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May 20, 2000 . '

Johanna Lyons i e e o 1 L
Seacoast. Antl—Pollutlon League T R T
P..O;Box.J136,.5 . . e R
Portsmouth New l—Iampshlre 03802

Subject ) Rev1ew of the Apnl 21 2000 Inter1m Submlttal for the qufr S ;
‘ Reparr for Operable Umt 3 ,
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We.are, tran,sml,ttmgxthe followmg comments on the Ap 21,
Draft Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3.(QU3), to th Seacoast Antl-,_
(SAPL); ;The I Intenm Submittalinclude separate sections on 8 different topics rangmg from ‘
change .:thc human health risk, ’ ilw Thy :
1nfonpat10n inithe submlttals asjlassgntbled "%l response to, preyl,ous commepts on -the,(,)U.? .
Feasibility Srudy Report, (FS) We have orgamzed our- comments qn a sectlon-by s ct1on basns
as follows: o . P '

1, Spatlal Dlstrlbutlon (Tag Maps) of COCs m Sor i and qroundwater Th > 1 tfof thls
section. mgheates that coneentrations, of contarnlnants were .compared with factllty backgt;ound
values. .As noted in oyr.comment letter da,ted Apnl 26 2OQO we. remat oneemed with the
development apd. appllc,atg‘on of background data as. dopumented in the l;)rcg‘t T inal I ac;lfty
Background Deyelapment, regort - We also,agree with the comr nts the lylame Dep rtment
an1ronmental Protectlon rajses in their May 15, 2000, letter on the same. document Therefore
there are. still issues to be resolye: i : ion of baol{ground ampltng loeatlons and
how data from background loeatlons should be 1nterpreted and applled n. the declslon—makmg
procéss. In addition, it appears that some COCs were not included unless representatlve ‘
concentrations exceeded background Which contaminants were dropped for this reason?
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3. Spatjal Dlsfrrbutlon"(Tag Ma ps) of: COCs in Soil and Groundwater ‘The ‘text onthe..,
Secor page states that when*comparlng the screening levels to chemical concentrations,, 1f the ‘
detection limit exceeded thé screening level; one half the detection limit was used to COIlSldeI'
whether the chemical could possibly ‘exceed the screening level. Ina number of comment letters
ona \‘farlety of documents; we have raised the issue of how to interpret data when detectlon
levels exceed screening criteria. We understand that in statistical analysis of environtental -

data, ;t is common to use one half the detection limit for non-detect values in a variety of
calculat1ons However, we believe that it is potentially misleading to use one half the detection
limit'to judge if a chemical could possibly exceed screening criterd*What {4tHe rationalefor-
this statement? How many instances, for what parameters werﬁep possnble exceehdanCes exeluded?“"
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4, Seep{Surface Water Dllutlon Factor Development. Thjs section presents, for the first tlme‘
a summary of the develo pmeht of dilutibn factors iiséd in risk assessient at the Shipyard. " As -~

we note in our comments on the Hydrogeologic Issues section, we até-¢oricérnied with the values
used’ ;‘o characterize hydraulic conductivities in the immediate vicinity of the shoreline.
Recal‘culatlng the dilution factors with hydraulic conductivities for wells along the shofe ‘show -
the potent1al impacts to be as much as three t1mes greater In addmon the d1scu551on of the
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seeps are only expo*sed’a;t low to mld tide dnd’ con of only a“ sheen flow™” of less than ong*
gallon" m1nute.‘ 'Theretbre thié lll(ely skifv’ exposﬂre i$ifrorn walking through thé” seep, and- skln
4 €Xposiife ‘alciilated 1dé Iy We'are'Condetied thit; by reducmg the skm
‘ Stéscents, in partlcular 1E‘pOkmg Hrotind in'fhie’s &sedps-ordfther!
act1v1t1es that may result'in expoSure ‘6f*hahd$ and Towér arths in adélmon to feet and lower leg
areas, are no longer éonsidered Therefore ‘Wwe do- not agree ”\Mth reducmg the skm sUrfaee ‘area
exposed to feet only : Coral e e RTINS

of Landfill’ ThIS seCtron' Xplam Sthe N aVy s conceptﬁal thédsl for theé t1dally mduced 1ﬁéi'eases

in hydrauhc potentlal at inomtonn‘ v\{ells looat dat: @UB_{ W& nowhay
f xhhét o eptila"
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-calcu]atlons thit-were-derived for wells not located near the shore;- l;f arange Gf values of

cc: Iver McLeod Department of Enwromnental Protectron ,
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6 hours; niot*12 hours, should be used. We ate’also.concerned with-the use, of, values in the il

hydrauhc -conductivity: saturated thickness, and specific.yield are factqred into the. calczﬂatrons
the extent of tidal'influence (and tidally-influenced volumes) can vary significantly- from the 150
to 200 feet presented by the Navy. We understand that, as a result of discussions during.the May
17, 2000 conference call, the Navy will perform a sensitivity analysis-using a range of values.
We look forward to the results of this analysis. We do not believe that our.concems on this issue
should affect the selection of the landfill cover remedy. However, refinement of:hydrogeologic
values will likely be needed for the proper engineering design of the cover and.for the resolution
of groundwater management issues.

7. Position Paper on Management of Migration of Seeps.. In summary, the Navy states that
monitoring sediment in offshore areas is sufﬁcient to deterrnine Shipyard impacts to offshore
necessary and that sufﬁcrent investigations have been conducted to-select and jmplement.a
remedy for OU3 with management of seeps bing addressed in the OU3 FS. We do not disagree
with the selection of sediment for the on-going offshore monitoring, However, we do not

«. believe that the potential-impact of the OU3 seeps on intertidal organisms and communities has
-~ -been evalyated adequately. - We concur with the Maine Department of Environmental

- Protection’s-May15™ letterregarding OU3; groundwater.and-seeps, whrch states seep discharges
w «contain-conptaminants: at:concentrations that exceed {\mbrent Water: Qu;ality Criteria (AWQC)

prior to mixing; and the Navy’s.own ‘mixing zone and dilution factor calculations show. the
AWQC for DDD is exceeded. Furthermore, the Draﬁ Final Estuarine Eco!ogzc:r[ Risk
Assessment apparently did not specifically evaluate the intertidal organisms of concern at OU3,
nor does the Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) development portion of the Offshore
Momtormg specifically address impacts from seeps. If Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing
is determined to be inappropriate or insufficient to assess impacts, some other mechanism would
have to be employed. Now is the time to ascertain potential impacts to intertidal receptors so
that the process of selecting and i impler entmg a remedial measure can move forward,
particularly if the Navy prefers t@cﬁi&” ﬁ s@prce-control action at OU3 that includes action to

address groundwater.. - zg ,& 3, o 9,057 «gy @%} . : R .
Smcer;ly, -

Carolyn A{Zpage C.G.

President
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