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As YOu f~gues~e4~ 'We ate' Wansmitting comments tt> the Seac~ast An~i"poJl~Ji~~' L~'1-~~~, '(~:AR~) " 
'cdnbi:~rninftM~\F~bnia:ry' 1999;aocumeht, Draft .. Si te:Screening R~p(Jl!f, .puilding.18,4. (~it~! ~O),', 
West Timber Basin (Site 31), and Topeka Pier (Site 32). The report was prepared by Tetf~J~ch 
NUS to pr((s,,~nt the results of investigations tocharacterize the Building 184,(Site 30), West 
Ti1l1be~ ~asin (S1i'ie 3 l');'and Topeka Pi~rf(Sih~'32)'site's'; . .The purpose of ,it he jll~~stigati9ns is!to 
proVille ihf6tn1atioii'toHcerruilg!the'pofetitiaI for centam1nation .at tne ,sites, in prder to I)l~~e "",' 
decisions concerning possible future actions. Our comments and questions are as follows: ..... 

. 1. P~gel!$-l~":$'~ecuti~e'S~lhmary;paragraph '1.. The refeFenced:~or th~woX!; pl~ sh,q,lJ)d bH 
citedaddadded'i'ofneReferenceList. "'" .",';;;,' ., , .... :.: " ',', .. ,' ... :.". 

2. Page ES-1, ~xecutive SUJllma..y" ~a;~gr:~~'·~.h' Medi~ pr~t~~;io~ S~a~g~rps.(W>S~r~re ,c 

mentioned here and throughout the report. However, according to pages 14-4 and 14-5 of the 
Ap'rir 1~~8' Sire 'Sereefiing;"W Ollk P lan(BUi ldihg '1'114, (Site 30),· ,We~t Til1!!J.er.,1 IJq~~n, (S'it,e: ~n . find . 
Topeka Pll!r\(Siti! 32); tHe'MJ>Ss were;replacewithBreliminary,Rem~diatiop.G(:W.,1s;(ln~.q~) .. ' 
followi~$. the Shipyard's transition from the RCRA program to CERCLA. We also note that the 
Draft Ffe'Jdlhve~tfgtifion Reportt'SitlJ' 10!(Building 238) and Site 'J9·,6Tc.epee J~Qinera,~f!r)!,yv,W.ch 
we recently reviewed refers to PRGs, not MPSs. FOr'consist€nCY;'·~;$ak!;};iPRG.,not.~$,:sp.puld 
~e used throughout the report. If it is not appropriate to use PRGs in this report, an explanation 
Should" 'lJ:e""p"ro! VfCl'<...l." i ' .• ,.,,. ;." UtiU t/ c' {'~~ :t.."<'~ ; ';';~ }:'" ~ j.r ,'.: ' 

" . ~,~ "~< 
• < " , . 

3. Page ES-l, Executive Summary, paragraph 2. The PNS site-specific t>,~9hgt9y,n~tj~\. ',' 
mentionyd here and in n,umerous other places in the report. Background determination. has not 
yet been' finalized arid th~eare'issues that still must be-resolved, 'For examp.1~\ as wp nottr.Q,in our 

. F~brtia(y 25; t999~ commehts' on the Dfaft'Facility BackgrcmndDeveloPf11elJt, wehaveconc~rps 
.' r ' 

lauren.stanko
Text Box



• 1 

regan:ting collecting background samples in an industrial area at a Superfund Site and using 
elevated "background" conditions as the basis for comparison or risk calculation that will have the 
effect ~of down-playing or minimizing risks at contaminated sites. Therefore, the text must be 
revis~d here and elsewhere to reflect that background levels are currently in draft form, 

4. P~~e ES-l, Executive Summary, paragraph 3. "Neither the MPSs or the ~<!:gi0!f!J1IRf3Cs 
for sails considers the potential for contaminants leaching from soi' to grOlln4'fa~er. 1f.e1J,~;e, 
contO!Jlinant concentrations in soil were also compared to the generic Federal Soi!Sc.ree1J~n¥, 
Level~ (SSLs}." 

Page 14-5 dfthe April 1998'Werk Plan'states the follOWing:" "Not~,t/J{;lt the,PRGsfor soil do no~ 
take into consideration the leachingjrom.,'soil togrourtdwater.H(JWev.er; tfJe{~J;IP/ling of - ' 
chemifals from soil to groundwater would be accounted for by evaluating the concentrations in 
grounjJwater and the modeling of contaminant migration from onshore to ojjs/;J,qre en,v.irfJ.nm,C(,nJ 
(di? " ed in Section 14.3.3}." Why did the Navy deviate from the method described in the 
W?>~ .,,'ri?;"~Is.theuse;b:S~bs more' cotlsetvative,or n;or~ ~epresent,att¥~{ PleaS~lprqv:i~e thy. 
r~tlOnale~Of't.lsmg 'SSLs Ih place of theapproacli descnbed I,D ,the WQrk: ~la,n and t1w ~~e~to1} (lsk 
screening;' , " 

, ' 

" i 

5. P.ge'ES-l,'Executiv~ Summary; SITE 30 (BUILDI~G i84)"Ba~~~~qun~. ',' The 'text " 
shoulEHtlso l)1ention that Building 184',w'as.used as, a ftJ,c~Hty,:for~lewring m~~aJ p~rt~ in die mid~ 
1950s. 

, ~ :: t , )' ' 

6.' Page ES.:.2, Executive Summnry; SITK30(IUTJLJ>ING,.l84), ;Field wy~~t,i~~t~~~" ,1 ; 

Actiyities, paragraph 2. "Material" and "till" should be $eparated by the wqt;d t:~n4" h1 the first 
sentenc~. The use of the term "unit" in the second sentence is a bit confusing. Does it refer to " ' 
the :6~erburden'asa whole:Of jtislthe;illl!rnate'riaI? '~Iease clarifY, 

~{" " '; • j ~ ~ 
, ' I ~ ~ 

7~ 'P~g,~ ~~~2,' Ex~cutive SUrllllla..y; SITE'301(B'UILDING,184), ~o~gi~~jo.t1s,~iUlf.agr~ph.,2:' 
"The 'hletills cohcentiatioris ,in soils ,also deereased with ,dept!} whieh,imight b~ e~pt;c/ed~': " " 

It is':'h()~' 'at ~r (Hear to' the, re~~er why 4t is ,~~pec~ed':hat" c~n~ent;~ti'9~~ of 1Petais.~q~l9 ,b'e' 
'expect~dt();decrease with,depth:, 'Please claritY., : " ,.,,' r: \. ,', 

, i,. If 

8. Page ES-3, Executive Summary, SITE 30 (BUILDING 184), ConclusioQ~' p~~agr~~~ ,~. 
"Based on the findings of the site screening, the horizontal extent of contamination appears to be 
adequately defined." , ,. . \ ' , 

,~ , ,~ 

It is ~ren1att1re to stat,e that tIle hor~i(j)~~ai, ext~nt of c~ntami~~i~~'i~ de.fin~d::p~t1iq~iWiy, whe~ 
the Navy a¢knowledges in the subsequent section.,thatthe',seurce of.t~YC9!1tamination ~t 'ijuilqing 
184 has not yet been identified, and that additional investigations will be required. Furthermore, 

f 
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~-··----··-·-·---8tft:&ref!ni11g-Report,--&tes-30;-31-;-and-3.z------·--····'---"---

as the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) points out in General Comment 
3 of their April 8, 1999, Jetter, the tmung of water,leyel measurements in tidally:-influenced wells 
appe:;t;f,sto introduce some ~~certain.ty il110 interpr~tations ofgroundwaieffltiw'directfons. ' 
Spef(.iijca\ly, ;the pea~s oftid~- influence and the lag 'after hiSh and.lo~ tide for individual wells 
mu~~ qe dietermined"b~fqreigroundwatetflo'Ydirections b'ased (in contourihg'water level . 

. 1l1ea~uremeQ.ts are tnterpreted. With regar9 to' grbundw'ater flow' directIon at Building 184, " . 
:t\tmD -ttP, c~lcl.!~ations resulted,in ~: i~f~rpret<.ttjpn. tl1~taJffef~ ;signific~iit1y frdrfl' 'the1flbw direction 
presented in the report, and' iridicat~s that only one oft~ef6ur im6hi~oringwel1s -appears to be 
downgradient of Building 184. We 'concur With thlMEDEP'ssug~'estioh th"at autdmafed or' 
repeated water l~vel measurements be ,employed ,at ti<\a,lly-influenced wells to ensure that 
maxim\lm' and nppill]UJJ:l w,.ater leyel~, ~ we)I as Jag tim~, 'are.'.dete~rtiihed prior to corit6uring water 
level data, and look fQrwaql to a reevaluation of grou,rtdwater flow aire'ctions for all three sites. 
, ' , ... , ".. i ' , .,' ,,', '.> ,- ,.!', j., ;. , ::,.' ):.",,~, "i '" -:. '. ' . ' ; '.. .. , . 

9. Pages I;S,.3 & ES-4, Ex~c,utiv~ SlJpn~ary, ~IT~ 3f(WI;STTIMBER BASIN); ':3, j' . 

Background ... The d&te~ pres~nted in this 'section' difter sciWeWliaf &8til'tli'e a;tie~;iJiiSec'ti'bn 
3.2.1 ofth~ Ap~il'1998"'Vork Plan. For'~x~ple,'t~e Work ~lan stat~s that'the timberoasin ' 
originated in the early 1900s and was filled in compiefefy by i 940. 'Tf1~ repdft states that ~the' \ 
West Timber: Ba;sill. w,;t:,s u~~d to store apd, ,~e~:;on wqod ,prior to 1900, and that by 1948, the fiU 
extended'we~t. Irom t~e timbeI;p~iri'~o the '9urrent shotelJrle:'t~ atl,dition, 'thdWork'Plan '(page 3-
7) myntiQns pigging and smelti~g ~y-prpducts wenUnto' the West Timber Bashl: Ate 'these the 
bY"PfOduct~,of.the, JIleta, wash,ii)g,plant meritioned at itie odfiom ofp'ageES';..3? Are,the';' '. 
incon~istem;ies' the 'result oj new Wqrmation gath~teci shjc~ the 'Aprii '1998 iW o'rk Plan was" ' 
released? ., , . , , . ,,'. , ' , , .' > ' , ' 

10. Page ES-4, ExecUfiye Summary, SIT~ 3'1 I (WESr TIMBER,'l)ASI,N),.EE1d " 
InvestigfttioQ Acti",jiie~,.paragrapb 2. ,:Wpat i~'~he soJ~~e offlie'~sh,~'ehtiohed'in the fourth 
line?: ' What at;e the NayY' ~ plans for ~ioxintestil)~ at ~ite3'? ' 

11. Page ES-5, Executive Summary, SITE 31 (WEST liMBER BASIN), Cbnclusioils,' 
paragraph 2., '~T/1ere {Ire C1irr.ently no screening criteria with which to compare the IPH [Total 
Petroleum Hydrocarbon] soil data:~' '.' , "'" i' 

Astne MEDEP,p~~c~~7~ ~~, ~l?~cific C9~~mt ~in the~ Ap~l ~~ 1999.1~~t,7r, tpe ~~ate of Maine 
has the "Procedural GUldehnes for EstabhsPing $tandaras fCjr the' Remedlaft6nof Oil '? 

Contaminated SoH and Ground Water in Ma1ne". Ifpublic Ustrorgroundwatef'is considered (as it 
i~ in subsequent.~c;:~tipl).s et1~it1ed ,Risk ~ssessment SCf{~j:.':ning)~ the cleanup standard for 
contaminated soil ~s 10 ~g!kg total fuel. oil or 5 trig/kg ~dtal gasoline as determined byMEDEP­
approved laboratory methods. Therefore, the Maine GUidelines must be fu~rttioned'here and 
elsewhere ip th~ r~port text, al).d results must be compared with the, cleanup staJ}dard. 

> ,') 
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, ; 

12. ;age :ais~~, Ei~~utive Summ~..y, SITE 31 (WESt TIlVIBER BASIN), ' f} 

Re£()!llm~ndati9ns. Is, 'the Pha~e II Invystlgation actually a Remedial Investigation? 'Please 
clarify. Will the aqdjtional:ill\-:~s,tig~tiO,ns alsoe.v~lu~teJP~'Ro~~~t~~1 !rnpact of'~!te 31 ?fl offshore 
receptors? ,I~e~flVY P(Op9~~s,to yondyqt ~~dltl~nal so11 sam,pl~ng at WTB-SB02, WTB-SB07, 
WT6r~:BO~~ anp wta-~BQ6. 'rei mfl~(wu~p:,concentr~t16fl's fora number' ofin6rganic bo~pou~d 
exceedap.c~~were detectedat, W,:t]3;:~Bq~laI?-d)\T'tB-SBO,f T~erefore, these areas, as well as 'the 
potential for ,bedrock coptamipFJ.tion; must' also be investigated., ' '.." . 

-.. " .'..-' ; ,~;. f ~2 r 1 .' • I ~ 

\3. Page ES;-7, ~xe~~tive",~u,~~}lry"SI,f1t ~~" (TqrEKAPIER), Backgtound'~ The '." 
inform,ation pr~sented at the tqg ofth~ pag~~ttlplies thai fillihg atthe .Topek~ Pier sit'e was 
completed by 1910. However~ the April f9~8 Work Plan (S~ctlon 3 j. i), shltes that landfilling. , I 
continued \ll,1tU ~J9,uQ,d" 194.5. Inform~JtiQn al;JOut landfilli!lg after 1910 mustbe added to the text, 
and ;s.lwuld, inp\ude, th~ s9urce(s), of't4e:' fill w~t~ri,ararltf .w-liat it' (migHt have) 'contained: This ' 
section should, also ,descrih~ the sywer an4, diaina~6 pipes that' r~pbite~l1y' discharged solvents and 

:. " , j' ' .- , . ' . =7 !.,-,( .' ,'\, -' _, ;r; ',J I; • _I ~'. !, t • • • • • 

antifr;eeze to the Back Channel until the 196Q8. ~, .. " , i' • " " ' 
>"~' • ~ , ,~. f ,.. :.,' to ,\ 

,,', i \ 

" '. \ ',,'. ",' ., " 3, ~ ,,~ j ,_ - . ' I '. , i' 

14. ~ag.e"ES:-9" iJj;xecutiv~ SJlmmary, SrrE 32 (TOPEKA' PIER), Recommendations. Is the 
Phase.n lnv.estig~tiOI,1.a~~uaiiYa R.~m~diaIJpvestigation? p'IJas~ cyarify.' We disagree>that, ' 
additionaljnvestig~ti.oqs ar~, only rie~~~q 'i#the vicinity ofBui!ditigs

i 

IS8 arid 154, and that the 
remaining ,.~r~~s of Slt~ 32 dp pot,'n~iqul~e :fii1l1~€fi~ork. The 6ighest g6ncentrations . of mercury 
and lead, which also exceed screeni~g criteria, occur a! TP-S:S'09 arid TP~SB 1 0, respectively.' , 
Therefore, these areas must be evaluated as well. As we pointed out in comment 8, above,we 
have concem~ ~egarqingtheinterpretatiop ofgroun9water flow directions based on the water 
leve,ls ~eas4red)n ti4a,liy-i~u~~ges ,We~ls.VP'bbrtaiqties .regardihggroundwat~r flow directions 
must be addressed. Given the proximity'0f'Site'32 to' thesl1ote, the additional irtvestigatiorts must 
also assess the potential impact on offshore receptors,including the effects '6fthe sewer ahd 
drain~ge pi~e,qischarges to ~as~,Cpannel.", 

• ",' '. '" 1 ~ , ";.<. , 

" , :. . "~- \,\ t: . ! " ' ',' ,."" " • _ 

15. Page 1-2, Section 1.3.1 Facility Location 'and MissiJIl~ 'The secoridsentence is';" . ,i 
incomplete. 

16. ' Page: 1\~2, .S,ecti~,n ,'i.3..2,::Ph;siograp'lty, 'pa~agra'p' 1.'1 The' c8inplJtetitle bf'the O'Toole 
and, Clinch referepce c{ted)uust be:iJlclti~~'d in' thi reference list. '" 

, , 1 ' j : ~ • -, ,: ,~ .' I ", •• < ;. < \ ~ ,\ 
j, •• , 

17~ Pag;s 176 &, ~~7, Sea.Of'·'~:4j.2~ f~evi~us Investigati~ns. ' the fe'sults,orearlier testing of 
the, crystfllljne sul?~laiwes fqund ,fit BJil4~ng i 84 sho~ld be, inCluded in the repbrl. 

,-' - . , , - , \ , ~ , 

18. Page 1-7,Secti6n 1.4.2j, Site Desc~ipdon~ 'Comment 9 ~ above; als<)' applies' t({fhis 
section. 
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19. Page 1~9, Section 1.4.3.1, Site Description. "Burnable material" is described as being 
. dqrnped in 'the timb~fbasin IJt ~ite 3/2. ,-Wa&th~ }l1a.t.~rial actually burned at the site? The April 

1995,'Whtk'Flan'also menti0ns,di$posal ~f~"v~fi~~s',c~ns: antl/dfums": TIlisiftfortnafion"should b,e.· 
added to the report. A number of buildings are ll'sted ~s beingbdnsttucted during 11941 .. 1945, 
Howe~ef, thkte is 'no information ~Qnc,erping the matt(fi4lJs stored, us,ed, or disposed, or the 
acti~itie;'cafried out 'at the inclividuaL buildings." :th\s,~,o.~sn;t ~eip"1t'i'understaridingpotential) 
historical sburces ofcontaminatiQnfat t~~J'PP~Jql fi~! Sit~: '~ot e?C~mple; Buildings 177,d97~ and 
112 were used as storehouses, Did the materials' stored ll'ave'the pbteniial to'contiuninate the ' 
site? Building 176, housed torp~,4pQ¥.erh.aJ.d an4~toxage. What materials were used in the 
overhaul process. What' s involv~d in ov~~hauling ;; i6ipedd~ AdditiohW background informatioll 
is needed for historical perspective and to understand potential sources of contamination" ; ;" 
Information concerning current,.drainagedt~RQ,a.~g~,~~Q Ba.9~ q~~nnel sh~uld also be provided. 
For example, areithere,any;floor drainscufrehillfn\ise in"btdlditigs at''She 32? If so, where and ; 
vJhat do they discharge?,' ,', '\" : :" ; ,,',,' , " ' , I,. . " ,', ;" 

t ' ,'\ .J" > • " " 1 f J> ,t ~ I ~,"j t 
> • ;,1;\> F;~I".. ~ ,; :"., ,'t,t . ,f r .>"'" _', c,- , 

20. Pag~ 2~1, Chapter 2.0, SITE INVESTIGATION ACTIVITIES~ We have npted'a,'; 1 -

numb'er 8tdeviations from. ;activijies ~n9 pr9,c~dMq;S <;le§~ribed in the April 1998 Work Plan that 
, • -'{' ," J', ,- .'w(" 1--'- t'1 E " .'" _ -

are not documente<:l'i'n:thisreport r:rhese deyiati<?,n~,~houIQ bei'deritified iri the report an4..the 
reason(s) for departing frbtnthe-Wod<, -Pl&n ~sh(w({J?~ ~escf16~~ .. '-' -; ,'.: i '. 

, . , ~ ,. ; ! 

I' 21. Page 2-1, Section 2.1.1, Surface Soil Sampling, paragraph'1. Aecordirrg to the April, 
1995'Work Plan, surface 'soil saq1pl~,s, ~,~r~.~_~l, ~~cpUecte9 at all soil boringlwelliocations and all 
soil bOrings'.': WhY',weren';,t surface S9il!sa~p(~sRi\\e?~er~',at all b~~rig' locati6n:s~'" C,'"", 

, " '- ' . .- ;. , '. 'I. 
j."~; " ~' ~ 

22. ,Pa~e 2-2, Section 2.1.2, Soil Boring Drilling a~uj Subsu:tf~h~i Soil Sampling, paragr~p\l 
l. 'Page 4- J! of the/April 1998 W 0* p.la"Q. ~tat~s that rmlit-s,poo.n samples were to be collected 
co'ntlri~busly to the bottom of e~ch-~9riQ.g. whYI~~~n't thIs ddne 'at Sites'31 , and 321 
- , • -' . - -, / '-. ~ "i '~: 1 '1. " I 

'tH)._ 

23. 'Page 2~3~ SeCtion 2.2d, M~nito~ing Well In,sf~~I~ti9111lrtdDtweI6piU~rtt~ i>aragra~b .i., 
According to the Work Plan (page 4-2), well.,tPry'~~gm¥eQ{~~~notl:to occur untiLat'least 14 days 
after well installation in order to allow the grout to cuie. However; the W'eU'Develop'mentOata 
Sh~ets, incltded in} App~ndix~!.iQdicat.~ ~,~~~~9ijm~P\Rrni?~ o~~of sixtee,n wells occurred before 
the 1142day period had passed, Ji ,QfpaJ;ti~l!laLCOnp,~rrwethe Uevelopnient 'Of wells' TP:.;MW06' 
and TP-MW07 just 2 and 3 days a~enw,~llin&tanail:Op \y~scbrtlpteted:"Why'did develppooent, 
occur in less than 14 days after well installatio~ai ove{1i~l1ftlie' wells? Hdw have well· ',' .... '!.,', 
charactetisticsartcil' sainple,qu~ity ,by.~.n.,.eff~9ted? < ~n a9.~i~i9n? wells, were reportedly developed 
until turbiditY'in the weU-diseharge was less'traQ 10 'Nep,llelometfic' Turbidity'Units (NTUs). iThe 
Work Plan stated on page 4-4 that deveiopmen(~o~rd'COht1riue}tintWfUtbidity was le~s tpan:5 
NTOs.What is,'theJechnicl;il basisJpf..<l~y~",t\n,~ fn,1wthe Wo~k Plan and what are the potential 
imp'litts dfchangingthe developm~Q.tprocedur(q ." ',;, . ",' :: 

, , , 
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,<'. ' 

24~', Phge2~3, Section z.i.~, Groundwater Purging and'Sampling, paragraph"Z. '/'W~ter 
level and water qU(llity pan;lmC!f,~r.~ w~~e ined~ure'q hi' 5- to 10-minute intervals duringpurging. " 

'-'.' . .! 

According to p~g~ A~5 of,th~ AprIl i '998 6Work PI~n, water levels were to be me~sured, in 3'~ 't~ S-, 
thinut'eqntetvals and water qU,ality' parameters ip:5-mlnute interVals. ,~rheNavy should e;xplain tijis 
deviat,ion from the\yqrk P,l~u a1}d if it re~uitdd'in signifitant differences ,in data collected. ' 

~ ; , - < ,,' ., , ; , 'j " • ~ ~ 1 ' '\ 

2S.Pages'2.4 &, 2-5, Section' 2;2.3, Groun(Jwater L~velMeasurements., CQ~el1t 8"above, 
applies to this, section. " I"" "" i ", ',', ; ,I;, " " :' , 

• r;. ~' ; • 

26. Page2-S, Section 2:~~;:S'uR~YING, p'araghl'phl. Wha:f'does "with math~matic,al 
adjust,\TIent" mean? How willthe'vertical closure orO.ClS feef 'from PNS, datuul effect , 
meas~rements such as water levels? What impact might this have on contouring water le~el d,~ta, 
and the interpretation of grolHldwater ijow directions (see comment 8, above)? 

", " ' " " i' " :~." 

27. Pages 2-5 & 2-~~' Se~tlon~ i;4 'i>~con(amilt'~iion and;2.~ ~~~S~igation~])~rived Waste~ 
The specific standard operating p~Qc~dure~ (SOPs )fbI1owed should be r.eferenced in thes,e :' " 
sections, and any deviations noted. The cltatiokafitl 'reference for the Shipyard ,prqtocol for 'waste 
disposal should also\>e provided. 
~ " ; 1:,' . "', </ 

" I';;; 1 . ' , ' : , . '!-;~ t ~:. . --l ':'..1 .\, 

28. Pages 2-7 & 2-,8, seci.on 't~~.2~ pa~a,~~I'idat~?n Ou,~lifier~. A prief descriptjoll; 9f.the 
data qualifiers listed in this section should'he iMlitoeaas afo6tnote'on~alltableSlin'the,repot1 
wh'erethe,qualiflers,¥e,appli~:4 to >analyti9~1, results. 

" • .' -~, L -, ~ ) 

29. Page 2-8, Section 2.7' E,V ~~JT~iiqN' Olf'PATAAN,Dc PERFO~NCE O¥ JJi~'J( , 
SCREENING. What is the "studio£' ecological receptors" menti'0ned in the sec()n~,~en!~nqe'? 
A citation anq n~~~nmqy~ shq~Jd pe l?fOvided., What are the "other criteria" mentioned at the end 

.' of the paragraph a,~ being u~ed for data comparisoh? Comments" 2 and 3, above., concep1jng 
MPSs and,sit6,backgr()upd ~l~~, apply'io' #iis·'sebt1on. ,', ,;'. I' ,~' ".', . ';: c , 

_. • '. ". " " < j j- ! ~ f '~I 1 \, < j • 

30. ,Page '2-8, Sectio~;2~'7'~1, "C~.np~rishn'.WittHpreliminafY~RGs;and Oth~~'''Criteria', ,;,,'; 
paragraph 1 ~ Why, was tl\,e c,t:yerage' coRdehtt~iioii: anne field duplicate pair used? T,q b,e:m?re 
conservative, the, higher ofil)etw.o cC;JDcerlttatibns shOUld he!used. '"", 
"~_, ,_ ' -.:. ,"', , ~:: {,; ': E ' • > •• ,~ , .r .". >' I" \ '\, , j' > J 

, • ,. > " <.-., ~d~;' "'/ I >' ';'>"~' ;;. . , .... ::'i.,.l",. ,"'. b ;, , 

31., ,Page 2-9; Sectiq;~l,~.,~.l"C.~ll1p~r,i~o~ :witli Preliminary FRGs and ,other Criteria, 
paragraph Z; CQIIlflwnt:~~ abp',:,~~ ~o~6~r,rrlhg'the use dfSSLs aiJplies,totbis section, 

,", , ~., • ' -" ~'" ." .', , ! ~ ) : ;;- - 1 ~ 
! ~ 

32. Page 2-10, Section 2.7.1, C~mparis'on witb;PreUlnbiaty PRGs and other,Criteria~ , 
second bullet. Comparison with background lev~ls 'for' s'alirie' conditions sbould alsID be, Ipcluded. 
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33. Page 2-13" :I;~ble ~-"3. An~q\,lipment error is qoted for dissolved oxygen measurements at 
wtB-M\V6~, r~s4Iti}l8.in a n~ga:tiv~ l\1~asuren1eh:C'Why'wash'tthe fieldcfewable to correct the 
situation and collect a usable meas~t6m~nt? We also hdte'thcir1ra:llg'eofturbidity measured at,the ' 
w,ells. ,Whyar~ m,e~l:![ymen~s ~ignificaqtly higher at several wells? Is it a function of well 
~eyelopm~nt,\,sl1pi~ time aft~ri welt ~n'sta11a~h)h? 'Ins,tailati6nlbf'd4argenveH'"screen slot size than 
'approp[i~~e7, W1;tat effect, if a.ny,~, wotild die'se turbitlity levels h~ve dillaboratbty analysis? ; - " ' 

. -, " ~ i)' , f ',,'~~-rIJ' "L 'i ;_ > " ••• ;., ;,};." 

34. Page 3-1, Section!il, sdlL'i'NtESTIbATIO'N, paragraPh"2-;' "BoringsY1184-SfJ03 and 
B 18 {SlJ04 we1,:~/'1~tql{e...d to evaluqt~, the s~ils downgradiept oJ: th~ site." 

" "" ", -.: . ': ; . "; ,~ " ":. : ~ , ,,' ! ;~ " ';, ,"" 

Based on th~ ground~at~r contours drawn on Figute 3L5, it appears that onlyB184-SB04 is'­
actually downgradient of the acid pit in Building 184 (see comment 8, above, as well). " 

35~ r,l,lg~ j-i~ ~~~t~~~ A.Ll,:SUrfa~eSojJiSa:mpling an!llArialysis;'paragraph 2-.; "The surface 
sOU'Sa,,,,p/(,!S 1i'~r~ 'coiiected from d~p;h$o! I~S$ i thhh 8 lhqhei bklol!vi(ihe 'grotind ¥Surface fbgs). "" ' 

~' >.' > , ' J ( ~ ': '; ,~ '. ; , " I' . I',' " 
, ,_: \ '. ~ ,<' 1 • > 

i ' l 0' ' • f i . ;- ." 1 ;, 3 ". ;, ,,' " I,', : '; ~ , < , < • " • < 

Ac~or4in.~ .tq: tbe .A-p~jl. 1 ~9~ 'w o,rk r~~p (page 3 -7)" ~urrace soil samples were to De collected 
from 0-1 foot bgs affer removing the first several'ihehes of soiL" Why was the 'sample collection 
horizon altered from the Work Plan and what are the possible ramifications? ,;, 

36. Pag~ 3~1, Sect~o~ '3:1J~ S~rrace SOil Slmpling ap,fAnaJysis, 'p'8tagraplt'"2/; 'fThe 
samples were collected by mixing the soil in a stainless steel bowl and then tranS/erring'it to the 
appropriate contain~r,;"[ i', t" 

• 1 ;: t '. ;' t " 

W~ are ,p,Ql1pern~4 that tpe, act ?fmixingJll~ ~oiqQ-F~n 0BeD,. ~es~el ha~ likely resulted in the loss of 
s~tp~, YQl~til~ consti,tuents pIj()f to placing flie soil sample ih'c()nt~ners. Therefore; we 'believe if 

that concenti.a~ion,s repor1;ed for ~0Iatile'~h~alil~b6mp'puhds (Vats) arelikely·to'be Io'wet;!thiul( 
actually. pccur &t, the ,Site. ,', " "" . , (i .,,' , • ' , 

37. p~ge 3-2, Section'il~2, Sub~urfa~e '$olt'SaulpiiW'g iln\~L~,nalysis.Tliis panigraph shOUld 
also state that split-spoon samples were collected continuous~y for lithologic descriptions;!'" 
o~,~~f\YatiQn fqr .&igl1~ Qf.9pnt.arp.inatioq, and screenin~ ~ith a photoionization detector (PID), and 
that thls,jnformati9nw~s' u,s~dln sel~cting~tibsurfac-e SoH'isAttiple's tof latibtatory ,analysis." " 

~i- . _','0 1'~-': ',i~, 1'~ 'r.\l \"\ \:\' 

38. P~g~ ~72, ,~e~tioil 3:2.1,M$niitoring Wen :r'hstanation~ paragraphs' l' & 2. As'noted'in 
comment 34: above, onlyB184-MW04appearhd actliaI1:Y be doW'hgradientofthe'site. 'Fwo of 
the four monitoring wells were instalI~din bedrock~wllereasthe W6rk'Pian{page 3-4):specified 
the ip.v~stiga#(1) wQul,dbe limited to the Qverburden. The reason for installing the wells in 
bedrock,a~ (w~lr ~s,th~ B~t~t:ttil:d effeCt 9h grol.1h~Water ,flow and I cdn~amlriantniigratibn direction 
interPretation (using d~ta from Doth Qvetbut(ien'itrtd .bedtock 'wells) should be included-in this 

• ~ , f: " , , _ ~ , ,.~ ~ _ ! :. j " 1, ',~i • ~, sectIon. ", ' ,", ' ". '. ' , j .• ;, 
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39. ;llage 3-;-3, S~ction ~.~.3, Water Level,Measurements. See comment 8, above, regarding 
water levelweasurement& and the' r~spltj~g interpretati'o? of ground\vatet fl6'W' dirbction. '"j , 

40. Page 3"14, Section,~.3.2, Hl'dr~ge9.1o~y! '"We8~~~ tha(~fthe four' w~ll~, h~o are screened 
in bedrock, one in,ov,erbufden, and one.iu bOlh overbl!r~en and'be~rock, add that we do not have' 
hydraulic conductivity information. The comments we have made above (8, 38) 'regarding water 
leveLmeasurement~, well locations, and ~pr,~,en,1ocation ~pply to thjs ~ection. 

41. 'Page 3-5, Section 3.4.1 Surface SOil, paragraph 1,' and subsequent sectiolis. "Acetone is 
considered a common laboratolY cQntaminant and, therefore" may not be a site-related 
constituent." , ' " , , ' 

, .~ . ~ ~ ~}". 

Ther~ are numerous Ipcations in the .repot1: wher,e ~imilar language is used to describe the 
• .,...,~. .~. _~ " .' ,~~, . ." ", "~ ·~l. ) " 

detectIon of certalJ} qompounds. ls the Navy ~.aymg the detectIOn of these compounds resulted 
from laboratory contamination? What do the iabbratory data and the' qliality control sample 
resuUs ,show? It is not plea{ if the comp?u~9s d[etected sho~ld be dismissed as l~boratory 
contamimmtsprr~tained as site-related Gon~~!tllents. The text should be Clarified 'Yherever this 
wording is used. , ";' 

42. Page 3 .. 6, Section,3.4.1 Surfa~~ Soil, paragraph~. "NQ,PCBs were detec~e1 in the 
remainingsample." , I, :.\ \ • , , 

Were PCBs detected in the surface soil sample at B 184-SB03? Please clarify. ' 

43. Pages 3-9,- 3-14, Secti~n 3~5,,~SK ,ASSli;SSM~NT SCREENING -"COMPARISON' 
WITH- MJ~S.l!j~~D ,OTHER C:Rr:r~~,A>n4m6((r' of ~ur preYiQl1s comments (for example 2, 
3, 4, 8, 11, 36, 38, 40, 41) apply to'the validity and' cbmpleteness Ofihe iriteipretations in this 1 

section. We look forward to revisiting the risk assessment screening once'furthei definition of the 
extent ofconta,min~tion and delineation <,>f groundwater flow and contaminant migration is 
completed", '.' ,"".' .(, " '., ' 

~ , ' l ',. " 
f , .' 

" \ .' 

44. Page3~ 10, SecfiQn' ~.5,.1 ': S urfa~e';$()il, ,paragraph 2~ "If d ',quantitative risk assessment' 
were to follow the screening process, chernicals thai exceede# only slte,:.specijic bCickgrotihd " 
values would be eliminated from fUllh~r ~valuption. ', .. Additiontllly, (lny chemical 
concentrations in excess. ()fthf!USEf~Jlegion ji] r~sidentialjU1Cs but below ba,ckgroimd 
oonce.ntr,ation w9uldalso be eliminated/rom fur~her evaluafi;on." 

This statement is ~t odd~ )\';ltll t4~prqcedure J?re~~pted~p. item 4<,>,ri pag~'14~6 ofthe Apdl1998 
W 0tk P:lan. Exceed{l.Oc~~ of,b~ckgr9un,~ 9f RBCs ins()p' ~er~, ~o be' fol1ow~~ ~p wit~' a risk 
assessment, not dropped entirely from consideration. Please clarify. ' , 
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45. Page 3-10, Section 3.5.1, Surface Soil, paragraph 3, and subsequent sections. 
"Because nO SSLs exist/or Fr(?,QIJ-1)3, .... rdh(!se- compounds. could not be further evaluated/or 
migrationpoiehtiat.:' ,.' , ' ":"; ,;, "'h, ' " '.' 

1" ! 

Sithilar passages occut els~~he~e' in the r~pot:t, ,ami thi~ 'c()m&6rtt: applies to' an such wotding. 
The ApilH 9~8 \ Wotk Plamidentified, a.m~ans, of ev~luMing tAigration potential (see; COmrrlent 4, ! 

above). Since application ofSSLs is impossible, wHl tlie'Navy'ndW'follo~'tli{rinethdd outlined in 
the W'orkPlan? ; " 

'. L' ", 
, ' 

46. 'Page ~~3,' Figure 3;.3 3.~d.'!!ubSeq;e~~ cr~s~ sectiq~'s.,'· Th~''Cios~!sedioh~ 'are''vet9helpfui 
for visualizing the stratigraphy of the sites. However,.it is a bi~ corifusing totelate the'elevations' 
shown at the ends of the cross sections, which can range' fr6'm: 45 to' 140 feet above mean sea level 
(msl), to the location of the histo~ic and pn;s~n.t ~b()rt( lin~s" whic,Q. presumably are at 0 msl. 

, • ',' • ,', , }, \' • f '. '.' ,<).. _ "'f ,r' j .-' 

Adding·(li second 'vertical scale. prpperly labeled. thafwoul'd ;shbw the "troe",elevation would 
clarifY the relalionship. ' i "', ,,' "," : 

< j" ,'" "\ { ;' ·,r 
, - '. 'i .~ -,', ;.' _ ;,_ ,_ ' '. i.~ , ;./ ~ ,::.,' ~~. ':..~. _ ' ,., ,\r 

47. Page 4-2, Section 4.1.1 Surface. Sou. Sampling and Analysi's'd)'aragraph 1.: Surfaee,soil 
s~ples were not collected from borings WTB-SB03 and WTB~SB()4 du~t()"the'ptestm€eof" 
asphaltahd graveLfrom 0 -to, 1 foot bgs. ,Howey,er, the April 199~ Work Plan stated that where 
asphalt paving was present,' the pavemept"and impacted;s~bbasti wodld b~;ferrioved, and' discarded 
prior to collecting the surface soihsan1ple., Why the c~~ge r}Qtri,the' W 9rkF1an? '\ ", { ! " . i 

. ,> , '1 } 
;', ',.: ":t i \1, "1 '. 

48.'" Page'4~2, SeCtion 4.1.1 Surface Soil 'sampMrae ~,n~ ~!I.~lxsi~, P¥lragraph 2. Please refer 
tb'dortunen.t;36, above, conc'etning t\le loss ofVQCsdu¢Jo,' \}1jXirig .the s6il sanlple:: .', 

''; '." . ".:. 
, ' 

49. Page 4-2, Section 4.1.2, Subsurface Soil Sampling and Analysis. Thh; paragraph ,should 
'iilso state that split SPO(1JD samples w~re c911e~ti~p, cpntiIJ.40usly for litholqgic descriptions, 
observation for signs of contamination, and scre'ening Vilth apiiotoiorilidtion fdetector (PID), and 
that this information was used in selecting subsurface soil samples for lal)ofatoly analysis. " " 

, ' 
'2, ; 

50. Page 4-3~ Section 4.2.3, Water Lev~1 Me~surem~nts. Se~' cobUYIelii 8, above, regarding 
water level' measurements anQ the resultjng i~~erpr~tatiqp, 'qf g;ou~dw~t~~ flow direction: ' 

, 1 ; 

51. Page 4-5, Section 4.3.2, Hydro~ology. Why is tlwre~h;n~~t h'I-foof'difference iifwater 
leyels measured at the two tidal gages, as reported in the second paragraph? OUf concerns " 
regarding' water level measurements and the res,ulting interpx:etation of groundwater flow 
direction, as outlined in comment 8, above, also apply here. " ", 

52. Page''4-10, Settion414.3, Groun'cJ"'3ter~ J,aragrapb l~, Why is the turbidity high at WTB­
MW04? Ismdre'well dev,elopment needed? .Was a pr9P~rly si:?ed we~l screen instAlled?, " 
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. '"; , "F ,~ .~ 
~ ; I, " ~ " \ " 

, -' 1 ,'. 'j , • 1, ~',.' ~ ';' t ' _ " ,'. ' ~ ;f" 

53. Pages 4-11 - 4-16, Section 4.5, RISK ASSESSMENT SCREENING - CO~I.PARISON , 
WITH MPSs AND OTHER CRITERIA. A number of our pr~vious comments,(for"exarpple 41 
3,4, 8,,)1, ,~,6,;4il) flPplyt9,Hwya~~dity and completeness of the interpretations in this section. 
We IQol~,fqrwarq tOrre'yi~i~ing:th~,fis~ 'ass~sslUetltscreening once further definition Qfth~ ~xtel1~,' 
of co~~aminJl.tiQn an?!delip~ati9P qfgioyhd~atej' fl?w artdcontaihinant mignition is com,pf~~ed. , 

- '.; , '" ,<". ~ , \ " , ~; , f' 

54. ~ages 4-11 & 4-12, Section 4.5.1, Surface Soil. A third bullet should be added ~n p~ge ~':-, 
II:td'fa,ddr{?&s pR() e,xc~edllPces of State standards, since residential use of the site and 
groundwajeds"p~itIg cOD~id~r~4. 1pe 'i1tW ~entdide iti'thefirst paragraph on p~ge 4-12 must be. 
revised tQ,addre~s the DRO,exceed~lnces.' ,,: ' 1 !, 

• ;- C " ~ _" 

, " 1:J '!' 
i:"l '/ '.i,;'," L~ }11;r! /H,'" _ 1- ";)' . f " i< f" ~ 

55. ~;tgeA;J2"Sectio,I\A.5.1~ ~~na~,~,-SOil;JJ~r:lgraPh i~' "If a. quantitative riskassessm~nt ;! 

were ltO follow the screening process, . chemicals that exceeded only'site-specific backgrq,un,d l\' " 

values would be eliminatedfrom.turther evaluation. ... Additionally, any chemical" , 
concefltrati(Jfls:ifM1~c!ess.otth~ [J~~PA,Regio11: III residential REes but below background 
concentration Wf1u,ld,'al~()' Ii~;~lilnihatedjioljzjufther'e~aluiim/fl/l';: I, ' 'i'", ,~ " " " 

: "',;i!, \!', i', ",,' \ ":, ,"", ",', "i '''o',i ",,' f i, ")' ,'" '\ ,\,' ',;y!, 

, 11his stat{(ment is, at: 9d4~ whh th~ prOpeQ,.lfe presented in item 4 on page 14,.6 of th~ Ap~il ,l99~ 
Work Plan. Exc,e~panc~s ofb~ckg~pundbr!RBCs insdil Wete'to be followed, up witp ?,ri~,k 
assessment, not dropped entirely 'frbm: ~oh~idetation.' PI~ase'clarifY. 'L ,i) ,', : , 

;, : Ii'; ': ,., ':~ ~ +'., , ; ,: '. \ ~;, ,. ':' ,'. '.1 /. ..).},:, •. , '.' . L I 

56. Page 4-1~"Section 4.5,.I~Su.,.a~e',Soil,'paragtaph 4. "~Because no SSLsfor:, transfer Agm 
soil to air exist for any PAHs;' 44'-DDD;: .. ,'these compounds could not befurther'evqlU/lt~dfQr 

, ,m; gtat(O(l p(!te,,/ia(.," 

I ~ < ' 

/ How will th~ Navy apdress this ,migration'poteritial, as well as the ,potential) ris,k~ associ3;ted wlih 
air-born qo,ntanpn,~~{s? ' , " " " " " ! J,':,', , ',,, ''i 

{ (1'," ( .; -J: 
., ..-:' 

Sr!. Page 4~13?S~c,ti~,~!~~~~2,,~ubsur.face SoU. A tpird bullet should be added to address DRO 
exceedances of. State" stapdard's, sin~eit~sfdential 'use', of tHe (site ahd' grounqwater is being , " , 
considered. The last ~~~t~~ce' i~ th~ 'Ii~t~graph following the bullets' must. be reyis~ ,t~ ~dp,r~~~ 
the DRO expe,~~~~~s. Basied o~ the i~ormation presented in Table 4-4, zinc not only exceeds 
backgr04l).d, but also eX;9~eds the'MPS: ' ' , ').' " r! " : , ,', 

l' • i . ,_I 

58. Pa'ges 4-13 & 4-14, Section 4.5.2, SUbsurf$Ce' Soil. Conutlent55, above,applies,to . .,this 
section. ' " 

• \v-· 

59. Page,,4;ftl, S,ection 4.5~t, Slil>~uHace SHil; paragrapb 1. The list of parameters tq b~, 
considered for quantitative fiskassessmeht should also include -iron:, lead,' and zioc, ' 
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60. Pa~e, 4-1,5, ,$~ction4;;5.'3,Groundwater, last paragraph,~" ,~~9tJWl~n~ 5..?" ab~ve, applies to 
this section. ',1 i"i;".~, ": ,.... 

61. Pa.g~ 4:-1~".~ection 4.5,4, Risk Screening Summary, paragraph 1. 'Coh1ffie~t~ 53 through 
60 apply tq,ihls sectiorl. ' '",.', ",,:' " ,."', '\.,.'. 

" •• ,. , ~ '; j ~ , ;r.,-' , ' 

62. rageS, 4-3,0 .~ ;4-;~~' Tables 4-3 & 4-4; B~cause the residep~jal' 4S~: pf t~~ si~e arid , .. , , 
groundwater)s beirs 6ol}sid(;rt:'d;theSfate dfMaine standards,fo,rDRO ,al}d'~;iRQ $PQ~ia.·Db" 
added to the t~ble,.{,and 'appll6abU~' excee'dances noted, : Table, 4,~4, sho~~d~Jso twamended t6 'show' 
that!lickel a;I1d i:h~~ ,ex~ee~ed the Region'III RBC and MPS, respectiy,~1Y.' , .. , , 

'J!",'r- { :,." " ,i, 

" . ~ I··t' 'r f "; ; 1 t, . , 

63. Pages 4:35'';')4-':'38''TM~I't~s'4-5 & 4~6. ~', Therearc'llumerops illstauG~,S t~bu~~te~ in Tabl~4-5 
where the numerical detection litnit was sighificantly greater, thap;.tpe MiQJmulp petection Limit 
(N~J:-). ,T,hi:; ,affects th~fr~quency of detections listed in Table 4-6. The relaHvelyhigh"Iiurnefical 

• " .' ~ f ,-, ~,' -1 i '-: ' ~. '.' :..' , , ' 

detection., lirW:t~ ~~r~~ ,e~9,~e~ ,screepi'ng criteriairi sev.eral im~tanc'~~l: TJWJ~for~,,;t~~ ~~t~aL n~IRber 
(an4 po,s~iply,l1],~~i}itu~~)of exceeiMnbes' thay,be:greatef than.)v,lt~fs, id~qt1fied j1). Table 4:;\6 and 
elsewhere~n ther~port.il~6~ 'e*'airiple;th~lnume'ricakdetectiQn;limit foc~~!l;d ,~xce~qelth~' MeL in 
two out of five . samples:" the MbLibr"tl1aIliumexceeds both, th~MCL an,d the Maipe MEG by a 
factor of at l~ast two, i arid 'thin6meneal detection Bmit wa&, as much a& lOp ~ime~ ~he, MEG. Toe 
Navy Iq\l,~t,expJ~in why the MDLs were not attained and how the elevated'numerical detectiort 
limits affed: the'}eSi11f~ ofan«(~ohfidence 'jin 'the{pisk1 sct~ehing,pr9pess.!, P, ,", , ,', , 

. ' 1 <,." " - - -'! ~ ,T . i ;r·f., ~1' ' 

~ l ; } >'L ., }< .f ~ ~_, l' <- l ~ , l .i , 

64. Page 5-1, Section 5.1.1 Surface Soil Sampling and Analysis, ~~rag~~ph 't. ' Surf~¢esdil 
sample~ ,were not collected from borings TB-SB 13, TP-SB14, and TP~SIil6 due'to tH~ presence 
of a.gra~el road base' [idin b tb 'ifon! bgs. The iApril J 99&c W,Or~,plan ~t8:ted that where a~phal~ 
p~wing ~as present, ihe'p~v(.mlehiand impacted subbasewouldbe:r~m9Ved'anddi,scarMd prior to 
collecting the s~iface soil 'sample. Wffy"wasii't the gravel fQag,hase::handieq, (p'a sirii\IJr iIi~rin~i:? 

, ' ,.;-. " \ y' . 

65, .. r~ge, ~~~, Se.~!iq .. ~.,,~.1 S,urf~ce Soil Sampling and Analysis, par~g~aph '1. ' Ple~s~ refer 
to ,comment }6?\lP()v~,'cohcerhing' th'ln6ss of V()C~'d.de,'tQ 'tniaJI}g t~e, ~pil sample.Whx \,VereI1't 
surface soil s~mpte~t~-S~llilna TP-SS12 analyzed.fop petroleum hyprqcarb.~n~? ", ',i. 

~ ). 
, ( • i : !' ~'. , 

6(i. r",ge 5,~~',~$~tion ?1.,2?t~ub~urface Soil Sampling aDd' Analysis.Thl~ p:~r~graph should 
also state that split":sI>oon samples'were'c011eet~aC:Qn~in40u~Jy fQr.li~hQ19~j9, descriptiop,s" , 
observation for visible signs of contamination, and screening, with a ,pQ.<?toioni~Atiol1, de~~ctor 
(PIP), ~d tQ,aphis information was used in selecting subsurface sC1il sampies 'for iaboratory 
analysis, ,\Vh,yweftm'tsu1:isurface soil,samplesfroin TP-SHl),and TP"SB12,ana1yz~ ~or , 
petrpl~u~ hydrocarbons? ' " , " 

~ ,~- \ 

( d";"" . :: "', , ," 

67. Page 5-4, Section 5.2.3, Water Leyel Measurements. See comment 8, abov~, regaroiIig 
water level measurements and the resulting interpretation of groundwater flow directIon. ' 
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68."P~g~'5-5, Section 5~3.1, 'GeOlogy. Additional informatiol). cpncerning bedrock '. 
characteristics, such as the degree of fracturing, that would potentially afl'ect groiihdwafer'i1.6w 
aqd gOQ.t~nant migration should be included here. 

",> :,,' '" 'J ,! - ',I ;:,," ',;;.t{ "', "{(,J' '." .' \:., ,'",' ",,' ';, "" .,'" ,,' , 

69. Page 5-5, Section 5.3.2, Hydrogeology. This section should include a 'discussion 'of the 
seeps 'along Back Channel - where they are located, how they relate to the cINrent understanding" 
of the'~tr,adgt~}il\~, ~nd, groundwater' flow,~directions at the si~~"anq bqW,poptru,niqant n;ligration 
occ~rrea ari~'i~ like1y to' occur.' We·~dso'.n0te that t~~i.ly" qr, ,petrol~utri ~Qdo;$ 'and' elevaferl PID ', .. 

• ,,\, !.1 ': ",':,1< '.f~' " ' ( , . . I ),,"1'0) c',_' ~'_'\~ "ft.-·-, . '. ~ t 

responses occur at 6t very ,near' the contact between the fiJl1J1at~r~~ta~qJhf,ttP~er1ying', ' 
Presumpscot Formation. 'This'se'Ctitm should alsolconsi<ier t,h~,y~rtipaJ ,di~tr!?ut!qn 9f" ' 
contamination relative to groundwater flow direction. The discussion of water ievet' changes' in 
re&pqnse,to th~ tige off pag'e 5"6'demdnstrates(,therteed tobett~r ,9.t(t1l),~Jhe r~lation~,bip betw~n 

. ; c ~ , '), • ~ f • " . I t, ~.- '. :,' "', , "_ ' .• ~" ~ <, '- ' t ,I,l '~ 

grpu,nd.wateqmdti'de)lWel ineasuremertfs (see commtmt 8"npove)., " ., > > ,>." , ' c 

t":~,:,,'. " ... " ",-.,;';' /, " !h~i ' , • , " ; 'f ,,' "f'" ,: t '.' ,":, ": ",' 

70. ,'~~g~s'~f6 - ~:'7i/S~~tlo~ 5.4', NA'FURE ANJ)jEX,J:E~t 9¥'¢ON:f~'~INATI9N. Tliis ' 
,~~c#Wl, pr~~ents the analytical detecti{lrts ~£conta.miQ.fl#pn i!ppils ~p.d}grp~m\~aJer it(Siie 32 . 
. t , ';'~1 ,J; .: " ._~ '. _'~.' , •• "\ •• {, '. 1 • . '" --:~~}, '-11.:' ~~I,:_.r_;,_,')·~ 'd~,'--:, _~~~, < 

The, re'!He~) uhders~aP.ddig;'onhe slgri1ficance''Ofi,th@.!qoO~t,ltu~Qt~,.c!et~qt~d (asWell as ~hbse' not 
deteCte:d)~6tild be'gr~iltlyieiiliahced' if additional.backgI\0~nd i(nfG>rpt~tiona~out' t~e materials' , ; 
us~d/sto.red, and dispo'sed at the'various ,locations was pr,ovi<;l((d, (see ,cqgurieni' 19 ,al?ove). ' 

" ",: ",'"'' .', ""'''/,, \ q,,', !,' " ,:,' "::;," ;;',;,"', , y, ,1, i" i 

71. Page 5-8, Section 5.4.1'; SurfaceSoil;l,Boilding}06 .~:Jra~~Jh,l.~~r;,S!top,paragraph l~ 
W,hy W&sP.'t surface soil sample TP-SS03 analyzed for GRO? This iilforin~iion '~hoUId 'a1so 'be' 
d"'d" 'd"'t""S t'" "'5'r'1"'1::" .:j ";, j",", ,'L'" """. " ,a ,e9,\\~c~pn .... -.. I, ',' ,::,,L ,'}.;., .... , " .... ,,~<,;:; ',J.', .. ' '". 

o ~_ " '1 -.- ,- - ,to .,,' i . : ' {i > '_" ? • , 

7~r" f~gc §~9'~S~ttio~"S.4.'l!~ :SUrfahFSQil, 'BpilcjiAg 154;~ '1;pa~sportaHp~~;nd'Equipment· :~ 
~t9(.ge)Juild'i'ng,par.agr~pb'2~ :'It'appears tba:tthe;(t1r~t!~.e,ptenFe p~lon~s in th~ C<D6Wngradient 
Edge'of Site" section. 'Inaddititiri,rthe,maximum DRQ\d~~e,ction"at S.it~ 32 w~s 6200"iug/kg in . 
TP-SB02-1113. The text should be corrected. ' ','''" 

" IJ "? :tr.::·';, 5'~;} ~~ '\ ., 

73. Pag~'5-10; Section 5.4.1~ Sutfa~e"shil:'Old B~ij~l,jng 9ft~ ~oQ.'busiibl~s Storag~ Area/ 
~', _ " , " • , ',; , t';; , ,,; ': r"- f " ~ d- i 1. ';. ~ : 

Were both 4,4'-DDE and 4~4':"DDD detected at: this \o,?<\tiop? ;p'le~sp' cla(ify.)Jt appears thatfhe 
highest concentration~f 4,4'-DDD detected at Site 32 occurred at 'this location.' " ,. . , " 

i" 1 '" - • 

.tj.v 'fi ',', . :,,",: '" ",) 

74. f~g~' 5~'12, Section 5.4l.2;" Subsurface SOil~;lJ pgra~,ie,Qt;: ,,'i;/vo PAHs,.p~~tU:td~s, dr PCBs 
were,'dfte'ct~4'in'upgradien{/dcati(jn9!' , J :' 0' ,;,:.' • '-"" " ;",' 

, ., ~,-,' "p)z "' ,o:~r\i ',-', ,"- {} ~:;:, ~ l ,,', 

l _ '_ ': _ 'I '., • " :. • ' 't. " f :' c' , I; ,'1 

This statement implies tnat saftiple'swere colleoted at upgradientlo.cations iA addition to TP- '. 
SBOl. Ifthat is the case, these locations must be clearly identified in th~' textanq onithe' , 
~l?I~~opria~e m.aps. Please clarifY or correct. Given the extent of Site 32, it would 'be appfoprlate 
to have more than ~h~nlpgradi'eht Idcation,,",' "';, ' . 
,\ " ,I,' _', 

. " , ' ~ . 



Page 13 of 17, P. Vandermark 
May2,1999 
Site Screening Report, Sites 30, 31, and 32 

75. Page 5~13, Section 5.4.2,Subslirface S.oil, ~un~ing 158 ·A ... t.oI\J.(~tiv,e'}Repai~Sh.,~p~ 
paragraph; 1~' In additiori to describing ,DRO, concentrations, :,this parag~aRl;1~,shquJdjnp.\1.;Igef!-' 
reference to the sheen ndt'ed' during sampling betw.een 19 anq 15 {~etJ;>g~ atj Tr7SBO~" . ,d 

. I . , 

, ,j j', 

'76: Page'5-15,Secti.on 5.4.2"SObsurface S.oil, D.oWipgraJliellt Edg~of;,&;te,~~, pl'r~gr.p~ ~!, 
In adoitibnt~ ,describing PRO :ooncentratiolls, the petroleuPloQor ,at \ 4 f.~et pg~ apd, :i?ID" .. ,: ',~,\3 ' , 

responses:tlt IN and 19 feet bg:s atITP",SB07 should also be'1)oted. ", '" ' , ",:," "', 
L <'I ~ ",," , .. ~ ~'- 1';: "'nT';:~' 

77! Page 5-15, Secti.on 5.4.2, Subsurface S.oil, D.owngradient Edge.of Site 32, paragraph 2. 
Th~re IS ah hint ~ord' (w~ll'&'slightly J iII tlie fourth line. ,; , '~;"cd ' 

• 'tl 

78;' Page'5.1S, Se'CtitiilS}4:2, Subsurface Soil, D.owngradientEdge,.of Site 3~, p,ragr~pb~ 4~ 
T~e rtlihiber of site-wide maximum: concentrations of contaminants at the Qowng~~diynt edgeoC 
Site 32 highlights the importance ofundetstanding; how the site' s hydrogeolQgi~, ch~~c;te~tstiGs,,', 

,control contaminant migration that affects offshore areas (see comment 69, above). 
;' f; {ttl \ J . ~ ;. " ' " J' :, < ", , '~. 1", 1 1 t 1, " ' ' " 

79Y"Page 5-f6,,'Secti()nr5~'4;2;:Slfbs'uria(!e S~iI,Bujldi'ng is'~'.; T,fansPQ;t~ti.o~ Jll,ld, , , 
Equipmettt 'Storage Building~ :paragraph 1. In addition tQ;th,e.discussi9nQfp~troleu,n..",< ' 

• , " _ '" t",'/ 

hydrocarbon detections, the text should also mention the oily smell noted at 14 feet 9gs at, J;P­
SB06. ""'. 

80. 'Pa~e 5-18, Section5.4.2,Sub~uFface S.oil, Old,Building.98,. C,.oml?~stibles St.o~~ge, 
Area, paragraph 3.' The'maxiinlimconcentrations for flA'-DDD ang /~l,fl'r;PDT,.ocC\,lr in th~ 
surfact~ soil sample at TP-SB-15 'itnd at TP-SB 17, respectively: Please cbuity or correct. 

81. rage 5-19, Secti.on 5.4.2, Subsurface S.oil, Building 176· T.orped.o Overhaul St.orage 
Ar~a, paragraph v~ ;"ThiNho)'ganics detected at this site were ... in mr;zny o.ases less than site 
backgtoundclmceritratiOns."" ",' ,', '" . 'j; • '..' " ~ 

This statement indicates there is a potential problem with the selection ofb'ackground 'location. ' 
W~ lool(' foi-wardtothe resolution of this and; otherissue,S relatiTl!~ t9 background:locatigpfl, (see 

\ comment 3 , above). This comtnent also applies to the statement fl,bout iqorgallics,dytect'ed:.at . 
Building 162, the Electrical Substation. ' 

82. Pages 5-19 - 5-21, 'Sedion5.4.3, Gr.oundwater.This'section needs a more hJ.-depth '. 
discuflsion of hydrogeologic controls on contaminant migration. This includes information about 
hoW s6~ps 'along Back Chilhiid relate to'the hydrogeology of Site 32 and how O1).shore ','.; 
contaminati'on impacts offshofe receptors; as well as a description of potential p,~efeqed ' 
contaminant migration pathways. (see comment 69, above). 



Page 14 of 17, P. Vandermark 
----_____ ~a~2,.~19~9~9 _________________________________ _ 

Site Screening Report, Sites 30, 31, and 32 , ! ' 

83. Pa;g~: 5.;20, Sedion'5.4.'3~ ,Groundwater, ,paragraph 2. 1)is paragraphfocus~s on t\1e 
infcitinatidh'presertted'in Tables 5' .. 6 ahdfJ.;7: Virtually'rione of the MDLslisted in Table, 5~6 ,w~re 
met, and, as'#en<iie' Hi ctin\~erit 63, above; 'therelati\>lely' high numeric.al d~tectionJimits alsQ , 
exceed screening criteria in several instances.. So enumerating po~itive detections in the text and 
itl Table '!~7"is a:Bidhisl~adiiYg. 'f'he'actual,nu'thber (and possibJy ,qIagnitude) Qfexceedanc~s m~y 
be greaterthariwhat's identified Table 5':'7 ang elsewhere in the report. Tbe NavyjJl1us'.~,xpl&~n " 
why ,the MDLs were not attained afid· how the;elevate(f numeri'cal d.ete,ctioo limits afif~9t , J~'i; 
cQnfidence in the risk screening process. 

i; '. , , 
J.; , ;. >"." .," 'I' ; '.... f 

84. Pages 5-21- 5-27, Section 5.5, RISK ASSESSME:NT S(]J,Ul:,E)NlNG ~"co:L)'r~~mSpN. 
WITH MPSs AND OTHER CRITERIA. A number of our previous comments (for example 2, 
3 ~ 4~ 'S; >l:l~ i36,4'1, 83) apply''to the validity and; c0mpl~tyness 9f th~, iQt~rmet~t~9n~ in thi~, ~ectiQn. 
We 1€J'6k forward to revisiting the risk assessment screening ,Qn~e,further g~finit~on, qf tp.@;~?'ttent 
of cbndirhlhatioh and'delineation of'groundwateF'tlowand contaminant mig(ation,!,s ,sompleted. , 

, ! ,. , ','.' < J:',:' ';, ~ i ": . 'll;"! y~ ( . f' "I J' i ' 

85. Page 5-22, Section 5.5.1, Surface Soil. A third bullet should be added to address DRO and 
GRO excegd'ahce~ 'of State' standatds~ since" residential useo( th~''Sit~ a,pd, grQlJn,d~flte.r ~b,eing, j 
cOlwild,~red" The, text in the fol~owihg panigraph shoul~:also addres~ the ORQ~nd, (IRq Hi' 

exceedances. ' ',' .".'.,' '" ' " ., ; .. ;',. ,'. .' , 

86. Page 5-22, Section 5.5.1, Surface Soil, paragraph 3. "{f a quantitative risk assessment 
were t6jollolV·ihes&Jentng pfocess,'C'hefllicals that exceeded.only site-Sl?ecific b,ackgrplJn.d 
valub 'would 'be ~limindte'd from filrther evaluation ... Additio1Jf!llly, any chC""{cq!,,.' ",t, , ~ 
concentrations in 'excess of the USEPAi Region III residential RB.C~ butbe(ow bfl,ckgroul1:(i, 
concentration' would also be eliminatedfrom further evaluation." , ,,',".' 

t / 

This statement is ah'jdds'with the procedu;e presented in i;~;1.pn,jp~g~'i4~6 ,<)?fth~ April 1,998 
Work Plan. Exceedances of background or RBCs in soil were to be followed, l.lpwitij ~ risk; , , 
assessmen~, not dropped entirely from consideration. Please clarifY.' ' 

! " ' 

" " i,~' . , . , r r! . ' .' < • • .,_ ,\ f' ., ~ r ;'. 

87. }Pa~e':;-23', Sectio'n 5.5.1, Surface Soil, paragraph 1., "Because noSSL~for tra~(i!er.ftom 
soil tb 'grouhdWater exist for· any 2 .. butanone,.J.,' thes~ compounds could'not beJurther, eV.allf(!ted 
for migration potential. " 

How wilf the Navy address the migration potential ofthe,~e.90mpounqs?, , 
" ; ,.; , <' 

88. Page 5-23~Section 5.5.1~.Surface Soil,.paragrapb 2. "/Jeqau;e ~o S~Ls.fqr, trqf}sjer frqrn 
soil to aif'exiSt!or any 2-butanone; ... " these compoynds could not be further' ~v,al~atedjor . 
migration potential. " , ;' .. ',.,. " !.' ' 



Page 15 ofl7, P. Vandermark 
May 2, 1999 
Site Screening Report, Sites 3U;-31, a/1(;t32~--'------------_____ ~_~~ ____ _ 

How will the Navy address the migration potential of these compounds, as well as the potential 
risks associated with air-born contaminants? 

89. Pag~ 5-23, S~~tiori 5.5.2, Subsurface Soil.' A sixth bullet 'should be added to 'address, DRO· 
and GRO exceedances of State standa~ds; Since tesidenHal use'ofthesite.and.groundwater is, 
being CQl)~iqer~., The text in the following paragraph should also address the DRO and GRO 
exceedal)ce,s. ' ',.. . '( ." 

90. Page ,5-24,. Secti9n, 5.5.2, S~bsurf=l~e SQH. Commehf86, abovei 'appli'esto'this section. 
,'). ~ 1 ] 1 ;" ~. -! f~ 1 .;'1. ' ,. ; " ~.; 0 i:. j 

91. Page 5-25, Section 5.5.3, Groundwater. A fourth thilletshould be addedte address DRO 
exceedances.of State ~taqqa~d~, since J~siqentic;tl u~e of the site and groundwater is being 
c0nsidered'J The ~extill t~~ f()ilowilJ!~,para~~aph shou~d also addiesHhe DRO 'exceedanoes. 

:;' " . , 

92. Page 5-26, Sectio~ 5~5.3; 6roUli'dwa'ter, paragra~b2. 'fCoifuhent'86}!above,applies to 
this section. . ',' i' ~,"' 

~,\'ltd'- r~'i ",' ' '~'~, i;Y- " • <- ,!,._'~ <; 

93. Pages,.5';;,26 -:5-27, Sectio~ 5.5.4, RiskSIl;J)1mary Scr¢tbing. C6mmetlts 84,through92 
" applylo this sectiQn.. . "i 1',. "i, ',' . 

94. Page 5-IU, Figure 5~3'. ' Js theimo,ttled.~i1f ~nd clay afthe'S'6'utlretn end of the "cross', section 
the Presumpsoot,·Formatic;m? Jf so., it S)1941d b~ laheled cis sO'ch" ana the 'contacts beneath the,), , 
historioal SBoFeline looatiqn adju~t¢:,,:t~e'A9rt~ern end otthe ct6ss'~ectioii should be extended to 
include the sl9pe ,of the shqrelin,e" " " , ' , . . " , 

f " '; ~ ",' );' • J < • 

" " 

95. Page 5-83, Figur~ 5-4. Monitoring well FA~01DB should'beadded to the cross section. 
, I i-'>- < \ < .i i J i • }-,-'" :.. ,/ " , 1.,;. ; 

! 

96; fages 5,85 ~,5-87, F~g~res 5-5 & 5-6. Water levyl).tifo~ation for well FA-Ol should be 
added to thes.e figure~., '; ':' "', .; " . " '.:" ' . : . , 

>' -i-" .... -' '( • 1 

97. Page 6,-2, SectiQn 6.1,' SITE,/30 (.bILDlN~ 184)~' "Based on the findings'C?f the site 
scre~ning" the horizontal ~xtfJnt o!contlJminatfon appearsib 'be adequately defined" " i 

, ,.,', c ': ' ~ .:l 1-

\- ,- l 
) . . -',l' q i _ " _ 

As we noted in a previous comment, it is premature to stale tliat tlie'horiidrttal exteFlt'of 
contamination is defined, particularly when the Navy acknowledges that the source of the 
contamination ,at Bui,lding ,184. b~li/not y~,:~een igentff1e~, aqd !hat,aqditional investigations will 
be required. Add}tional concerns are alsq ~,dent~ed in commerit 8, atJove:' , , ','" , 

,~ ;' '0 ~ f, ( • 

98. Pages 6-3 & 6-4, .Sec~io~ 6~2, SlTE( 31 (WEST tilvIlJE'R BASIN), paragraphs 4 & .. 
"Th,ere are currently no screening cr#eria w,~th~hich to compare the TPH sondata." 
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Co.mment 11, abo.ve, applies to. these 'stateme~ts. 

99. Page 6-4, Section 6.2., SITE 31 (WE~T TIMBER BASIN), paragraph 2. "None of the 
detected concentrations ,(Ire greater tha7;l o,ne order ?f ilUignitude o! any screening criteria:!' , 

, :' ': , 

While this statement may be true, it alSo. appears to. be an attempt to. do.wnplay to. risks'po.sed by 
co.ntaminants at the Site. We are net aware that the Navy has ~etermined the to.tal risk'po.sed by 
all the1;co.ntaminants. ,xnad,ditio.n;,as we have po.int~d o.ut in earlier co.mments, and as the Navy 
has silted elsewhere in the repo.rt, the ~xte~t o.f co.ntaminatio.n at Site 3 i has net yet been fully' 
defined. Thisstatem~Qt r~quires clarificatio.Q. 

I ' 
,~ . , ' 

100. Page'6 .. 4, Section'6.2"SiT,Jll~i (WEST tIMBER BASIN), 'paragraphS. As we, 
po.inted o.ut in co.mment 12, abo.ve, addItio.nal investigatio.ns' at the 'site sho.uld net be' limited to. the 
pickling tanks, but shQuld ,alsq ip-qlude tlw WTB-SBO? and w,TB-S,B94 area, bedrock lo.catio.ns, 
and the po.tential impact o.f Site 3 1 en o.ffsho.re reeeptois.\ , ," " ' ,';' 

101. Page,6-5,SectiQn 6.2, SI'rE,Jl, (WEST TIMBER BASIN), Site 21. The Navy is 
reco.mmending no. further actio.n fer gro.undwat~{ at Site 21 as " ... no 'chemicals attributable to 
previous activities at Site 21 were detected .. , other than metals which have been consistently 
detected in groundwater across the shipyard." TNs statement illustrates the difficulty in 
establishing',appropriate back~r~uri4 ,ocatjo.n~ at'th({shlpyaid '(see 'cbmtnent'S, above) .. 
Aaditio.nal discussion is reQ4ire<;t' ~efor,e,acceptit1g,the'tio. filrther actio.n alternative for Site 21,' If 
metals are co.ntaminants o.f co.ncern fer Site'21,' and the rnetalswere detected in thetmly well 
installed specifically to. mo.nito.r po.tential migratio.n do.wngradient 'of Site 21, then it seems 
appropriate fer the Navy to. qel110n~t,r~teythat tpe l11etals detected in groundwater are net 
attributable to. Site 21 befo.re accepting a no. further actio.n hltetnative. ; ;' 

, .", ,,"l',' I"~ , ",' '.'. 
102. Pages 6-5 - 6-7, Section 6.3, SITE 32 (TOPEKA PIER). The dlscusslOn o.n these pages 
must include detectio.ns and exceedences fer GRO and DRO, and sho.uld also. addfess the issues 
regarding MDLs/numerical,d,etectio.n limits/scr~ening (friteria exceedances discussed in co.mment 
83, abo.ve. This sectio.n sho.uld, ai~o tc:>uph UPo.ri tne 'relationship bet~eengroundwafer,' " ' 
co.ntaminatio.n at Site 32 and co.ntaminimts detected in seeps'and sediment along theshor;e o.fthe 
Back ChanneL ,Previo.usly~co.U~Gt~d data,sho.uldbe integrated with the results o.fthe 1998 
investigatio.n. " ", . . , . , " 

\,~ , , 

\, ,t 

103. Page ,6-7, Section 6.3, SiTE 32 rfOPEK1\. PIER). A"s'we noted in co.mment 14, abo.ve, 
we disagree that additio.nal investigatio.ns are o.nly needed in the viCinity ofBuHdings 158 and 154, 
and that the, reID,;l;linipg areas,Qf Sit~ :32 do., not reguire fuJ1:her wo.rk. The highest co.ncentratio.ns 
o.f mercury and lead, wl1ich ais,9 e~cee<;l screerong criteri'a, occur at TF-SB09 and TP-SB 10; 
respectively. Therefo.re, these~reas must be evaluated as w~n. As we po.inted o.ut in comment 8, 
abo.ve, we have co.ncerns regarding the· interpretatio.n o.f groundwater flew directio.ns based en the 
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water levels measured in tidally~influences wells. Uncertainties regarding groundwater flow 
directions must be addressed. Given the proximity of Site 32 to the shore, the additional 
investigations must also assess the potential impact on offshore receptors, particularly the effects 
of the sewer and drainage pipe discharges to Back Channel. 

104. Pages 6-7 & 6-8, Section 6.3, SITE 32 (TOPEKA PIER). We are not sure what the 
Navy is trying to convey with the last paragraph is this section. Furthermore, we disagree with 
the statement that "The only location which showed evidence of material (metal fragments, 

'\ 
railroad tie) other than fill was boring TP-SB02, located in front of Buildingj 58.'~ .A review of 
the boring logs in Appendix B reveals a variety of non-natural materials in at least 9 other boring 
locations scattered about Site 32. These materials inc1ude glass, porcelain, brick, copper pieces, a 
brass nugget, granular metallic material (grit?), metal, metal fragments, slag?, copper dust, 
Cinders, coal fragments, and) wire. Furthermore, the logs record sheens, and oily, creosote, and 
petroleum odors at various depths. This passage requires clarification. 

If you have a~ny questions regarding the comments above, please give me a call at 207-777-1049. 

cc: Iver McLeod, DEP 
Meghan Cassidy, EPA 

~arty Raymond, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
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