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Lepage Environmental Services, Inc.

P. 0. Box 1195 « Auburn, Maine * 04211-1195 « 207-777-1049

September 19, 2011

Ms. Danna Eddy

Public Affairs Office (Code IOOPAO)
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Portsmouth, NH 03804-5000

Subject: - July 201 1 Proposed Plan for Operable Unzt 2

Dear Ms. Eddy \
This letter is submltted as requested by and on behalf of the Seacoast Anti-Pollution League
(SAPL) regarding the July 2011 Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 2, Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard, Kittery, Maine (the Proposed Plan). Most of the comments ‘below reflect the oral
comments presented on behalf of; and‘with mput frof, SAPL members at the August 10, 201 1,
Public Heanng held at’ the Klttery Town Hall e
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1 Condltlonal Supportvforﬁthe Preferred Remedy""‘ X 14 100Ks forward‘to the' remedlatlon of
Operable Uit 2.as described in'theJaly 2011 Pr@posed Plc‘m’ f0r Oﬁérable Tnit'2. Por 186 many
years, the materials and soils at Sites 6 and 29 have been sources of contamination mlgratmg into
the Piscataqua River. -However, thIe SAPL suppofts the removal of contaminated'soil from the
two sites and subseguient follow up land-use protectlons and monitoring, SAPL- also beheves
there are weaknesses it the Navy S preferred alternat1ve asfollows: - ‘

e
;

2. Shoreline Structures. ‘A review of the “History" of Site Investigations and Interim Actions”
box on page 2 of the Proposed Plah reveals a hlstory of deterioration and failure of shoreline
stabilization'structures: Yet these structures are’ integral to the remedy in order to prevent "
erosioti and migration 6f'soil and contamination from the site mto the adjacent river.

Has the Navy perforied art assessment of these structures to ensure that they are performing as
needed at the present time? While monitoring sediment accumulation areas is necessary in the
future, SAPL belleves that frequent 1nspect10n and evaluatton w111 also be needed to ensnre that

1nspect10né and reparrs? ‘How. will" rising iding $64 | Or
replacement becoriie fiscessiry, liow Will the Navy preveit’ ero§fo’h atidt mlgratlon of sité soIIs !
and contamlnatlon durin structlon‘7 R
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3. Sea Level Rise. SAPL again expresses its concern with the effect of rising sea level on the
contamination located at vanous s1tes around the Shipyard,. 3-we ‘s on the: remedral measures

y-for. (DU2 rel1es~heav11y -on *-the 1ntegr1ty of, ishorehne struc’tures to mamtaln stablhty
along the shorehnefslopes and to. prevent.erosion and-further mlgratlon of the waste- and
contaminated soil that will remain at Sites 6 and 29. fo v

How was rising sea level considered in the development-of potential remedies for OU2, and in
the selection of the Navy s preferred alternative? What range of sea-level change was
considered? What are the potential future impacts to the Navy’s preferred-alternative as sea level
rises? How has the Navy planned to deal with the potentlal future 1mpacts'7

4. Hot-Speot, Removala ’Ilhe eNavy .isproposing-to-remove- contammated soll thabwould -pose:a -
risk to construction workers at the site. However,.the target cleanup level is-based on averaging
soil contaminant concentrations, which may result in discrete areas of significant soil
contamination that, for statistical reasons, fall outside the area proposed for excavation and «
removal SAPL advocates removal of any ‘hot spots’ of contaminated soil which would

5. Future Dlsmrbance at Sltes 6. and 29 .The risk. management decls1ons and remedy desrgn
for. OU2 .assume.that the. Smpyard will gemain; active and.the Navy-will always be-available.to- -
oversee and enforce-land use:restrictions.at-OU2.. But. whatlwﬂl happen:ifithe: Shrpyai'd closes: -
and the ‘Navy is no longer on the property to keep an eye on OU2? Recent experience at another
Navy facility in Maine that recently closed has shown:that security; measures for'even the most
dangerous s1tes will no longer be. mamtamed at-a hlgh level once-a base closes S T
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6. Contmgency for Building 310 and Other Structures The Navy s, preferred altematlve for
OU?2 relies on land use controls to prevent any unauthorized disturbanee of the site, including
Building 310, the soil cover, and protective shorehne structures. The building and soil cover ar:
part of the barrier the Navy is relying on to prevent human exposure to waste and contaminat
that will be left on site after cleanup. However, experience-at other Naval facilities has show
that it may, become necessary to remove or.repair, the, building,.or conduct-some other ,
construction activities, such as repairing or. replacmg protective structures dlonig the shote, that
will disturb or destroy tlns barrier function. The Record of Decision for OU2 should.specify
what will happen should Building 3 10 be removed or if other barrier components are disturbed
or removed. At a minimum, the soil beneath Building 310 should be considered for a removal
action. ~ = 3

As an example a, sumlar srtuat1on was addressed m the Record of Dec151on for. Slte 9 at the

former Brunswick Naval Air Statlon in Brunsw1ck Malne Several ‘barracks buildings that had

served as bamers to. the contammated sorl beneath thern were torn down.. The Navy ultlmately
mmate the human health i W
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7. Preference for Alternative WDA-4. SAPL prefers Alternative WDA-4 because it will’
remove a lot more of the contamination from’an area that is Vulnerable'to erosion ‘and ‘sea level
rise. As-noted:in a commient subinitted-earlier this year, of the 44 isoil samples in‘tHe'WDA RWith
concentrations of lead in excess of 2,000 mg/kg, only-thres-were'in the toptWo fedt'of the sites
and 22 were located at depths of three to six feet below ground surface. The addmonal removal
would: su,bstantlally reduce.the tisk of humatt: exposufe and ithe! pot’entl al for éontafmnatf s
migrate to-the'river, especially ifithe existing *seaWall and/or rrprap were eVer to fa1lf«'orib'

compromised in a future climate reglme R S S St PRI SR S i 6
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8. Confusion Regarding Cleanup Level and-Extént of Excavatlon Table 1-in the Proposed

Plan lists the clednup levels for sevéral contamindgnts of concern '(COCs) for fout different
receptors.’ The driver for the Navy s preferred alternatives'is the cleanup level for' lead for the

 construction worker receptor; given as'2,000 mg/kg in Table'1. However, page 4: 29 of the Apnl

2011 “Feasibility Study ‘Report for Operable ‘Unit 2” states'the following in descnbmg

Alternative DRMO%4, the' Navy’s:preferred altematrve for the DRMO port1on‘of .U2

“Based on the dzstrzbutzon of COCs sozl contazmng concentrations of lead greater than 4,000
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) ... represent the liniits of the excavdtion area”

This is followed in the next paragraph by statements about confirmation sampling:

.« “Confirmation samples would be collected from the floor and sidewalls of the excavation areas ‘

210 confirm that soil with concentrations.greaterthan constriction worker-PRGs have been -

o

,-The Prehrmnary Remedlatlon Goal (PRG) for.construction’ workers is hsted on page 2 12 of the

~removed... The actual limits and: depths of excavatzon would be: detet'mzned by the results" fthe
confrmatzon samples? ¢ . . L. 0 RN bl I U f. i
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Feasibility Study as 2,000 mg/kg. K
Although the Feasibility Study mentions 4,000 mg/kg as limiting excavation, the message the
public has taken away from the Proposed Plan and the role of conﬁrmatlon samplmg as quoted
above:isihat: ‘the Navy will excavate until it reaches soil with lead concentrations below 2 ,000
mg/kg. . The: Navy must be very clear in the Record of Decision exactly what the cleanup
standard is. Based on the information in the Proposed Plan, the public understands that it is
2,000'mg/kg of lead.

9. Investigation at West Corner of Site 6. The Navy recently completed a pre-design
investigation of the area to the west of Site 6. Because the data package was only received two
days before, SAPL recommended at the August 10" public meeting that the public comment
period be extended until such time as the data evaluation would be available to all stakeholders
for review and comment. The Navy.extended the public comment penod for an addltlonal
month to allow review and- consrderatlon of the new:data.. .: vt : : -
O R FHAN S U S IS R SO YOI SO L e
Whrle the results of the pre-,de51gn mvestlgatron 11kely w1ll not change the NaV}L s chowe of
remedy for OU2 the data indicates that there is significant contamination of soil right up to the
boundary of the investigation area. Based on the cleanup levels presented in Table 1 in the




Proposed Plan (2,000 mg/kg for lead for the construction worker), it appears that severa) -
locations within the investigation area must be excavated Excayvating the areas around soil
boring locatlons OU2-8B-400 and OU2-SB-407, in partxcular, will hkely reach the northern and
western bounds, of the. mvestxgatlon area..
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level speolgeg ;nlﬂTable lio_f the Proposed Plan, w111 the Navy contlnue excavatlng beyond the
pre-design investigation study boundary (see Figure 3 in the July 2011 “Pre-Design Investigation
Data Package for Operable Unit 2”") until cleanup levels are no longer exceeded? If so, how far
beyond the pre-design investigation study boundary will the-Navy go if subsequent confirmation
samples continue to demonstrate that cleanup levels are exceeded‘7 If not, how.will the risks
assoolated with the. remaining contamination be assessed? Would the area be considered a

“new” site, that is, a site other than, ou2, that requires addmonal evaluation? If contamination
above the cleanup level is found on the existing: boundary SAPL recommends that the
excavation e extended as part of the current remedy to remove this addltlona{ contamination, :

especially adjacent to the existing shoreline.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you haxfe any questions.

Sincerely,

Carolyn A Lepage C. G &.P. G

President
State of Maine Certified Geologist No. GE202

cc:  Doug Bogen, SAPL
Linda Cole, NAVFAC MIDLANT
. Iver McLeod, MEDEP
Matthew Audet, EPA
'éeborah Cohen TetraTech '
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