG for dioxins is needed, then additional data may 
need to be collected. 
Resolution - A PRG for dioxins is not necessary at this time. The dioxin data available for 
the offshore will be evaluated. All participants at the meeting were given an action item to 
look into what dioxin screening levels are available for sediment and fish tissue. 

BULLET 7 Clarification of comments (EPA Comment 7 and MEDEP Comment 4) 

These comments were clarified during the discussion of Bullet 1, under Example 
calculationslpresentation of calculations for each step (EPA Comment 1). 

BULLET 8 Other Issues/Comments 

Two additional issues were added to the agenda and are discussed below. 

NOAA Comment 4 
Issue - The text indicates that the sea urchin toxicity test is more sensitive than amphipod 
toxicity test (third paragraph on page 8 of the draft report). However, looking at Table 2.2-2, 
there does not seem to be a correlation between the results for the toxicity testing for sea 
urchin and amphipod. If sea urchin is more sensitive then it would be expected that 
wherever the amphipod test showed toxicity, the sea urchin test should also show toxicrty. 
Discussion - No correlation between the tests was intended. The testing for pore water 
and sediment use different species. In general more instances of toxicity are identied using 
sea urchins than amphipods; however, this does not mean that where there is toxicity based 
on amphipod testing that the sea urchin testing will also show toxicity. 
Resolution - The text on page 8, paragraph 3, last sentence of the PRG report will be 
revised as follows: "In general, more instances of toxicity are identified using sea urchins 
than amphipods (Carr 1996). However, there may be stations where the sediment is toxic to 
amphipods but the pore water at that station is not toxic to sea urchins. This may be 
because the two species have different sensitivities to the same chemicals." 

NOAA Comment 5 
Issue - Should the low observable effects concentration (LOEL) be the number carried 
forward through the process rather than the no observable effects level (NOEL)?: 
Discussion '- If the site had only one (or very few) contaminants and there were a sufficient 
number of toxic samples, then it would be possible to identify a LOEL with sufficient 
confidence to use in the process. However, with multiple contarninants, using the NOEL is a 
safer more conservative approach. 
Resolution - Use of the NOEL is appropriate for OU4. 

April 3, 2001 Technical Meeting 7 May 3,2001 



OTHER ISSUESlCOMMENTS 

Carolyn Lepage raised a concern that sourcelonshore sites are not considered in the PRG 
process. The Navy indicated that the purpose of this exercise is to develop PRGs for 
sediment for the offshore. That is for each Limiting COC, to identify a sediment 
concentration below which organisms exposed to sediment will have no observable effects. 
It is not clear how the PRG could address sources/onshore sites, except to ensure that the 
list of Limiting COCs includes COCs related to each of the sources. The process for 
identifying the Limiting COCs accounts for the differences in the sources/onshore sites, 
therefore, the Navy believes the list of Limiting COCs is appropriate for OU4. The way to link 
the onshore impacts to the offshore is part of the interim monitoring program and decisions 
based on the program (based on evaluation of concentration trends). Therefore, the Navy 
believes that the concern for linkage of the onshore and offshore is being addressed 
appropriately. 

The USEPA requested that the Acute:Chronic Ratio (ACR) used in the WQSV selection (see 
Figure 2.2-1 and Table 2.2-1) be chemical specific where possible. If a chemical-specific 
ACR is not available, than the generic value identified (8:l) is acceptable. This impacts 
silver, naphthalene, aldrin, gamma BHC, and DDE. The Navy will look to see whether 
chemical-specific ACRs are available for these chemicals. It is noted that this is a departure 
from the PRG development process proposed as part of the Interim Offshore Monitoring 
Plan, but should not significantly impact the PRG development. 

A question was raised whether sediment quality criteria were used as screening values and 
whether they were ARARs. The sediment quality criteria are not promulgated and therefore 
are not ARARs. Sediment benchmarks (ER-Ls, TELs, SQALs) were used only when water 
quality criteria were not available. The USEPA noted that some of the water quality criteria 
needed to be updated per USEPA (1999) and the Navy indicated that this would be done for 
the draft final PRG report. 

Ms. Lepage indicated that the PRG report was very difficult for the public to understand and 
requested that the Executive Summary be revised to provide a non-technical explanation of 
the PRG development. The Navy indicated that they would review the Executive Summary 
to try to provide additional explanation of the PRG development process; however, the 
document is a very technical document and the Navy does not believe that it is appropriate 
to try to revise the document to provide non-technical discussions. The Navy prefers to 
prepare a fact sheet for the public to provide a non-technical explanation. 

WRAP UP 

The Navy believes that the discussion of the issues and resolutions identified should resolve 
most of the comments on the draft PRG report. Follow-up comments are due April 11, 2001 
and the Navy will address any follow-up comments and provided the responses as part of 
the draft final PRG report. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

AGENDA 



AGENDA 
OFFSHORE PRG TECHNICAL MEETING 

APRIL 3,2001 

9:00 a.m. - 9:15 a.m. 

9:15 a.m. - 1O:OO a.m. 

1O:OO a.m. - 2:30 p.m. 

2:30 p.m.- 3:OO p.m. 

10 minute break each hour 

30 minute break for lunch between Noon and 1:00 p.m. 

Introduction, Review of Agenda, and Objectives of the Meeting 

Overview of PRG Process 

Primary Discussion Points 

Wrap Up 

Primary Discussion Points and related comment numbers 
Overview of PRGs Process including Assumptions (EPA Comment No. 1; MEDEP 
Comment Nos. 1 and 20; SAPL Comment Nos. 2 and 10) 

ReanalysislRe-Evaluation of Pore Water Data and Additional Analyses of Round 2 
Samples and how it affects PRGs (EPA Comment No. 2) 

Copper concentrations at MS4-1 ( N O M  Comment No. 8) 

PNS-wide versus AOC-wide PRGs (MEDEP Comment Nos. 1,22, and 26b; SAPL 
Comment No. 1) 

Recommended PRG calculation (MEDEP Comment Nos. 13b, 23,30, and 31) 

Pesticides and Dioxins as PRGs (MEDEP Comment No. 32b; SAPL Comment Nos. 9 
and 12) 

Comments requiring clarification (EPA Comment No. 7 and MEDEP Comment No. 4) 

Other Issues/Comments 



ATTACHMENT 2 

MEETING HANDOUTS 



Process for Development of 
Offshore Preliminary Remediation 

Goals (PRGs) at Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard - .-"- 

3 April 200 I 
Technical mecting at PNS 

What are Site-specific PRGs and 
what are they used for? 

- -."..>I-.._"..*.Î  __Iu.y ~ ~ . -  Ĵ  

Site-specific PRGs: 
- nre a gmu of "Iimibng" (7hcmiulr olconCern 

(Cots) anc!aswiattxl coiicentrdlions that. when 
c x d e d .  account for he majority of sit-related 
risk. 

-are nof scraening values (eg. Gcnmic PRGs). 

- will rcduce CoC cxposure to site rccepton to lcvels 
expecled lo climimlc acrimblc chemical risks for 
all site-related Cocs. 

-Can address mulliplc paulways and mepiom for 
proteaion of environment. 

Using silc-spccific PRGs: 

2 

0 Describe the approach for development of 
site-specific. sediment-based PRGs for 
aquatic health for Operable Unit 4 (OU4); 

1 



4 

Overall Approach (2 Phases) 
. . - . -..*ll-,--- , 

Derivation (5 Steps) 
Calculate protective conccntrauons in portwater that 

nt a threshold for toxicity (called lhrcshold EF ccls Values). 

Implementation (2 Steps) 
Convat TEVa into sediment-based units (Baseline 
PRG?); and assess effectiveness for addressing risks 
Identitid in t h e m  investigations (ie.,  
Rtcamrnendcd PRGs). 

Equilibrium partitioning relationships for 
CoCs among environmental media. 

Brmbc cnnmmmly 
4 

.x ." I _ _  . I "--&.-%.-..--P.. . .. 

L I W.PV-1 

I 

2 



Advantages of using the EqP Approach in 
PRG Development . , .....- -... -, 

The PRC derivnllon proccs usw thc chetnlcsl mncentratlon 
of pore watq as the mnry mcpsurc d otentinl adverse 

d e d p  (C', risk) to aquatic &a. 

--arm of in 
porc water am utcd to p d c t  exposun. h-c bcnclunuks (ia, 
w a m r l i t y  criwia) bared on rmgle Cbunid exposures can be 
appli 

For organic chcrnids. chc EqP model is uscd to estimate 
w;ucrconantrations. on siw specific envimnmentdPOre 
conditions. 

7 

PRG Development: Step 1. 
- . . . . . .,-----.- ~ - - - - " ~ . , . ~ , , .  

PRG Stm 1 induda: 
I .  Select screening level benchmark representing no crfcct 

mncentrations, in odw of prererence lo obtain Wakr 
Quality Screening Values : 

EPA nnrbr or hullwala Wala Quality C i i i  
V h r  c a h a h d  fmm olhrr warn dais, ml 
Val- cakulucd from wrnpenhly Fat i -  d i i t  

bcnehmsrhr lu% Equilibrium puli~iohing mDdcL 

- - - 

ExhlMt 1A. Example calculation olporewrtw concentration 
Iw organlc contaminanb d n g  Equilibrium ParUUonlng. 

---- --- . ."~. - _*^ - -. 

EqP rmd%l for o~anics: 
C p  C& IbJ (DiTom el d., 1991) 

3 
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Exhibit In. Example Cnlculntion &Pore Wnter llward 
Ouotlcnls for orianie con(smlnank 

, ,_ _.__._ 

I I PRG Development: Stcp 2. 
. L  - x  _-.- ----.- -_- 

4 



PRG Development: Step 3. --- . --l_.--.--.r- . - 

Retain all CcCs potentially contributing LO risk 

Comprc sitc-sptcific no-clTctt HQ (NOEQ) with 
maximum observed HQ w o c i a l d  with a toxic sample 
(Max PW-HQ,,): 
Retain only those cd3 and NOEQs where thc M a x  PW- 
H h x  is greater than the NOEQ. 

For cacb auMc 
I. 

2 

5 

I 



Exhiiit 4. Example Derivation of 
Threshold Effect Values 

-_. .I..--_I _-___ _ -  . 

Threshold EIfect Value Calculations: 

* NoaC-NOEQxWQsV 
* R W -  u p p r 9 5 . y v l m t i t 1 i l r c l - ~ p n u r n l r r m r u ~ *  

TBV - M u  (NW. RSV), 

PRG Development: Step 5. 
.r ,i. . . .. --____.- _._ ..... . . 

Limiting COC Selection 
“Limitinf’ COCP are the chemicals that when addresd 

by the remcdlal action will reduce risk of all 
chemicals to acccphMe levels (El’& 1931) 

Umlllnr CoC seledlon DrocesS: 
For chemicals with NOEQs from Step 4, 
1. h b m  c d  eOnrmlrMbUr u) mvK: 

h . l d . ~  -.w--tiion h y q d k  YEVs m V  HQ- IPVq JrW) 

Rat rd m l E V  It@ -. n a l y  rlthm m&n; 
2 Idmtify Ihc M mnaihuiiw tlr nnn risk M Ihc urinn: 

Pmcea~ rspcnrd I all wsionr U, &My LCOCI for site 
. sl.clca‘.iLhhybt Hp Y h l i n g  cd2 rlm.rr -8 n v  HQ>l. 

3. 

I7 
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. . .  

- . -  
PRG Development: Step 6. 
- -.- __1__1,-....-*. 

Calculation of linseline h e h i n a r y  
Remediation G& 

. B a d i  PRGs an TEVs converted into scdimcm 
concamtion units. - Conversion method assumcs lhat risk of chemicals in (he 
benrbic environment Is the same whvhechcr measund as pore 
water W - H Q )  or bulk sediment (PRG HQ) cxccedclres. - The PRG is estimated f o r c v q  sample. The busclinc PRG 
to be applied a w s s  h e  SIIC is calNbdted as an average of 
all sunple-spculic PRG eslimatcs. 

ID 

7 
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r 
Exhibit 7. Example Evaluation of Baseline FRCs I 

~ ,_L------.LIX--."-I-Y.-.I 

Tlietiaidlne and RPRGa are calculated for use In &Feasibility 
Rudy and to rMLst In rl& management decisionv regarding the I setting of Remnllatlon G o d s  

Implementation of PRCs 

- RPRGs developed wilh this process arc specific to 
OU4; - Appropriate a$ Interim Rcmediation Goals for the 
offshore intaim monitoring program; - JRGs may be revised for use in the FS dcpending 
on risk management input. . M a s  likely 10 bc m m  mnpnatirr than not 
. Could chmgedcpending on W i r  of the dcrhn mmiming 

pmgwnfi.~, additional invcatigntmnhdy m y  hc- V) 

Jcvc*p .ppmprmlc PRGs for UK h Ihc FS). 

.- . . ..,."......,..-___I.-. .,...... -._. . 

Summary of PRG Process _^. -._. Iq- I ._ - 

PRG process implemented at other Navy 
and EPA sites; - PRG process provides a site-specific 
sediment number protective of benthic 
community for OU4; - RPRGs are used as lRGs for interim 
monitoring only; further risk management 
input needed to refine PRGs for the 
Feasibility Study. 

8 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
IKu(THERNmKwI 

M V A L  FACILITIES ENGINEERING CUMNAND 

K) W D U S T W  H M A Y  

Y U L  STOP, #*81 

LESTER PA 19113--1080 IN REPLY REFER TO 

5090 
Code 1823/FE 
2 7  MAR 2001 

Ms. Meghan Cassidy 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region I 
1 Congress Street 
Suite 1100 
Mail Code HBT 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

Mr. Iver McLeod 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
State House Station 17 
Augusta, ME 04333-0017 

Dear Ms. Cassidy/Mr. McLeod: 

SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY REMEDIATION GOALS FOR OPERABLE UNIT 4, 
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM FOR PORTSMOUTH NAVAL 
SHIPYARD, KITTERY, ME 

Enclosed is the proposed agenda for the April 3, 2001 
technical meeting on the Preliminary Remediation Goals for 
Operable Unit 4. 

If additional information is required please contact Mr. 
Fred Evans at (610) 595-0557 x-159. 

Sincerely, 

Frederick J. %' 
Remedial Project Manager 
By Direction of the 
Commanding Officer 



AGENDA 
OFFSHORE PRG TECHNICAL MEETING 

APRIL 3, 2001 

9:00 a.m. - 9:15 a.m. 

9:15 a.m. - 1O:OO a.m. 

1O:OO a.m. - 2:30 p.m. 

2:30 p.m.- 3:OO p.m. 

10 minute break each hour 

30 minute break for lunch between Noon and 1:OO p.m. 

Introduction, Review of Agenda, and Objectives of the Meeting 

Overview of PRG Process 

Primary Discussion Points 

Wrap Up 

Primary Discussion Points and related comment numbers 
Overview of PRGs Process including Assumptions (EPA Comment No. 1 ; MEDEP 
Comment Nos. 1 and 20; SAPL Comment Nos. 2 and 10) 

ReanalysidRe-Evaluation of Pore Water Data and Additional Analyses of Round 2 
Samples and how it affects PRGs (EPA Comment No. 2) 

Copper concentrations at MS4-1 (NOW Comment No. 8 )  

PNS-wide versus AOC-wide PRGs (MEDEP Comment Nos. 1 , 22, and 26b; SAPL 
Comment No. I) 

Recommended PRG calculation (MEDEP Comment Nos. 13b, 23, 30, and 31) 

Pesticides and Dioxins as PRGs (MEDEP Comment No. 32b; SAPL Comment Nos. 9 
and 12) 

Comments requiring clarification (EPA Comment No. 7 and MEDEP Comment No. 4) 

Other Issues/Comments 



5090  
Code 1823/FE 

copy t o :  
NOAA ( K .  F i n k e l s t e i n )  
USFWS ( K .  Munney) 
MEDMR ( D .  Card)  
NHFG ( C .  McBane) 
M r .  Doug Bogen 
M r .  J e f f  C l i f f o r d  
M s .  Miche le  Dionne 
M s .  E i l e e n  Fo ley  
M s .  Mary M a r s h a l l  
M r .  P h i l  McCarthy 
M r .  Jack McKenna 
M r .  O n i l  Roy 
M s .  Johanna Lyons 
D r .  Roger Wells 
M s .  Caro lyn  Lepage 
PNS Code lOOPAO 
COMSUBGRU TWO ( R .  J o n e s )  
PNS (Code 106.3R) 
TtNUS ( D .  Cohen) 

2 


