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We are transmitting comments to the Seacoast Anti-Pollution League (SAPL) on the Navy s July
28, 2@0@; sreSponses to Qur: June 15 2000.( cemments on the March 2000 Revzsed OUZ stk

June 15“‘ 1etter to you for the followmg ‘additional comments whére 6\16 st111 ‘have: Questidné;”er
concerns.
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SAPL orrfgmax Comment 2 Page ES-l EX"ECUTWE MMARY ' Thetthird patagraph.
should Be-amended to-clarify that. thyis. risk assessrngnt fociises ofi onshbre/aréas; that human health:
risks in offshore areas were evaluated in the May 1994 Firial Hisiéiri Health Risk Assessment: .
Report for Off-shore Media, and that potential offshore impacts are being monitored as part of
the on-go‘lﬁg QU4 menitoring program., This 1nf0rmat1on should also be added to the dlsc:ussmn
of the’ scepe of this: document en. zpage i 4. AR S R T TR RN SO

IS e
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Additional'Comment: ThegNavy S, response_ states that the Réwsgd QUQ ‘Risk Asse&s‘fnem‘? .
focusés on onshore human health.risks and does not address ecoiogical risks’ Or potentxal offshore.

impacts from OU2. The response,goes on to 11st the reports vi?here‘ that mf'ormatloti i§ presented.
The pomt of: ouf Ongmal Cemment 2.is that the: R ‘}{gsed QOUE R:s)c Assessméntf s‘hould ‘state

this repert aﬂd that the reader should pe provndeg thh the teference cltatxons for other reparts
documentmg potentlal OUzrrelated nsk§ not covered m the R

clifiet ] atlotl i the Naviﬁs re“sﬁonse to ou’r
Original: C@mment Zﬁwou]d be appropnate tp add to the Revise aﬁOUZ Ri;ékAassesﬁ?‘nént to help '
address those concerns... . ., 10y, o v "o ‘ :
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SAPL Orlgmal Comment 4. Page ES-5, Site 29. As we stated in our comment letter dated
May 10; 2000 regarding the responses to comments on the Draft Final Field Investigation Report
Jor 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, pafticularly
maximum values, also needs to be refined. Without additional investigation to adequately
characterize the site, it is likely that risks are being underestimated at Site 29. e
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Additional Comment: The Navy’s response states that additional investigation is not:nieeded to
characterize the risks at OU2, and that additional sampling to refin€ the vertical: and-horizgntal - - -
extent of contamination,js unlikely. 1o sngmﬁcantly 1mpact the “representative” concentrations
already detected. As we have noted in previous Cottiments on bther docuthents, we:are
particularly concerned that the extent of ash at Site 29 has not been determined: :Therefore,
without additional site characterization, there is no reason to accept that the risks at Slte 29 are
not likely to be underestimated. Co
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What'"i"'s“'fthe basis for the statement near: the

29 are; antlclpated not to exceed the USEPAt
guideline? Moar g g e
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SAPL Orlgmal Comtnent 6. i’age ES—-6 Site 29, ' The nsk asSessment doeument xcontalns
numerous references to and comparisons with facility background ‘data; As'we have stated-in a,
number of prewous comment letters (see our Apr11 26 2000 letter regardmg the Draft anal

to have concern,s w1th the 1ntei‘pre,at10n and app11<:af10n of background values We do not bellcve
that thexNavy is- able tp dlfferentlate “background” contammanbh from s1tei-re1ated contarmn,atlon

"""background” contamma.nt condltlons
stan Afices siich'4s DDT that are not naturally-
999, ttef on the' Technital:Mermorandum sfor.the Hyman

ol for UZ; we, éommented i theNavy’s proposal to,gliminate .
morgamc compOunds on the basxs of backggound levels everithough:the most recent-USEPA .
guidance states that background fevels should not be tised to elimiinate any COPC:from the,..
evaluation process. As the USEPA stated in their May 9, 2000, comment letter; if chemicals are

_
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eliminated based on baci d stﬁdles the total ‘Sitetisk will be-utiderestimated:by the risk:
assessment, and that uncertamty assoc"‘ted w1th the background study should be discussed...

Addltlonal Comment Accordmg to the Navy s response ‘1o chemlcals were: ellmmated ﬂom the
OU?2 risk assessment solely on the basis'of background"  This statement shouldbe included ina
number of appropriate locations in the Revised QU2 Risk Assessment, partlcularly_.because the:
issue of background sampling locations is still not resolved.
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the additional. potent1a1 nsks shou d:the sons mcludmg subsurfaCe sorls at the DRMO be

dlsturbed? B e o

Addltlonal Comment' The Navy s response focuses or clifrent’ solls condltlons at: the DRMO
Impact Area. Our concern is with thé risks posed by soil§ (bothisirface.and:subsurface soils) at
the DRMO should they be disturbed by construction or other activities at some point in the
future. AWas, the potentlal nsk assoclated w1th d1sturbance of DRMO soxls ﬁgured into the risks at
the DRM Iinpact V; fon T

SAPL Original Comment 8. Page 2-5, Section 2.2.1 Site 6 - DRMQ;- The last paragraph in
the section should. be revised to include information regarding the sampling the Navy conducted in
1999 after.discovering, the 50 i eros1on problem along the DRMO shoreline. . The reference for the
1999. samphng results sh ‘ also be added'to the reference Tist: In addition, the text.should state:
that potential offshore impacts have been évaluated as part of previous risk assessitient efforts
(with the appropriate documents cited) and will contintie be evaluated as-part of the on-going: -
OU4 monitoring.
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Addrtlonal Comment, We apprecrate that the Navy will add:some’ text:regarding the- 1999,
sampling-at the DRMO and will 1nclude the samplmg results in Appendix A. :However, the. Navy
will not. make a reyision, to dlSCUSS the oﬁ‘shdre (OU4) sk asseéssment: or the:OU4.monitoring.
We.did not mean to. suggest that the te ‘be révised to'iniclude a discussion of offshore monitoring
data or risk. evaluatlon Instead we, were 1ookmg for 4 simplé statenient to‘be added to provide .»
the reader with the appropnate referendes for those discussions:* W have commented previously
on the link between on-shore and offshore contamination and risk: Land-based contamination has
maderits way .from OU2 into the offshore environment. Therefore, we think it is important that
the reader be, d1rected to the approprlate documents where oﬁ‘shore data and risks are presented.
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SAPLOriginal Comment. 12, Page 2-11, Sectlon 2,251 Previous Human Health Risk
Assessment Summary.. The disoussion of risks posed by di ‘kms/furans at Site 29 should state’
how risks compared with State of Maine risk gurdelmes In addition, the DRMO is idcated
immediately adjacent to the Teepee Incinerator, (Site 29), and the DRMO Impact Area is located
nearby.: Have the potentlal’ risks posed by, wmdblown deposltlon from Slte 29 been evaluated at’
the othertwo sites? . e, Y L
Additional Comment: The Navy will add a statement regarding dioxit/flirans cancer -risk o
estimates exceeding State of Maine risk guidelines. The Navy’s response also points out that
dioxin samples were not-collected at-Site 6. or the DRMO Impact Area, but that dioxin
coricentratiohs'in surface soils at Site,29are.an, order. of magpitude low 1e E
residential action'level: There are a. couple of issues regardmg’t s por ion of the Navy’s *
response. As we have pointed out in this and other comment letters, we are conicérned that the
extent.of contamination at Site 29, including the magnitude of concentrations, requires additional
investigation. In'additiongssoils at Site 29 that are currently. buried were at one time located at the
ground- surface and,eould very:easily have: been blown onto ad]acent and nearby areas
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SAPL Orlgmal Comment 17 Page 3 9 Sectlon 3 3 1 ‘DRMO Impict Area Otol Foot bgs."

As the Maine Department of Environmental Protection points out in their comment numbér'é
(dated 5/15/00), the extent of coritamination by DDT and its metabolites DDE and DDD should
be desenbed for-the: 1nd1v1dua1 compounds and [collectrvely, as the sum, of concentratlons

p, L
summation of: DDT DDE and DDD concentratlons w0uld be used to deﬁne nature and extent
We look forward to the resolution of thisissue. . . , s

Wit L )~
G oy o7

SAPL Orlgmal Comment 21 Pages 525 through 5-34 Sectlon 5 1. 5 Uncertamg Analym
. .

pomted out it eomment 4, above we. beheve addrtlonal mvestlgatlon is nedessaty to- adequately
chardoterize Site.29.. In the meantime, the uncerta.lnty regardmg the extent of contariiihation at
Site 29 andsthe resulting impact. on the assessmernt | of 51te$'] sks should be ‘added to'thé discussion
if‘this section.. This comment also-applies.to Sectlon 5. 3 4 whlch dlscusses the uncerta.mtles

spec1ﬁc to the nsk assessment for Slte 29,
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Addltlonal Comment. The Navy s response to thrs comment refers to the response to SAPL
comment number 4. Please refer to our Additional Comments on‘SAPL. Onglnal Coriménts 4
and 12, above.
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SAPL Original Comment 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 should be added to the report.

Additional Comment: Please see our Additional Comment on SAPL Original Comment number
6, above.

If you have any questions regarding the comments above, please give me a call at 207-777-1049.
Sincerely,
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Carolyn A. Lepage, C.G.
President

Enc.
cc: Iver McLeod, Department of Environmental Protection
Meghan Cassidy, Environmental Protection Agency

V]I){aqd Brown, Sc.D
iNarty Raymond, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
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Assessment Portsmouth Naval Shlpyard thtexy, Mame March 200

Dear Ms 1L’epage: ‘

The comments if'my
level risks. The omission 6f mercury froiti’ the rersed RA was noted A

[ Ly A

The Navy’s July 28. 2000 response indicates that a d1fferent agproach is used to evaluate mercury and that mercury
release from OU2 is not a problem using this different methodology. It is not clear whether mercury is still found'in the

air at the site.

Observations on the “Responses to specific comments™;

Comment 1. The objective of the first part of the question is to determine whether iffererit time scales ‘of
exposure are used because this is a military base. Tours of duty are genera]ly limifed”e.g "4 ‘years, ' *

Although the answer indicated that CERCLA guidance is used and it is not u.mque to PNS it seems_that

linearity between the times of exposure and risk that is not justified by the risk analysis, mwod :
Changing the duration of exposure reduces the calculated risk by a 1/3 to 1/10. R

Note the mercury comment above.

Comment 3. With respect to lead exposures, does the risk calculated indicate that there is no need for lead
to be a consideration in the remediation plan?

Comment 5. WHhatis the risk managemeiit décision for Site 29 witlrrespect to dioxins and furans? The-
RA indicates that current understanding of is that exposures are below guidance risk levels. Will more work
be done on this risk? If so, why and how?

Comment 6. The risk values calculated for this group of materials nearly reach levels of concern. Is this
because shortened durations of exposures are used? Is the answer given as a basis to justify the lower
risks?

Comment 7. It appears that the toxicological profiles form the basis for interpretation of the risk in the
revised risk assessment.

Comment 10. My concern is that the risk assessment is not in a form that can be understood by the readers.
in the community. The ability of the community to understand these documents is important because in the
future these documents may constitute the basis for decisions by the local officials. I have reread the
Executive Summary as The Navy’s response suggested. Additionally I looked at the suggested changes. It
is my opinion that an educated reader who is not involved with this project can draw unjustified conclusions
from the Executive Summary as it is currently written. At no point is an overall conclusion provided.
Failure to provide a document that can be understood by readers who are potentially part of the affected
community is not acceptable. A clear concise summary is needed as outlined in comment 10.



General: The issues of background levels and risk and aggregate exposures continues and appears 1o be
unresolved. SAPL should use this information to place the process in context.

As stated previously, this risk assessment provides detailed anafysis of the risks for different pathways and

for different exposure groups. It is an improvement over the 1994 Risk Assessmieit inthat a brosder group - *

of hazards are evaluated. The report should assist in the evaluation and determ inat\i;on Wof ﬂ?e rem::dnal ‘
alternatives. v iy

However the responses to our comments in some cases indicatey limited concern for the. community
' ' ocess,” In Gthér Gases it appéars that even when guidance levels are

awareriess and involvément i the Prodess,” In thé g \ on When gudance ¢
exceeded an effort is made to dismiss thie “yellow flags™ by use:of characterizations such;as ‘minor. or
minimal’ to describe the exceedances.

Even if there were an “iron clad” system of estimating human health risks at hazardous waste sites it would

not:be justified to minimize indications of areas:of concern. The present processiis not iron clad™ it only
assures that areas of concern will be identified. It is appropriate to logk more deeply dt the risks for each
particular site when a guidance value is approached or exceeded.

Sincefely. .o s e

BA—(/——'—'—‘
David R. Brown, Se.D. T T
Public Health Toxicologist ‘
65 Bulkley AvenyeNorth . . . |
Westport, Connecticut 06880 .,
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203 256-8799 fax

NPAWLET@AolCOM "




