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Lepage Environmental Services, Inc .. 
. II 

p. O. Bwc 1195. Auburn. Maine :04211-1195. 207-m-1049. Fax: '1D7-777-1370 

October 13. 1998 

. Peter Vandennark 
Seacoast Anti-Pollution League 
P_ O. Box 1136 
Portsmouth. New Hampshire 03802 

Subject: Review of Draft Final Proposed PIal' for Interim Action at Operable Unit 4 

Dear Mr. Vandermark: 

As you requested~ we are transmitting conunents to the Seacoast Anti-Pollution League (SAPL) 
oonceming the September 1998 Draft Nnal Proposed PI(m for Interim Action at Operabls Unit 
4. The Plan was prepared by Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. (fonnerly Brown and Root Environmental) 
and summarizes the Navy's proposed interim action for Operable Unit 4 (OU4) which covers the 
areas offshore Portsmollth Naval Shipyard potentially impacted by onshore shipyard sites. The 
Navy proposes conducting environmental monitoring in the offshore area until the Feasibility 
Study furOU4 is released and 8 final remedy is selected and implemented. 

We had commented on the August 1998 version of the Plan in ourletter to you dated September 
9, 1998. Res.ponses to most of Q\It' 00lnrn<mts,. as well as to those submitted by the U. S­
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Maine Department ofEnvirtinmentai Protection 
(DEP)7 were satisfactory. SAPL will have another opportunity to submit written comments on 
the Plan to the Navy when· the final version is released in a few weeks. aswetl asa chance to 
provide vema! input at the public meeting to be beld later this fall. Our collUnents on the draft 
final version of the Plan are as follows: 

1. Page 1, Site ba(.kgl'ound. Part of our second connnoot in O?Jr September 9th letter (as weU 
as DEP's fint comment) focused on the April 1991 Drqft Final Es/aurine Ecological Risk 
Assessment. The Navy responded to part of rur comment by adding the date of the document to 
the text. but did not revise the title to include "'Draft Final". The Navy should include this 
information everywhere the title is cited in the text. Dot just in the reference list at the end of the 
Plan. so that the reader will be aware that the ri~ assessment has not been finalized. . . 

.. 

lauren.stanko
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2. Page 2, Site Background. ]0 several places in the text, the reader is referred to page 9 for 
additional information concerning the Infonnatioil Repositories. III the draft final version ofthe 
Plan. the section covering the Informa.tion Repositorie$ is included on page 10" not page 9. We 
are uncertain ifthls is an error or irthe Navy intends t.o combine the map on page 3 with the text 
on page 2 in the:final version, which would result in the lnformation Repositories portion being on 
page 9. as stated in the text. 

3. Page 5J Summ~ry of Offshore Investigations. The Navy revised thls portion of the text in 
response to several comments on the draft Plan. Based on the Navy's respoJlse to EPA's fifth 
comment., the second sentence in the left wlumn was supposed to end " ... from the vicinity of 
OU4". This revision is not reflected in the draft :final Plan. 

The next-te-Iast sentence in the left column is a bit misleading as it gi'Ves the reader the impression 
that the State of Maille has given the Shipyard a <clean bill ofbealth'. The DEP~s September 30, 
1998,letter to the Navy regarillng Human Health Remedial Action Objectives (MOs) clearly 
states that ••.... human health RAOs for the offshore environment at the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard are not necessary Jlt this time [emphasis addedr' The letter goes Ott the state tha.t •• .. .it 
is the State ofMaine's intent to ev~ntually open aU sbenfishing beds .... ' and that •• ... when the State 
of Maine reduces biological contamination in tbe river to the extent that it no longer endangers 
shellfishillg.. the Navy marneed to address metal contamination in mussels around the Shipyard as 
part of an overall effort (by aU contributors) to reduce contamination in the river." TheNavy 
must revise the text to clearly reflect that the State has not let the Navy off the hook regarding 
this issue. 

4. Page 8, Evaluation ofthe Proposed btlerim Action" The first sentence in the first buUeted 
item should be amended to reflect that the interim monitoring would be protective of human 
health and the envirorunenl in thcshort-tefm, as stated in the lElSt paragraph of the section. 

The first bulleted item in this section concludes wit.1:i th~ sentence "For the protection ofhwnan 
health. chemical concentrations in the offshore are at acceptable levels." TillS is not correct. The 
State ofMaiue has issued Fish and Shellfish Consumption Advisories b~l:ause of chemicals found 
iu tbe environment and in frsh and shell11sh tissues. In addition, areas in the vicinity of the 
Shipyard remained closed to shellfishing. The Navy must revise the text to accurately describe the 
known human health concerns. 

5. General Comment. We are still awaiting written responses to our comments on the Navy's 
proposed monitoring program, wInch was discussed at tile August 20111 technical meeting. 
Therelbre. we inay have additional comments and questions on the NaVY'$ proposed inlerim 
action during the up-coming public conunent period. 

• 
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]fyau have any questions regarding the co~ments above, please give me a call at 207-777-1049,' 

Sincerely. 

&w~ 

cc: 

TOTAL P.04 
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