
 
 

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



1 11, • 
/ 

/ 

I 

Lepage ,Environmental Services,' In't., 
'... > ":',. ~ : - ~ " • "'f ' "'.~ ~ < 

P.'O, Box 1195. A~bum, Maine 04211-1195.2071777-1049'. Fax:"207-717-f370 ' ,,' 
", ::' 2, ': ,:.; "",-,:' ,: ',,, I ~:,' 

I';' 

; ~ : ~ ':'; l ~~ , 

i "t ",~-'! ~",*.;.::_~< .. , ,~~_ ;~~L..:';.'~,~,/ ~.,,~~, 

, [ 

June 15,2000 .. 1.' ~'f ':, '.. '" 1 I' .;. -' ' 

, 
,~J I", ",'( t',) ('; , .,',' 

Johanna Lyons 
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Subject: Review of the March 2000 Revised OU2 Risk Assessment 

DearMs.lLyonsi ,.,'" , \'; 
" 

We are4ran'smiUfl1rjj?i.~mn(lmelillts l'(;).;Hlle"iC)eaCiIDliJ,S tl'\TIl'lf:l110J 

'RevisetiOU2 ;RisklJ4lls~sstnimti.l \Br~tIDavid;BtOWlil'~s;;cethm'ents',on -tH'6"rt ..... ""rnAt' 

enclosed:' .,\,<: '.i,'I'!,·,{; ,nLJ",' .~" . ,Y':"',,,'" 

,2900 " 

[ , : i; ~,~ .. ,:! , ' 
, , 

1. Page' ES-l,IDXECUlfliVE SUNINfi\RV. : Irllt::Lrefer:ence .for. the'upoated risk,assessijienf'''/ '.!: 

guidance:mentio1'l.€ci' ,in ,the, second "paragraph(and dsewherellrt the ,text) should ,be 'oi ted and ' " 
added to the referenter:list',,; , 'f '\U: '. "', "':,l" :;\ ,,' , .. ,' ",,> , " -',' ,"', ,i:/ c;, ,-

. ~ ;' , • ~ '! '. 

2. Page.Eg;.l,·FXECUJllME,SUMM~RY:. The-thirdiparagraplishould'beamerrded to'darify' , , 
that this·j,tl'sk'assessmerit fdCuS€s;Qn (0nshore aieas;:that,hun1an,heal th::risk:s!in offshorela~eas, were 
evaluated 'ift LtheMayq t)'94':Fiina/.,Hu'n'ianHealthRisk AssessmentRejJor.tijor:qt!-shDre:Media;;, ., 
and tlta:t'p0tentiali6ffsh0hHrnpacts'are be'ing monitored as part::oftne, (jil.Lgoing 'OlJ4,monitmiing'" 
program! This infolmatiort· should aU;oi be gdded to' th~: discussion of:thescope oHhis·.do'curnent 
on page 12]..,,;.-',:; f ',',: '; ,!" ":1,) '-" ! ""'" -, ,'" \>,fl; 

3. Page ES-'2; EXECUTIVESUMMARY~ ::Thedepth ranges'for surfa~e$QiLsati):ples ':'i";; 

collected at the'©RMO'ImpactAtea'are:n(')tpresented!cortsistently throtigli0uMhe docUment ... , r '" 

The first foot~otefoll' tire table at ;fhe tol'l of page ES-2statesi~that soiLsatnl'lles'wereevaluated for ' 
two depth ranges: 0 to 1 feet and 0 to 2 feet. The text on page 2-7 states that the maximum 
depth'o! soil'-samflles' collected iit -the' DRM@ lmpacf Af(~a .:is, 3Al.iAches;';whUe:the'te~eQi1 pagel~-
10 states',tha!"surface' soils' oriO to 12\inches',wereevaI4ated as partoJ,the ,1994 ,on~shore' human" 
health risk assessment. Tables' '3-5 'andi3",6'~i and the ttlxt on pages 3W; and.3~ };Q'cpr.ese'ntqata,for 
0-1' and> I' intervals.: ,AIs0,.the :bullet ·at the 'bottom,of page HS ... 6 'states ,that risks.fromsurface , 
and subsurfl:fee;soilS are~~'ithtn·the'USEP1\ target;'riskrange..-'A'dditiorral information;andloL'! 
editing is needed"to p~event tlie reader from being confused.,') ,', i, ' < ,',. 
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4. P~g~ ES-S; Sit~ 29. ;A~'we'st~t~d ip,,~~r,~~~~6n{letter dated)A~yto,'260P'j¢gaiding the" -" 
responses to comme~ts ori'th~ Draft Finai Fi~ld Inve;tigation Report/or Site 10 anfl 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 ne~ds to be refined. Without additional investigation to adequately characterize the site, it 
is likel~, that risks are being underestimated at Site 29., , , 'J' h' 

,Jfir • ~ Ij.,' ,.~ " .... L I ~"':;:' t {J ,',1 }~1,: ~ \ .(.J,~ 
5. Pi1ge~~S;;5,-Site 29. ~~ What is' *~ basis f()r the. stateII?-ent m~ar the bottom ,Of the page rhat,risk, 
estimates for military residents located in the general vicinity ofStte'29 are, aljlticipated 'not: ~o, ' 
exceed the USEP A target risk range? What about the State of Maine risk guideline? 

6., Pag~ ES-6, Site 29. The risk assessment document contains numerous references to and 
compai'1sons with facility background data. As we have stated in a number of previous comment 
letters (see our April 26, 2000 letter regarding the Draft Final Facility Background 

, theJi s:§ue, of what (consti tute,~:"E~pres,e,nta;~iv.e lbackgro4J)d .'conditi()'l1~ 0,;. 

for 'the Shi "; ,indixr.i'dillilisites is<stilHuni'e-sdl~ed and we,continue\tb have ' 
con'c~nj,s with ' and ~pph~ation 6fbackgro~a' vai~~s'. 'We do nofb~lie~e tHat "~' 
the Na\iY is able to' dif(ereritil;lte-"4ackgrou~4"'cont~lIniri~tion from ',she~related contamination. 
As the'MEbEP:poin'ts:o.llt--:in:thflincnrrimentrlerierrdatcid M~Y)dis~~b00}'fadlitf!Qacldgrotirid'?, .;."s ~ ~ 
should not be, considered ,the. same;;as mooaHanthropog€niY1b~ckgr'o.llnd:'.)contam(n.antaon<!i.tions!:.~ { 
without confirmatory data, particularly for substances such as DDT that ar~,nbt\nat1Jrally:-,t' «! L;. 

occurring. In our November 19, 1999, letter on the Technical Memorandum/or the Human 
H eal(h Risk Assessment;Prot(i)co/ /anD U2},W€iCOmmented;,on. th,e\N avy§siprop()$allto:l~timinate 
inorganicYcorhpoudds :on'the ;basis'.ofbackground'le.vels; eyemthough,th~::nibst·f;ecent;lJS~'p,A." }, :' 
guidance'stafes that Ql;lckgrpund, le~els·,should nbtlbe·used\to elirninate,'anytGOPG fromltl}e' ',"!I ' ") 

evahJ,ation'prooess. :' As: th~ llJSERA stateq ,In their May ,9;,,~o'QO;~(c,omIU~nt len~j', .ifcb,~mic,als ,are ; 
elim:inp,t,¥~ba;se&i!9J:,b~qlwopbd~tu.dj:s;'t.ht;:t~¥!1;sit~Mi~~ ~l:l he u~d\ff~sti~at~9-toyJh~lti$k , ~ . ;' .. I 

assessmeNt, and that uncertainty associated with the background stuay' should be discussed. " 

7. Page ES-7,F'ORMOlmpactlArea. T:he finaltparagraph~onithe'pagesummarizes m&ks:,;', 
associated :with~ theJ;)RMQ.;lmpact -Area::, DO,:the;risks lpresented lCQnsider, the additiQnaiJ I ~ 

potentiliLrisks' shouldc,the)soils,:incIuding-'sl1bsurface sqils;'iat the DRMO"be; disturJ»ed?',; "i,: 

.~ .' ,. {:. ':."."1 ,"" -.II," ~~ .:: • ~ '): r""t';-' '. -, t , ' , 

. ",t r' -'< ·:J.~··"~""IL'; ~ \,}~~, ~ ,'I' > <,'I _,', 

8. Pag~2,;..5,jSe,ction\ 2~2di Sitei6u~iDRMO~'j The l~st ;paragfaphdn :the seed on, shci,l}ldbe ,revised,' . 
to inclttde ;infomiation:~regardihg:\the;,samplingjtheNaVY4c,(\)Jiducted 'in 1',9,99:after,qiscovering the", I", 

soil ef~~j(:m;~r()b iefuiil,o~g fthdn~R1Yiqi,s~orelihe:, Th~ire(h@.riQe)f0r.''theiJ1299 'sam pling'r~slHts ! 'f, ; ; 

should~Ms~h5e, 'added'to nh6·:refer~~~e~lisF'JB,·~ad{Hon,;.~he tekt'snO,tlld,~~t~ 'tnat'p:oterltial'( ", " 
offshore;\imp~ctsf'na~e:been; evild~t~W~'~i 'p~it 'o~:'p¥~vrdusjtil~t{ l~ssis:sti1~Iif¢'tTorts' (Witl1:the;T; OJ,:, ~"'" ,':" 

appropriate documents cited) and will continue be evaluated as partofthe:on.going:0U4,o: 'i' .,e"t,;"." 

monitoring. 
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9. P~ge,2"-7,,~ection 2.2.3,DRMQ ;i~'~act Area,,. Q~,a,~i;~S'S, :~~ a'J!it68• /fhy:}1r~t)p.~(~~~~h" 
in theise"Glti0JJ{s~testbfit' the DRMbr~pa:~t -Area)w~~:iue9tifi~~~~~i;ppt~ri~ially' being lQJP~sted by 
wind dispersion pf GOI).tamjnaQt& Jrp,m the ,,RRMQ,,, Ihe x~fer~u.~~~ihat,~l,lpplies tpe, basis {()r ~his 
stateme,pt,should,be cited iJ1 the, text ap.d'lih9uld,,\:>~addeQ.to:th,y re,fef;eQ.~e list" 

',! I, ' , .~~ .1 J ~, ., j'"" , ' l' < • 

10. Page 2-8, Section 2.2.4 OlJ2 Physical Characteristics. The last sentence in the second 
paragrapllW'). th~ page t~tates th~t,hi:,stQrtcalph~t9graf'hs of-the ~ite !nd\9~te'la,:re,taini.t;lg!wa\1 "'''', ' , 
sePaf:fl!~s, tpe fillJPa~~m~LalQp.glthe slJ.of;elin~Jfow tl1€ Ijy,er:iJ,,:r.h~ tex!; Sl)f·m;ld be/eyjs.e,d Jo,;, \ i ;. 

claritY,Wi1,ai'1SbeIng·ls~p~riie.4i."'"b,~Jb~;fetiiiniifg"'~~'r:--'!'IrLa,.aZfttt91(wli.fit"~nrmeQ:~t1~~~lfit~t~7:-:~"-:;:'i 
timeframe for the installation of the retaining wallt" , ' '" " 

11. Page,2011Q, Se~tion ~.251 Pr:evioiJs, Uuman, Health :1liskAss;~~sment$lJm!D~!Y., \Tl!e)~~ 
paragra;ph on,the page:,shQlJ.lp~lsQaddr:~ss~Jlo\Y~9~mui~~ly~,c~raiiQg~'ill~,ri~~s,' ~9rYpare.9:w:i~h the 
State,ofM~jne,ri,sk;guideline~:,/, , n; ;' , :, ;; , ., ' ,', ,j i '!, "\ " ',' 

. ~ "",:,,-: ~: ,,; ';"/,, :-. ~.I}~?t>.· ~i t:';1'-(---:;, '". :: ).' t .. 1.:, , ~:' 1: j 

12. P~g~,7-11~ Section2~2?~ .,ref~o~s,~uDl~n!l!e.a,~t~,,~~~,~~S~S~~D,!~~r,n"lraT},., The" .. , 
discus~.i96,orris~s:,PQse~ ,~y,: di~,~ns{rnm~sl~t',~t~~lA9.,:~~9~J.q;~!~t,~ 'P5>~~rt'~~§,i9Pwpa~~,dt\yjt~i§ytte " )' 
of Maiii~i,p~~::ID:lid~lin~~;::~~. addit~.9n,,;t1:le,\ PIUV!Q,ts, :19,¢a~e4:imm.~~j;a~~lYl:~pj~£~!!MP· ~he r~~R,§~" , ' . 
Incinerat9~,~(Sjtei29.)",~n,q:~h~ 'b~O,lm,p,~cti*,e!;\ 'i~ 19(;~t~d,Q~~iby,;?\ :?~Y~Jh¢,: ])o~eI}~i,~l' r1~k~.; 
posed byM:ndbI9~ :depqsiti6p: from,Site 2:9 b~~.9, ~y~j:~~t~4, ~t~ t,l}.e:,~tP~ri:~wo,liit~s?:l : S'. '"' , :;,:,' 

I ~y- , .~) }~.~ f (',z. - . " {.'" i-' ~ ,:~f. J ',! . '. ..J t;~ . ,,,' :/' ."':,, .>'~' 1 " ~.~ .;, t, ~';." 

13. Pagc(3-l"Section'3.1 SIT~:,6., ;D~FENSE,~JJTIL~AI~QN 5\N.D Mt\~lf~(;,{.,. 
OFFICE, (Q~O). The last' sent~nGe.$tate,s th~t ,the loca!i9t1.~ qfsurf~~~ ~QH s~rnple~ coll~~sted 
in 1999 ax~ shown onE·igure 2-3; Th;e,t~x:tf~hQuld r~fer toBig1,lr;(;:';4r4inste~~" Bo~ey€r~jti~;nQt 
clear whicq of1the so.il sarnpJing IQcat\ons, shown <;>p.; ]FigvJe ,2-4,~arefthe, 1999,'sfllll.pliJ)g, JQ,~wtiop~., 
The sampling designation for the 1999 soil samples should be added to the text in,tk,~sse~tion" 
and the leg~nd on Figure 2-4 should be amended to indicate the 1999 surface soil sampling 
10catiQils~ (~& ioppqs~&lto.thesqil boril).grsy6rP9l), ,ht:f.l~d.itio~;~*e(terin :~ttl~paMing:;qap" req~i~~s,. 
additional explana;tj~ni' Earlier texti.d~scribes ,t4~ ~hgreJj-nei~rOs\Qn pm.bl~ms Wld emergeRc~l;. 
remedial action. Does '"decaying .. cap:') P1~an ;that ,ipJ,and p0,rtion~ Qf!th,e cfl,pare i~lso, "j 
deteriorating? . 

t!·~~; '~' ""',~.; ,:/1, "~.J.' <" .: ": ,,~~ 1y ... < !.~ J .. :. r :::: (I ~,,~ ;f,~1 .. ·' ,.r-

14. Page,3-::.1,'se.ctign3.1.1 Surface Soils at Site 6. Th~:te;?'t.st~tes tl1.at,acetone and methyfene 
chloride are,.90rmnQn, \a\:>oratQfY GQnt~inaI).,ts,an~tar~ nQtm~·ely. to besit~Helat,e~t ,P,,(j> t!1e:J " ' 

laboratory blanks demol).stratH"thaMJ1is jt3.ip.4~eQ ti1e,9ase?lf.$.9, this in,fo,mn~t,i:Q1J. sbQ»l<!,b;e"t" ,; ; . 

added to ~i~~' t~~~.: Jt~wt" J~, i~ J;10.t. ;~Rllf<i~Fl~~~ ':t9 "?!s~,i~~ ~~:ric,qn~~i~~~~~ i!~ ~~isl i~~nn~r~! ,Tw,s: ," ' 
comment alsP; ~pph~.s :tRt<>.!her p~n~,,~f;lb@;'!~X.t'i( ~~~,~B~~~~~ 3 ~~'I~'\.PX~:'; )t~.;:flB.q;4~J,,~,f.Qf, f?~~mBJ~),;\" ~\''; L 

where com:p;<jlpI}~~,aJ~,;i,<le;Q,iiij,e#;~:,qqplro{(i*,\~~,9f~t~i;Y ~s9,!i~mMi~t1f~~,:i~rt;,ih~:r~X(ii~~;rt~t ~~t'~~':':"":<;l'~&: 
related.", '''', " "." :'" , .. "t" ,- '" ":" .. ","'< 'J' ':'" "~' 'j' ", "", ,,,, { "'''',' ,./',c' " 

J l~:{ \ :~: :(!.·h .... lrr~"'~ll·, "i: .:~"~ .. ~ . .,.~\"}~:~~;~: :,"~,t)lj£U,::·~ ..... ·:.; ~, ... :n;:!~~ P',.,:~, /;:q' ,',"";; ,..~'__ ":<"·.t'~"'~'\;"~(rJ,_i ..• 

" '~ " , 

:f , ' ;>. 
.;!: 

~' :$ 
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• I •• • ._ "" .'." ", .' " "," .: ,i < : _ ; ': • ~> I r :: '.:', , 

'I, .' 

", ~>.", 'J,".' \\,>," '\ 2'~ ...... ··:,~:.~L .• ,,~ '/ : ....... ,,'1'-' L'~' ,!-." ~ J'. • • .... " 

'::./:":" d~r.~~: ;:\DG:;':~-;';>' j, '::-~. \_\:~1 ,~._<\~\:~ (j::;:',\j~,"~' 'j'-.,~ .. ~'!'~"_~'::':~~'::" ." .... ;, .... ->,"~~ r~. «:\'~.' :."~,~.",, 

15. 'P~ge 3-2, Se~ti9n .3~l;l:Surfa'ce Soils' at;Site' 6: '''One s'iirfae't! soin'dmpte. SS~(j2:;ha'd a 
leadCqfzb~htj;ailb~~oij2. iaa ~tflglki. ''However; 'Budilihg 348 has sindi been built'at'or near this', 
sa11ijJil16~aiion. '?'·\,Whaf is'ltheiSigHific~Ulcet'6~PBt:Hltlirig''348''being built at or ileal' the location of 
the eleVaf6d lead concenttation?:iWas,the·containiiultedsoiFco'"ve'n:ld'Qver/fenibvedJ Or':' ;',', ',:: 
disturbed? If the soil was,dist'urbecr! what is'the' pot~ilfiaJ ;lrhpacf fof GOlltanli'nant'migrat{on iat 
this and nearby sites? If the soil was removed, where was the soil disposed? 

16. Pa'ge~3~-4'&;3~5,.Section' 3'.'2 SITE' 29 ,l.. 'TE:EPEE INCINERNFOR. :ThtHext on page ]·A ' 
states thatsoil"bonng'TP,I.lS:B03' is,aut~ide;the ash 'clispdsaV area; ,wHile 'the'te~tf'0n 'page 3-5' ~ta:tes··: " 
that'analyticardati(,indiea:te tha't the fun dispo'sal~atea extends atleast to"this;soil'boringiloc~tiort .. 
Thetextmustberevisedtoclearupthisconfusioh,!''''; ,: i' "'~;: ,'1',' ,. ", " 

17. P~ge'J-9, Seclioo' 'a:.3!1 :])RMO' Imti~~dAre~I-:O:th'J' FoofbgS.) AS the Maine, Depaftrrient 
of Ehvlfonrriental :Ptote-ition 'poihfs'Otitih'their 'cohiment'number 6( dated'5115100), 'the extent of ' 
contamination by DDT and.its wetabolites DDE and DDD should be descftb'ed'fof.'theindividual ' ' 
co~pdunds, andcollecjively,; as t,he S,!lm of cOl)centrations: ,', ,', ,", ,', " , 

., '" >~' 3, ',' _. '~'?t~~~,,-~.{r~-;\.\:li~ .. y~~::' \.',~~J~:n-~i:/~:i,\';\?-"{~;·~'··~~, fr\::~\.\' :.~;"{ '\.j\ .'~{ ",~,~.~{;\'V 

1,8.. '~.g~siS~3':&:f5f4f;S~c:tiQ~n)''S~1"~Hjr!D.ataTI!Js~ibiJity., LW'e' h'a\le'lfofetii,in''Otlritommehth)'ii'''' , 
prevIdtis d~ctimehfst (tn~}jntetifn V!fSlfdr~-Mohitorirlg'J>tdn{fnd;the Site Screening Repo'ri fot,! 
Sites 30, '31; uh'il32;foti example);~;tlianhe freq\telney' bfidefecti6n for a cdmpound may'be,"":' 
underestimated i{nurire'FicaIl~cl~t'ecti(jri'limitslare'elevated:, . Thlsi woul'd l~ad'toi;th'efp'0t€ntfal"" ;, 
underestimation of the number of times action levels' or other criteria, are exceeded, and result in 
underestiiNatid'rii:o{nsIC f' Thetefdte',' we appreCidt~,;thtiNaVyfe\i~Huahrig arialytioal deteetrdIl' ,r 
limits:by compan.ng:detection limits to the screertiIig'ttiteria" as stated :aHhe bottom o:f~pl:l'ge 5:·:3: 
The'text 'anHe: t0I)'ofpage 5-4; itnplies'.that detection' limit!ffor,P AHs we're the only one's' to' 
exceedsctee¥ting' criteria: :'How:did'detectien Hhlits for'other c0mpounds compare With" 
screening'critena.?' , ,,-j :".' ,I: 1}, '.<' :,.;','h'," ,it!"" "; :,' ,'j: ",; " 

; l' " ~. ~,. '..;1 . " :,., 1, • , .~:, " \ ; >,' '; 

19. pag(!·5-14'~'$eclion{5.1.2.5 Exposure Point tJonce'ii:fratio~s. the text states·tharduplioafes" ,<, 
were averaged,;fof'purposes:'ofcalbulatihg'the EPC (exposure poiht concentration}Jor; j!:" t""" : ,j" 

groundwater andsbil. ; Why,wetert'tthe:'greater6f'the !(iuplioatelresultsl:lsecll? ,,' ,t ,;,) j ,'. ' 

20. Page 5-17, Section 5.1.2.6.1 Incidental Ing~stion of Soil. The scenario described in this 
section 'and thelfollowing'secti6IHiho'ula::~Hso'take. into ,accoUnt disturbance of subsurfaee:sotls " " 
(such as With the cbnsttuction of a: fdunaatiofi ),that· would ,bring' these'soils, tb' the! surface, ' ': 
allowing'receptors 'othet,trranlcoIistructiori workers to'be potentiaHy'€Xposecd.' ' ",': ,';' ,i! 

~-i (~>: :-;: or rtl,~·. ~~f'. ~;~!j> \J :: ;),~.,: , <,.~, I',; 

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

21. Pages 5 .. 25 throughS';;34! Section '5~L5.·Un~ei1aintyAn'alysis~' We'appreciate'thte' ;", " 
discussi8n offhe:u'bcettairities affecting the OU2 tisk'assessmerit. As we p0inted out in i' " 

commeht 4 ;:ilB()tie~ 'webe'heve' adclit'iorHil ;ilivesti~ti on ~is ilecessaty to?adequateJy c!t~t~cte,(i;Z~fl ~~rl F: ' 

Site 29: , IIi 'the , meantiine;the:'uIiceitaintyregarding the extent!of contaminatiQnat.Site~29 an<~; I';; :,~, 
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",:;'i,; ~ :'J"::'~:_;'". I' :~~ ,"~' ,<~.- .. , ... "-_ ... ,~ . ("', ,-, 'I" ,./ 
___ .. , .. > .. :;'.',»,., ,c-.",-> - ij:'7;~ " 1 :~ ,il .... .' ...... ;., .' .". '.': .,'" ';' , ,,' ~ 

" ~(: !.o,;' : :}~;'·;:<1 ::~'J, "?'/-\ ,~., )C\:";';:,::.::; 'f;; ", .. '~'-" -~';:i '.C'-' i;; ,;; ",;: i,,; : !~;,~" .:;'; ~,,; ~::.~ii ~':~·.·I ;~~.:;::.,,":, 
the resulting impacton ithe'::asses~mentQf site Jiskl)'l)hould~l;>e,a9ge,d: t9/!he ,dis,c.usSlOnm thIS., 1 ", 

section.' This:c'omment aiso,apphes,·to Section 5.3:4, which,·djscussesJhe imcertalnties specIfic 
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 application of background data 
shouitl,he added:to'the r.eport. . 1 ", > . "> ... ' ". ,,' 

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 
"r,: Site 29, another potential source ofPAHs found at Site 6 is the Teepee Incinerator. 

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

cc: Iver Mc~eod, Department of Environmental Protection 
Meghan Cassidy, Environmental Protection Agency 
D)lvid Brown, Sc.D. 

,-t...Marty Raymond, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
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To:;~arolyn' A. Lepage;:C:O. 
Lepagc'Environmmtal 'services, Inc.' 

From: David'R. Br~ seD.' " 
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, I,' 
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( ", F'" "; " t', 'c,' , 

Subj~CQRlfnent!'ohilfe kCMSed'OU2 l:usk ~sment 
Portsn~outh,,~~v~lS,hipY.lP"d, Kitt~.;M~ine~iIMbch 2000' ,'" : 

", f'!'~, ~ ,os I'; ,':4 ';"':-f';' , • '" " ,,~. ~,\' ' .. 

~ ,Ms. Lepage _j, ",,': :!:, ',"'" 1"",, ':' .,' '" , ,r 

,;''t ,""', 

The aetuaJ calculated risks for several pathways changes when more recent data is included. The prim4lO',,:, 
c:an=- risk drivers in the 1999 risk assessment are PAHs. Arocldor 12S4, and Arsenic for site 6., PAlls. 
dioxin!Ufurans lind Arsenic for site 29 and Arsenic for DRMO. These risks are char~«iiCa""s eXceeding' 
State of Maine guidance but not EPA guidance all populations e'Xceprthcffutute r~sIdCm~, (n <the ca:se of " ,', 
future residents both the EPA and State of Maine Gwdance is exceeded,,,!",,,:,,: 

The interpretation of cumulative risk is affected by the separation of the OU2 site int\i';~~P~., ,It,~ '1 ",', 

not appear that combining the sites would have a significant impact on the overall d~:le.~s, h~';~;:i!'" " : 

With respect to non-cancer risk. ArocJor 1254 and antimony are the identified risk drivers in the ~~ ri* ' 
assessment: It is noted that mercury is a risk driver in the 1994 risk assessment but is not mel)\iplje.<i jn ': ' 
discussions in the 1999 risk assessment. How was the mercury risk-evaluated? ' . ,." 

The lead risks found are unacceptable in site 6 and site 29. 

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-canccr or the cancer risks are characterized as high concern at the three 
sites. The comparison with background and limited opportunity for exposures oflong durations are used to 
ilJustrate the low level of hazard. 

Comments and questions: 

I. There arc contaminatCll at the sites with both acute and chronic toxic actions but the limited 
~ity f~ ~ures 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. 



\ 
2. Pqe 6--3 paragraph S cites work by Jones et at 1998. Is it MOI)OSe 

are due to background and thus not site related? 
the contaminates at site 6 , , 

3. The JUUK model for lead is designed to identify public healch when chil8ren are 
exposed to a contaminated environment While IUBK can be used 3S,~jn4~\or ofa\ptobtem ,: . 
with lead. it should not be interpreted as a safe level of lead at II ~tPi\:linat~ ,sj.~ ,when, 5%' of' 
exposed can have an elevated Ic:adlevel. ' ' . . ,) ~~', ",.;;,.} ,I,e: '. ,/ ,r ' •. ' " 

4. State of Maine criteria for cancer should direct the remediation consider.tions.c;v~ ~en the EPA 
aiteria are not exceeded. '" . " 

S. There is a question ofthc extent of the contamination at the former Teepee incinerator area. How 
did the extent of the contamination affect the interpretationofth~ 4ipxi,nl~ Q~ks? .Would,lhis ' 
be characterized a low level ofhazard'? ~' . 't., , . ".' ." , " fl' 

6. What are the durations of ~e u.~«hftJr allcUlatiOli ortile Hls at sKe 291' What are the 
durations of exposure used to calculate the cancer risks, 1 year or 70 years? '" 

7. The toxicological profiles are only referenced as to bibliQ8faphic source not with reSpCct to each 
chemic.l. How did these profiles affect tile interpretation of the risk? 

8. It is noted that the mercury risks are not highlighted in tlterisk, ~~t but mer~ lias bml,a' i 

pr~J~ ~~e . ,.}'lb~, •. 9Jang .. in~,th~'Jtatus'ofth!'rfia.~~~?,,,:,[, ,,~:,,); 1 ' 

9." 'Altflou~' 91, ",e!f,~~ o~,t~Qi\oJJi'dtaratterl,.'· , fl:t:d,~,th~ ~paoson: 
With 1*1('.' ... '."". ..'>t'" ~ ......• I,: '.' ed'th,Ut risks fr ~"'" ,@;., ~,,' " ,Ill. q\\tYi1i'11 "'~Jlt lS,Oot at, 'j'" qrn ',. " 
,expOsUhS':!' 'SucliifSb S!i~d;bolMi~ O){remedi'ti6tf~aettY1tit5'."" ' " , 

10. In the current form the nSk'assessment presents a complex discussion of~~,JIJ~ p«e,ntiiJl (or 
hwn~, h,~J,t1!,iQl~ ; It.~~;I,pMJQOise:swtintai'y;~iCh ii)~; '~,' " d:le'!»lk:at._~. """ 
This Shri\:ld Cleafrl':'ex' J • ~ r itat' tJns7ufithe riiik:a~erlt ana' ".' tha(O,:~!>tf of the r,' . " .;;Jetr::;)!',., "1:, ,p IMP .,,-,,,.J1lJ. " . . ., .. " , . ~. , . 
site'~'nOtcQhsjdered. ' , " .' ,'",', ,: l ,,",' , 

'. '/.'If:''' 'f'-··r~:~~ ",:, .' , ,j, '~i,::_:.:,.!:: "",,,~ 3,·,T,,': ,~,; ':-' " 

In summary. this risk assessment provides detailed ana~is of the risksf<Jr d,i~~t ~~ fII:\~'~( ;:1' , 

different exposure ,,\~,ltJ,.aniz9woyemcmj;w}.,the::l;994'RiSk1'AS~lmennn', '~,)" br~P""8!:~ 5!f .)' 
hamdS'ti~t ." ~'~1 ',:pJ,e,;~~;Sti9'Pd,,: .. jstimthe.evaluati()n;8riijldet~i~iqq,.~r,~~e mn~!",b ""'" '< 
aJternatives. 9W'tor tllis opportunity to read the d~ents;'" ',.' , ,.; '. ' , , 

David R. Brown, Sc.D. 
Public Heal~ Toxlcq~i~" 
65 Bulkley A VtlnueJ'lq.:tl( .., 
Westporl;;cmmecti~{of)880 
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