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RAVAL AUXILIARY LANDING FIELD,‘CROHS LANDING, STANISLAUS COUNTY

We have reviewed the document “S/ie Investigation, Crows Landing Fire Fighting
Scaoo?, Crows landing, (alifornia, ” prepared by ERM-West. Our comments are
summarizea in the enclosed memo. Please address each item in the memo and
submit your specific workplan for remediation by 78 Jwly J298..
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If you have any questiuns, please call me at (916) 361-5679,

Senior Engineer
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Enclosure

ce: U, S. Environmental Protection Agency, San Francisco
' Department of Health Services, Toxic Substances Control Division,
Sacramento
ERf-West, Walnut Creek
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Memorandum

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD e CENTRAL VALLEY REGION

-~ ™3443 Routier Road Phone: {916) 361-5600
“._/ _Sacramento, CA 85827-3098 | ~ _ ATSS: 8-4856-6600
70: Kenneth D. Landau . FROM: faniel T. Ward
‘ Senior Engineer Associate Engineer

DATE: 18 May 1988 .  SIGNATURE: %0 Oae (T~ ét]auzQ -

. U el S6SS
sUBJECT: U.S. NAVAL AUXILIARY LANDING FIELD, FIRE FIGHTING SCHOOL BURN SITE,
CROWS LANDING, STANISLAUS COUNTY

I have reviewed ERM-West's investigation of the subject site.

This site has been used for approximately 25 years for fire fighting training.
Alrplane wreckage and mock-up airplanes are set on fire and extinquished for
practice at the site. Varjous waste flammable Tiquids are burned as fuel.
According to this report, these 1iquids probably included diesel fuel, jet fuel,
gasoline, solvents including Stoddard Solvent, crankcase o011, methyl ethyl
ketone, transmission fluid, PCB-containing transformer oiis,-and cooking grease.

The fire fighting school plans to upgrade the operation by constructing a bermed
;- concrete pad to contain fuels not consumed by the fire. Hydracarbon odors were
) detected in the soils removed in preparation for pad construction. Excavated
soils were stockpiled on plastic sheeting, Eleven soil borings were made in the
general vicinity: one soll boring was in the excavation, six borings were made
adjacent to the excavation, and four were made away from the excavation. Soil
samples were taken in the borings and in the stockpiled soils. One of the
borings was converted to a shallow ground water monitoring well,

A11 soil samples were analyzed for TPH, 8TX, and a select number were analyzed
for PCBs and EPA 8240 chemicals. B8TX and TPH constituents were found at 13 feet
below ground surface and above in 5 of the 7 borings in an area near the
excavation.,  PCBs were not detected, EPA 8240 chemicals were not detected at
the detection Timits stated. ' '

The report contains a praposal for excavation and treatment‘ofnthe soils at the
site. My specific comments are as follows: . :

1. The highest PID organic¢ vapor readings came fraom borin? BE and strong
petroleum odors were noted on the drill log, yet no BTX or TPH were
datected in the samples. B5 1s not among the locations fo be excavated as
remedial action. The area around B5 should be investigated further as
indicated in the excavation pian.

2. The analysis of the sample from Bl by EPA Metkbd 8240 has detection jimits
from 100 to 10,000 ug/kg. Thesa levels are generally well above our cleanup
tevels. This situaticn should be resolved, It was apparently hased upon

\;> these analyses that it was decided that EPA 8240 chemicals would not be

analyzed for in ground water. Additional samples should be taken and

analyzed by EPA 8240 with acceptahié¢ detection Timits.
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Kenneth D. Landau -2~ .18 May 1988
Senior Engineer :
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On page 3-4, the statement 1s made that ‘“Flre Fighting School activities at

- the burn site have apparently had no delectable impact on una'erlymg ground

water.”

I have several concerns with this statement:

a. Only one monitoring well was constructed at the site. While the
ground water gradient has been estimated to be to the northeast, three
- wells must be present in the water table aquifer te truly estadblish
the gradfent. Perhaps other shallow wells on-site can be used for

this purposa.

h. As discussed in No. 2 above, it ts unclear whether EPA 8240 chemicals
are present at elevated concentrations at the burn site, Neithaer deep
s0ils nor ground water were analyzed for 8240 constituents. It is
possibie that these chemicals continue to leach from the site.

~. The concantration of toluene in boring B-11 increased with depth from
8 to 13 feet. No desper sample was taken.

d. With a, b, and ¢ in mind, the possibiiity of ground water contami-
nation from the site should be re=evaluated. If appropriate, adai-
t4ional work should be done to investigate this possibility. At a
Q;Eimum, the monitoring well should be resampied and analyzed by EPA

On page 3-4, the statement is made that "6uidelines establiskhed Internaily
.37 the Regional Water Quality Control Board ... for petrolewmn hydrocarbons

n soils ndicate that concentrations less than 100 ppm require no remedial
dction. ” The Reaion § Sacramento office has no such guideiine. The goals
that we have set internally for cleanup of petroleum hydrocarbons are 1 pom
in soil and non-detectable in ground water. These goals may be modified
due to site conditions and the proximity and guality of surface and ground
water. The recommendation that only soils that exceed 100 ppm TPH are to
be excavated should be amended accordingly.

Treatment of soils on-site by aeration 1s proposad, While we concur with
this plan, the soil and ground water situation at the treatment site should
be evaluated to assure that new soil or ground water contamination does not
occur.
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