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JAi\lE\ P. BROOKS 

ACTING COMMISSIONER 

January 13,2011 

NA VFAC MIDLANT 
9742 Maryland Ave 
BldgZ-144, 1st Floor 
Norfolk VA 23511-3095 
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 
insistyd that this soil must be removed. The Navis 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 oflead from surface soil in this area. 

Please note that the MEDEP will not concur with a Record of Decision that does not specify 
removal of the highly contaminated soil at the southwest comer 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. RTC 2. " ... 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." 

AUGUSTA 

Given the high concentrations of lead in this area (southwest corner of Bldg 298) this soil must 
be removed. In this case, seven surface soil samples (0-2 ft bgs) at the southwest 

BANGOR PORTLAND PRESQUE ISLE 17 STATE HOUSE STATION 
AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333·0017 
(207) 287-7688 FAX: (207) 287-7826 
RAY BLDG., HOSPITAL ST. 

106 HOGAN ROAD, SUITE 6 
BANGOR, MAINE 04401 
(207) 941-4570 PAX: (207) 941-4584 

312 CANCO ROAD 
PORTLAND, MAINE 04103 
(207) 822-6300 FAX: (207) 822-6303 

1235 CENTRAL DRIVE, SKYWAY PARK 
PRESQUE ISLE, MAINE 04679-2094 
(207) 764-0477 FAX: (207) 760-3143 

""'" site: www.maine.gov/dep 

.uc . 



I corherofBldg.,298 have concentrationsofleadr~gingfrom i%to,25.5% (99-PTOl.,99-
PT02, 99-PT03, 99-PT04,DS-03,DSB-3 an(lTPI.;SB12)~ 25;5% is thehighesf ' 
conCentrationofleadatOU2 and ispresentwiiliin the top 6' 'of soiL This c;rrea is easily , 

'!. ,acCessible toexcavatiori equipment and can be easily removed. MEDEP.will,not allow 
'c· ,. such high con,centnltions to remain on site, even with a cap; given theirlocationin 

surface soil and ease of removal. As previously stated inow December 2008 comment, 
this soil must be removed. See Connnent t . "" 

, ' , 

, 4.RTCS: 'iThe N~verl1ber2b05Building298TreQ,chirtg Closeout Repotflisav~flable'in",' 
the AdininistrativeRecord as document NOOI 02.AR00151O. " MEDEP does 11otJ1iavea: ,', 
copy oftheentlli~ AclIninistrativeRecord. Please forward a copy of thisdoo~eHt t(YUs 
as requested. ": ;, f " , ,\" 

5." RT~10, 'There .area{ewisolatedsampleloc~~ionsoutsideofthe area delinea.tea 
°D~ed; bn'4;OPO'ing1Kg oflea'dthittftatfC'oricentratidns'gteatei:than 2,OoQ fuglkg.;' ;,;" 

,,', ' {y " ',.', "', ,,', ' ',;' " : 

" ... distribution oflocations with lead concentrations exceeciing 1,600, 2.000. and 4,000 
mglkg were notsignificantlydifferenL;" , ' 

This 'resPOh~eneeds'b1arifi'Qation:The Navy mUS'fprbvidefigUfes'delfu~atlligthEl ;".' 
different concentrationcontours.<Nevertheless, the Navy stated in Section 2.5, 
ie,' •• distfiBufibti oflbcations With IefftFMncelltratlona exce~clirlgt,(jOO;2;OOO:and>4i,0'00;(!' ! , ' : 

'mg/kg weiehotsi~ficant1y'd~ffefei1f{Y'ii'< Inh1si,s[ thedas~the'NavY' sliottldT~11l~aiate{il', ' 
;':('d6Wlit to the 2,000 ppm level; "This wouIabeirioreconsenraHvt)!antlw6Ul,tli 'temovetany!::" 

confusion in the public's, eye about why the Navy would dean upfu 4;000 ppmi'w'hBn the Xi,. 

remediation goal is 2,000. ' 
. ,-~' \(i "<!' "i' .;'ti)5t;,;.; 

,-) 

6. RTC 13.' 'Construction activities in the 1 oo .. ydt fld6ap1afu';'Withirl~the OU2·shd:ff:line); 
area, are not, anticipated aspartof any alternatives for OU2.Therefore,' the 100-year 
'flo6aplaih~ \viUil0t;~::adcledt6'th~se~ction,} speCificAMRs:tabieS.,j",' 'i :."; 

. - " . .'--~·,-··l!~~ (; ~ f' ~ .. ,; ';'-:"'d~r-=, . L '~. ,f-.;': }~<-~ 1,. . . - '. -' 

,In the discussion oftheRCRA,Floodplain Restrictionsfor Hazardous Waste Facilities in 
• '[S'~6flbnJil~1j6fth~FS Ri~~P~rt!f6ii~lJ3ttlie{~avy~tes; ii"'Pb~ons o{OU3 alqng:th~: \,p ,: 

,"shorellli£ aie.lhar~iriaI1y WitHhl'thelOO:"yeatfloouplaili,1h"ei'efore 'th¢seC're~trictions'~; ',,:;! 

would be relevant and appropriate for design, construction,operatlon,illfidiriahitenance6f ,.i i 

hazardouswaste landfill covers forOU3."We:ncite that AlternativeDRMO-5 includes a 
RCRA C cap for the area now covered by the interlfu¢'ap~rA:p6rliori:bfthisiarea is' 
included in FEMA's July 19861 OO::yeClrfloodmap (seeRigures~~d 2,~ttac~ed)., i,' 
Therefore the 1 aO-year floodplaiii~s'1mistbeinclllQed iIi both thd6'catibri-and '., 
action.,-specifiq ARARs' tables." Also' see ~otnment 14. 
,t-·i ._, _ -~~ ~:'~: .~_:.':_._;'~_~._, :.:_~~-_ ~~~ :Ctl-,:\'i~·-.·i_~_-;)·2 ~:._'~··l-_:: ',' :;".-~.-~:.:~,~_{.' "." ./~i ~ .. >(' ::._-:;~< _~'·~~_-}L:-:~. . ,_ ._,;' 

'7. ,.iR:tCT5:: . The i'es~&n:S"eshltestfiat'ex.;sitU611eirticalfixati6n Willnotheretained. 
However,the revised text indicates it will be retained .• Pleasee1arify. 

, ' 

8~·, ItrL>19:"'f)~CisioiitoireindvecoIitrupiliatedinedfa baS~trbHut1acceptablefisksircira 
receptor arebased'biftheexposui@linirhlid'natindividuafs6'U;g,itmple l'6cations'. ; , 



Remedfalopdbtf fot'c~pplrigwolird'ptevehflin~86eptable'exp6shie; tds()il; .and therefore, . 
is a viable alternative for evaluatiollinthe FS.""i " ".' 

9.' R~sP0uses to'EPt,\ Comments Date>ct iVIan~hj 9';2009,' Comment· 66.Iri ItheitrespOhSe 
tothis(;~~riep! tpe,'~~VX i.n~~c,a~e~!l1~ywi~l';h~vis~!he OC~?b'~~tP?;8:~~G ~J:)e;~1?p,~7?t. ( 
document Have these reVISiOns been made? The PRO Developillbntdocument attached 
to the respol1ses i~ .. the original Oct. 2008 version.') '; 

10. Re,sponse tbEPA L~galc;ofuhie4i2b: '. 'IThe Malue riskhliitlaIiBetl6cumgi1ts will be ' 
. remdved from the'text aiidAR.ARs'tables;consistenfwithtlieJillie-2()TO FinaIOUl FS 

Repoi't ,j'. ;iSithilittoourobjeetiO'iiseX:ptessed ilian April 6,20 10fletfertb; th'eUSEPA' " . 
. regarding EPA legal comments on theOUIFS, MEDEP stronglyobjects~totheremoval' 

of the Guidance Manual for Human Health RiskAssessmentsfrom theOU2 Feasibility 
Study. ')PI~ase n'ot(~' tnaftheGuidanceMaftual for Human fle~lthlR!skAssesstllentspas 
been listed asTo Be Considered (TBC) in tFie' Records of D~eiSibWfor POftsniottth Naval" 
. Shipyard Operabl¢Unit3 and for JlruQ.Swick NavalAir Station's S;ite7.; This document 
mustbeirichided'intl1:6:bu2 FStext'fuidAR:ARJTB'Ctables'.':' ",d j ; '.' '.' 

,._{ -,: 1- ' ,,'.C' . .' .j " " . ;.: ( . ,-.~ .:' ;'~': . i' 

11; 'AftachhiehtB; Revis~dAhemative~f6r bUl .. N one of thtValtdfuativesreferenceru{ . 
accompanyingflgpre. The report inustm21'lidethe 'relevant figures'.': fv1EDEP'caim6t'! ..... ' , 
commenton therevised alternatives without them.. Therefore, pleas~ provide the .... ..,. 
MEDEP withflglires reflective ofthere'ViseQ'altenuitives' priortosriomittaJ!&fthe 'maft 
final fevisedFS: ';. . .. ' , '.' ' . '. ':i ,; ;' 

f " 

12. Att(B;RevisedAlternativeSDRMOlJ fuId4;A: summary oftheN6vemoetT9,2008 
discussiO'n lists an"acitibll'ltemthat the NaVy will reviselthe'alfernatives in·the'FS'to ; ; , 
inc1udeexcavation of the contarninatedmaterial in the capped area . The descriptions of 
these aite11lafives implies that contafi1inat~ds6iltihder the cap \"i11 beexeavated,·· .," 
however, thisshouldbeextHiC1tlystated~ ." .. " n:.· ,.. . "., 

13. Aft. B~ReVised Alternative.DRM();,[3~ p. 7. 'The NayYstates·tItarshoreline 
. stabilization tevettilentOti 'thewestefu end of the DRMOafeaextendihg; toBuHdihg;~98' 
is not required because contaminationwilLberemoved so that no unacceptabletesi&rltial' 
riskremairts (above 6 feet bgs). However, regardless of what human health riskrel11ains 
ort-site tlHipupose'ofsh6telii1e1&tabnii~tlbn 'i~ktd pteveilt'contaminatiotlofthe river from: 
er6dedceontami11ateds6il.'Beca~ses(jilwith'I1igh/levelsor leadb'ett5w six Jeet bgs' will : , 
remain sh6reHrtestabiliiatidhis'nedessaty; ,:, . /, . . 

e - .," • _.. • 

,.;", ,.-,,"; ; .1 : 

14; Aft. C,L6.1.3, p.I-14. "Based on a floodfzonemapforthePNSatea;thel0D,;.yeat" 
flood zdnein the viciriityof OU2 is at an elevation of! 05 feet, and the.l OO~year coastal 
flood'ionebaseltoitWaveacti6nis atafi·ele\7atidri:ofIQ9 feet(F'ElV1A;July 1986). The ;, 
OU2 shor~Hhe'is,;WithinthesetWo'z6nes: ''A:~dhdicatedih Secti6n1'.6:t.:2:0U2isat an . 
elev~tibn bf110feet.t6140 feet.TflerMor&~ with the exception 6ftlie{)'(J2~hoielirte;" 



oq2i,s :p,ot located wifuii}thy}QO~yel;lf t1ooq;~om~~ W)d W~"y;~cti()llr wOIJI~l1qtr~~l,*iiA( . 
flooding'ofthe sitc/' .' ..... '.' . .' ", .'" ' .. ",,' . ,' •.... ' .. ,'.; 

, . 

· TheFEMA July 1986100':'year floodmaprefetenced by the Navy d~arly sh9wsJn.aJthe 
'1 OO-year flood zone e~tends part way into the I>RMO, see FigUresl and 2, attached:" '. 

· .Un~essthy;((Ie,Yf\~igns()jledpY;j~~y~ayys.t:~.djre.c#y(~tl1~FEMAdo9uU1.ent,asSPFi~tyd· 
with!h~f1opd mC).p;;i;Q.; ;a'm()f~ pf;ecisedescrjptiol) oqhefl90d.zone,this.t¢:xt~s WrPllg( 
an~i,;mustlQe n~;Yise~:tQ,m~JiG'~te thatport{ons pfthl;tORMQ we. Mjithiii .th~ EEMA 100,..· ' 
ye~ti~odzo~e. '. Co.' "j '.' ',' .. " " ':'., • ., .....'". 

15,A~;: f;, 1.6.2"J,"J§,}}r,§JIPfl~agra,phj 1~~tS;~l1tence" '~I}}Y1i~f,oreLth~e~tent o.fQp4 .. l' 
con~mina.(i(;mJ:Uaynot'b!?i~~finyqip.the;'J:r~;;t westiQftl1:e,DRM() .. Jt~ight;behelp:fylJq, 
mentionherethatthe westbo,undaryofOIJ4 \YiILbe'!1ytterdefuWdaft¢r th¢ Pre.,Desigp.; ,; 
Investigationresg\ts.;;;;,' .. . .' ..' . '. ' '. .. '. ,'. '. ", 

16.A~;;C,.j.(j~~d).,l~'19.;;{qt>Q~tbthis,sePti9P ~'~in~~<;l,ed.tp retI,e.c!tbe,t~moy~1 on~ad .. ' 
cqntapiiuat~~hpi~~o1J,1;tQ~fRRMQlinpac.t.Ar~a;(;~· ". . 

.f" ~>! .• ~_;:' ';'.";,' .. ,1,\: .. ,," .. ,,".1 '.::'}'.. .. "·.{,'.·l('_~·.' 

·17.Ati. C,1.6ll, 1"19.··;'The'm,aJoritYofth~s:o.n~mat~,sonw:asJ6.Widin§]Jrfage 
filL. . While this se~mslogical given the riatureofthe activities at theDRMO it is 
iinp()!tant t9A()t~ t~Wt,Jh-r.;W~j9rityJ>;(sqiJsarr}pJ~s w:e.,r~ FPUe,cte4fnmi t~e;:~m:fa,qe,till: ~9· 
onew()}Jl<i~xpeqtth,~.(;hlt~i,QP:e s1,}yW~4to~aJJ\ls,t4~8Mrfacy&?U.· " ' .. ,) . .I' ", 

, . 

. "')..'-:::~>\""~-;"> r_<: _'. ~>."'. ," 1 .; :\.~~:, '_"~_"" .:, .':" _. _ " - " :'~" 

MEO)2:R eVl:l:luat}ifl,tlwlea(tsoilap.ddep~h 9~!lalollt~ideJAe'W:'1st~<ii,~POS'l:t <l-lea alll1 ; '; ." 
determined that there is:no trend'in mean or median lead concentrationswit1}4epth for '" 
the upper12 feet, although there is a spike in mean lead concentrations at 1.5 feet. Below 
12feetthere.appearsto{be~. de!'!mC\~ejl}m~,an,~41l1e4ian .1eadpgripe~traiiOlls; putth~ . 
mean lea<,l; ~l)~t,ratioJlSat J6.an,d l.S. fe.e~w:e,:still,gre,aterth~ni~,,090I1!W:Jc,gl~~e.f:'g. p}. 

1r~ '_-'-:;'-,.~~,J~~.-:'.~'-"j -;"}.-r 

MEDEP dQ~Slloty{(P~~t tAy, Nayytq~xc.~yat~p~JQWagrtf~~l .. upon qepths, l:>1.lt ttis: .' . . .. ' 
· important to carefully describe the distributionoflY'lc1.w,itli :c1epth~Qtl1at.$~J<p.QW what '.' 

weare leaving behind after excavation andwe can applYI-UCsappropriateiy. As seen in 
Figlire 4, we cw:mQtsaY that ~oil bel()w6.ftyetha~lead,~()Jlc~lJtra,tjQn'sA!3ss'111al1tl1Y: . 
una~'2~JgtaRletisk.lnf&9.t,:-Vec~()t'Rr~4ict,wha,qh~ le,(lG\c,Qn~entm~i91J,~t'soJLb€10w.6 . 
feetwil1 be. . ..' . . ' . 

\ 

. .... j 

18,:AtCG; 1.6:2;p. ih~Q,· .'~ ... ;theel~vatp,d l~:v~i~ In:th¢illAfHtel'~d\~~rnples,~erelt<)~~~il', 
particulatesinthegroun.dW'ater~:'r4e~a\r,y)~houldi1)Pt~Usmiss.!thep1ieSenCf;rQfsuspeJ1tl~d· .... 
lead particlesin these wells.Unlikein soils,coll()ids. .. OOc1.9~11e,~§usPynde:@;·l1\.t~~,i!l ' 
groundwater can be transported more ,easily in aqpifers that are compqs(;id of large rock 
fragm,ellts"apdlarge void.s. '. . ; i 

." ",\-"'~', .. ; .('-\. '( :';;'~ ,~.",~;. /.' ~" 

19·Att..C~1.6.2;\1"C2J{ tl1i,r9Pat'agraph,fi(st'~.l?ntenc~,."~; 'll1,ostpf ~he9Pllt~mm~Jiouat 
OU2 isill:tlIe ;s()~l~lJg~~titehigh;ti~e 1~v~L':',me,i;lsel;JrQyi4~ evjdync,eJQ.~\lPppr:t.this'", 
statement. ... As :4escr:ineQ :iil Co.nuJlent:12 :a.bQV(lipwwledgeo f the ,disttiqut.iqn i;lfleCJ.c1' at .'. 



depth.·iscbn.strain~.41~y'tff,e lack 9fdat~<\t4~BW1'maldng#Jioss~b~e' for·leadamoUhts·to 
appeargreat~t ~¢~thesurface, than atd~ptlt', . ..... . .... . '.' . . . 

, ; ~.J 1 " , • I ~ ; :", • ,. -' , '> • ", '} , , • -' ',' ' . 

20.·AtL G, Jl{}.3,.p.1-22 .• ·. "Surt:acewat~r coP,RentratiQnsarecQnsideredlo»,enough{i,e." .. 
similar t09!les,s't4hnthe stn'fa-c~1~ate!ldrtteHaJihaf surtaG¢ ~a:terwoula .nbfadv~ts~ly· . 
impadSealhlbnlcoWcenttatiomLi j :tCsurface water concentra:tf6ns are sirriilarto stirfa<5e . 
watercritera tl1~n.~!.§eeIl1s possibl~th~tgiv~!l tl1ehNg~ volwlle Qf,dil,utionin thehver 

. tlier~Js asigniffcarlfgrotindwatei'Ei6utcein tliis~rea. "Pleiase discuss this possibility. 
AWt·pl~.a,~eproVI4e·~ttabl~:s119Wi#g (lc()mp~ris8n,betw~ep SUffa~e'~a~~r,?8~t~n.ira,iioA~ 
and sutfa'cewater criteria or provide a specific refei'ence(C:lbcuirient and table n,Uffibet). 

. ,-:.,' ,'f' ',I' 'I 

21. Att C, 1. 6;5 ,p.} ~24;'.\-/utu,re !~j'pqthetJpfll ry~iqe,ntiall~nq ~~e, ~l1oul,d .u~~ J -a~re 
exposure units for areas hdtcutrentlyused'asres'iderices~ " . It ishdt <ilear if,.:aCre·· , ... 
exposure units were used. Please clarify. 

, 

22. Attach. C, 1.7, Conceptual Site Model- Groundwater, p. 1':'25.WhiH~ ~e m9nitorlng . 
wells within the DRMO samplewater withintheground,thisw~terisF~aUY'l?'eaw:ater/In 
highly permeable material such as the rock fragment fin, thefreShwaterlens"~ta . ', .. ', ..... 
freshwater-seawater interface will be verythih. The groundwater samples ( exc~ptnV ~l 
and DW.,S) in theDRMOhave chloride concentration~thatr~gefro1l145't6Tr5%thati' 
of seawater, supporting this modeL Hence; tho'st'df'fhe gtoruldwatet in' ffi:e'l~ar~s6.oie ,";J , 

. monitoring wells represent inundated seawater that is slightlydilutedby fresll 
'grotnidWa1etand 'is not water that originated as ptecipitatidnand'moveCl;dbwilward and 
outward towards the riyer., Tlfis ~onceptisnot describedclearlY,intb,i~re,l?9rt or t1;te. .' 
Supplemental RI and s~q~t:ct b~' irt~Jiid¢q ~s part oHM conceptualsHf U:iJj,del: '. 

,," , , , . " i -j .,' ~ - . 

23. Att .. C, 2.1.1, p. 2-3:' ~' .. JiQStat& ()'f'¥~inechemical-specific' Wt5J\\(ereiderttified." 
Deletethissentenceasth~ Navyid6t;ttlf1es'the State of Maine's JanuitY'2pl0 R~med{al 
Action Guidelines as ~l c,hymi~al~specH1CTBC, both within this s,epti6p:'a'rl~' ~Hliii(l'aple 
2-1. Also, add "fU1~ ~'t~tiqtM~iIH;~:tpacktp the first sentence i.nth'is s,~c#8It·, .. c .• '1 ..•• 

t'~ .' .' ! ",!.'", :.'; _ '_ . ': '." ,.:1 ~ , "' . , " : ?" _'/".' ," ." 1 ! 

24 .. Att.C, 2~2.2~17, fJist'pfiragtaph; ·l~sti~ehtence.The averageq~Rth:6f6;feetvyas~' tl~e~ 
for "estimation of volume of contatliinatiMinaterial for the FSYThig sfatefuehi should 
be qualified byiridicatirig that this is not an estimate of the volume of all the 
contaminated material at OU2;Rather,it'sanestimateofthe volumeabove6 feet bgs; 
A significant volume of contaminated material will be left in place by restricting 
excavation to 6feet. . 

.. 25. Att. C, 2.5,2';19. Exposure point concentrations (EPCs} are mentioned in this section 
hut there is no explanation or demonstration of 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 extehsively yet 
the Navy did notprovide updated figures. 

) 



27. It is not clear from the text or Figures 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3 ifthe 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 oflead 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. 

Project nager 
Bureau 0 Remediation and Waste Management 
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Ted Wolfe, MEDEP 
Gail Lipfert, MEDEP 
Matt Audet, USEPA 
Lisa Joy, US Navy 
Matt Thyng, US Navy 
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Peter Britz, RAB 
Doug Bogen, RAB 
Michele Dionne, RAB 

Mary Marshall, RAB 
Jack McKenna, RAB 
Diana McNabb, RAB 
Oni! Roy, RAB 
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Jonathan Carter, RAB 
Doug Grout, NH Fish and Game 
Carolyn LePage, SAPL 
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