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Lepage Environmental Services,lnc. 
. .. ..! • 

P. o. Box '195 • Auburn,Maine 04211-1195 .. 207-711-1049 • Fax: 207.:.n7 ... 1370 

April 23, 1997 
') 

Peter Vandermark 
Seacoast AntiMPollution League 
p. O. Box 1136 
Portsmouth:. New Hampshire 03802 

Subject; Review Commen~.Dn:gl Work Pial.,. Teepee lncilJt!I'alOI· (SJte29) and 
BUilding 238 (Sile 10) 

Dear Mr_ Vandermark; 

As you requeste~ we are tr8Jlsmittin,g ~mments to'the Seacoast Anti-Pollution League (SAPL) 
concerning thtt March 1997 docutnent Draft Work. Plall Tupee/IJdneralor (Site 29)al1d 
Building 238 (SUe 10) (the work plan). The report was preptlroo. by Brown &,. Root 
Environmental 10 outline requil'ements and describe, theproeedures foT performing investigations 
at the DRMO(Delense Reutilization and Marketing Oftioo) Tecpeelnoi~erator (Site 29) and 
Bujlding 238 (Site ·10). The purpose of the investigations is to provide additional information to 
fu,t}ter cbaracterizethe silcsm order to mak.edecisions concem1ng remediation. 

Both sites had been the 5~bjecl of earlier investigations. However. new infonnation indicates the 
piping befleathBuilding 238, io additiort to the underground acid storage. tank. may have leaked. 
The. additional work is. needed at Site 29 because sampling for dioxin was pot performed where 
open burning had occuned inthepast, or at the teepee incinerator location. Our oonunentsand 
questions are as follows; 

L PAge 1-3, Sedioll l.J.2 •. What is tberole oftbe hydrogeoloaisf/geolOgist listed in Sedion 
1.3.21 lstheHealthand Safety specialist the same as the site safely omcerdescribeci on the .. 
followingpage? lfnot,· what is the role of th~ $pooia1ist'~ Where do the Maine Certified Geologist 
(Section 14.4) and the equipment manager (Scetion 13) ilt witbiutbe team? will tbeficld 
Operations LeaPer also be rcsponsibie for making sure the tasks other tha.n saruplingr are 
performed according to the final Work Plan? 

2. Pages 1-6 "Z. Section 2.~.1. What sort ofma~erial was burncdor ot4erwise disposed of at 
Site 29 beginning in 19181 Was it rep~S(lnlalive of the eotire.waste Stre.1ll11 produced at the 
Shipya11'l~ or is there dC)CUmentation that the wast~s were more limited? How ®mplete is. the 

.under~andil1~ of site activities at tbeteepeeincineratar ,and openbul11ing area'] Arc there 
photographs andlorother historic infonnation available?Wbere was the ash dispo$ed of once 
bunliugbcglUI in t9is'z What Wa.$ source of the as bin the '''asbdispo$id atea"shown on Fis;ure 
2M) and subsequent ligures? 

lauren.stanko
Text Box
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3. Page 3 .. 1, Sectiod 3.0~ Reference ci~tionsfQr the historical reports used as primary sources 
ofi~\formation should be provided and thereportslistcd in the·References section. 

4:..Pa,e 3 ... 1,Seelion3.l.1. Based on the groundwater tlowdireetion presented in the 
November 199$ ReRA Facilitiefllnvestigation(RFI)pata OapRepQrt, it dQes not appear that the 
e?tistingmonitoring wells at the DRMOaredirectlydowngradient of the teepEle incinerator. The 
RfI Data Gap Report also indicates tbere islitn1ted data to SUPPQJt interpretations of the deeper 
ground waterflow. InfonnatiQn presented during theOetober 19 .. 19967 site tour indicQ;ted suil 
was contaIninated by lead to a depth of at last 38 feet belowilie ground $Urfa~. Ulerefofe. it is 
possible that an additional monitoring well Of wens may be nooessary to further define the 
horizontal or verticatlimits of site;..related conlamination in ground water. 

5. Pa.ge 3--6. Section 3.1.~. The tex.t in tbis section sta1e$ that one monitoring well will be 
installed at Sitet o~ The Health. and Safety Plan (HASP) inAppendix A (seepageA.4) mentions 
a second well that wiJI be installed. The report should be made internally consistent. But a larger 
issue is the llliniuuun number of momtolingweltslpie;zometetsnecessary tQ understand ground 
water flow direction, Will tbeinstaU31ion of only one or tW(l wens be sufficient? In addition. 
what affect did the acid leaked from tbe tank have on the mobility ofpoteiltial contaminants, such 
as· metals" -

,. P-.ges 3-6 & ~-!t~ Section 3.1. What are the criteria for selecting the depth intelVals to be 
sampled <luring $Oil boring at Site 291 The deepestinterv-a.1 is t 0-12 teet. Is there a need tp 
sample at greater depths (see comment. 4 above)? 

The backgrQund S()fi sample locations aralisled in the teKt on page 3-9 as BGS .. 02;, IlOSw 19, and 
~a~-22, Howe~er> Figure 4-2011 page 4-7 .. andSection4.1.S on page 4-6 s~te the biW~round 
dioxin samples wall be co1Jecled at BOS-02~ aGS-24~ and BGS·2S. The report mustbe tntcmally 
consistmlt. .tn. addition ... how were.lhe background sample locations selected? What is the 
potential for deposition of contaminan1s~ including airborne contaminants. at the background 
sample locations? 

Why is the monitoring weUat Site 10 only e:Ktending to the water table? Our recoUeetion ia that 
flu'!: ul1lk leU occurred at thebottom·ofthe tank,. and thalliquid Itwels in the tank ,fluctuated with 
the tide. Wilr a well that reach_only to the water table be sufficient to detect contamination? 

7~ Page 4-1t Section 4. J .1. The t.able should be revised t() reflect that 3 botings will bedriUed in 
naturalrnalel'ial The following page stales that soil samples at Site 10 will be screened with a 
Pin (photoionizati~n detector). Why aren't the soils at Site 29 beiogscreened with a PID? 

S.. Page 4-%, Section 4.. Ll; Tile well shouJdbeconstructed of schedule40 (1ft a minimuro) PVC. 
What is the jusdficatiQn for specifyiilg a 0.020-il1c11 screen (versus O;OlO-incil or other size) at this 
location? . 
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9. P_ge 4.3, Section 4 .. 1.3. It appears that the well could be sampled within about 24· hours of 
c01npletion of wen development. More time (on the order of severa.l days at a minimum). should 
elapse between well developing and ground water sampling. 

IO~ Page 4:..6. Section4.t.4. The paragraph is a bit oon~ng with regard to the timing of' 
observation of the pipes and collection ·of the$oil samples. Perhaps. the word "then" should be 
reanoved from the fifth sentence and added to the sixth. 

II. PRge .... lO, 8ectiOd 4.4.:1. What is the source otthe water thal wiUbcusedto steam dean 
downho1e equipment? 

ll. Pa.ge 4-10, Sedilld 4.4.1. Thi~ section lists steps to be condUeted when decontaminating 
nondeillcaled equipltJeut An isopropyl rUl$e is mentioned on page A-36,and. aoetone" methanol, 
isopropyJandbc1Cane are included as rinses in SOP SF .. 2.3 which is at${) referenced in thissectiol'L 
Too text should clearly and consistently state the jlleps and materials to be used during 
decontwnination. 

13. Page4--tt, Sedion 4.5. Whi\t wilt the drill riS decontamination tluidll'- be tested.for'10iven 
the concerns for metals and other lion-volatile contaminants at the sites, how will soU·cuttings be 
field screened to determine conta.mination? What napPcll$lo the purge·water once . analytical 
results are received? 

14. Page 6..,3+, Section 6...3. The temperature blank mentioned on page 7~2 should also be 
described in thiS$t!!CtiOIl. The description onlle field bJank on page 6-4 sounds IIlorelike a 
de(JontatninatioJl b,lank (like the rinsate blank in Sec;twn 6.3~2). Field blanks are often samples of 
allaiyte-free water poured into sample CQntairtefs in the field to check for possible contamination 
caused by field condition$ (dust .. vapors, etc.). Has this type of blank been considered? 

IS. Pale 7~ It Seetioo 7.1. The chain of custody fonn should ittclude the date the sample was 
collected. < 

16. Page 7-3t SedioIl1.4. The text mentions that the BPAand MEDEP wlUbeconsulted by the 
Navy should there be maJ.vr scope dhanges~Pre.$umably ther~could. be instances where 
4;ofiCurren.ceby the regu\atQryagencies would also berequm. How wilt ctiallgesin the work. 
scope-be conlmunicate(ho tbeResloratioo AdvisOIyBuard (aM) members and olher interested. 
parties? Thisoomment also applies to Section 15. 

17. PageS 1~1 & ·10,.2, Sectioll to.O.What is th~ basis for deciding whicll finn will review the 
analytical data packages? Has Iha~ decision beenrnade? Ai the bottom ofthe page. the s18Lenlent 
1s made (hat ifthe validity of the entire data packa.e;e is in questio~ it may be necessary to 
reanalyzc:samples, U11laybe necessary toresall1ple. How will the results of tlK) data validation 
he oommuni(lated to theR.AB1 1 
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18. Page f'-I, Section 11.0. Enough trip blanks should be prepared to supply one per cooler 
containing vQlatile organics~ as stated in Section 63_4 on page 6-5_ 

19. Page 1%-1, Section 1%.0. Who ehecksperformance with regard to hea1tband safety issues, 
including compliance with the HeaJth·and Safety Plan·(HASP)? How ollen aresysleJn audits 
conducted? What triggers a systems audit? Js a systems audit diff"CTent from a fonna} audit? If 
not, the text should be clarified_ lfthe audits are different. ·additional information should be 
provided concemingthe formal audit, such as who performs the audit~ bow often. what tt'iggers 
the audit. etc. . 

Zo. Pages 14~1 & t.4-7,Sedions 14.0 &: 1~4. 10 addition to identifYing whether data needs _ 
have been met and. if there is a need for additional work, the data reporting should also present the 
data and other information related to the investigation' (page 14-1). The specific components 
listed on page 14-7 should include ijllY deviatiolls or changes !i-om the final work plaD;. and wen as 
interpretation of the hydrogeologic and cbesnicaJ data.. ' 

11. Page 1~ 7" Sedion 14.4. The last paragraph on the page seems to indicate the Maine 
Celtified Geologlst is only involved with the review of the report once the l1eld work has been 
(:Ompleted and the data compiled and interpreted_ The Maine Certified Geologist should be in 
responsible charge of geologic aspects oCthe investigation on an on-goingbasis~ not at the eud 
when all the work is completed and the investigation ha$ ended.. Please clarifY. 

22. Page A .. 3, Section 1.3. The HASP is intended to be a stand-alone OOcumentand may 
provide the only written background information some site wOl"kel's a.nd subcontractors may see. 
TheI'erore, this section shou(d be ex.panded to more completely describe past activities at the ~wo 
sites tQ provide a framework tbr wlderstanding polential hazards. lior ~3IIlple,. open burning of 
wastcs reportedly began around 1918 lit Site 29, which also includes an ash disposal ar~ and that 
a lealdng undcrgfound acid sloraget3nk was removed at Site 10_ 

:%3. Page A-6+, Settion 3.0. How will the potentialtbrsite worker exposure to radiQlogicai 
hazards be determined? How wi1lthe two·sites be monitored? 

24. Page A-I t,Section 3.1. What is the basis lor stating in the first paragraph that an initial 
evaluation showed no evidence of exte.lt."tive contamination at Site 10: Was 1I1efeoonfirmation 
sampling when the tank was remo"ed? Will there be arty engineeringc::ontrols to minimize dust 
and mobilization of particulates at Site ?,.97 . 

lS. Pag~ A-20t Sec:tion3~3~ The physical hazards listed should aJsoincl~de tbose a5SOCilted 
withdnlling and other equipment (see Section 3.4). 
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J6. Ppge A-36. Sedion 7:l. The decontamination procedW'es described if! th~ HASP should be 
consistent with those specified in the work plan. For exampl~only steam oleaning is m~ntioned 
in' the text. but the HASP mentions high-pressure washing. 'In addition, the HASP specifies that • 
all decon water will be culleCted and disposed of as hazardous waste-We. are unaware of a 
similar passage in tbe text portion of the work plan. See comment 12 above as. well. 

27 •. Pages A-51&: A-57, Sections U.S" 13.6. The ME-DEP Emergency Response number. as' 

well OUI the MEDEP and EPA project llUll1a,gers. should be included as contacts for the spill 
control plan and in 'fable 12-1. 

General Comment. . With all the acronynms being used in this ducument. it would be helpful to 
have a glossary. Once created. it could be used as "boilerplate'~ in other documents. .-. 

Please note we have not conducted an in-depth review of all the SOPs referred to in the work 
plan,. and may have additional COlJlll1.ents or questions in tile future. If you have any questioKlS 
regarding the comments above~please g~~.~.~.e a call ~t 207·717-1049. 
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Sincerely". 
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t ,'I ........ Q" ,~ 
Carolyn A. Lepage. C.G. \\ .. , ,";'\::">:'II7':\l>~ 'J 
nr 'd' ' .. ' . .... .'., .- :J,'" ' .. 
"re$l eI'l.t '.:.~.::'. f.): .~ n ... ' ')4(;,1' 

"Ia;.: .. ": •. : :':: : "'-':I~'! ~:.r~-~ 

co: Ivet' MoL~d, DEP 
Meghan Cassidy. EPA 
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