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9742 Maryland Ave
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Attn: Linda Cole

re: Responses to Comments, Revised Draft Feasibility Study Report for OU2, Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, October 2010.

Dear Linda,

The MEDEP has completed its review of the subject document. Our comments follow.

1. Concentrations of lead as high as 25% exist in surface soil at the southwest comer of
Building 298. Our December 23,2008 comments on the 2008 Revised Draft FS Report for OU2

insisted that this soil must be removed. The Navy's responses discuss the use ofa cap to prevent
exposure to this contamination.

This is not a point of negotiation, The Navy must remove the cluster of extremely high
concentrations of lead from surface soil in this area.

Please note that the MEDEP will not concur with a Récord of Decision that does not specify
removal of the highly contaminated soil at the southwest corner of Building 298.

Based on the text in the Revised Alternative Descriptions either Alternative DRMO-3 or DRMO-
4 would satisfy this requirement (though without figures it is not clear exactly what areas would
be excavated under DRMO-4).

See Comment 3 for a additional information.
2. Please label buildings 298 and 310 in the Section 1 figures.

3. RTC2. "...alternatives will be revised so soil with high lead (greater than cleanup levels for
the protection of construction workers) would either be removed or capped with a permanent cap

- system."'

Given the high concentrations of lead in this area (southwest corner of Bldg 298) this soil must
be removed. In this case, seven surfacesoil samples (0-2 ft bgs) at the southwest
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comer of Bldg. 298 have concentrations of lead rahging from 1% to 25.5% (99-PT01. 99-

PT02, 99-PT03, 99-PT04, DS-03, DSB-3 and TPI-SB12). 25.5% is the highest
concentrationof lead at OU2 and is present within the top 6" of soil. This area is easily
accessible to excavation equipment and can be easily removed. MEDEP will not allow
such high concentrationsto remain on site, even with a cap, given their location in

surface soil and ease of removal. As previously stated in our December 2008 comment ‘
this soil fijugt be removed. See Comment 1. .

4. RTC 5. "The November 2005 Building 298 Trenching Closeout Report'is availablein -
the Administrative Record as document N00102.AR.001510." MEDEP does noét'have a'
copy of the entiré AdministrativeRecord. Please forward a copy of this dooumeht to us
as requested. e

p¥e Len

5. RTC 10. "There are a few isolated sample locations outside of the area delineated

< based 64,000 mg/kg of lead that Had:Coricentrations greater than 2, 000 mg/kg SOOI

‘...distribution of locations with lead concentrations exceeding 1,600, 2.000. and 4,000
mg/kg were not significantly different...” .

This response néeds clarification. The Navy must provide figures delineating the -
different concentration contours. Nevertheless, the Navy stated in Section 2.5,

«. distfibution of* loeations with leat- concentrat1onsexceed1ng I 600 -2, 000 ‘and 4,000 ¢

mg/kg were ot significantly difféfent:””  Tf this i is the cise the Navy stiotld remechate
“<dowi to the 2,000 ppit level: This would be more tonservativeand wotld remove'atty! -
confusion in the public's eye about why the Navy would clean up to 4,000 ppriy-when the
remedxatlon goal is 2 000
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6. RTC 13. "Construct1on activities in the 10@-year ﬂoodplaln w1th1n the OU2- shorehne

area, are not anticipated as part of any altematlves for OU2. Therefore, the 100-year
floodplain ARARs will not be addecl to these act1on spec1ﬁc ARARS tables Moo

In the discussion of the RCRA Floodplam Restr1ctlons for Hazardous Waste Fac1l1t1es 1n
Séction 6:17 of the FS Rejport for @U3Hhe Navy {wiites, "Pottions of OU3 alongthe’
shoréline aré tarpinally within the 100-year floodplain, § \hérefo‘re thesetestrictions™® "
would be relevant and appropriate for design, construction, operation;'and maintenarice of
hazardous waste landfill covers for OU3.” We note that Alternative DRMO-5 includes a
RCRA C cap for the area now vovered by the interith cap: Ap portioriof thisateais = -
included in FEMA’s July 1986 100-year flood map (see F1gures 1 and 2, attached).
Therefore the 100-year floodplain ARARs must be included in both the locat1on- and -

act1on—spec1ﬁcARARs tables Also see Comment 14

7. RTC15. Thé response states that ex-situ chemlcal fixation w111 not be retalned
However, the revised text indicates it will be retained. Please clarify.

8. RTC'19. ""Decision to' temove contdininated media baséd ot
receptor are based ofy'the exposuré uhit “Anid niot individual séil: ‘saimple locations:. -

unhcceptablerisksfora




Remédial option for capping would prevent unacceptable exposure to sorl and therefore
is a viable alternative for evaluation in the FS."

See Comments i and 3

9. Responses to EPA Comments Datéd March?9, 2009 Commment 66 In'their response
to this comimient the Navy indicates s they will tevise the Octobét 2008 PRG Development /
docurteitt. ‘Have these tevisions been madé? The PRG Developiricht document attached
to the responses is the original Oct. 2008 version.

10. Response to EPA Legal Comment 26. "The Maine risk gurdance documents will be
removed from the text’ and ARARs tables, consistent with tlie Jutie 2010 Final OU1 FS
Report." * Sithilét t6 our‘objections expressed in-an Aptil 6,2010°Iétter to the USEPA’
regarding EPA legal comments on the OU1 FS, MEDEP strongly objects to the removal
of the Guidance Manual for Human Health Risk Assessments from the OU2 Feasibility
Study.*Please note that the Guidance Miiual for Hiimarn Health ‘Risk Assessments has
been listed as To Be Considered (TBC) in the Records of Decisivhtfor Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard Operable Unit 3 and for Brunswick Naval Air Station's Site 7. This document
must be 1ncluded in the OU2 FS text and ARAR/T BC tables it ‘

11. AttachmentB Revised Altemat1Ves for OU2 Noné of the altematlves reference an
accompanyingfigure. The report muist ificlide the relevant figutes. MEDEP cannot”
commenton the révised alternatives without them. Therefore, please provide the
MEDEP with figures reflective of the reV1sed alternat1ves prror to submrttal of the draft
final rev15ed F S.

12. Att.'B, Rev1sed Altemat1ves DRMO—3 and -4, A'summary of the November l9 2008
discussion lists an action item that the Navy will revise'the alternatives in‘the FSto *
include excavation of the contaminated material in the capped area . The descriptions of
these alternafives implies that contaminated soilunder the cap W1ll be excavated
howevet, this should be exp11c1tly stated ‘ AETE A

13. Att. B, Rev1sed Alternatrve DRMOH3 p.7 The Navy states’ that shorelme ,
stabilization revetihientoti the westein end of the DRMO area exteriding to Buildihg298

" isnot requ1red because contamination will be removed so that no unacceptable resideritial
risk remains (above 6 feet bgs). However, regardless of what human health risk remains
on-sité the purpose of shotélingstabilization iste prevent contaminationof the river from:
erodéd eontaminated séil. Because soil withhigh levels of lead: below six feet bgs'will -
remain shoreline stab1l1zatronls necessary ~

14. Att. C 1. 6 1.3, p. 1- l4 ""Based on a ﬂood zone map for the PNS area, the 100-year
flood zone in the v1c1n1ty of OU2 is at an elevation of 105 feet, and the 100-year coastal
flood Zotie based ofi-wave action is at an élévation-of 109 feet (FEMA, July 1986). The
OU2 shorélineis within these two zones. As indicated in Section 1.6.1.2; QU2 s atan
elevatlon 6110 feet to 140 feet. Therefore; with the except1on of the OU2 shoreline,



Ny

OU2 is not located within the 100-year flood zong, and wave action would not result;in,
flooding of the site." . :

The FEMA July 1986 100-year flood map referenced by the Navy clearly shows that the
100-year flood zone extends part way into the DRMO, see Figures 1 and 2, attached.
Unless the elevations cited by the Navy are directly. from a FEMA document associated
with the flood map,i.e.; amore precise description of the flood zone, this text is wrong,
and,must be revised to indjcate that portions of the DRMQ are within the FEMA 100-
year flood zone. " , = a o

15. Att. C, 1.6.2, 1-18, first p_aragraph last sentence. ""Therefore, the extent of OU2
contamination may not be .defined in the area west, of the DRMO It mrght be helpful to
mention here that the west boundary of OU2 w111 be better defined after the Pre-Des1gn
Investigation results g G s , ;

16. Atth 1. 6 2, p 1 19., Update th1s sectron as needed to reﬂect the removal of lead
contammated soll from, th :_RMO Impact Area . S

17. Att C 1.6. 2 1 19. "The majorltyof the contammated soll was found in surface
fill... While this seems logical given the nature of the activities at the DRMO it is
important to note that the majority of soil samples were gollected from the:surface fill-so

one would expect the data to.be skewed towardsthe surface s011 . Coal

MEDEP evaluated the lead s01l and depth data out31de the waste dlsposal area and
determined that there is no trend in mean or median lead concentrations with depth for
the upper 12 feet, although there is a spike in mean lead concentrationsat 1.5 feet. Below
12 feet there appears tobe a decrease in mean and median lead concentrations, but the
mean lead eoncentratlons at 16 and 18 feet are still greater than 1, ,000 mg/kg (see Eig. 3).

MEDEP does not expect the Navy to excavate below agreed-upon depths but it is.
important to carefully describe the distribution of lead with depth so that we know what
we are leaving behind after excavation and we can apply LUCs appropriately. As seen in
Figure 4, we cannot say that soil below 6 feet has lead concentrationsless than the -
unacceptablerisk. In fact, we cannot predict.what, the lead concentration ofsoil below 6
feet will be. : — >

18, Att C L.6. 2 p 1-20 ", the elevated levels 1n the unﬁltered samples were from soil .
partrculates in the groundwater " The Navy should,not.dismiss:the presence of suspended
lead particles in these wells. Unlike in soils, colloids and other suspended.-material in .
groundwater can be transported more éasily in aqulfers that are composed of large rock
fragments and large voids. : : :

19. Att C 1 6 2, 1-21 th1rd paragraph ﬁrst sentence «, most of the contammatlonat
O02 isin, the so1l above the high tide level." Please prov1de evidence to support this. ..
statement. As descrrbed in Comment 12 above, knowledge of the distribution of lead at




depth is constrained by the lack of data at depth makrng it possible for lead dmounts to
appear greater near the surface than at depth

20. Att. G, 1,63, p. 1- -22. "Surface water concentrat1ons are cons1dered low enough (1 e.,
similar to or less t
impact sedinent éontentrations: " If surface water concentratrons are similarto Surface
water cntena then it seems p0s51ble that grven the huge volume of dilution in the river
there isa s1gn1f1cant groundwat T source in thlS drea. Please d1scuss this poss1b1hty
Also, please provide a table showmg a companson between surface water conhcentrations
and sutface water criteria or provide a specific referenice (docuiment and table nurnber) ‘

21. Att, G, 1.6.5, p. 1-24. %, . future hypothetrcal residential land use should use 1-acre
exposure units for areés not currently used as residerices." It is not ¢lear if 1-acre
exposure units were used. Please clarify. :

22. Attach. C, 1.7, Conceptual Site Model — Groundwater, p. 1-25. While the monitoring
wells within the DRMO sample water within the ground, this water is really seawater. [n
highly permeable material such as the rock fragment fill, the freshwater lens ata
freshwater-seawater interface will be very thin. The groundwater samples (exéept JW-1
and DW-5) in the DRMO have chloride concentrat1onsthat range from 45 t0 115% that
of seawater, supporting this model. Hence, tfiostof thé groundwatet in thie fiear-shore '
monitoring wells represent inundated seawater that is slightly diluted by fresh
“groundwater and is not water that originated as precipitation and-moved downward and
outward towards the river, This concept is not described clearly in this report or the
Supplemental RI and should be 1ncluded as part of the conceptual 31te model:

23. Att. C, 2.1.1, p. 2-3. “.. o Statéof Mame chemical-specific TBCs were identified.”
Delete this sentence as the Navy identifies the State of Maine's January 2010 Remed1al
Action Guidelinesas a chemical- speclﬁc TBC, both within this section. and W1th1n Table
2-1. Also, add ”and State of Mame" back to the first sentence in this seetlon ’

24. Att. C, 2.2, 2-17, first paragraph last sentence The average depth of 6 feet was'used
for ""estimation of volume of contaminated material for the FS.” This statefnient should
be qualified by indicating that this is not an estimate of the volume of all the
contaminated material at OU2. Rather, it's an estimate of the volume above 6 feet bgs.
A significant volume of contaminated material will be left in place by restricting
excavation to 6 feet.

25. Att. C, 2.5, 2-19. Exposure point concentrations (EPCs) are mentioned in this section
but there is no explanation or demonstrationof how they were calculated. Please provide
the calculations of EPCs as an appendix.

26. Attach. C, 2.5, p. 2-20. This section references Figs. 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3 extensively yet
the Navy did not provide updated figures.

s



27. It is not clear from the text or Figures 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3 if the remediation areas
include the purple hatched area, the interim cap area and the waste disposal area or just
the purple hatched area. The remediation area should of course include all three areas.

28. The text indicates that the area of lead and copper contamination in the DRMO
Impact Area is shown on Figs. 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3. These figures do not show that area.

29. Att. C, 2.5, p. 2-20. ""This [dumpster storage] area was excluded from the remediation
area for occupational workers..,” Fig. 2-2 indicates the dumpster storage area is included
in the remediation area for occupational workers. In fact, Fig. 2-1 and Fig. 2-2 appear to
be identical.

Please feel free to contact me at (207) 287-8010 if you have any questions.

Bureau ofiRemediation and Waste Management

pc:

Ted Wolfe, MEDEP
Gail Lipfert, MEDEP
Matt Audet, USEPA
Lisa Joy, US Navy
Matt Thyng, US Navy
Debbie Cohen, TtNUS
Peter Britz, RAB
Doug Bogen, RAB
Michele Dionne, RAB

Mary Marshall, RAB
Jack McKenna, RAB
Diana McNabb, RAB
Onil Roy, RAB
Roger Wells, RAB
Jonathan Carter, RAB

Doug Grout, NH Fish and Game

Carolyn LePage, SAPL
File



