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RESPONSES TO MEDEP COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 14, 2010 
DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OPERABLE UNIT 7 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE 
 
 
 
1. Comment:  1.2, p. 1-2. “Appendix B contains analytical results, including the complete database 

printout for soil and groundwater…”  This is incorrect.  Appendix B only contains groundwater results 
for inorganic analyses.  All results must be shown in order for the database to be complete.  See 
Comment 20. 
 
Response:  Appendix B will be updated to include the complete database printout for all media. 

 
2. Comment:  1.4, p 1-5 Para. 2: “BGS05 was removed from the background data set and included in 

the OU7 soil data set.”   BGS-08 also lies within the site boundaries. Please discuss the rationale for 
retaining it in the background data set.  It appears that it would skew the background comparisons for 
the site and the “no debris fill” area near former Building 237.  The Navy should consider including it 
in the OU7 soil data set. 

 
Response:  BGS-08 is not within OU7.  This facility background sample was collected from a 
vegetated area west of Newton Street.  Estimated coordinates for location of BGS-08 will be 
corrected so that BGS-08 is within the vegetated area east of Newton Street instead of on Newton 
Street.  The following provides additional information regarding the location of BGS-08. 
 
The locations for the background samples were approximated from a figure from the RFI Report and 
entered in the database as estimated locations.  The samples were never geo-referenced with actual 
land features.  Based on the approximated coordinates, BGS-08 appears to be in the middle of 
Newton Street.  Based on field logs, BGS-08 was collected from a vegetated area, west of Newton 
Street.  Using the information from the field logs, the location of BGS-08 was geo-referenced with the 
aerial map.  Attachment 1 to these responses to comments is a figure showing the OU7 site boundary 
and the geo-referenced location of BGS-08.  The database coordinates will be updated appropriately.   

 
3. Comment:  1.4.1, Onshore Investigations Prior to the RI, p. 1-6.  Please provide a brief discussion of 

the camera survey of the storm drains at OU7 that occurred several years ago and the conclusions 
drawn from it. 

 
Response:  A discussion of the 2002 storm sewer camera survey will be added to Section 1.4.1.  
The following text, based on information provided in the March 2003 Site 32 RI QAPP (Revision 0), 
will be included: “In April 2002, the Navy conducted a storm sewer video camera survey to determine 
the condition of the storm sewer system that flows through OU7.  The survey indicated that a majority 
of the sewers were in poor condition, with debris, dislocated joints, etc., and that groundwater 
infiltration was occurring at several locations.  The storm sewers have outfalls in the OU7 intertidal 
area.  The outfalls are tidally influenced, and it is likely that the outfalls are points where groundwater 
from the site is being transported to the Back Channel.  Therefore, the Navy considers the storm 
sewer outfalls as potential groundwater transport pathways in the RI for OU7.” 

 
4. Comment:  2.2, Shoreline Stabilization, p. 2-2: “The stabilization measure provides for filtering by 

using multiple layers of increasingly larger material.” 
 

Clarify what the stabilization measure is filtering. 
 

Response:  A revetment structure that is designed to prevent erosion is designed and constructed 
with several layers of rock and or geotextiles.  The purpose of including multiple layers of this material 
is to create a filter that allows tidal waters and water resulting from wave action to flow in and out of 
the revetment structure while limiting the amount of fine-grained material migration from behind the 
revetment structure.  To clarify this process the text identified in the comment will be revised to focus 



  

Response to comments on draft OU7 RI Page 2 March 7, 2011 

on the desired performance of a revetment structure as follows.  
 

“To ensure the integrity of the revetment structure, the revetment structure was constructed using 
multiple layers of increasingly larger material that limit the amount of fine-grained material migration 
through the revetment structure.  The migration of the fine-grained material would eventually create 
voids behind the revetment structure large enough for the revetment structure to sink.”   

 
5. Comment:  2.3, Data Usability, p. 2-3. “Seep data from 1996 and 1997 is not representative of 

current conditions because of changes to the shoreline that occurred in 2006.  Please indicate the 
types of changes that occurred - how were the seeps affected?   How do current conditions compare 
to 1996/97 conditions?  If this is discussed elsewhere please reference it here. 

 
Response:  The following revision to the text will be made to indicate how conditions have changed 
and what the current conditions are regarding seeps:  “Seep data from 1996 and 1997 are not 
representative of current conditions because of changes to the shoreline that occurred as part of the 
2006 shoreline stabilization.  The seeps sampled in 1996 and 1997 (BC-1016, BC-1017, BC-1018, 
and BC-1020) are no longer present because the area was covered with shoreline controls and outfall 
pipes located at or near the seeps were exposed.  The covered outfall pipes were the main cause for 
these seeps.  Currently minor seeps flowing over sediment can be seen in the low-tide area.  The 
seeps flow over soft sediment, which is difficult to walk on.  The mid-to high-tide portion of the 
shoreline is covered with shoreline controls.”   

 
6. Comment:  2.3, Data Usability, p. 2-4.  “…several soil samples had very high detection limits…” 

 
Were the data from these samples omitted from the risk assessment and extent of contamination 
determinations? 

 
Response:  The soil samples with very high detection limits (greater than ten times the screening 
level) were not omitted from the site dataset and were includes in the risk assessment and extent of 
contamination determination, as appropriate.  The following provides additional information. 
 
Attachments 2 and 3 of these responses to comments present the detection limit evaluation 
information for chemicals with detection limits exceeding a screening value for surface and 
subsurface soil respectively.  With the exception of benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene the 
samples with elevated detection limits (more than ten times the screening level) were from the  1998 
sampling event.  The 1998 data were from the SSI; the subsequent RI sampling did not have 
elevated detection limits for these chemicals.  Benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene had 
elevated detection limits for samples collected during 1998 and 2003 in both the surface and 
subsurface soil.  Both of these chemicals are carcinogenic PAHs and were evaluated in the nature 
and extent section as Benzo(a)pyrene Equivalents and selected as COPCs in the risk assessment. 

 
7. Comment:  3.2.1 Shoreline Revetment Structure, p. 3-3.  The first sentence under Shoreline 

Revetment Construction indicates that the riprap exists under the filter stone, geotextile and pea-
stone (“…riprap underlying filter stone…”).  Please correct this. 

 
Response:  The text referenced in the comment will be revised to read as follows. 

 
"According to as-built details (Appendix A.6), the shoreline revetment is constructed (bottom to top) of 
pea-stone (used to establish grade), geotextile, and two layers of riprap.  The geotextile and lower 
riprap layer were installed to stabilize the larger exposed riprap layer and to help minimize the 
migration of fine-grained material from behind the revetment structure to the surface water. The entire 
revetment structure extends from the low tide elevation to the existing top of slope (variable 
elevation).  The following information is known about the material used to construct the shoreline 
stabilization revetment." 
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In addition to making this text change, the material descriptors in the bulleted paragraphs that follow 
this text will be revised from "filter layer rock" to "lower riprap layer" and "surface layer rock" to "upper 
riprap layer." 

 
8. Comment:  3.2.1 Shoreline Revetment Structure, Surface Layer Rock, p. 3-4, 3rd bullet.  Please 

indicate here, not just in App. A6, that the original large granite blocks on the shoreline were reused 
as part of the surface layer. 

 
Response:  Text will be added to indicate that the original large granite blocks on the shoreline were 
reused as part of the surface layer.   

 
9. Comment:  3.4.3 Cross-Section Description, D-D’, p. 3-9. “Localized pockets of waste material were 

encountered…”  To our knowledge lateral limits of the waste pockets were never determined.  
Therefore, on Fig. 3-3 draw the waste pockets to indicate that lateral limits are unknown. 

 
Response:  Figure 3-3 will be revised to show the individual waste pockets with approximate 
boundaries by using dashed lines.  The thin intervals of waste only were identified in a small number 
of borings.  Although the lateral extents of individual pockets of waste were not determined, the 
overall distribution was determined.  The borings in which intervals of waste were identified are 
bounded by borings within 75 to 100 feet that had either no waste or surface fill mixed with waste 
identified, demonstrating that the waste pockets are localized in nature and do not represent laterally 
continuous units.   

 
10. Comment:  3.5.2, p. 3-13 Para. 2 and Para. 4, and Table 3-1: “TP-MW-06 was not equipped with a 

transducer…”  
 

The statement should be revised to state that the 2000 data indicated there was no tidal influence 
rather than tidal lag. It is unusual for this well not to have some tidal influence based on its location in 
the filled area and its shallow screen in fill with debris, based on the relative response of other wells 
screened in similar material. Please add the results for MW-06 in October 2008 to the text. Also, the 
data from 2008 at MW-05 indicate that the Low Tide water elevations are higher than the High Tide 
elevations, were the readings taken according to the tidal lag in the table? If so, is it possible the lag 
is incorrect? 

 
Response:  Regarding TP-MW06, the text will be clarified.  The third sentence in Section 3.5.2, 
paragraph 2 will be revised to read: “TP-MW06 was not equipped with a transducer, because the SSI 
Report (TtNUS, May 2000) indicated TP-MW06 showed less than a 0.2 0.02 feet difference between 
water levels measured at high tide and low tide, indicating that there was no significant tidal lag 
influence at this well.” 

 
The discussion of the results for TP-MW06 from the October 2008 evaluation will be discussed in the 
text by adding the following in Section 3.5.2 before the first paragraph on page 3-14:  “The water level 
response observed in TP-MW06 had a change of at least 0.4 foot during the water level 
measurement period on October 23, 2008.  The tidal lag was estimated to be 1 hour 10 minutes for 
this location.”  

 
Regarding TP-MW05 and Table 3-1, the groundwater elevations presented in Table 3-1 were not 
measured according to the tidal lag.  They were measured coincident with the peak tide (either high 
or low) within a period of ½ hour before and 1 to 2 ½ hours after of the predicted tide, within the 
longest estimated tidal lag.  The measurements were taken to represent a snapshot of the 
groundwater flow field.  The tidal lag for TP-MW05 is considered correct.  Although the well is located 
adjacent to the shoreline, the well is screened in material with higher fines, and the water levels 
appear to be damped.  The maximum water level change between low and high tide during the 2003 
tidal study was approximately 0.2 foot; the difference in head in TP-MW05 between high and low tidal 
cycles during the 2008 synoptic rounds was less than 0.5 foot.  The difference between low and high 
tide levels may relate to the low tidal influence (reflected in the minimal difference in water levels 
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between high and low tide) and the measurements occurring at the tide response.  This would result 
in a lower elevation at high tide (i.e., water levels in the well still rising from the previous low tide 
period) and vice versa for the low tide.   

 
11. Comment:  3.5.2, p. 3-13 Para. 3 and Table 3-1. “Tidal effects were observed in the wells equipped 

with transducers except TP-MW-01 and TP-MW-09…”  
 

Please clarify the magnitude of decreasing water levels and that no tidal effect was observed in these 
wells. Based on its location, high hydraulic conductivity and boring log MW-09 would be likely to have 
tidal effects, however the void reported in the logs must affect this location. 

 
Response:  The following sentence will be added after the first sentence of Section 3.5.2, paragraph 
3, for clarification: “No tidal influence was observed in wells TP-MW01 and TP-MW09.”  In addition 
the following text as requested will be added to the end of the same paragraph:  “The decreasing 
water levels (less than 0.1 foot decrease observed) in wells TP-MW01 and TP-MW09 was likely 
related to background trend conditions.  Both of these wells are relatively far from stormwater 
drainage network that could influence them.  TP-MW01 (an upgradient well) is distant from the 
shoreline and within the boundary of the original Seavey Island, reducing potential tidal influence.”  

 
12. Comment:  3.5.2, p.3-15 Para. 4, Appendix A.4 and Table 3-1.  The recovery plots for these two 

wells are certainly atypical and indicate very fast response times. The data for MW-09 may actually 
represent the conductivity of the sandpack in the void at that well, and at MW-10 the well may be 
hydraulically connected to the drainage system across Goodrich Avenue.  Please discuss this 
possibility and how it might affect interpretation of site hydrogeology. 

 
Response:  The Navy agrees with the potential for measuring the permeability of the sand pack in 
TP-MW09 but also believes this may be true for TP-MW10 rather than being hydraulically connected 
drainage system across Goodrich Avenue.  Due to the enlargement of the borehole of TP-MW10 
during drilling, similar conditions relating to measurement of the sand pack permeability likely exist for 
TP-MW10 as for TP-MW09.  The elevation of the drainage system across Goodrich Avenue in the 
area of TP-MW10 is higher in elevation (by more than 5 feet) than the saturated zone at TP-MW10.  
Therefore, it is not believed that the drainage system significantly influences well TP-MW10.  The 
following sentence will be added after the last sentence of paragraph 4 to provide additional 
interpretation: “Additionally, the borehole of TP-MW10 was enlarged during drilling due to the fill 
material, and void spaces may have developed which were filled with sand during well installation.   
Therefore, the higher hydraulic conductivities measured in TP-MW09 and TP-MW10 may reflect the 
permeability of the sand in the void space rather than the formation permeability.” 

 
13. Comment:  4.0, Nature and Extent, p. 4-1, 1st para.  Please indicate that outfall samples were also 

collected. 
 

Response:  In Section 2.1, intertidal surface water was defined as (outfalls and nearby surface 
water).  For clarity, the second sentence in the first paragraph of Section 4.0 will be revised to read as 
follows: “Soil and groundwater were investigated for the onshore area of OU7; surface water (outfalls 
and nearby surface water), seeps, and sediment were investigated in the intertidal portion of the 
offshore area.” 

 
14. Comment:  4.1.1, p. 4-1, Table 4-2 & Table 4-3.  “Maximum facility background concentrations…are 

presented.”  The Site 32 QAPP (Table 1-3) used the “representative” PNS Facility Background values 
for comparisons of site data to screening criteria. Please revise Table 4-2 and Table 4-3 to these 
levels rather than the maximum concentrations that are listed.   

 
Response:  For discussion of the nature and extent of contamination in the RI Report, the maximum 
facility background concentrations were presented to give a general understanding of nature and 
extent of contamination and help focus on chemicals more likely to be associated with a potential 
OU7 source.  For additional information the representative PNS Facility Background values (95% 
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UCLs) and range of detected concentrations will be added to Tables 4-2 and 4-3.  This additional 
information does not change the evaluation in the Nature and Extent Section.  In addition, the HHRA 
(Section 6.0) background evaluation is based on a data set to dataset comparison and there is no 
impact to risk evaluation.   

 
15. Comment:  4.1.1, p.4-2.  Please indicate the source for the EPA residential soil screening levels. 

 
Response:  The reference for the USEPA RSL table will be added as follows, USEPA Regional 
Screening Level Table Residential Soil (November 2010). 

 
16. Comment:  4.1.1, p. 4-2.  “Two PCBs (Aroclor 1248 and Aroclor 1254) were detected at 

concentrations above background and risk based screening levels in surface and subsurface soils, 
with Aroclor 1260 only detected at concentrations exceeding facility background and risk based 
screening levels in subsurface soil.” 

 
Several of the nondetected Aroclors had detection limits higher than USEPA Nov. 2010 Regional 
Screening Levels (http://www.epa.gov/region9/superfund/prg/ ).  The Navy compares detection limits 
to screening levels in App. D.4 and shows that there were exceedances of detection limits 1.0% to 
3.1% of the time.  Does the Navy discuss the uncertainty that these relatively few exceedances add 
to the human health risk assessment? 

 
Response:  For surface soil 67 samples were analyzed for Aroclors.  In surface soil the number of 
samples that exceeded the screening levels for Aroclors ranged from one to seven.  These detection 
limits were all less than five times the screening levels.  For subsurface soil Aroclors were analyzed 
for in 96 samples.  The number of detection limits exceeding the screening level for Aroclors in 
subsurface soil ranged from one to three and were all less than five times the screening level.  Based 
on the low number of samples that exceeded the screening criteria little uncertainty is anticipated for 
these few elevated detection limits.   

 
17. Comment:  4.1.1, p. 4-2 last paragraph and Table 4-2 and Table 4-3.  The discussion of background 

needs to be removed from the text related to PCBs. The text should note that all Facility Background 
samples were non-detect for PCBs (see Tables). In addition there is no geologic source or intended 
use in soils for PCBs.  

 
Response:  The text will be clarified to remove discussion of background related to PCBs.   

 
18. Comment:  4.1.1, p. 4-4.  The paragraph discussing normal probability plots indicates that there are 

27 soil and 23 subsurface soil locations corresponding to data points above an inflection point as 
shown in App. B.2.  Please indicate what locations these are as this information cannot be 
determined from the probability plots. 

 
Response:  Additional information will be provided in Appendix B for clarity.  The sample locations 
are plotted on the normal probability plots at the end Appendix B.2.  Attachments 4 and 5 to these 
responses to comments provide new Tables B-1 and B-2 that list for each chemical the locations that 
are greater than background in surface soil and subsurface soil.  These tables will be added to 
Appendix B.2 in the draft final document.  The text in Section 4.1.1 will be revised to, “The normal 
probability plots are presented in Appendix B.2 along with tables summarizing which locations are 
above an inflection point for each chemical and therefore most likely represent concentrations above 
background.”  

 
19. Comment:  4.1.1, pp. 4-3 & 4-4 and App. B.2.  “Based on these plots, detected concentrations 

exceeding risk-based screening levels correspond to areas filled after 1910, …” 
 

Please include TP-SB115 in this discussion, and correct the text later in the paragraph on page 4-4 to 
reflect the detection at that location and the Arochlor 1254 screening level. Also, discuss the relative 
significance of the surface soil PCB detection in the area where no industrial activity took place. 
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Response:  PCBs detected in TP-SB115 slightly exceeded the screening level and does not indicate 
significant site impact.  For clarity, the text will be revised to read as follows:  “Based on these plots 
detected concentrations exceeding risk-based screening levels correspond to areas filled after 1910, 
with the exception of TP-SB115, TP-SB120, TP-SB15, and TP-SB39.  Aroclor-1254 was detected at 
280 μg/kg at location TP-SB115 which slightly exceeds the risk-based screening level of 110 μg/kg.  
Aroclor-1254 was used in capacitor and transformers as well as hydraulic fuels.  Trains have 
diesel/electric engines and transformers which may leak and drip PCBs onto the track.  Therefore the 
slight exceedances of the risk-based screening level in the area with no known industrial use may be 
related to the railroad.”   

 
20. Comment:  4.1.2, p. 4-4, para 1.   

 
a) Figure 4-1 does not show MW-07 and MW-03, please revise as needed. 
b) The analytical database for groundwater presented in App. B.1 is incomplete.  The Navy must 

present results for all analyses even if all the results were non-detect.  The detection limits 
provided with these data are critical to understanding whether or not compounds are definitively 
below screening levels. 

c) “A copy of the analytical database for groundwater is presented in Appendix B.1 and summarized 
in Table A.1 of Appendix A.5 presents the OU7 sampling list.”  Some words are missing.  Please 
correct. 

d) Please provide a reference for the ecological screening levels that are used to derive 
groundwater screening levels. 
 

Response: 
 
a) Figure 4-1 will be revised to show all OU7 monitoring well locations. 
b) Appendix B.1 will be updated to display the full analytical database printout as indicated in the 

Navy’s response to MEDEP Comment No. 1. 
c) The text will be revised to the following, “A copy of the analytical database for groundwater is 

presented in Appendix B.1 and Table A.1 of Appendix A.5 presents the OU7 sampling list”.   
d) The ecological screening references as follow will be added as appropriate 

 
Buchman, M. F., 1999.  NOAA Screening Quick Reference Tables, NOAA HAZMAT Report 99-1, 
Seattle, WA, Coastal Protection and Restoration Division, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration.http://response.restoration.noaa.gov/cpr/sediment/squirt/squirt.html 
 
Suter, G.W. II. and C.L. Tsao.  1996.  Toxicological Benchmarks for Screening Potential 
Constituents of Concern for Effects on Aquatic Biota:1996 Revision.  Environmental Sciences 
Division, Oak Ridge National Laboratory. ES/ER/TM-96/R2. 
 
USEPA (United States Environmental Protection Agency), January 1996. ECO Update, Ecotox 
Thresholds. United States Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response.  Intermittent Bulletin, Volume 3, Number 2.  EPA540/F-95/038. 
 
USEPA, May 1996.  Quality Criteria for Water - 1986.  Office of Water, Regulations and 
Standards.  EPA 440/5-86-001. 
 
USEPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency), 2009.  National Recommended Water Quality Criteria: 
2009.  Office of Water. 
  

21. Comment:  4.1.2, p. 4-4, para 2.  “VOCs, pesticides, and PCBs were not detected in any of the 
groundwater samples.”  All results for toxaphene were nondetect, however even after a dilution factor 
of 100 detection limits exceeded the ecological screening level of 0.0002 ug/L by factors ranging from 
43 – 300. Therefore, toxaphene may present a risk to biota and should not be dismissed.  Please 
discuss this issue within the report.  This comment also applies to toxaphene in surface water. 
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Response:  Toxaphene was primarily used in the southern United States to control insect pests on 
cotton and other crops (ATSDR, September 2010).  See Attachment 6 to these responses to 
comments for additional information on toxaphene.  Toxaphene was not detected in any of the soil 
samples collected at OU7 with detection limits ranging from 25 ug/kg to 3500 ug/kg or in the 
groundwater or surface water.  In addition, no pesticides were identified as chemicals associated with 
OU7 sources.  Therefore, pesticides as a chemical class are not associated with OU7.  Based on this, 
there is no reason to suspect that toxaphene would be present at OU7 or would present a risk to biota 
from exposure to OU7 media.   

 
22. Comment:  4.2.1, p. 4-5.  “Inorganics were the only chemicals detected in OU7 surface water.”  See 

previous comment regarding toxaphene. 
 

Response:  Please see the Navy’s response to MEDEP Comment No. 21.   
 

23. Comment:  Section 4.2.1, p. 4-5, Para. 2:  “Zinc was not detected in the filtered samples from OF-61, 
OF-63, and TPSW-03 but not at TP-SW02.”  Should the first part of this sentence read “Zinc was 
detected…”? 

 
Response:  The first part of the sentence will be changed to “Zinc was detected in the filtered 
samples from OF-61, OF-63, and TP-SW03.”   

 
24. Comment:  Table 4-2 – Footnote 4. “RBCs for noncarcinogenic compounds are divided by 10 to 

correspond to a HI of 0.1.”  
 

The RSL for lead has not been divided by 10 for an HI=0.1.  Please change 400 mg/kg to 40 mg/kg or 
clarify why it should remain 400 mg/kg. 

 
Also, the RSL for metallic vanadium is incorrect.  Please update to the Nov. 2010 RSL, 5.5 mg/kg.  
Therefore, the value presented in the table should be 0.55 mg/kg to correspond to a HI of 0.1. 

 
Response: The table will be revised to remove “n” notation for lead because USEPA has no 
consensus on a cancer slope factor (CSF) or a reference dose (RfD) for inorganic lead therefore it is 
not possible to calculate a classic carcinogenic or noncarcingenic screening level for lead.  USEPA 
evaluates lead exposure using lead-blood modeling.  On Table 4-2 the lead RSL is not divided by 10 
because the lead RSL was not developed using the typical noncarcinogenic screening level 
methodology (i.e. blood-lead modeling was used to obtain the lead RSL rather than the use of a RfD).   

 
The RSL for vanadium and compounds is more representative of the form of vanadium that is likely to 
be present at the site than metallic vanadium; therefore, the vanadium and compounds value was 
used rather than the metallic vanadium value.  Table 4-2 will be updated using the November 2010 
RSLs.  The RSL for vanadium and compounds is 390 mg/kg (N) therefore the RSL on Table 4-2 will 
be updated to 39.0 mg/kg to represent an HI of 0.1.  All RSLs will be updated to the November 2010 
version of the RSL table for the Draft Final RI Report.   

 
25. Comment:  Tables 4-5 & 4-6.  Please indicate the sources of the ecological screening levels.  Some 

appear to be from National Recommended Water Quality Criteria, some from NOAA SQRT tables, 
and some from elsewhere. 

 
Also, please carefully check units of ecological screening levels.  Some of the values that appear to 
be from NOAA SQRT tables, e.g. acenaphthene, are in ug/L while the concentrations for organics 
found in water are in ng/L. 

 
Response:  For the sources of the ecological screening levels please see the Navy’s response to 
MEDEP Comment No. 20.  These sources will be added to Tables 4-5 and 4-6.  All units will be 
reported in ug/L for consistency.   
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26. Comment:  Table 4-6.  Indicate that shaded chemicals were selected as COPCs. 
 
Response:  Table 4-6 is not a COPC selection table.  A footnote will be added to Table 4-6 to 
indicate that shaded cells indicate that the maximum concentration exceeded the identified screening 
criteria.  Section 4.0 discusses the nature and extent of contamination, selection of COPCs is 
discussed in Section 6.2.2 with the COPC selection tables presented in Appendix D. 

 
27. Comment:  5.2.1, p. 5-6, Para. 2.  “One seep was observed east of OU7.”  Please identify the seep 

on one of the figures or provide additional detail on its location. 
 

Response:  The text will be revised to read, “One seep was observed east of the shoreline controls 
(see Figure 1-4 for the location of the shoreline controls).”   

 
28. Comment:  5.3.4 Modeling Input Parameters and Appendix C:  Why was Arochlor-1254 included in 

the COPC list and not the other PCB arochlors with higher concentrations in soil at the site? 
 

Response:  All three Aroclors detected at the site (Aroclor-1248, -1254 and -1260) were included and 
retained during the preliminary COPC screening as shown on Table C.5.  However, consistent with 
the modeling COPC process, in the subsequent step, Aroclor-1248 and Aroclor-1260 were eliminated 
from further modeling/screening because their cumulative ranking was low.  This indicates that these 
two PCBs are relatively inconsequential with respect to total mass and therefore, potential migration 
from on to off-shore is negligible at the site from a modeling perspective (e.g. other risks may still be 
valid based on their detection).  The cumulative ranking table will be added to Appendix C.1. 

 
29. Comment:  5.3.6 final paragraph:  Since the calculated leached value was not carried through the 

model for most compounds, how does the modeling demonstrate how conservative it is to use the 
lowest applicable Kd? 

 
Response:  The screening/model is conservative from the perspective that the lower of the 
calculated leached concentration or the observed groundwater concentration was actually used.  This 
approach allowed lower concentrations of groundwater than actually observed to be 
screened/modeled.  With regard to using the lowest applicable Kd, this was evaluated as part of the 
uncertainty analysis, with negligible differences in end results.  A full range of Kd values were 
evaluated, as well as assumptions in foc and sediment-soil partitioning assumptions. 

 
30. Comment:  Table 5-1. Please indicate the sources of the surface water criteria. 

 
Response:  The source of the surface water criteria are noted on Table 5-1 next to the criteria in the 
Surface Water Criteria Reference column with the references footnoted at the bottom of the table.   

 
31. Comment:  6.0, p. 6-1, 3rd paragraph, Table1 (Appendix D) and Figure 6-1.  The Conceptual Site 

Model (CSM) needs to include consideration of the vapor intrusion pathway due to the presence of 
volatile compounds in soil in some areas of the site.  Though the volatile compounds in soil (including 
some of the more volatile semi-volatile compounds such as naphthalene and 2-methylnaphthalene) 
may not have been selected as COPCs for direct contact exposure pathways, these compounds 
could present a risk to occupants of current and/or future buildings at the site. It should be noted that 
there are some detections of semi-volatile compounds that may also contribute to the vapor intrusion 
pathway.  Please address. 

 
Response:  No further evaluation of vapor intrusion is necessary primarily because site data indicate 
that a subsurface soil source of sufficiently volatile and toxic chemicals does not exist at OU7.  Vapor 
intrusion requires a source, an inhabited building, and a pathway.  A soil source of compounds 
sufficiently volatile and toxic to pose a vapor intrusion threat is not present at OU7 based on a review 
of the site data.  The majority of soil data concentrations for those compounds sufficiently volatile and 
toxic to warrant a vapor intrusion concern were reported as not detected.  Where such compounds 
were detected, the concentrations were low and did not show a source.  For example, naphthalene 
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was detected in soil at concentrations ranging from 5 to 2,300 ug/kg.  Two detected naphthalene 
concentrations of 2,300 ug/kg and 1,400 ug/kg at locations TP-SB39 (2 to 5 feet) and TP-SB02 (9 to 
11 feet), respectively, were greater than the rest of the naphthalene soil concentration data (all other 
naphthalene soil concentrations were 750 ug/kg or less).  These locations are not near one another, it 
does not indicate that a naphthalene subsurface soil sources exists.  

 
The HHRA CSM will be updated to include a note that the vapor intrusion pathway for OU7 is not a 
concern because volatile compounds are not a concern for OU7.   

 
32. Comment:  6.2.2, p. 6-9, Former Location of Building 237 Decision Unit. Please provide additional 

justification for evaluating this exposure point as a separate decision unit.  As written, there is no 
information provided to judge whether this approach is conservative or results in data gaps for this 
separate decision unit (e.g., insufficient soil or groundwater data).      

 
Response:  Justification for calculating risks on just the clean fill area around the former location of 
Building 237 was discussed in the Nature and Extent Section 4.1.1.  The samples in this area did not 
contain debris material and the concentrations of total PCBs, lead, and total carcinogenic PAHs did 
not exceed risk-based screening levels.  A statistical comparison of the samples in the clean fill area 
in the former vicinity of OU7 to the rest of the OU7 data determined that mean concentrations for this 
area were less than mean concentrations found at the rest of OU7.  Additionally, eight samples 
associated with this area are enough samples to calculate a 95 percent Upper Confidence Limit.  The 
following text will be added as the second sentence of the last paragraph of page 6-9, “As discussed 
in Section 4.1.1, the area in the former location of Building 237 did not contain debris material and the 
chemical concentrations in this area were found to be statistically different from the chemical 
concentrations in the remaining portion of OU7.”  

 
33. Comment:  6.2.2.1, p. 6-10, Para. 3 & 4.  The first sentence in the text needs to be corrected, as 

there were no detections for PCBs in the Background samples. The conclusion for surface soils near 
Building 237 also needs to be revised for Arochlor-1254. 

 
Response:  The first sentenced will be revised to the following: “Maximum concentrations of 
dioxins/furans evaluated as TEQ, and several metals also exceeded USEPA residential RSLs but did 
not exceed facility background concentrations (see Appendix B.2)”.  

 
The discussion for surface soils near Building 237 will be revised to include Aroclor-1254 along with 
the corresponding COPC and risk tables in Appendix D.2.  The third and fourth sentence of the fourth 
paragraph will be updated as follows: “Although the maximum concentrations of several contaminants 
exceeded USEPA residential RSL, with the exception of Aroclor-1254, all of these contaminant 
concentrations were determined to be within background concentrations.  The only contaminant in 
surface soil from the former location of Building 237 selected as a COPC was Aroclor-1254.   

 
34. Comment:  6.2.2, p. 6-10 ff. COPC selection for soil and groundwater.  As stated in the 2009 MEDEP 

Guidance for Human Health Risk Assessment for Hazardous Waste Sites, “…neither USEPA nor 
DEP/MeCDC permits the exclusion of inorganic or organic compounds from the human health risk 
assessment based on comparison to background levels.  Compounds that may exist at background 
concentrations should be quantitatively evaluated in the risk assessment.”  The decision to forego 
action for compounds that are present at levels consistent with background is a risk management 
decision and should occur as part of the feasibility study, not as part of the risk assessment.  Though 
it is recognized that there is some further discussion of the eliminated compounds in the Uncertainty 
Analysis, the risk assessment lacks a clear presentation of cumulative site risk, including those 
compounds that the Navy has speculated are present as a result of background conditions.  Please 
include this analysis. 

 
Response:  Navy Background Policy requires that baseline risk assessments should not be 
conducted on chemicals that are present at levels less than corresponding background 
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concentrations.  Potential risks from chemicals within facility background were calculated using a risk-
ratio technique and are provided in Appendix D.7.3. 

 
35. Comment:  6.6.1, p. 6-31, Contaminants Eliminated Due to Background, and App. B.2.  The 

evaluation relies on non-detect reporting limits to assess data distributions and in comparison to 
actual detections at site locations.  The associated data plots often describe the distribution of 
reporting limits (or in some cases reporting limits with a few detections) as if they were actual data. 
Conclusions regarding background conditions need to be heavily qualified when only a few detections 
are assessed. Elimination of COPCs by comparing detected concentrations to reporting limits is not 
appropriate. Compounds which were not detected in background include the PCB Arochlors, dieldrin, 
and thallium. 

 
Response:  The background evaluation for chemicals not detected in background samples or with 
few detections was conducted as part of the graphical portion of the background evaluation, and no 
formal statistical tests were conducted.  For surface soil, the evaluation of site samples to background 
samples that were either non-detect or had few detection was conducted for antimony, Aroclor-1248, 
Aroclor-1254, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and thallium.  Antimony and Aroclor-1248 were the only 
chemicals removed as chemicals of potential concern from the risk assessment based on this 
comparison.  Aroclor-1254 was also detected in less than 5 percent of site samples and therefore 
regardless of the background evaluation would not be included in risk assessment.  The maximum 
detected site antimony concentration (12.4 mg/kg) was slightly greater than the background antimony 
concentration (9.4 mg/kg).  For subsurface soil, the evaluation of site samples to background samples 
that were either non-detect or had few detections was conducted for thallium, dieldrin, 
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, Aroclor-1260, Aroclor-1248, and antimony.  None of the subsurface soil 
chemicals were removed as chemicals of potential concern from the risk assessment based on the 
evaluation.  Dieldrin and Aroclor-1248 were not evaluated in the risk assessment due to low 
frequencies of detections.  Dieldrin was detected in 1 of 60 samples and Aroclor-1248 was detected 
in 1 of 80 samples.  Conclusions regarding background conditions when there are only a few 
detected concentrations (less than 10 percent) will be removed from the statistical background 
analysis in Appendix B.2.  However, the discussion of these chemicals in relation to background 
levels will be included in the nature and extent section (Section 4.0) to provide perspective on the 
magnitude of site concentration. 

 
36. Comment:  6.6.3, p. 6-43, 1st paragraph.  Please provide additional details concerning the testing 

performed to justify the evaluation of total chromium as 100% chromium (III) in the risk assessment.  
This paragraph implies that a portion of the total chromium is present as chromium (VI) and the 
assumption that all chromium is chromium (III) may not be appropriate.  Please address. 

 
Response:  The SSI provided data to support the determination that hexavalent chromium is not a 
concern for the site and that chromium III is an appropriate surrogate to use to evaluate total 
chromium concentrations at the site.  The following provides additional clarification and text revisions.  
The Site 32 RI QAPP stated:  “Based on evaluation of the SSI data for soil and groundwater at Site 
32, additional analysis for VOCs, hexavalent chromium, cyanide, and DRO/GRO are not required for 
the Site 32 RI. VOCs, hexavalent chromium, and cyanide concentrations were less than risk 
screening levels; therefore, these parameters are not a concern for evaluation of human health risk or 
offshore impact.”  Therefore, based on the QAPP, trivalent chromium was used as a surrogate for 
total chromium in the risk assessment.  The second sentence of the paragraph will be updated as 
follows: “Criteria for trivalent chromium were used as a surrogate for total chromium in the risk 
assessment based on the conclusions in the RI QAPP that hexavalent chromium was not associated 
with OU7 (because hexavalent chromium concentrations in SSI samples were less than the 
screening level).” 

 
37. Comment:  6.7.3, p. 6-50.  Risk drivers should be identified for any receptor with cancer risks greater 

than 1 x 10-5, not 1 x 10-4.  Please correct. 
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Response:  Summaries of risks based on USEPA risk ranges and State of Maine risk guideline are 
described in Sections 6.7.1 and 6.7.2.  Tables 6.1 and 6.2 show chemicals that exceed the various 
risk levels for each receptor.  As shown in these tables, the risk drivers based on State of Maine risk 
guidelines would not change. 
 
Risks drivers are identified in the text based on USEPA risk range and not State of Maine risk 
guidelines because Maine’s risk assessment guidelines are not promulgated. 

 
38. Comment: 7.1.1, Para. 2, p. 7-1.  “Therefore, the filled area before 1910 can be defined as a 

separate population from the rest of OU7.” 
 

Please revise the statement to restrict the conclusion to the area filled prior to 1910 in the immediate 
vicinity of Building 237. Adding a shaded area to one of the figures would help clarify what portion of 
the site is being considered. 

 
Response:  The text will be revised to clarify that the filled area before 1910 in the immediate vicinity 
of Building 237 is defined as a separate population.  Figure 1-3 shows the area in the vicinity of 
Former Building 237 and the 1910 shoreline.   

 
39. Comment:   7.1.3, p. 7-4.  “Offshore concerns for ecological receptors are being addressed as part of 

OU4.”  Please indicate here that OU7 is no longer acting as a source of contaminants that may pose 
unacceptable risk to the offshore area. 

 
Response:  The following sentence will be added to the last paragraph of Section 7.1.3. “OU7 is no 
longer acting as a source of contaminants that may pose unacceptable risk to the offshore area.” 

 
40. Comment:  References.  TtNUS, August 2000 – change November 1996 to November 1997. 

 
Response: November 1996 will be changed to November 1997. 

 
41. Comment:  The plots in Appendix B.2 are inconclusive for the various Arochlors(and possibly other 

compounds), as they compare detection limit values to actual detections.  Such comparisons are 
inappropriate.  See Comment 35. 

 
Response:  The plots for the compounds with low frequency of detection (less than 10 percent) will 
be removed from Appendix B.2.  Please see the Navy’s response to MEDEP Comment No. 35. 

 
42. Comment:  App. B.2.   

 
a. Please place the outlier analysis plots after page B.2.7, not after B.2.9 which discusses the site 

data-background data comparisons. 
b. Place the site-background comparison plots after p. B.2.9.   
c. Label the site-background comparison plots so the difference between, e.g. the first surface soil 

plot for aluminum is distinguished from the second surface soil plot for aluminum.  Presumably 
one set of plots is for the area around the former Building 237 area but this is not clear at all. 

d. Place Tables 1-7 at the end of App. B.2, after all the plots. 
 

Response:  The following changes will be made as requested. 
a) The outlier analysis plots will be placed after B.2.7. 
b) The site-background comparison plots will be placed after B.2.9. 
c) The site-background comparison plots will be relabeled so the first presents the comparison 

between site and background and the second presents the comparison between the area with no 
debris in the vicinity of former Building 237 and background.   

d) Tables 1 through 7 will be placed at the end of Appendix B.2.   
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43. Comment:  App. B.2.  The Q-Q plots for the “clean area” need to be labeled as such rather than as 
“site 32”. For the “Site 32” plots, were the data for the area near Building 237 removed or included?  

 
Response:  The Q-Q plots for the area without debris in the vicinity of former Building 237 will be 
relabeled as “area without debris” rather than “Site 32.”   

 
For the Site 32 plots the data for the area near Building 237 were included in the analysis.  The data 
were included in the analysis to determine which chemicals at all of OU7 exceeded facility 
background.   

 
44. Comment:  App. B. 2 It is not clear why the background data for several compounds, e.g. Al, are 

different for the two comparisons.  Please explain why a different group of background data was used 
to compare to the “clean fill” vs. the entire site. Or are the plots actually comparing the whole Site 32 
to the “Clean fill” and they are mislabeled? 

 
Response:  The surface soil plots included background groundwater concentrations along with 
background soil concentrations.  The statistical tests and summary statistics in Table 1 were 
calculated using only the soil background concentrations.  The plots were corrected and are 
presented in Attachment 7 to these responses to comments.  The only visual conclusion affected is 
that manganese site concentrations in the revised plots appear similar to facility background 
concentrations.  The Shapiro-Wilks test was used to determine if the two data sets are normally or 
lognormally distributed.  The p-values for the Shapiro-Wilks normality tests were greater than 0.05; 
therefore, at the 5-percent significance level, it can be concluded that the two data sets are normally 
distributed.  The two sample T-Test, Quantile Test, and Slippage Test indicate that site surface soil 
concentrations are not greater than background concentrations by more than one background 
standard deviation.  Therefore, the final conclusion that site concentrations are not greater than 
background concentrations did not change.  The corrected plots and updated Table 1 will be included 
in the Draft Final RI Report.   

 
45. Comment:  Since the intent of the formal statistics was to assess the Building 237 area compared to 

the site overall, a table comparing the relevant values for the “clean” area and the site would be 
useful. Further, in addition to plotting both data sets against background, plot them against each other 
to demonstrate that there is separation between concentrations at the two areas. 

 
Response:  A table comparing the relevant values for the “clean” area and the site will be added 
along with a plot of the site against the clean fill area.   

 
46. Comment:  Appendix D-1 RAGS Part D Table 2-2.  The COPC table needs to be revised or 

annotated in the appendix, based on use of non-detect reporting limits in background to rule out 
COPCs. 

 
Response: The COPC tables will be revised and references to background based on detection limit 
comparisons will be removed.   

 
47. Comment:  Appendix D.1, RAGS Part D Table 4, Tables 4.5.RME through 4.10.RME:  Maine 

recommends a default soil recreational exposure frequency of 90 days/year and a default surface 
water and sediment exposure frequency of 78 days/year for wading exposures.  The exposure 
frequency of 52 days/year for soil and 7 days/year for sediment and surface water should be changed 
to 90 days/year and 78 days/year, respectively, or additional site-specific justification should be 
provided.  In addition, the total exposure duration should be 30 years, not 24 years, for a recreational 
scenario.  A fraction ingested (FI) term of 1 (not 0.5) should be used for all media, unless a 
compelling site-specific justification is provided.  

 
Response:  At the time the work plan was developed for the OU7 risk assessment Maine default soil 
recreational exposure guidelines did not exist and USEPA default recreational exposure guidelines do 
not exist; therefore, professional judgment of 52 (1 day per week each year) was used.  The Maine 



  

Response to comments on draft OU7 RI Page 13 March 7, 2011 

default soil recreational exposure frequency of 90 days/year could be a reasonable estimate for this 
site in the future if the current land use changed.  Therefore, the 52 day exposure to soil assumption 
for recreational users will be changed to 90 days/year.  

 
The 7 days/year sediment and surface water exposure frequency is based on professional judgment 
based on current and likely future site conditions.  The shoreline controls cover the high- to mid-tide 
portion of the shoreline and the sediment in this area is soft and hard to walk on.  Therefore, the Navy 
disagrees with using Maine default surface water and sediment guidelines for this site.   

 
As for the lifetime recreational exposure duration being set equal to 30 years, the Navy respectfully 
disagrees with respect to the surface water and sediment exposures as mentioned above and 
discussed because a child recreational user from 0 to 6 years of age would have a difficult time 
accessing the OU7 shoreline and walking along the intertidal area due to the soft sediments and 
shoreline.  Therefore, 24 years is used for the recreational scenario for this receptor. 

 
The Fraction Ingested term was set at “0.5” to account for the receptor only being at the site part of 
the day.  

 
48. Comment:  Appendix D.1, RAGS Part D Table 5.1: The oral RfD for Aroclor-1254 (2E-05 mg/kg-day) 

should be used as a surrogate for Aroclor-1260. 
 

Response:  Aroclor-1254 will be used a surrogate for Acoclor-1260 as requested.  However the 
following text will be added to note the uncertainty associated with using the surrogate.  “Aroclors are 
commercial mixtures of the 209 different individual PCB congeners.  The toxicity of a particular PCB 
mixture (such as an Aroclor) is dependent upon the type and quantity of individual PCB congeners 
present in the PCB mixture. Aroclor-1254 and Aroclor-1260 consist of different mixtures of PCB 
congeners; therefore, Aroclor-1254 may not be an appropriate surrogate for Aroclor-1260.” 

 
49. Comment:  App. D. 4.  “Please see the associated detection limit exceedance tables in this appendix 

for chemical-specific exceedance percentages.”  Please ensure these tables are included in the Draft 
Final version of the RI report. 

 
Response:  The associated detection limit exceedance tables e-mailed to MEDEP and USEPA on 
December 10, 2010 will be included in Appendix D.4 in the Draft Final RI report. 

 
50. Comment:  App. D.4. The last two pages of the Surface/Seep Water Data Usability Worksheets are 

incorrectly labeled Groundwater.  Also, in the last Data Usability Worksheet page change November 
2007 to November 1997 in the TtNUS, August 2000 reference. 

 
Response:  The requested revisions will be made.  

 
51. Comment:  Appendix D.5.2:  Do the facility-specific screening levels for sediment and surface water 

factor in the age-dependent adjustment factors for compounds with a mutagenic mode of action?  
Many of the exposure assumptions used to calculate the screening values are not consistent with 
current guidance.  For example, the exposure frequency, as mentioned previously, should be 78 
days/year for wading exposures, not 26 days/year as detailed in this appendix.  In addition, a FI term 
of 1 should be used, not 0.5.  These changes are required for consistency with current guidance and 
to account for future exposures which may be of greater duration and intensity than those that occur 
currently.  The facility-specific screening levels may not be sufficiently conservative for COPC 
selection for surface water and sediment.     

 
Response:  Age-dependent adjustment factors for compounds with a mutagenic mode of action were 
used in the facility-specific screening levels for sediment and surface water.  Example calculations for 
the facility-specific screening levels will be provided in Appendix D of the Draft Final RI.  Please see 
the Navy’s response to MEDEP Comment No. 47 pertaining to sediment and surface water exposure 
assumptions. 
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RESPONSES TO USEPA COMMENTS DATED JANUARY 6, 2011 
DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OPERABLE UNIT 7 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE 

 
 
 

1. Comment: 6.0, 3rd paragraph: Figure 6-1 could not be found.  Please include this figure at the end of 
§ 6. 

 
Response:  Figure 6-1, emailed to USEPA and MEDEP on November 20, 2010, will be included in 
the Draft Final RI Report. 

 
2. Comment: 6.2.1, 2nd paragraph: The end of the 2nd paragraph states that the sample detection limit 

was used as a surrogate concentration for non-detected results.  The ProUCL tables in Appendix D 
indicate that use of ½ the detection limit is not recommended, suggesting that ½ the detection was 
used as a substitution value.    Please clarify and revise as appropriate.  The use of ½ the detection 
limit or any other arbitrary substitute value is not recommended in the ProUCL guidance, rather EPA 
would prefer that the EPC be calculated using statistically derived substitution values calculated by 
ProUCL (i.e. by entering 0, rather than 1 next to the detection limit concentration in the input file).  
Please recalculate the EPCs using this mode of ProUCL and revise the risk calculations and text.  
Alternatively, demonstrate in the response to these comments that use of the ½ detection limit 
substitution value is conservative compared with the results of ProUCL calculations that do not use 
an arbitrary substitution concentration, but rather the statistically calculated substitution concentration.  
This should be done with several data sets that showed acceptable and unacceptable risk using ½ 
the detection limit. 

 
Response:  Consistent with the text on page 6-6, the detection limit was entered into Pro UCL as the 
value for non-detects based on the Pro UCL Version 4.00.05 User Guide, “The data for variables with 
nondetect values are provided in two columns.  One column consists of the detected numerical 
values with less than (< DL) values entered as the corresponding detection limits (or reporting limits), 
and the second column represents their detection status consisting of only 0 (for less than values) 
and 1 (for detected values) values.”  One half the detection limit was not used as a surrogate; 
however, this warning message is produced automatically by Pro UCL.  Therefore the EPCs do not 
need to be recalculated. 

 
3. Comment:  6.3.1.1.3: Please state in this section whether volatile organic chemicals were analyzed 

for in groundwater and whether they were detected.   
 

Response: VOCs were analyzed for but not detected in SSI.  The following text will be added to 
Section 6.3.1.1.3, “VOCs were not detected in groundwater and therefore the evaluation of the 
inhalation pathway was not necessary.” 

 
4. Comment:  6.5.4: Table 6-2 was not found in § 6.  Perhaps it is a table in Appendix D or the 

unnumbered table in § 6.6.2.  Please clarify in the text the location of the table. 
 

Response:  Table 6-2, emailed to USEPA and MEDEP on November 20, 2010, will be included in 
the Draft Final RI Report. 

 
5. Comment:  6.6.2, page 6-36:  In the first paragraph on page 6-36 change “contaminates” to 

“contaminants” where it occurs twice.  Also change “1x10-05” to “1x10-05”. 
 

Response:  The text will be corrected to 1x10-5.   
 

6. Comment:  6.6.4: In the first paragraph on page 6-43 change “additively” to “additivity” where it 
occurs 3 times. 
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Response:  The text will be corrected as recommended. 
 

7. Comment:  6.7.2.2: In the first paragraph change “310-04” to “3x10-04”, if that is correct.  
 

Response:  The text will be change to 3 x 10-4. 
 

8. Comment:  6.7.2.2: Correct the last sentence of the 2nd paragraph where it states that the ILCRs of 
3x10-05 and 4x10-05 exceeded “both the Maine target level and USEPA target risk range”. 

 
Response:  The statement will be corrected so that the text reads that the ILCRs of 3x10-5 and 4x10-5 
exceeded the Maine target level but are within USEPA target risk range. 

 
9. Comment:  Appendix B.2:In the text at B.2.1 please describe how non-detects are used in the 

background determination.  It is observed that conclusions concerning background are made for 
antimony, Aroclor 1248, Aroclor 1254, Aroclor 1260, many PAHs, dieldrin, and mercury from datasets 
that contain a high proportion of nondetects.  Please justify why it is acceptable to use surrogate 
values for non-detects in determining background.  It is unclear whether the text at B.2.1 applies to 
surface soil or subsurface soil or other media.  Please clarify and provide text conclusions for each 
type of medium.   

 
Response:  For the graphical displays, the Shapiro Wilk Test, and the Slippage Test one half the 
detection limit was used for non-detects.  The Wilcoxon Rank Sum Test, T-Test, Gehan Test, and 
Quantile test were conducted using Pro UCL and the detection limits were used for non-detects.  The 
background comparison for chemicals with relatively few detections were based only on the graphical 
evaluation and done to provide perspective on the potential contamination.  Comparison of 
contaminates with few detections will be removed from the background analysis and the discussion 
will be moved to the nature and extent section to provide perspective on the extent and degree of 
contamination.  

 
The background outlier analysis refers to the soil background data only.  The first sentence will be 
changed to, “The Portsmouth soil background data…”.   

 
10. Comment:  Appendix D, Table 6.2: Review of the IRIS database shows that the inhalation unit risk 

for cadmium should be 1.8E-03 per ug/m3, rather than 4.2E-03 per ug/m3.  Please revise the table 
and risk calculations. 

 
Response:  The requested change will be made.  The change to Table 6.2 will affect Tables 
7.1A.RME, 7.1A.CTE, 9.1A.RME, and 9.1A.CTE in Appendix D.1, Tables 7.2A RME through 7.5A 
RME and Tables 7.2A.CTE through 7.6A.CTE in Appendix D.7, and Tables and text in Section 6 
dealing with the inhalation pathways.  These sections and tables will be updated as appropriate 
based on the updated calculations. 

 
11. Comment:  Appendix D, Table 6.2: The inhalation unit risk for total chromium should be “NA”, rather 

than 1E-02 per ug/m3 because the cancer guideline description for trivalent chromium is “D/Not 
classifiable as to human carcinogenicity”. Please revise the table and any cancer risk calculation that 
used this or other values for unit risk because the text states that all chromium at the site was 
assumed to be trivalent. 

 
Response:  The inhalation unit risk for total chromium was updated to “NA” after risks were 
calculated for the draft RI.  This update will be made for the Draft Final RI Report.  The change to 
Table 6.2 will affect Tables 7.1A.RME, 7.1A.CTE, 9.1A.RME, and 9.1A.CTE in Appendix D.1, Tables 
7.2A RME through 7.5A RME and Tables 7.2A.CTE through 7.6A.CTE in Appendix D.7, and Tables 
and text in Section 6 dealing with the inhalation pathways.  These sections and tables will be updated 
as appropriate based on the updated calculations. 

 
12. Comment:  It appears that ½ the detection limit was used as a replacement value for nondetects in 
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the ProUCL printouts.  The use of ½ the detection limit or any other arbitrary substitute value is not 
recommended in the ProUCL guidance, rather EPA would prefer that the EPC be calculated using 
statistically derived substitution values calculated by ProUCL by entering 0, rather than 1 next to the 
detection limit concentration in the input file. 

 
Response:  One half the detection limit was not used as a replacement value for nondetects in Pro 
UCL.  Please see the Navy’s response to USEPA Comment No. 2 for additional information.   

 
13. Comment:  In order to provide transparent documentation and for EPA to reproduce the EPC 

calculations in a representative set of calculations, please provide the input concentrations (including 
substitute concentrations for non-detects) for all ProUCL calculations.  It is preferred that the input 
concentrations be provided in an Excel file in the same appendix as the ProUCL output. 

 
Response:  No substitute concentrations for nondetects were used for Pro UCL and the data input is 
the same as provided in the database for OU7 (Appendix B.1).  The excel file of the Pro UCL input 
data will be provided to USEPA separately from the Draft Final RI Report.  The excel files will not be 
included in an appendix of the document because the date provided in these excel files are already 
provided in the database provided in Appendix B.1. 

 






































































