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Lepage Environmental Services, Inc. 
p, 0, Box 1195. Auburn, Maine 04211-1195.207-777-1049. Fax: 207-777-1370 

November 29,2002 

Ms. Marty Raymond 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Code 106,3 R, Building 44 
Portsmouth, New Hampshire 03804-5000 

Subject: Review of October 2002 Draft Final Site 32 Remedial Investigation Quality 
Assurance Project Plan 

Dear Ms. Raymond: 

1. Ge~eral Co~ment. 'SAPL concurs with the majority of cOnUnents in the US. EnVironmental 
Protection Agency's (EPA's) letter dated November 18, 2002, and'in the Maine Department of 
Environmental Protection's (MEDEP's) letters dated November 18 and November 22,2002. 
SAPL will not repeat the comments in the agencies' letters except where particular emphasis is 
desired. 

2. Pages 1-15 - 1-17, Section 1.4.2, Summary of SSI Findings. SAPL had commented 
previously on the April 2002 Draft QAPP (see Comment Number 9 in SAPL's comment letters 
dated May 21 and September 16,2002) that more info~tion should be included in the QAPP 
about how elevated numerical detection limits and method detection limits (MDLs) affect the 
number of exceedances reported. SAPL also expressed concern that the text of the QAPP, as 
currently written, is misleading with regard to the number of times contaminant concentrations 
exceed risk screening criteria. The Navy's response to SAPL's September comment (see page 12 
in the Follow Up Comment section in Appendix F) says that the important question to ask is what 
impacithe [elevated] detection levels have on the d~cision(s) that are based on the data. Since 
the decision was not impacted, the Navy does I10t feel that the time and effortrequire&to,do the 
d,~,ai~ed analysis i~ believes SAPL has indicated is necessary for the QAPP. The Navy also offers 
to ~xpl~ furt~~r'tQ SAPL (a~,d the, ~ ,if oth,er ~ members ~e interested) how the DQA 
and evaluation of detection liffiit~ is cortsidered afeachstep 8fthe r~niedial process. " ' 
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SAPL appreciates the Navy's willingness to provide additional explanation to SAPL and to 
provide a presentation to the RAB if the RAB is interested. SAPL also understands that the 
decisions cited by the Navy were not apparently affected by elevated detection levels. However, 
as expressed in its September comment, SAPL is also concerned that the text of the QAPP is 
Iriisleading and the presentation of the data is incomplete. The QAPP will be part of the 
Administrative Record. Therefore, SAPL believes it is important to present the data accurately. 
The Navy is objecting to performing a detailed a!1alysis. However, simple text revisions 
acknowledging that detection levels exceeded risk screening criteria would help address the issue. 
SAPL provided as an example of misleading text the statement that 'none of the pesticides or 
PCBs exceeded any criteria in surface soils'. SAPL then pointed out that the residential screening 
criteria for Aroclor-1260 was listed as 0.22, but the upper range of non-detects was listed as 0.3. 
Furthermore, the frequency of detection was given as lout of 14 samples, but that one detection 
was 0.211, just under the residential screening criteria. It would not appear to be much of a 
burden for the Navy to revise the statement to read in effect ''None of the pesticides or PCBs 
exceeded any criteria in surface soils. However, the detection levels exceeded the risk screening 
criteria in X samples." SAPL believes this sort of text revision should be made in those passages 
in the QAPP where the number of detections and criteria exceedances are presented. 

3. Page 1-18, Section 1.4.3, Geology and Hydrogeology. SAPL concurs with the MEDEP's 
General Comment dated November 22,2002, about the potential for the bedrock ridge that 
underlies the site to divide contaminant migration. 

4. Page 1-22, Section 1.6, PROBLEM STATEMENT. This section contains the statement 
that the current offshore monitoring program is sufficient for understanding potential current 
offshore risks. However, that statement presumes that monitoring is taking place in the optimal 
locations for detecting impacts. As the EPA points out in its November 18th comment letter, there 
needs to be a better understanding of the offshore depositional environment, particularly for 
contaminants migrating via outfall discharges. SAPL notes that the offshore monitoring program 
was designed before the discussion of potential Site 32 impacts had progressed much. It would 
seem logical to expect that the offshore monitoring might need to be adjusted once a dye study 
and other RI activities are completed. Therefore, SAPL believes it is necessary for the offshore 
monitoring locations (and parameters) in the vicinity of Site 32 be re-evaluated once the RI data 
becomes available so that appropriate adjustments, if any are warranted, can be implemented. 

5. Page 2-7, Section 2.4.1.2, Laboratory Parameters. The statement on the last paragraph in 
Section 2.4.1.2 that ''DRO/GRO cannot be evaluated as part of human health risk or offshore 
impact ... " requires clarification or revision. It is not readily apparent to the reader why it is 
impossible to evaluate these parameters. 

6. Page 2-7, Section 2.4.2, Study Boundaries. The Boundary for Intertidal Water for the 
Recreational Receptor should be revIsed to include water in seeps and outfalls. 



Page 3 of 5, M. Raymond 
November 29,2002 
Draft Final Site 32 QAPP 

7. Page 2-9, Section 2.5 DECISION RULES, Principal Decisions. SAPL co.ncurs with the 
MEDEP that backgro.und canno.t be used to. eliminate chemicals fro.m consideratio.n as COPCs. 
Chemical co.ncentratio.ns sho.uld be compared with appro.priate risk screening criteria, regardless 
o.fbackgro.und co.ncentratio.n. The text fo.r PI and elsewhere in the QAPP requires revisio.n. In 
additio.~ the last sentence in the P2 paragraph sho.uld specifY ER-Ls, no.t ER-Ms, fo.r sediment. 

8. Page 2-10, Section 2.5 DECISION RULES, Principal Decisions. The first Expo.sure Unit 
in the table at the to.p o.f page 2-10 sho.uld be revised to. include seep and o.utfall water in additio.n 
to. surface water in the intertidal zo.ne. 

9. Page 2-11, Section 2.6, SAMPLING DESIGN AND RATIONALE. SAPL is very 
co.ncerned with the statement in the first full paragraph o.n page 2-11 that the Phase 1 sampling 
" .. . will provide data for assessing whether dioxin/Juran concentrations across the site as a whole 
exceed background dioxin/Juran concentrations. ... If the site dioxin/Juran concentrations 
exceed background concentrations, more dioxin/juran data will be collected to assess associated 
risks within each decision unit." As SAPL and the regulato.ry agencies have already co.mmented, 
chemicals sho.uld no.t be eliminated fro.m co.nsideratio.n based o.n co.mpariso.n with backgro.und 
data. Sampling results sho.uld instead be co.mpared with appro.priate risk screening criteria. 
Ho.wever, the Navy's sampling ratio.nale in this sectio.n do.es no.t even mentio.n co.mparing the data 
with risk screening criteria. Furthermo.re, SAPL do.es no.t believe that the data fo.r the entire site 
sho.uld be lumped to.gether fo.r evaluatio.n as that might mask "ho.t spo.t" co.ntaminatio.n that sho.uld 
be cleanedup.' The Navy's appro.ach to. evaluating dio.xinlfuran data must be revised. 

10. Page 3-15, Figure 3-1. The figure sho.uld be revised to. include that name and number o.fthe 
EPA's new RPM. 

11. Page 4-3, Section 4.2.1, Hollow-Stem Augering and Spit-Barrel Soil Sampling. The first 
paragraph under the So.il Sampling heading states that the Phase Two. so.il sampling will include 
the .. two .. remaining boring locations within each expo.sure unit, and that at the co.mpletio.n o.f the 
Phase Two. sampling, each decisio.n unit is expected to. have had three so.il bo.ring lo.catio.ns 
sampled. SAPL assumed that o.ne o.fthe locatio.ns wo.uld be fro.m Phase One and two. wo.uld be 
fro.m Phase Two.. Ho.wever, the final sentence in the paragraph states that the three lo.catio.ns will 
include bo.th the 1998 Site Screening Investigatio.n (SSI) samples and the samples collected during 
Phase One and Phase Two. o.fthe RI. Which is correct? Please clarifY. 

12. Page 4-4, Section 4.2.2, Hand Augering for Facility Background DioIin Samples~ The 
Navy is propo.sing to. co.llect backgro.und samples fo.r dio.xinlfuran analysis fro.m the lo.catio.ns 
sho.wn o.n Figure 4-3. SAPL has already co.mmented o.n its co.ncerns with the Navy's use o.f 
backgro.unddata. Has the Navy evaluated the po.tential fo.r windblo.wn dispersio.n o.f 
co.ntaminants, including dio.~ fro.m the Teepee Incinerato.r site to. affect o.ther areas o.f the 
Shipyard, including the propo.sed backgro.und sampling lo.catio.ns? 
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13. Page 4-6, Section 4.3.2, Monitoring Well PuRine and Sampline. As both the MEDEP 
and SAPL have noted in previous comments, the interval of 24 hours between well development 
and sampling is not acceptable. SAPL supports the MEDEP position that an interval on the order 
of a week is more appropriate. 

14. Page 4-11, Section 4.4.2, Sediment Sampline. SAPL concurs with the EPA (Comment 
Number 2, dated November 18,2002) that the proposed sampling grid is likely not extensive 
enough, and should be expanded based on the potential depositional patterns for contaminants. 

15. Page ~ 12, Section 4.5, INTERTIDAL AND SUBTIDAL SURFACKWATER 
SAMPLING. SAPL shares the concerns outlined in the EPA's Comment Number 3 (dated 
November 18,2002) regarding the collection of sufficient appropriately located data related to 
current and past impacts of site outfalls. 

16. Appendix G. SAPL concurs with the MEDEP (Comment Number 14, dated November 18, 
2002) that the Navy's proposed Additional Groundwater Sampling Decision Process wi11likely 
require further discussion. SAPL has commented in the past (see Comment Number 23, dated 
May 22 and September 16,2002) that a single round of sampling during the RI would not be 
sufficient to conservatively characterize risks from exposure to groundwater and seeps. As the 
Navy noted in its response to SAPL's May comment, according to the 1996/1997 Seep/Sediment 
Summary report, a temporal variation was observed for select chemicals, although no pattern 
indicating one season over another was observed. At the August 13th technical meeting, SAPL 
mentioned the variability of recent results for Site 10, where two rounds were collected during 
back-to-back low tide cycles. The Navy states in the Background section on page 1 of Appendix 
G that the quality of decision-making is affected by data variability - the greater the variability, the 
more error prone the decision making. SAPL concurs with MEDEP Comment Number 16 -
that's why we want to see a greater number of samples. 

SAPL isalSfl.concerned that the Navy's new proposal is using statistics in place of common 
sense, given the number of samples involved and the gap between collection dates. As the 
MEDEP points out in Comment Number 17, the Navy is proposing to calculate standard 
deviations where n=2, which makes no sense, especially when the data are collected five years 
apart. SAPL also takes issue with the Navy's proposed data evaluation process (see step 4 on 
page 2) that will evaluate chemicals against screening criteria only if they exceed background. As 
proposed, the Navy will use background data to eliminate parameters from consideration as 
chemicals of potential concern (COPCs), regardless ofthe risk they present. This is not 
acceptable. 
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If you have any questions regarding the comments above, please give me a call at 207-777-1049. 

l05Site32QAPP.nv2 


