N00102.AR.002150
NSY PORTSMOUTH
5090.3a

LETTER AND COMMENTS ON BEHALF OF SEACOAST ANTI POLLUTION LEAGUE
REGARDING REVISED OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2) RISK ASSESSMENT NSY PORTSMOUTH
ME
6/15/2000
LEPAGE ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES




June 15 2000 : ‘

Johanna Lyons UL S A
Seacoast Anti- Pollutlon League

P. O. Box:136,~ ; w57 el w e L

Portsmouth,: New Ha. psh1re 03802, : e Y
Subj ect' Rev1ew of the March 2000 Revzsed OUZ Rlsk Assessment

DearMs Lyons G gk

enclosed

1. Page ES-1, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.  The referénce for.the updated risk assesstnent' .’ -
guidance mentioned in the second paragraph (and elsewheresm the text) should be- c1ted and
added to the reference lIst AR LR B ¥ P e e ot

B ’..’%"

2. Page ES—l EXECUT SUNMARY The th1rd.paragraph should be amended to ‘clartfy
that this'risk assessment focusesion:enishore areas; that-human:health: risks'in offshore;areas. were
evaluated il the May 1994 Final- Human: Health Risk Assessment.Report for:Qff-shore:Mediay.
and that- poteri‘t“l"al' offshore impacts aré being monitored as partof the ontgoeing OU4.monitoring - -
program: Thls 1nformatron should also‘be added to’ the discussion ofithe- scope of thlS document
on page 1-1.¢ L I L R T Lot Y Coe

3. Page ES-2;, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY. : The depth ranges for surface §0il sarmples '
collected at the:DRMO Iiiipact Area‘are not presented:consistently throughout:the document. ... . ...
The first footnote-on the table at the top of page ES-2 states:that soil:safnples‘were evaluated for -
two depth ranges: 0 to 1 feet and 0 to 2 feet. The text on page 2-7 states that the maximum
depthrof soil*samples collected atthe DRMO lipact Ared is 34*inches;'while  the'text'on page;2-
10 states that surface- soils 6f‘0 to 12:inches.were evaluated as part.ofithe 1994 on=shore -hurman:.
health risk: dssessinent. Tables 3-5-and:3+6, and the text on pagés 39 and 3-10:present:data-for
0-1'and >1" intervals.:-Also, the bullet at the bottom.of page ES=6-states that risks-from surface .
and subsurfdce soils are within thie USEPA target-risk: range Addltlonal 1nformatlon and/or:.
editing is needed to prevent thé reader ffom being confused.. : S : S
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4, Page ES-S Slte 29 As we stated 1n our comment letter dated May 10 2000 regardmg the L
responses to comments on the Draft Final Field 1nvest1gatzon Report for Site 10 and Site 29, we
do not believe that the vertical and horizontal extent of contamination at Site 29 have been
adequately defined. The range of contaminant concentrations, particularly maximum values,
also needs to be refined. Without additional investigation to adequately characterize the site, it
is likeljjf{ that risks are being underestimated at Site 29.

L DS B
5. P,agesES =S, Site 29. What is-the bas1s for the statement near the bottom of the page that- r1sk
estimates for military residents located in the general vicinity of Site 29 are antigipated not:to. -
exceed the USEPA target risk range? What about the State of Maine nsk gu1del1ne‘7

1 SV e en rot o
6.. Pagé ES 6, Site 29. The r1sk assessment document contams numerous references to and
compar1sons with facility background data. As we have stated in a number of previous commient
letters (see our April 26, 2000 letter regarding the Draft Final Facility Background
Development; fomgxe mple) thenssue of what:constitutes: representatwe background conditions..
e $ ) dndividualisites is stilliunre: olve and we continue: o have :
concems with the n ,erpretatlon and appl1cat10n of background values We do not believe that -
the Navy is able to d1fferent1ate “background” contam1nat1on from site-related contamination.
As the MEDEP: points-out:in' their: comment,letter dated May, 2000, “facilitybackground”.,
should not-be.considered the.same:as local! anthropogemc ‘background”’;contaminant cond1t1o
without confirmatory data, particularly for substances such as DDT that are notmaturally=.' ..: 1:
occurring. In our November 19, 1999, letter on the Technical Memorandum for the Human
Health Risk-A$sessment Protocol forOU2yweicommented:on, the-Navyisproposal.to elin?)‘inate 4
inorganiccompounds on-the :basis-of-background:levels; even:though the:most-recent: USEPA
guidance'states that background lévels:should not:be-usedito eliminate. anyyCOPC fromthe " -
evaluationsprocess. ' As the WSEPA stated in their May 9,,2000;comment letter, if chem1cals are ;
eliminated basedion background .studles the:to t_ﬁ( srtekn)sk will be upderestimated:by. the:risk
assessment, and that uncertainty assoc1ated with the background study’ should be discussed.

7. Page ES-7,, DRMO:Impact: Area: The finaliparagraph:on the-page summarizes risks:.

associated:with:the. DRMO.Impact Area. ..Do:the risks.presented.consider.the additional{ 1
potential: nsks should the so1ls 1nclud1ng subsurface so1ls :at the DRMane d1 sturbed?

I N H ol -

offshore 1mpacts have been ‘Glalilate : ssessmeritéfforts(mthth
appropriate documents cited) and will contmue be evaluated as part-of the on-going:OU4.::
monitoring.
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9. Page 2-7, ‘_Sectlon 2,2 3 DRMO Im act Area Quarters S N, nd 68 The ﬁrst paragraph
in the:section states that the DRMO Inmipact-Area: was: identified-as potentially belng 1mpacted by
wind dispersion of contaminants from the DRMO. . The reference‘that supplies the basis for. this
statement:should.be cited i in the text and should be added to the reference list,

10. Page 2-8, Section 2.2. 4 OU2 Physncgl Cha racterlstlcs The last sentence in the second
paragraph-on the page. vstates that xhlstoncal phetographs of the site 1nd1cate a: retalnlng wall...

State: ofMalne nsk guldehnes oo S R

12. Page 2-11 Sectlon 2. 251 Prevrous Human Health ’Rlsk Assessment Summa_y The

aha. %
SR

B Wp, ul

13. Page 3-1, Sectlon 3 1 SITE 6 DEFEN SE REUT[LIZATI()N AND MARKETING
OFFICE (DRMOQ). The last:sentence states that the locations of surface soil samples col
in 1999 are shown en Figure 2-3: The text;should refer to Figure:2-4 1nstead However, it is,not .
clear which ofithe soil sampling locations shown on: Figure 2-4, are»the 1999, samphng locatlons
The sampling designation for the 1999 soil samples should be added to the text in: this section,,
and the legend on Figure 2-4 should be amended to indicate the 1999 surface soil samphng
locations: (as opposed to.the soil bonngz syiibol), , Iri-addition; sthe, term “decaying;cap’”  requiges:
additional explanation. Earlier text: descrlbes the shoreline, er051on problems and emergency;
remedial action. Does “decaying.cap’; mean that inland pertions of the cap are also. . ., &
deterloratlng‘? ’
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15 Page 3 2 Sectlon 3 1 1 Surface -0|ls at SI () 6 “One swface sozl sample SS 02" hid a
lead cdncentr‘atton of 7 2,100 wig/kg. “Howevér, Building 348 ha since been built.at or near this +
\samplefloc_ano}i. 7<What is'the'significarice of Biildifig 348-béing built at or near the location of
the elevated lead concentration?: ' Was the: contaminatéd soil' overed over, femoved; or. 1.+
disturbed? If the soil was-distuirbéd; what i$ the pétential impdct for contaminant migration‘at
this and nearby sites? If the soil was removed where was the s01l d1sposed?

e, AN TN 5 fen

16. Pages 3-4'& 3-5, Section 3.2 SITE 29 - T EEPEE INCINERATOR The text on page 34 . .
states that-soil-bofing’ TPI‘SB03 is-outsidethé ash disposaliared-while the text'on page 3-5 states: -
that analytical data’ 1nd1cate that the ash disposal.atea extends at least to this: s01] bor1ng locatlon
The text must be revised to clear up this confusion.!” " et e S AR

contamination by DDT and its metabolites DDE and DDD should be descr1bed for the ind1v1dual -
compounds and collectively, as the sum of concentratlons

prev1ous documen te Interim Oﬁ’ hore Momtormg Plan and the Stte Screemng Report for :
Sites 30,31 ind 32; fof example)i-that the frequenty: of détection for a compound maybe':
underestimated if numericaltdétection limits‘are elévated: This'would: léad tothe poténtial --
underestimation of the number of times action levels or other criteria are exceeded, and result in =
underestlmatlon ‘of risk: Therefote; we apprecléte ‘the Navy‘evaluating aralytical detection' . '
limits'by comparing detection limits to the screening’criteria, as stated‘at the bottom of‘page 5 3,
The téxt at'thé top of- page 5- 4 1mp11es that detection lihits’ for.PAHS were the only one's to -

exceed- screenlng cntena How d1d detectlon 11m1ts for other compounds compare with.-
screenlng crlterla’? R e R R v CoRET

19. Page 5-14, Sectlon 5.1. 2 5 Exposure Pomt Concentratlons The text states that dupllcates s
were avéraged-for purposes-of Galculating the EPC (exposure poiht concentratlon) for ot Tl
groundwater and’soil.: Why-weren’t the:greater of the ‘duplicateiresults used? - T

20. Page 5-17, Section 5.1.2.6.1 Incidental Ingestion of Soil. The scenario described in this
section and the'following: section-shoulddlso take. into account disturbance of sub‘surfacesoils
(such as with the construcfion of a-fetindation)-that-would bring these'soils to‘the surface,
allow1ng receptors other than construction workers to'be potentlally exposed RO :«‘.’: REREY

PRI RHIEE

21. Pages 5-25 through 5-34 Section 5.1.5.- -Uneértainty. AnalySls We apprec1ate thte
discussion of the""’-"ncertamtles affecting the- QU2 tisk assessment. As we pointed out in :

comment 4; above ‘we believe additiondl irivestigationis hecessaryto:adequately: charactenze,l secky”
Site 29." In'the meantime, the’ ‘uricertainty regarding the extent:of contam1natlon at Site’ 29 and -
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ZLE ,,«': b gt 2 . et
the resultlng 1mpact on: the assessment of 51te rlsks should be added to the dlscusslon in this o
section.  This‘comment also.appliés:to Section 5.3.4, which, dlscusses the uncertainties spec1ﬁc
to the risk assessment for Site 29.

22, Page 5-28, Section 5.1.5.1 Uncertainty in Selection of COPCs. We agree with the
USEPA’s comment number 14 (dated 5/9/00) that if chemicals are eliminated based on
background data, then the risk assessment will underestimate the total site risk. Discussion of
the uncertainty associated with the background study and the apphcatlon of background data
should be added-to'the report. - - - - R T

23. Page 5-41, Section 5.2.3.1 Quantitative Risk Estimates - RME Evaluation - Site 6. We
note that “acceptable” risk range should be changed to “target” risk range here and elsewhere in
the text, based on the USEPA’s comment number 20 (dated 5/9/00). -

22. Page 6-1, Section 6.1.1 Revised Human Health Risk Assessment. We agree that potential
risks-associated with inhalation exposures under the current land use are likely to be minimal.

However if soils are disturbed, the potential risks could be significantly greater.

23. Page 6-3, Section 6.1.1 Revised Human Health Risk Assessment. Given the proximity of
Site 29, another potential source of PAHs found at Site 6 is the Teepee Incinerator.

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

(neolipn 0 @

Carolyn A. Lepage C. G

President -
Enc.
cC: Iver McLeod, Department of Env1r0nmental Protection

Meghan Cassidy, Environmental Protection Agency

4/ﬁav1d Brown, Sc.D.
A Marty Raymond, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

1050U2rsk jup
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Lepage Environmental Servzm, Inc.’ e oL e
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From: David R. Browi S¢D.' *
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SuhjectrCmmenfsrm the Revxsed ou2 Risk K;sassmcnt f
Portsmouth Navgl Sh:pygrd, thtw, Maine,aMarch 2000
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[ have Teviéwed the Revi

calculate and to evalual nsks«fm@lﬁz méor‘ﬁorﬁtiﬁg ihie updaip
‘methodolégy-and the' omp the tonclusions of the 19
March 2000 risk dst .

This‘evaluation foll d emort
Recomfrieided Human ey k A ;ent Protoeolafors();ieratfmaf Unit: 2“((902 . mer aretl
compohents té- iﬁ@ﬁ assessment I) selection of chemicals of potential concern; 2) calculation of
exposure point concentrations and 4) calculatwn and evatuatmn ot‘ the nsks.

Lt o vt
& o

B

1

isa mp'!butotg,;oiﬁxe%Cmmctlm worker ﬂsk
the limited times, of exposures: -

The actual calculated risks for several pathways changes when more recent data is included. The primary. .
cancer risk drivers in the 1999 risk assessment are PAHs, Arochlor 1254, and Arsenic for site 6;, PAHs,
dioxins/furans and Arsenic for site 29 and Arsenic for DRMO. These risks are charadenzed@s exceedmg
State of Maine guidance but not EPA guidance all populations except thie future résidents:, In the case of

future residents both the EPA and State of Maine Guidance is exceeded.

With respect to non-cancer risk, Aroclor 1254 and antimony are the identified risk drivers in the 1994 risk .

assessment. It is noted that mercury is a risk driver in the 1994 risk assessment but is not mmgxpned in .

discussions in the 1999 risk assessment. How was the mercury risk evaluated?
The lead risks found are unacceptable in site 6 and site 29. e

The overall conclusions for the three areas indicate a low level of risk with some need for action in specific
cases such as lead. None of the non-cancer or the cancer risks are characterized as high concern at the three
sites. The comparison with background and limited opportunity for exposures of long durations are used 10
illustrate the low level of hazard.

Comments and questions:

1. There are contaminates at the sites with both acute and chronic toxic actions but the limited
opportumg' for exposures reduces the potential for exposures. This appears to be a condition
unique to the Shipyard site. In the interpretation of the risk assessment should include discussion
of the mercury and other metals over the SSL.

i




2. Page 6-3 paragraph S cites work by Jones et al. 1998. Isit proposeditiiat the oontammate& at site§
are duc to background and thus not site related?

3. The IUBK model for lead is designed to identify public health actiondneeded when chﬂdrm are
exposed to a contaminated environment. While TUBK can be used as,an.indicator of & pfoblcm

with lead, it should not be interpreted as a safe level of leadata conta;mnated site. when 5% of "

exposed can have an elevated lead level. - AL
4. State of Maine criteria for cancer should direct the remediation cms:deranons even when the EPA
criteria are not exceeded.

5. There is a question of the extent of the contamination at the former Teepee incinerator area. How
did the extent of the contamination affect the mterptetatzon of thc. dmxm/ﬁxran nsks" Would this
be characierized a low level of hazard? . ..

6. What are the durations of exposure usedfor ealculauon of the HIs at site 29" What are the
durations of exposure used to calculate the cancer risks, | year or 70 years? .

7. The toxicological profiles are only referenced as to bibliographic source not with rcspect to each

chemical. How did these profiles affect the interpretation of the risk?

8. Itisnoted that thc mercury risks are not highlighted in the risk assessment but mercury | has been & ;

: change invthe:status’ ofthe méret e e

. 7 ﬁn"
- ekposiiFes? Such risks s!}ou;dbeaddrmbyremedléﬁonﬁcﬁviﬁ& '

10. In the cucrent form the risk assessment presents a mpicx discussion ot' ns%;s and the potential fur .
human health impacts. It regutres A:00nGise: summiary wméh is‘imiderstood by | the typical reader. -
This édr!y explain 4 Iug;!tamxxs of the rzsk asséssment arid the fact that nsks off of the +

" gite aré cons:dered, % s

P R

In mmmary, this risk assessment provxd&s detaxled maﬁsts of thc nsks for dxﬁ'amt&l p%&mways and for, .

different exposure groups.. I js mkmprovemcm -over-the 1994° RiskTAs in'that a brpadcr group ol‘
hazards dre evaliated, eport.should agsist in the evaluation’ ‘dnd ig’mtum v ,ethe remedml
alternatives. THank You for this opportunity to read the documents; " -

David R. Brown, S¢.D. o o R
Public Health Toxicologisg - - o o T B T
65 Biilkley Avetxuebl orth R NV ¢ ‘

Westport, Catinecticut 06880 e
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