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Public gets 
info about ; 

r, ~ 

Superfund ~; 
cl~anup site:: 

By JE.NNIFER L. SAUNP~RS and ;',' 
MATIAEWWILLIAMS " 
Democrat Staff Writer ,., 

'. PORTSMOUTH :- T~e Seacoast .Anq-
Pollution League is urgmg area reslden~ 
to learn more' about current plans for'.~ 
Superfund site at the Portslll:0uth ~~val 
Shipyard and to make their, opmlOn~ 
known to the Navy. • 

During a panel discussion held 
Wednesday night at the Unitarian Churcj1 
in downtown Portsmouth, about a dozen 
area residents listened as Carolyn LeP~g~, 
Beacoast Anti-Pollution League t~chmcal 
assistance adviser, gave an overview pr~
sentation of the Navy's proposed plan ~ 
cap the 25-acre Jamaica Island Landfill 
with a hazar~ous waste co.ver. . : 

The landfill is under review for r~me~la
tion through the federal Comprehens~ve 
Environmental Response; CompensatIop 
and Liability Act, commonly known a~ 
Superfund.. .' '; 

Also on hand at the'dlscUSSlon were,seV-
eral individuals in the know about thr 
Navy's plan including Iver Mc~eod oftq:e 
'Ma,ine Department of E~vlronment~l 
Protection, Meghan CaSSidy of tlW 
Environmental Protection Ag~ncy an,? 
Doug Bogen of Ne,:" Hampshrre ,cleap 
Water Action. Bogen IS also commumty ~?
chair of the shipyard's Restorat~o,p 
Advisory BOl;lrd, which is ~art of tli,e 
Superfund review pr6ces~.' . ;~ 

"We invited the Navy,but they declmed 
to coine," explainedJohimna LYQns, a p~9-
gram specialist for the New Hampsh~e 
Department of Resour~es ang Econom~c 
DeveloPment Divis~onofl:larks al},d 
Recreation. Lyons IJltrodu~ed. the Pl;l~
elists, but said New H~mpsh.rr.e IS not pla~-
ing a role in the Navy s de,clslOn. '; 

Although the Navy is the l~ad ~gency tn 
this project, its tests and MtlOns are ·mon
itored and must be. ~pproved by t~e 
Environmental. Protection Age~cy and the 
Maine Department of EnVIr(mment~1 
Protection. .: 

The Jamaica Island Landfill was ca 
receptacle for industria} wastes for the 38-
year period between 1945-78. The ~es ~f 
chemicals detected in. the site. mclu~e 
volatile and semivoll;ltIle orgamc cow
pounds, PCBs, pesticid~s, !lletals, petrol:-
urn hydrocarbons and dlOxms. " 

"There is even a rumor they may have 
buried a two-man submarine down there;" 
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said LePage, who explained the 
Navy's record keeping for waste dis
posallit the site was poor. 

The ~hipyard was placed on the 
National Priorities List for Defense 

,Departm!Jnt cleanups in 1994, when 
it'wa~discovered that surface water 
runoff an,d erosion were contami
nating the Piscataqua River, 
according to the Seacoast Anti-Pol
lutiop League. 

The Navy's preferred plan to deal 
with the site uses a geotextile, virtu
ally impermeable cover with an 
enhanced drainl;lge .layer for the 
landfill site. 1'he cover itself would 
be supplemented with a varie'ty of 
control and monitoriQg mech~
nisms. Although the plan addresses 
isolating from human contact soil· 
and groundwater within the land
fill's perimeter, it does not deal with 
the, seepage of groundwater already 
present at the site. ' 

The estimated capital construc
tion cost for the Navy's preferred 
remediation pIlm is approximately 
$10.2 million plus almost $1.5 million 
in monitoring over th~ next 30 
years. 

It is not the most expensive plan 
the NflVY considered, 40wever. Ear
lier in the Restoration Advisory 
Board process, discussions were 
brought up regarding tpe r~mo~al of 
contaminants trom t4e site. At the 
time, 9fficials: statl;ld the cos.t\f~s 
prohibitive and the removal pr9CeS$ 
could produce other dsks of conta
mination. 

~'It would cost an outrag!'l0us 
amount of money to move the 
waste," LePage said, explaining 
that estimated costs of digging up 
the waste would alone cost $500 mil
lion. 

In recent months, the Navy and 
Restoration Advisory Board nar· 
rowed the scope of possible reme
die~ to five, ranging from taking no, 
action at all to monitoring the site to 
capping the site anc~ creating a bar-. 
rier wall outside' the landfill's 
perimeter. R~sidents at Wedl1esday 
hight's meeting expressed concern 
qnddjst~ust over the Navy's ulti
mate c'ontrol over the project. 

A number of residents questioned 
why 'two, of the, remedies were eYen 
suggested when they would not eveil 
meet current environmental laws. 
Residents were also concerned why 
the preferred plan ~oes not deal 

with hazardous waste seeping into 
the Piscataqua ~ver. 

Studies provided by the Navy do 
not show there is enough risk of 
muc4 seepage occUrring) Cassidy 
,said, i:llthollgh anotlJerremediation 
aJternativeproposed.a type of cutoff 
barrier that would attempt to block 
any seepage. Ho,wever, Cassidy said 
there was significant concern over 
whether a cutoff barrier would be 
possible. " 

Again, res~dents were curious 
why the barrier was even listed as 
an alternative. 

The waste in the. landfill have 
been present for 40' or 50 years and 
they pave been flusl1ed twice a day 
by tidal changes in,Jh~ Piscataqui:l 
River, Cassidy said. As 'bad as it 
sounds, Cassidy said, there cannot 
be much harmful waste product that 
has not alrefldy been washed out to 
sea. , 

~But a lot of the Wl;lste is above 
the water level. The sealevel is ris
ing every year," Bogen said.. «It is 
not a sta tic situation. " 

Although ~cigen agrees w~th the 
capping plan, he does not think the 
Navy has been dQing enough. 

R.egardless o(wllat the pUblic 
thinks about seepage into the Pis
cataqua, the Navy will only consider 
commen,ts that deal directly wUh 
the "source control area, " which 
means the actual landfill and noth-
ing else: " .' , 

"I think it's kind of pathetic the 
Navy wq:sn't here tonight," said Sea
coast Anti-Pollution League Presi
dent David Hills. 

The Comprehensive EnvIronmen- . 
tal Response, Co~pensation and I 

Liability Act process requires the 
Navy to make it~ decision on the 
pl;m by July, with a remedial design 
expected to be completed in August. 
The remedial action' on the site is 
expect~d t9 be completed in October 
2002. The . proposed i solution is 
expec,ted to be preSent!Jd for its pub-
lic comment, Period beginning Jan. 
31. Comments will be taken at ptiblic 
hearj.ngs as well as ill ~itten form 
durin~ a 30"day publlc com~ent 
period on the fmal plfln in February. 

Comments from the regulatory 
~ommiss~ons. and R;estoratiQI1 Advi
sory'Board were due to the Navy by 
Wednesday, with the draft final ver
sion of the plan scheduled for sub
mittal Dec. 27. 
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