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";,I,;,} "j':",'(' .', "', ,," ',<!.t> ',;," , "'",,,, " :"1' ,A, I, ",. ; ,I' ," '\ 'I,'r .. " <'" 
Subject: , 'Review; Qfthe"B;<fSBpn~e~}:o ,pqrtinwpt~ or' th:~ '¥ru-6h2tJb0 f-iVised O(J;2 RiSk :',,, i" 

";,,:,,h{i4ssessmeni';"\, " .. \ ' .J' " Ii,,,',, 'j,. "J' ;,'l 

Dear Ms. Lyons: 

We are transmitting comments to the Seacoast Anti-Pollution League (SAPL) on the Navy's July 
28, 2@0(!))<)responses to J11l.!lr"Jum:: ,l51"40OP,,~pwm(mt~ on tbe,March 2000 Revised OU2 Risk 

, "', , ' v :~;'f;,~,," c'/ , ~ ';_, :':tt'7~ ,~.r " if -:_~~',_ ;p ,f ", ./'-, I " .• 

Assessment" :.Df.lfD~rvid,,]3re.~I\",s 9Qp:11llYIlts"qq the,t~s:p'onses~are,ialso eri o$~a;;;:'M'o'gtlcst1th"~ I' 
"".F~ ,. ';-1 --i~,_«-~t.,_, ! ,J ,'" '.~l~_;'~" . . _ ' 

respohses are 'satisfaatory." W,~I have rej~~ed ,~hr PRmqe(i~~,p.f~'O~r?hg , cotbrttefits~fr~m) 0ur I 
June 15th letter to you for the following additionar6ommertt's 'whete 'w~ stilFtlav'tn1uestioDS"Xllr.' ,,' 
concerns. 

" -, c. lt ;; ;,,;, , f' • 

SAPL Or~ib~;~CoiJtnte'~*:2~#~iP~~~ ,J,t'S;l" iUCtJ~'1S.U¥ivtARY: rThefthitn 'pafagraph, i/ 
should bl},amemded,,tG)·,cla.rl,:ty,thatr,tftjs, ,Ij~l}, a$~~~.sp;~nt /o~\1s~fofi' bn~W6r~tireas:,'that,( human, health: 
risks in offshore areas were evaluated i~'the MiJ.y'199~Firial1iutillift:fleditirRi'sl14s8eS8menii' , " 
Report for Off-shore Media, and that potential offshore impacts are being monitored as part of 
the on.:geifig10U4,1l).Slmitoring,prQa!:am:, Tw~ inf9pJ1f1tiol! stto~ld~lso ,be added to the discussion 
of thesc0p-tl'of thiS. do,cyment 0n!PJJ,ge,1~"L ;. ," ." ,,< '§;jfi'~' ,J h~" "1','., "~ i' '. 

" >' ",'" ;' .~.r ',J' \t :: ~". '" ~ 
\ 1.' A ~:~. t ,', V~'I • ' , t ; _' '. _, ' . "1-<, 1.. ~, " , 

AdditiOtiall~ominent~'Th~;&~vY':~~"~~~~~H~~{:~t~~k,~i!h~t ~~e ~e.~il'~~ f!V2'Ri~k Asse3SIiJentl,: ",,' 
focuses on onshore humanihealtQttis~~ Wd,~4~W,~ nqt ~4,tessA~.c9:i<:,gil:lat·,rlSks 'orJ')'6terttiaJ.\otfshor,e', 
impacts. from 'OUZ. 'J}herespOnse&9.e~ 0n to ,~i~t,Jqt: fepQiis"~~e~{r~hatitftlj~atf0rl is' ptestint'ed. 
The p,oi~trof!,~ut0rigin~,.Comm~Jlt,~! is,tP~t tp.~'lJ~Yt~~rfk9U2~~1~ }ts.s,~~F~n~p~h~Uld,st~te . 
clearly u:p ... fn!)nt;,sol<ther~ls no·cP~s!Q1.l,oAJhe RID 9{1fi"~ reader; what"1S' atid'ls'not covered, m, 
this 'rep"6rt;,and that the read~t:! sb9J.lJ~)~R~9yj~~~r~hli'tii~ t~ferbnce CiFapbn~"for,gthe'r reports 
documentllig-potential GUGr~el~t~g ti,~~~ ,tIp! G:4y,ei:~,q,~nJ~e, ~ev1¥fil Off]' RiskAssesSlneflt. "" The 
public1ls 'ctlJr1cerned\with po.tentiru leQgl9,&i~alan~;~~.umif;l.iN~a}t~ riSk~' " ei~te~wi'th", 
contafflifiAtiOI1 at OUQ~,parti~~laflM giyeA;(he~(9stpn, o(trighjy~cont'e(fsoil 'along the OUQ, 
shor~thatiwas .. diseo¥et¢dJ~~JllWP.~, . Tli~ fP(\~aH?~'~ tii~ 'onse'tO" odr, 
Originalk~omrilent' 21 ,would, b!j}, a:ppropri~~~; tp,~d4 ~o th~ ?J:e~!~e~!'" Awses9fnent'to'help 
address·those COncerns.,. , 1,'1<, 'l., '. ' .. , I.' " ;:. , 

I \,' r· ;, .. 
, (r'r 
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SAPL Original Comment 4. Page ESM5, 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 
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, paft"i'cularly 
maximlim 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. . , . 

, ' r • <.J ,,,, ~ 1 \ 

Additional Comment: The Navy's response states that additional investigation is noUieeded,to 
characterize the risks at OU2, and that additional sampling to refine the v~rl:ical; and·hdrizdnt~·· .' 

;7~ extent dfcbntaminflt.i(),nj~ ~Hm\cttb:.,tqi.si!PH~.~~V}'j~~paq1 the "representative" concentrations 
,At already detected. As we have noted iri preVious d)tiliiients'tm'other;'oGcWftents,'we' are 
~ particularly concerned that the extent of ash at Site 29 has not been determined, i,lIherefore, 

without additional site characterization, there is no reason to accept that the risks at Site 29 are 
not likely to be underestimated.,: . 

li':'~'iO'." i~,{'.::,i "'.,~;,\t.:.)'-~",\'i,ai"!)" ,:" 

II( ',,' ",' \' i.'! ,'\ {!.),., i:,."",· '.IP .... , .,.,:: .... :.,1,:,1'·.(\.··,., '., :1'" , ',! , '" 

SAPL};)tigj~al "C~)I~~m~~~J~. f~g~,;~S';~;' ~~,t(~9:" WhaHs'the basis for the statement-near, the 
bottom, (!)f.,:the Pflge)}Pflt ,ri,~~;~~~imp:tes,lo~ ,m,i~#,~ f-esld~nts' located in·tile gerteval, vicinity· of is it e., 
29. are?ahtioipate~L not, to fe~c~~9 ,i&e .Q~~~At~g,~} ~~k:,~~ge?·~t'::atiout,$tate ~o£,Maineri.sk . 
gUldehne? .". '" ,~, I"~ ," ,.', ''':ISi j, i, 

,.;",. . 

Additlonal;C~op\m~"~~ Th~ ,,'ij'~W: ~,r~~poJW7' ~t~t~~}~8:~ t~u~ ,~~ateonv~aine risk guidelines were 
exceeded. fOf the. futy~e ~bypp~~.~lical mili~ary;cpil~ :re~idefit ,cai1c~rlris~;but ·hot 'for tfue:fupur~ , .} 
hypothetiGal.militar,y,·adHlt ,t:~~i~xt1:t c,ancer, risl( :.1'hls' iiiformittldrl1shoUltfbe:adde<Lto ,the text.!)) , . 

'\". ", -t , •• ~. , ;' "- , I.;;',; J •• ~ ,I • .,.' ~"''\ll;~''l l~ ,," l.' t- ;. 
, l'~,," ~l.({ }'~:F. r~ "Y, 

- >i('.;";"; '",. I!.:...; r 

t;!",". ~ 'if',; .' '. ~ '" ro,f" "d {. ,~,u~,j ~-~f;' y ,', ~ :,' t , ;~ "0 l r-J'~._· \.u '~"'" T} ,< 

SAPL Original Comment 6. Page ESM6, Site 29.';' The ri,sl(iassessment doeumenHaontaip.s, 
numerous references to and comparisons with facility backgrou'il'(i 'clata; ,As ',we have' stat~cl:ip a:, 
number of pr~viou~ cornrpt}n~ l~t~r~ .(se~ Pl!~,!~p~~.26, 20?0 letter regarding the Draft Final 
Facility./3qckgr,q1fruJ. Devf1qpmf!,f.!,t), the is~t!e <?fwlHih~onstitutM'representative baokground i ." 

cdnditioQs, for tQ~;~hip),:afd;~~ii,w$r9Je ~«fO+ 1t;t~iy!tlual'sH;es'iS 'still urlresolved and·we conti,mJe, 
to have.conp.~.m~;;wjthJlw int~I],r:etaHon ~d ~ppljcation 'ofbllckground·value!3. We'do not beJi~;ve, 
that thel Nayy 1i~flPJe, tP, 9ltter,entiaf~ ''ba9~~f~Jrl.;d'''' cQntamih~ii6ti);fuom site~ielated;contatninati()n. 
As the MED,EP PQint~, O,u~ PI th~ir co.qirp.~nneHe~_ ~~t~~ M~fl'5}2000/'facilityb~ckgfoUnd~' "" 
should 'flO,t be. c~~m~idereQ the saul~ a~ '~19,cal anthtO"p6gerii(f'ba:~]{igfOlihdJ'contamin:aht,cond~tiqns :' 

'I ~.'" ~ . d Jlr .fd-' \ t: :: !:~: ''''r'' _ "- __ : .j~" ~ < 

without confirm~toxy ,data,J~~i~ulru:ly fot 'SuDst~ces sticll' as DDT that are' not' naturally~ _' 
. ~. '0 "'1' r,,,.,,..:§,{ ~ __ ~ '."~ ~,~x -',' ~ ".f. ",r''': r "~ ~-:n t , _,. .' f, " ~ 

occurring. )n qu(t~ro~e.mp8rLl~?);?~;~,J~,t\~rb~ tfr~?~~h~ic,!I'Memoran.dumf01;dhe HZI~,!" 
l!ealth J?sk A~8essm~'1~J)\q~9,p{?i!?'~ Pq~1";VY7i~0~entea,:~a~ th:'i~aVy'spto~dsal to~~lumna~~ 
morgaruc' comg9unqs, Q.~' ~h.~.\b!l~l~ 9fb~~~~~~tI9 ~~vels, e~et1,-thougwthe mosNecentcWSEPA, , 
guidance states that background lev~ls should rtorbe used to eUniihfiteany, COPC;from the",. 
evaluation process. As the USEPA stated in their May 9, 2000, comment letter; if chemical.s fife 

( . 
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e1iminat~ct based>on,bll9,i¢grd~)l4 (sWdi¢s~the'total'~site'rrsk \vilf be~uiiderestimate.dlby th~rjsk 
assessment,' ~d that: llllcedaWiy'lil~s6'ct~fed ~With 'th~ backgroond,(study, sh6uld,:be .dis9U~S~Q .. , , 

, , • • "'t .~" ,:H.'i~ ,":'<; <''''!~;lt '-. ":'-:"l·>'f~'<; ~;r;~~ ri ,,' .".- " ! -., <J ",;', 

Additio~~1 :~omDt~~t: 'lc~~~~i1J.~, f9';t,~e N~vY' s· t6spbHse/no ~chetnicals w'ere;elhnipatedtr~m the 
OU2 risk assessment solety on fhebasislb'fbackground'!"This 5tateQrentshould ;be includ~<i in a . 
number of appropriate locations in the Revised OU2 Risk Assessment, particularlycbeca]Jse t~~', 
issue ofbaeJ<:grounq sampling Jocations is still not resolved. 

-, ,~ , I' ,- :', ,.. (I«-·t"r ,i' :J'.: ' ~-,' '. f.!, " .. ~ ':. '. :i '. ,'.' .... -},J .' 

r' •. ;- '-~,'I-"l ""}; _' .li( ~ '1' ,,' u ~ \ 

; ",; ,..,~,"< " i ~'r. ", ',~_',~' ""1.- ~:,~it'e··'.,~-: ~ .. J ):"f·~I\' ';" ,i, , Iy. 

SAPL OrigiQaI; Comiit"ent, 7'- 'l~ag,e ES-7, DKMO IIrtpact A'rea.v]'heLfinal, paragraphonJhe,. . .,' 
page summ~~~fi,n:s~$ la~~9Gi.~l~,~:\.vjth th{DRMO lirip'act';Area:~t)o tlie:risks,presenteq cQnsid~, . 
the aQ,cijtipn.ar.pPten~,i~, risks snq'tdq'the s6its, 'inCluding'suDsurface soils;':atitheDRMObe, ,. 
distl1rbed,?" .. " "',, .'. "" .' i,' .. brr :i· . . ,;.' ",;:' L:",-,-,;, ,,:' ' ,.y. 1 ; _,)"'0' ",.1-r-i: .. :'\:'~ :~~';-

"i;, <r i.J' ';, t,J ~;. I" 

, ~.. "~ \' • I"~ J"/ :j'~ {< ",~ , ~": ::. 4~ '! "~, ~ ,J" 

Additional ~9'm.~~nt:, the N'~Yls r~~pbnse'foc1,l~es6rid:liTenr: soils';conditiorts :aHhe PRM9 
Impact Area. O'~r c6ncern:'is\.vlthili~1Hsks'·p6sed··by:soi1s (bothisOI'face,ahdlsubsurrace spils) at 
the DRMO, should they be disturbed by construction or other activities at some point in the 
futyx:~.""Wls the PQtj;l!,1tiai risk,(lSsQci.a~e.Q witl) Qisturbance ofDRMO soils figured into the risks at 
the"tiRM9;'Jinp~ct,~n~?,<"" l. :':,',:1"" ;'::,i,·l't' ":" J "; '" ;. 'I',~:: ;, ,;,: 

, i_ ~ "1-.i ! ~ r "; f ;",;'- {I {"~" t -: . <~ ',' , i ...-: l 

_~ I 1 i <' ' ) t!',! ' ~ r [ ""'" 

SAPL Ori~i~ai Co~~e~t 8: i page 2'-S:I'S~(d61l'2;2.1 Site 6 - DRMO;'The last paFagr:~pb'in'; 
the section ,s,h9).;l1c,J.be leyj~eq, ~o 41clud~, infco,ffi1ati~,n regarding the sampling the Navy conducted in 
1999 afte,~!djs9<j>Yieri1)g: ~h~,:~(~i~:'r(9,sio~prpJjJem alb~gth,e 9RMOshoreline., The referencef~r ttI~. 
199Q ·'~~JllPlmg rt;~J.dts s,P9\lld ~,sq be ~d,d;ed to the 'reference 'list: In addition,:. the text, shouJd,stat~' 
that pot~ntial offshore impacts hate b~clh 'eval(Hited'as part ofpreV10us riskaSsessrn:ent efforts 
(with the appropriate documents cited) and will contin'Ue be evaluated as,part ofthe,on-gQing, , 
OU4 monitoring. 

Add~~i~n.~t,C~m,w~qi~. ~~appt;~~ia~~.,~h~t'the Navy WfWadd' isome'text:regarding'tll.eJ99,9,,"': " 
samRHng,~t llt~ ,pIW:O cmd' ~ill wcliideth~' saq1pling 'n~si.llts'in Appenllfix A. ; Hcrw.ever ~Jh~, Navy, 
will nQt,rn~k~.~ J¢yisiqn, 19, Sl,is~us~ th~ 9ffsh6re: (OtJ4) 'risk:' assessment; or the i OU4" monitorjp,g. 
We'jdid not, qlean ;tQ,~~gg~st that the t~~ be ¥e'Vis~d t<Hribludea' diseussion of offshore. monitQpng 
oata or ri~keva\uatjo~. Ip,stea4 \v~ iw~te IboKi'n~ fdr' a sitrtpl~ ist~teirtent to .. tbeadded to/provide,;; 
the reader with the appropriate references foltnbsediscussiorts;'We' ·have commented'previously 
on the link between on-shore and offshore contamination and risk:: Land-based. contaminationh,~s 
mad~(jts 'Way,frRm,()U~j,ntq th~,9,ffshor~ ,envirqnment. Therefore, we think it is important that 
the. reacJer:b~ direc,ted to th~ ~p'prpptiate doq1,lmentswherebffs}fefe-'data andJlsks ate:'p'res,en~ed;, 

• , "T I' ~ " :. . ! . i, 
~'I j 'J. 
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SAPL~~rigilia~ Comment ~,2. :/Pag~}~"11,:;~;"C1'9I\i;~~~5,~ ;~r.~,~i,~,~.~ ~~m~~,. I,I[~alth Ris,k. '". 
Assessment Suminary.',The dlSOU,ss,lpn ofQsk~ pqst;:dby,dlqxms/fu{ans at 'Site 29 should state' 

.-. _ L-' >'. r '. ~ > - _~ • .J . .,f """ J: .. ' { If ~~f .f-'- _~', 1,,"- _ . ' .o;! _ " 

how risks compared ,with State of Maine risk guidelines. In addition, tHe DRMO is located 
immediately adjaoent.to ,the Teepee.Jpcjp~J:I~tpr (~i~e ,~9)1:.~g, tht1 DRMO Impact Area i~ located 
nearby:' Have'the potential1risks' pos~~ .by wi:q.sihloWn 4~posiiio'6' fio~tl's1te, '29 been evaluated at ' 
the oth~r t'wo.sites?: , .: '" 1', \, ",.,' " , , ,,' '" ,; i 

~ .... ; \.. r 
" ,~.:·d .1;. ~,,! • .j > 1 

.... }~" "'~/" >.~".,/.~" .;;- .' ;, 

Additional Comment: The Navy will add a statement'regarding dioXifilfurans ciincerrisk " 
estimates exceeding State of Maine risk guidelines. The Navy's response also points out that 
dioxin samples weI'e.not'colleGted:~t.'§itt\'gJ~,r th~ DRM,p Imp~9,t;,~ea,but,,~,h~t dioxin 
cortci:mtratidhsiin surface soils ,at iSit~iG9i.artll'.~, prp,~FQ~91~~md:e;I?~~,~Mt~tlie ~PA? s' 
residential actiO'Iflevek ,i There !aIie a: oou.p~~J)(i~S4t;S ~eg~dlnitli!~ portl~tf .Of tlfe NaVy's'" 
respon,se. As we have pointed out in this and~other comment h!tfers;'we"are concerned th'at'the 
extent:Qf contamination at Site 29, including the magnitude of concentrations, requires additional ' 
invest~gaHbh; "Trr,additioIl;'lsQils ,at Site,29 that an~ (iQJ,T,enth:,pJ.loried were atone time located at the 
ground' surface,-andJoould.vef.Y\~~si1y ,h.~V~, peen b)Q~Q' ont~;'~dj~~erit I and'rlearby"areas:" , L 

i: " . , . " .' ,. , ,;'" '''' '\ -, , ,'i" 

., -'\'." . , ,; .. : i <,' , ; h, , 

<,( ,'''I' ,/ ' ," ,"I' '~', t, " .. ,:~'l' 'i"~":':-':~" ':';,_ ,',,,,;'" "';,~!, , 
SAPL Original Comment 17. Page 3-9, Section 3.j.1 DRMa IifipattAr~~ .. 0 to FF()otb2S.'; 
As the Maine Department of Environmental Protection points out in their cdrMnent numb~{6" 
(dated 5115100), the extent of contamination by DDT and its metabolites DDE and DDD should 
be describ~d, for·the'individual,c~mpo~9d~ and§~9,1,l~rl~~~I~~ as ~h~ ~u~, ~!,co,n~e~tr~tions. . _, , 
!.~. ',;/!:.- ., "';.: ~'...- .', .,' ,'''t.~ .. <., ,,' -,,'.'." ... --1\' l1"",~:l.C~"-tl:"_'>{<'!) f~~ ~t' .. .( f~ 

Addit~ona] Comment: ffihe Nayy's respopse r~f~s'i~:f~e li.l11e' i~,,:~900 i-espo~~'~: to' MEDEP 
Speoific 'Comment:No. 6; ;which,requests, that the ,MED~E prov:,de irU:6rrn:ation on how,toe ' 
summation Q:f;DlDT;,1)DE,"and,DDJ;> conqentrati<;m's wQl.dd"~e u'secHd define"riafure and' eXtent:' 
We lObk forward to the resolution :ofthis is'sue. "", 'J" ", ;" ;t; 

, ,,-; '-...... ,}'.' ·Y,'::.l~~~ :," ~,u'~'.~ 

", 

SAPI/Otiginal, Gomp1ent.,~l. .PaJ,ges.5!-25 t.1,lf:~ .. g.b. 5,:-34, ~e~t,ion 5'~i~' Uncertaill,q Analysis. 
We ,a:ppte'ciate thtetclisoussiQO",9( ~~eu~Wfrtain,t,es( ~~q~4ig the9U2, risk as,~~s~~e,iit. ,"Aihve .', ,i 

pointed' o'Ut,ih'coriunent 4, above"w.e ,b~lie;v¢,a9qitiopar 'inves{igation 'is 'nedesshlY to'ooeqtlately , 
charaoterl:ze Sife,29. In the 1lle~tim~, th~;unc~n:~nty rr~~4in~ihee~ent ~f:dbntarilihation:a:t ' 
Site'29atld}the resu1tingimp~t,on.tb.e a~,s,.e~8tp.eI).JPfsite~fi~~~ sl~o:~ld oe'3:dded to'the discussion '. 
itfthis section. This cOlIlI\1en~a1so~pplies,tQ S~tiqn 5,,3 ;4~: wJ;ll6h 'dlscusseS'tlle'unceitrunties 
specific,tbtheriskiassessmentfQf;:Site29., , , . . ", ". ' .;;,' "" 

, \, 
; '.f . ' . 

• 1 • ..:_; J ~ .;-> • .;', ' .~. 

Additionai:;(]omment: TheN~v.y's,response to, this cQpl}iteI\tr~f~rs ththe response to SAPb : ' 
comment number 4. Please refer to our Additional.' Commentsl bri1SAPf: OriginalCom'rrients 4; 
and 12, above. 
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SAPLOriginal Comment 22. Page 5-28, ,Section 5.1.5.1 Uncertainty in Selection of 
,COPCs. We agree with the USEPA's comment number l4(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. 

Enc. 
cc: 

,-:)' 

tver McLeod, Department of Environmental Protection 
Meghan Cassidy, Environmental Protection Agency 
D~d Brown, Sc.D. 
~arty Raymond, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

IOSOU2rsk.agO 



August 1;2.000' 

To: C~Ql,YJtt,\· Ic!fPa~e.",y;.G·'ii , 
Lepagi?~n:Y¥})Df\\enW~~~9f.s,l.il.'? 

11"{; " ' "J . < ',.-; ,:ll.:" ", p';'i',~ -

From: David R Brown ScD. 

"i t; 

.,,' :{, ," 

, " l >~ 
Jj .. :;'. 

.,l" .,.:-

Subject: "eo~~~'~~;i~~ NaVy'~' J~:':i8,)9~9 \i~~Q~~4'~~k;~Z;pm~ts:;~;the',liev~ed OiJ2.~k 
Assessment~;PortsmouthNaval ;ShipYJITd,.:Jqt!~;,~.a~~",¥~clt. 20Q,Q! ",J, <.. 

Dear ,Ms. Lepage: 

The C:~;m,~~ ~':~Y'~a;~~:'I;~~~6t¢d'~"~~aDge m,~e' ~~k prof~~!~d;a\gener;Ur~~~!onhtrit~d;low 
level risks: The ohuSsi6n'~ftnefcWy frdBhM rtMsed{RA"w$ noted,'!'t,· ; L "J "P '{'; " 

1, .' ~ 

The Navy's July 28,2000 response indicates that a different approach 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 fou:iJ.d·in the 
air at the site. 

1; ,.' 
4 __ . . '..t'. 'j'" 

Observations on the "Responses to specific comments"; 

Comment I. The objective of the first part of the question is to detennine w4~~¢f"dutet-erirtilne'schlbs':of 
exposure are used because this is a military base. Tours of duty are generally;1.iID1t&l~:e.g:74'Years. ,;;;, " 
Although the answer indicated thatCERCLA guidance is used and it is not unique to PNS, it ~~ that 
time scales are shorter and based on tours of duty. Such changes in the durations of exposures,~st@.e.lf 
linearity between the times of exposure and risk that is not justified by the risk analy~~.m,.~~04Q19~=',' " 
Changing the duration of exposure reduces the calculated risk by a 1/3 to 1/10. ,. , ' .. ,,! . ".", 

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? 

Commenys. ·····Wliins·the-iisK maliagemenlaecisionforSitc:r29'witlne-sp1lCt to-dioxinsandfurans?-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 lliis 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 aggrepte exposures continues and appears 19 be 
unresolved. SAPL shc"dd use this information to place the process in context. 

As ~tcd previously, this ria assessment provides detailed analysis of the ri~ ,~~d!~¢r~J pa~h~~.~d " ' 
for dIfferent exposure groups. It is an improvanent over the 1990t Risk ~c!tit itdhat a brOadct srOllP ' '" 
of hazards are evaluated. The report should assist in the evaluation and determination orthe ~cdial 
alternatives. ' ,.' .. \;: ~. J, . 

~ the resp<lpses to our COIDftIents in some cases indi~ limited concern for the community 
lwarcries, ~d i6vdt~t ltfffili'~/lD. Cihcrcaseid, '~ that even wheb guidance levels are 
ex~ an effort is made to dismiss ~:~'tiap~6yuiO{OfCberacterjzatiOas sudtiU '",iOOl', or 
minimal" to describe the cxcecdances. 

Even if there were an «iron clad" system ofestimating human health risb at hazardous waste sll~;it wa:,j~ 
not,be,justificd to,minimize indicationsofaras;Of c;:QQc:wll.,n~, ~J ~'i~ n~ 0rtl'? cl~cf' it 'l',1Jy 
assures that areas of caoccm will be idcnti~Jt is ap~ tq, lo-,j, ~~~fy ., t1l,e n$ks for eac~, 
particular site when a guidance value is approached or exceeded. . 

.. ;' ,,.,: \"iL~ ._ ".... J ;~"' 
$in~, ;,.'/ <">', ':'.'> ,r';",) 

~13~ 
David R. Brown. Sc.O. 
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