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LepaQ8 Environmental Services, Inc. 
p. o. eox 119S" Auburn, ~jnlil 04211-1195.207-777-1049. Fax: 207-777-1370 

October 8~ 1998 

Pet.- Vandern~k 
Seae03$l Anti.Poll~tion League 
P. O. Box 1136 
Portsmo~ New Hampshire 03802 

SubjeCt: 
, , 

Review of Groundwater Manitoring Summary RePort (})ecembeT. 1996 -
December. 1997) 

Dear Mr. Vandermark: 

We are transmitting conunents to the Seacoast Anti-Pollution League (SAPL) conceroing the July 
1998 Groui1dWoter MOnitoring Summary &port (De.cembfU", 1996 - December. J997). The 
work plan was prepared by Brown & Root Envirownental to swnmarize the results of tour rounds 
of groundwater sampling conducted at Purtsmouth NavUJ Shipyanl between December 1996 and 
December 19"Tl. Comme,nts are as fonows: 

\ . 

1. P,ge ES-l, Purpose and Objedivl:S. To better understand the movement of groundwater in 
, bedrock. the interrelationships investigated must include those involving the naturally occulTing 
unconsolidated overburden, not just the entities identified in the fitst sentence. The use ofthe 
term usurflcial aquifer) in the second sentence is a bit misleading. as ""aquifer" implies that useful 
quantities of water CQuld be supplied by the surficial deposits. Perhaps cooverburden" w~uld be a 
more suitable tenn as it does not carry any in1p~icatiQns::regardiitg quantity ofwate.-. It ~s uot clear 
howthe interrelationsIDp of the bedrock7 overbucden, and pond flow regimes can be adequately 
charaoterized if there are only two bedrock wells and no overburden wens in the vicinity of the 
ponds. Please clarifY. . 

This groundwater summary report does not(adequately touch upon the impact contaminated 
groWldwater migration has had, is having. and will have on the offshore environment" or on the 
use of groundwater quality and flow data in ,d~ing with ltfIUPort modelin& risk assessment and 
ma.ttagement. or remedial al\1ti.on decisio~. The relationship ofth¢ data and interpretations to 

~ offshore iss.ues and actions must also be summarized. 

z~ Page ES-2, Summary of Field Activities add Data Evaluatjon. The reference tor the 
USEPA Region, 1 Low-Flow Putgingand Sampling Procedure mentioned in the secondparagnlph 
and on page 3 .. 6 must be provided in the References section. The final sentence on the page 
concludes·that groundwater at tbe·Shipyard. IS not cuneotly u&ed. nor eouJd [emphasis addedl it 
be use~inthe future, as a future source Qf drinking water. The basis tor this absolute statement 

lauren.stanko
Text Box



OCT-B9-1998 09:20 

/ 

Page :1 of 6, P. Vandermark. 
Clewbet' 8; 1998 

LEPAGE ENVIRONMENTAL SERU 2137 777 1370 P. B3 

regarding potential :fu~ use is not clear. Fresll (as opposed to brackish or saline)grotnidwat~ 
()(lCUI'S at a. number of areas Uound the Shipyard. Future uses and corresponding watetne«b of 
the Shipyard property are not known with compl~, certai~ty. The reasons for stating that 
groundwater could never be used to supply drinking water should be presented in the text. 

3.. Page ES-3,. CODdusio.M, lflttdtill :p._gUlld Wegs Md Fpsh"alU Wells. The second 
senteJJQe states that no uQticeabletastc ~ odor was obSeNed'in tbe we1lsdurmg monitoring. 
Given concerns for the health and safutY of site workers. it seems unlikely that proper sampling 
procedures include th,e tasfmgand smelling of water collected from monitoring wells at the 
Shipyard, The reference to taste and odor should be renmved here and wherever else it OcQUfs in 
thedOcurnent (for example, OJ) page ES~4 in the Freshwater WG1ls ~tiOJi) or a desoription of the 
tastiug/smeQ.ing procOOurelJ and criteria must be provided. 

4. Page ts-4, COlldusiol&s, Potential BaekgrogndWeIIs and Fr;;esll"fJtu Wells. While the 
positive d~tecti(tns of many metals.in the potential background wells suggest that metals may be 
naturally occurring. they alSOsDggQ$f. that Shipyard i.lctivitiee. may bave affected the quality of the 
groundwater at these locations. The text ,should be revised bere ·attd elsewhere. in the document to 
reflect this pOSJibility. -

5. Page ES-4, COlldu.jOIla, bcilitY 9l'OdDdwl\tcr£l{aturc aud Extgt of CgntadliJl'lip o. It 
would be helpful the have a map showing' e1.ceedances or detections in satinelbrackish wells 
similar to Map 5 wbich shows e"-Ceedances infteshwate,r wells. 

, 

6. Page ES-S CORclllSions,l:ui1it,y Grouodwater Nature and bteot ClfContamjd.tiog" 
Because of exceedenoos of Ambient Water Qi,lality Criteria at a. number of seep and sediment 
Iooatiot1S~ we carmotagree with the statement that pCBIS (polychlorinated biphenyls) and 
pesticides do oot require furth~ evaluatiotl,with respect to groundwater. 

7. 'ag~ ES.S Conclusions, FaeWb: Grogpdw.&er NatllB aDd Extent otCodtamination. 
The paragraphooncerning results fur metals should also note exceedances for several metals in 
freshwaterwe11s and the potential impact ofmetalrottcentlations in groundwater on seep and 
:;ediment results. 

8. Page ES-S COlltiusions, Facility GqulIdwatsl{ N,ture agd Event of Cootamillation. 
'The use oHlte term "miscellaneops'" in the finalpantgraph in tJ:re section and elsewhere ira the 
doa,.amentis not very Uluminating. Perhaps. better term wOlild be «field parameters~·. 

9. Page I-I; Section 1.0 hitrodnc:tion. The relauoQSbi.p b~ the Solid' Waste Management 
Units (SWMUs) mentioned in the first paragraph and the Operable Units (OUs) and· Sites 
iderttified on page 1-2 and in the Bxecutive SumnuttysholJld be explained. The sentence referring 
to known or potential reaSe! ofbazardous constituents is a bit oonfusing, It should be rewritten 
to cl!Uify that the poteJrtial releases have not yet occurred. -
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10. Page 1 ... 2, S4;ope ofWo...... the final paragraph in the section states that this summary report 
evaluates the data wjth respect to ettects of potentiaIfy contaminated groundwater on local on~ 
shore and olf-shore environments_ Ali .indicated by our first C<>mment is this letter~ this evaluation 
was not re3dily apparent to us_ Bach of the Site-specific sections in Chapters 4 and 5 should 
include an evaluation of the past7 present, and potential fUture impact ofcQntaminated 
groundwater on seeps, sediment, and the offSru;,re enviromrrent. The overall QonclusioQS in 
Section 505 must. also addreti>S these issues. . 

11. Page 1-2, Section 1.3 SUlIlmaryof Field Activities. It would be very helptUlto tlHlreader 
to have the specific months that sampling occurred id~tified here and elsewhere in the text. The 
text on page 3 ... 15 states ~t water level meQ.SUrements were made in January, April, August. dnd 
OctobtU:- Tms ~ at o~ with the December to December period mentioned numerous times 
in the doCtl11lent. Please claritY. 

U. Page 2 .. 1. Section 2.16U-Z,. Site 6 - Defense ReutDization aDd Marketing Oftiee. It is 
our understanding that Henderson's Point was blasted prior to excav~tion in 1905. This maybe a 
minor point, but it may ~ve implications for interpreting groundwater migration in bedrock in th~ 
area. 

13. Page ~7, 8ectiun 3.2 Sample CoDedioll PrOt-ed-um. The definition of stabilization fot 
each of the bulletedpanunetets appeamto be misSing the miuus sign. The following paragraph 
stateS that ifpanunelers hadJl"tstabilized within llh hou~ ~ampUng was initia,ted. How and 
where are these VlTells identified? 

14. Pa"a ~ - 3-13, Table 3-2.. There appear to be soJne significant diff(Srences in thefie1d 
measureme0t5 at individual wells from round to round. For example,. tbe specific ponductanoe 
measured at well DW,.;O I in Round 9 Was more than ten times higher than the measurements in the 
two previous rounds_ Turbidity ·in MW -4 was more than thirty times great~r than measurements 
in the other three fOWlds_ An explanation for significant variations from round to round at a given 
locatiop should be provided_ . 

15. Page J..15! sectiOd 3.3 Hydrogeologie EvaluatioB. What itlf'luence do precipitation and 
recharge have on the grQundwatef How patterns and areas oftida:l influence? The last senttl:nCe in 
the para,sraph shouldinelude the location within the summary report of the water level 
comp~$()n so ~e reader cart readily fllKlit_ 

I 

16. PAlt3--1S, Section 3.l~1 Lgw Tide QtsaillJion of Gmundbt« Flow Pattel1lS~ A 
definition of "tha.llow" bedrock should be included.· W¢re any wells screened in naturaJly 
oocuning overburden . (not fiU) used to prepare Map 21 

\ 

1'. Page 3-o19,Sectioo 3~l.1 Bilk tide Qescriptiog of Grguod,watK flow PaUuos. The 
last plmtgtaph in the .sootion describes a "binge line'"' between saline river water .nd.fteshwater 

\ 
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flow directions as the tide rises filster than the opposing bycb:aulic gradient from il)lattd areas tan . 
respond. ltis nQt ol~ar what data wereus~todrawthe CQntours atSit:es 5 and 6 00 Map 3. The 
water level measuremtmts inoIuded at each well on Map :.4 do not appear to justifY wrapping the 
103-foot contour around betwee:n Site 6 and the area. north of Site 27 or terminating the' ]()6 .. foot 
contour betweeJlWeUs DW-2 and DW-3 at Site 6.1& there. data missing ftonl the mal's.? 

18. Page 3-19, SeetioIl3.:!.) IidlIluo.uta" ip,sPlI'if;J. It appears that water level 
iofornuUion at wen JW-18B is important t1) the interpretation of groundwater flow. However? 
Table:.4-3(see page 3 .. 18) indicate" that weUJW .. 18S has not been surveyect SCI no water-level 
infurmation c8Ilbe p~ented_ The Navy sbould (lOrnplete whatever $U1"Veying is needed as soon 
as possible. The text also impliestilat watflr quality conditions at wdl JW ~ 188 are re~tative 
of~deep~' l;Iedrook. Wen construction infomlation in Tabie ),..1 shows that tbis weU is $creenoo to 
~ depthoflcss than 30 feet bdowtheground surt'.ace (aGS) and that bedrock. isenoountered at 
20 feet. BOS at that locatioD. 'This dOC$. not seem to be deep. especially when the", -are other . 
weI1s completed in bedrock to a depth of:~ore than 150 teet 80S. The interpretation of' 
groundwater tlow should be ~atlded and cltnitied. ' 

1 ,. Pa,e ,),1', Sedioa 3.3.4 5."11,1 'lao.ti,. AIIlOJII Bogllds. The.fuBt two sentenceJ 
in the _0Ad patagntpb are contUsing. Why sbould there be a 2.hour ditrtrenoe between the 
published tidal data and the high and low slack? Please clarifY. . 

lO. Pages :t-,Zl & '3--26, Section 3.3~5 Potential Ea., Bacqmupd MOlkOJiDa \bIJs.. 
While aU the potential backgtouod· weus in"'y be loqated upgradient of the sites under 
investigation is this report is stated in this se<.tdqo" water quality at t!l_locauons may have been 
aflected by activities at other sites or potential sites. Additional inf~oon and analysis is 
required to determine which wdllocatioD8 are witable to represent background q>nditioBS.. 

2 t. Page 3--36, Section 3.3.6 Frghwaru )Vd"~ The sentence regudiogtbe oo;um,moe of 
metals in the&~water we~whiJe teclmicaJly oo"iTect,. is a bit ~$leading. Additional 
information ~u8tbe adc1ed ~ding the cx(,;eedence& of other metals; For ~Ie~ as shown on 
Map 5., arsenio and thaUium weredeteeted at well JW·088 at roueftly twice and ten t.imes the 
MEG (Maximum &pQsureGuideUne)."spectivel.y. 

:u.. Page 4--111 Setdon 4.0 Nature ... d Id.tent of C~nJta .. .inad.n.. The first paragraph . 
(lOncludes withe. statement·that: the oomparisonofgroUDdwater data with MEGs'and MeL$ 
(M,ximum Contaminant Le\1els) wiJl 8S$ist in gaining a perspectivel'eWive to offshore concerns 
and Feasibility Snadyoptions. tlowever •. in subsequent .sections oftbis cbapter where site-specific 
groundwater coJ1diti9n$ ~ d~scussed relativii tn.MEOsand MeLs (see thepa.ragraph at the top 
of page 44 OS an example). the oopciusioli focuses on the urtlikelihood that groundwater at the 
Sbipyani wiU be used as .adrinking wm:er!lupply. Pi$CU$$ioltof:tbepotenti~ or aQtual impact of 
migtatins contaminated ¥l'oundwater on seep$,sedimenls:. ur oflkhore areas must be ~ded to 
Sed:icns 4.1 through 4,3~ as well as to aU fJeCtiOftS in CtHlpterts (except 5.4). 
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23. Page 4-19 Section 4~O N.ture and Extent or CootillDinadoo. What is lCP? It should be 
defined in the text and added to the list otacronym!t 

24. Pages 44 & 4-5, Settioa'.y OU~3; Site $ (JILF), Sin: , (Mere_ry Burial Sites I and U) 
And Site 11 (Waste OU Tanks)~The meaning of the foUowing sentence is not clear.-~"As 
previo'l,l$ly discussed" there is 00 historical evidence of a release at either MDI. orMBlI associated .. 
with the concrete blocks. it> Please clarifY. In addition. because the ex8(lt location ofMBp: has not 
yet been determined or sampled. ~:)fie cannot say that there i$ no contaminati~ associated with it. 
The senten~e in last paral:9'aph regarding the locationofMaU should state that it is tqQUght to be 
located near the fonner looation of a gas station. The last senteneeon page 4-5 $tates that the 
Mercury Burial Sites are both neat the former gas station~ when MDt is actuaUy located on the 
oppOsite si.d~ of the landaU from the presumed location orMaIl, Please revise the text. 

lS. Page U~ Section 4.1 ·OU-3; Site 8 (JlLF), Site 9 (Mercury a .. rial Sites 1 and IllaDel 
Site 11 (WasteOU Tanks). Wording to the eitect there was hi) sampling for pesticides and 
PCBs at Site 11 .. $houldbe added to the second paragraph on the page .. 

26. Paget 4-9 It .... 10, Section 4.4 Non-Site Relatfed Wells sad Baeqround Wells. Table 4. 
1 indicates that there wasnb sampling for volatile or sentivolatile organic compounds or g8S0J.ine.. 
range petroleum hydrocarbons at the i1on~site related wens. The text in Section 4.4 should be 
revised to clearly reflect that. 

%7. Pap 4-10! Setti01l4.4 'Non-Site Related 'Wells aDd BRCkgrOUml Wells. What 1!l (are) 
the source (soutces) of the diesekange petroleum hydtocatbons detected in the five bedrock non­
site related wells" Why anr the byd{O~bonsdetected in the bedrock wells but not in· the two 
shallow wells? This infonnation is important to understanding actual and potential impacts of 
ShipYard activities on potential background well locatlQn$. 

18. P",get S-l .. W t eoadusio .. s •. Each of the sections in this ch41pter (except 5.4) shoqld 
contain a conclusion regarding the actual andpot.ential impactor eontaDlibated groundwater on 
seeps~ sediment" and the offshore environment (see comment 22 above). 

%9. p~.es 5-3 - s..5, Seetiou 5.2 QU .. 3~ Site S (.JnJ'!), Site 9 (Mercury Burial SitU I and D) 
a.d Site 11 (WaKe Oil Tanks). "fable ·4-1 indicates that pesticidesIPCBs samples were not 
collected at Site 11. The fourth paragraph should be corrected. Informat,ion concerning other 
metals detected should be included in the paraarapb at the top of pap 5-4 and in the first buDet 
on page 5-5. The VOCll det~ted should be listed in the first bullet on page 5-4. 

30. fage S-7~ Section S.s, Overall Condusioa The third paragraph shoUld clearly state that 
pesticidtlPCB saanples were 110t collected at aU the sites. 
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31. General Comment. We were struck: by the numerous detections of thallium i:l]weDs:in . 
various parts of the Shipyard as it is not a constituent commonly reported in groundwater 
monitoring. Is there soU or rock cbernisUy data available that indicates tballiUl1l is naturally . 
occurring at the concentrations reported? Is or was thallium used in any Shipyard processes or 
activjtie".? Might it be a by-product or ~ghter product of materials used currently or in the 
p~1 .Is it a common contaminant at shipyards or submarine bases? 

TOTAL P.07 


