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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PORTSMOUTIH NAVAL SHIPYARD
PORTSMOUTYH, N. H. 03804-B000 IN REPLY RCFER TO:

May 9, 2000
MEMORANDUM

FOR THE MEMBERS OF THE RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD (RAB) CERCLA REMEDIAL
ACTION PROGRAM, PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

On behalf of the Seacoast Anti-Pollution League (SAPL), the Navy is forwarding SAPL's review of the
March 2000 Draft Final Facility Background Development for your information. They were prepared for
SAPL by their Technical Assistance Grant advisor, Lepage Environmental Services, Inc.

If you have any quesfions regarding these comments, they may be asked at a RAB meeling, by calling
Lepage Environmental Services at (207) 777-1049 or by writing to:

Lepage Environmental Services
731 Hotel Road

P.O. Box 1195

Auburn, ME 04211-1195

Sincerely,
m Plaiétt]ad G)‘( 50(’

Navy Co-Chairman
Restoration Advisory Board

Drstribution:

Doug Bogen Jeff Clifford Mary Marshall
Michele Dionne Eileen Foley Mary Menconi
Phil McCarthy Jack McKenna Roger Wells
Onil Roy Johanna Lyons

EPA Region | (M. Cassidy)
MEDEP (lver McLeod)

NOAA (K. Finkelstein)

MEDMR (D. Card)

NHFG (C. McBane)

USFWS (K. Munney)
COMSUBGRU TWO (R. Jones)
North Div (F. Evans)

PNS (Code 100PAO) w/o encl
Carolyn Lepage w/o encl
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Johanna Lyons L
Seacoast Anti-Pollution League

P. 0. Box 1136

Portsmouth, New. Hampshire 03802,

Subjeet; . | Rev1ew of Responses to Comments on the Draft anal Field Investrgatzon Report
Site 1 0. (Bulldmg 238) and Slte 29 (Teepee Incmerator)

Dear: Ms Lyons:, .

{ e L T e A A R

gelare transnnttmg comments to the Seacoast Antl-Pollutlon Le' “:ue (SAPL)

As you requested

Field Investzgatzon Report Szte 10 (Buzldmg 238) and Szte 39 ( T eepee Incmerator) Many of the
Navy’ § Tesponses were satlsfactory However questions or concerns remam regarding the

nal S ,L;; omment 4. Page ES-3, SITE 1 10 (BUIL
This. sectlon has been revlsed signif cantiy from the J anuary 1999 Draft Report, with the ‘Navy
now clearly statmg that a,dd1t1onal  site mvestlgatlons are needed at Site 10, érven the fadial”
pattern of groundwater flow deplcted .on figures i in subsequent sections (see. Flgure 3- 2 for
example) and the location of the piping and underground tank, it appears that at'léast’ two' ,
additional monitoring wells will be needed to assess contaminant migration at the sité. The
concentrations of contaminants in excess of Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and
continuing high turbidity at monitoring well BA-02 should also be addressed.

Navy Respons,'ez Please seethe Navy’s response to ,MEDEP‘ con,irnient nof. 1.

,Addmonal Comment The response to MEDEP comment no 1 states that the Navy is not
currently planning to, 1nsta11 addltlonal monitoring wells at, Slte 10 ag the area is currently tidally
flushed and-the 1ntenm oﬁ‘shore momtormg program prov1des a samp ing. locatxon to the edst on

the oﬂ‘shore is bemg aﬂ‘ected to the west T
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We do not believe that one momtonng well is sufﬁment to characterlze groundwater ata s1te
particularly one, where 10 d ater flows radlally outward (note that groundwater ﬂow d1rectlons

oﬂ‘shore momtonng p01nt is sufﬁc1ent ) judge potentlal offshore 1mpacts at Slte 10 espec1a11y
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given the radial pattern of groundwater flow. Therefore we reiterate our original comment that
additional monitoring-wells are needed-to assess contaminant migration-associated with the’ ‘pipinig
and the underground tank: In addition, the concentrations of contaminants in excess of MCLs
and continuing high turbidity at monitoring well BA-02 need to be addressed et

Original SAPL Comment 5 Page ES-4, SITE 29 (TEEPEE ]NC]NERATOR) ‘Background.
In response to our earlier comments, the Navy added information concerning Building 314 (the
former pesticide handling building) to this’ sectlon ad elsewhere i the report. [N6te: We do-not
have the sketch of the flap valve speelﬁed in the Navy’s response to our July 1999 Comment
Number 47.] The additional passage states that pesticides were stored in the building before
mixing. Where were the pesticides actually mixed - at building 314 or at a different'location?’*
Buﬂdmg 314 was used between 1982 and 1995. We understand that the Navy has contracted out
for p tlclde services since 1995 Where were pesticides stored handled, and’ mixed prior to'
1982‘7 it would also be helpful to know what Bulldmg 3 10 was used for and how long 1t was
present at the 51te, L ' ‘ ' ’
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Navy Response: Please see our responses to EPA ¢Oih

'

Addltronal Comment' The Tesponse to EPA comment no 3 mdlcates that Bu11dmg 3 14 was

requ1res a response

Original SAPL Comment 6. Page ES-6, SITE 29 (TEEPEE INCINERATOR)
Recommendations. We believe that additional investigations should be condiicted at Site 29. -

As the Navy aclcnowledges in'the Exécutive Suimmiary anid elsewheére ifi the téxt ($e€ page 4-8,for
example) the hrmts of the former ash dlsposal area are not known and are 11ke1y to extend beyond

at the 51te partlcularly miakimum values”also ‘should bé réfined. Addrtlonal‘ﬁeld mvestlgatlons are
needed to fully determine the extent and nature of contamination at Site 2956 thaf tisks cati be't
assessed more accurately and appropnate remed 1 decisions can be made ,

yerop ot ok A e A g B Fa
Navy Response. Based.on available 1nforrnatfon On'the Ash Dlsposal Atéa, ash was spread across
the’ ares oﬁ"ﬁly Therefore 10 T reason 10 belre\’ie”that the tange of chienical. e+ ¢
concentratlons have ot been adequateljl' characterizeéd at this time: " The Navy beheVes that the
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OUZ -.1nclud1ng Srte 29) is currently bexng conducted in. accordance w1th the ] echmcal
Memorandum on the Recommended Human Health Risk Assessment Protocol for Operable Unit
2 dated December 1999
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The Navy does: not mtend to collect any addrtronal data for 1nolusron inl e,; current rlsk
assessment. Also see our response to EPA comment no. 1.

Additional Comment: What is the basis:for.the-statement: that-ash was spread: umformly«across
the site? The information in the soil boring logs and in the text does not indicate uniform
spreading,-and:the range of chemigal-concentrations detected does:not.indicate.a.uniform...... «.
distributiontof contaminants:at:the site. . As.we stated.in pur original:comment; neither 't 5
horizontal nor the vertical; extent:of .contamination has:-been adequately defined. -Therefore, . -
contraryito the Nayy’s response,:there is no,reason:to believe,that.chemical, concentrations,have .
been adequately characterized. Additional investigation is;needed in.erder to. properly evaluate. -
-risks-and; select-and implement remedial. measures: ; _ S . ~
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ﬁginal.;S.A:PIf(szm'mem; B -aget~L~;6'§1§SeQ!i'bnr~~1;:4.i}a| Site 29 -
Comment. 5, above;:applies to- th15 sectionisasswell:r ;o o L oo

Navy Response Please see our responses to EPA comment no. 3 and MEDEP comment no. 6
Additional Comment As we noted in our Add1t10na1 Comment on SAPL Or1g1na1 Comment no.
5, the mixingsof pesticides at Building 3 14 increases the likelihpod-of spills.and:releases;and -
resulting contamination. In addition, our question regarding where pesticides were handled,-and
storéd prior to 1982 still requires a response.

ey

Original SAPL Comment 13. Page 3-7, Section 3.4.2 Subsurface Soil. “Lead is considered
1o be a site-related contaminant.” We had commented previously on this statement with regard
to surface soils. The Nayy removed the sentence and was to identify compounds that exceed .
criteria (see Comment Number 12, above). The same should be done for the Subsurface Soﬂ
section. . : ;

information: regardlng exceedances of reference levels SAPL S. commen “no,, 13 relates to the use
of the phrase “site-related” to characterize lead. As we pointed out in our April 14, 1999
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Acomment no. 36 whlle we. do not necessarlly d1sagree that lead 1s a s1te-related contarmnant m
surface soil, the Navy should explain why other-compounds. that-alse exceed criteria are not. .
considéred site-related: We were attempting tomake the same point with regard:to- subsurface
soil in our January-28%/comment'1io. 13 -Thetefore; our comment no. 13 still requires'a response.:
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Original SAPL Comment 18. Page 4-59, Figure 4-1. The configuration of the ash disposal
area on this and similar figures should be: expanded to the extent poss1ble to reflect the tesults of
the investigation. : fo L -

Navy: Response' Please see our response to-EPA: oomment no. 1.: . SR R
Additiorial’ Comment* ‘We Stlll belleve the ﬁgures should be reVISed to mcorporate the results of
the investigation: The text on page 4-7 states-that the location of soil boring TPI-SB03 was
originally thought to be-outside the liriits‘of the ash-disposal area, but that the analytical data -
suggest that the-ash- dlsposal area extends to-at least this locatlon We:do not: understand why the
figurés shoild'not reflect what is stated in the rest of the report R
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Original SAPL Comment 20. Pages 5-1 - 5-4, Section 5 CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS:: We have made a number-of comments in‘ this letter that also apply to
this section. Of particular concern are the comments relatingto recommeéndations-(Comments 4,
6, and 7)
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Navy Response° Please see our responses to SAPL comments no. 4 5, and 7.
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Addltlonal Comment: As noted above we still have concerns. regardmg SAPL comments no. 4.

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

Smcerely,

Carolyn A Lepage, C.G
President
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cc: Iver McLeod, MEDEP
eghan Cassidy;'EPA: - “ ‘ N oo S
arty Raymond Portsmouth Naval Shlpyard : £ 105 Teepee.my0
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