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SUbj,: COMMENTS FOR PHA_$_ II DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN
FOR HARIN_ CORPS AIR STATION EL TOKO

She wnrkDlan 4_ d_¢_cult _o follow. Much of it is repetitive because
of the use of the DQO format for every site. Also, the presentation of
Phage I detected constttumn_g, aongtt_l_anta which exceeded RBCs or MCLs,
and C0_C$ in a narrative form, all in separate locations, is diff_cult
to fo_ow. Statmmen_$ sometimes are cont_a_at_ry n_ una_m_. N_rat_ve
descriptions and figures do not always agree. Sites are divided late
strata for sampling purposes, but they a_e also _allad unit_. Tt w_llld
be clea:er if they were Just called units.

Table 3-1 lists detected compounds by site; in the individual sate work
dosc_iption_, however, COPCs a_s li_ted by media. Shal,)ow _O41 CODC_
might be different from subsurface COPCs, which might also be different
from upgradient and downgradient COPCs for groundwater. It ia di_icult
_O tell whether the same analyses will be performed for all media at a
particular 9ito. It ocemo to me that it makes aortae to look for the
same COPCS in every media at a particular site, even if they weren't
det:oted in all media in Phauc I.

Sm2CZFZC C_S_T$

_&_e [ _,j_[o3£_e Oz_h_anoe DiapooaL R_n_e

G=Oundwater

1. F. A 27 (Appendi_ A) . Etill in uoe. During Phase I, _wo
downgradient wells were installed. Low _etal8 were detected, not
much =l_e in groundwater. Da_ed on tho hypothcoizcd groundwater
flow direGtion, it appears that one of the downgradient wells,
01 DC44W57, may not be picking up anything. Three more wells are
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proposed for Phase II, two upgradient and one in the center of the
sate. There is no explanation for putting the well in between the
two halves of thc oita. We _ug_e_t putting An two downgradient
wells un the 9outhwest side of the site and not putting the well in
the middle of _he _itc ao they propoee.

2. P. A-29. W_ll boring, sampling and dcuign: Why will samples bm
collected every 5 feet but only analyzed every 10 feet? 30 foot
_ui_na are propo_e_: 20 feet below water table and I0 foot above;
PVC casing and stainless steel screens. Slot size and filter pack
_iz_ deLermination_ are no= mentioned will they bo based on
previous determination_?

Site 2 _gazine Road Landfill

Unit 3: Groundwater Plume

1. P. B-36 (Appendix B). well 02 DGMW59 is not shown on Figure B-6;
al_o m_s_g is Map B-3 whlc_ i$ referenced on p. D-37 (nay be
referring to Figure B-2, which shows well locations).

2. On p. B-37 reference is made to a water table well, but its
location is not shown.

3. No va_ose zone monitoring ls proposed b_u_u_ Contaminants have
already migrated to groundwater. However, you may need to monitor
the va_ose zone at some poI_t depending on th_ results of

groundwater monitoring. We have several landfills with permanent

_1 pore-gas probes.

4. Wells will be resampled =hat did no_ show TCE durl_ Lllm last
monitoring round, to assess horizontal extent of the plume. A
deoision on a_ditional wells will be made after r_ulL_ are

obtained. Subsequent proposed work appears adequate.

Site 3 Original Landfill

Unit 1: LaDdfill

1. No new monitoring wells are proposed; groundwater flow direction
shown is to the northwest--this is quite different from the flow
direction at Sites 1 and 2, and needs to be confirmed.

Site 4 Ferrooene Spill Area

As in site 3, groundwater flow direction to NW-may not be well
characterized.

PHASE II
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1. Fig. D-2 (Site Plan) does not show locations of monitoring wells or
whcr¢ tho deep _oil _ample was taken. Al_o, thm proposed nLunber of
Phase II soil samples shown on Fig. D-2 is not consistent with
nk_bcro liDtcd in Table D-2. Also, _mple_ from the stained area
will not be analyzed for TFH

($_ general comment about COPCs).

2. Phase II proposes no groundwater monitoring. Will these wells be
sampled for another sate? If not, or even if thsy arc, _hcy _hould
be s&mpled for TFH.

3. P. D-7. States that groundwater was only analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs,

i etc., in Phase I; docs not include TFH in the llmt/ however, tho,_ lis_ of detected compounds for two of the wells included TFH-gas
and TF_-diesel, but th_ third well did not. It is d±ffioult to toll
if the analysis was performed for tha[ well or not. Because of the
£O£m_L of the workplan and the inconsistcnoi_, it i_ difficult to
determine what analyses were perfori%ed.

Site 7 Drop Tank Dzainage Are& No. 2

Unit 3 (New East Pavement Edge): Seine as Unit 1, it is already know

i there _s contamination _lun 9 Lh_ p_v_n_nt _dge (l_ad a_ $vocs); why domore sampling there?

Site 8 DBMO Stet&ge Ya=d

COMMENTS
i. F. a-7. The listed field activities for Phase I do not lnulud_ a::y

soil sampling for Unit (Stratum) 4, but Figure H-2 and Table H-2
snow _hallow soil samples taken at three leos=lens.

2. P. H-2'/. Wor_plan states that only samples taken at 0 and 2 feet
bgs will be analyzed for PCBs. However, according to Table H-2,
all _amples are :o De analyzed for PCBs. There should be a
footnote on the table to clarify that.

3. Fig. H-2. The nLu_ber of samples taken in Unit 1 during Phase I was
8, at only three locations, which seems small considering =he size
of the area. Please provide the rational for recommendlng NFRAP
its not stated and a clear justification was not given.

Site 9 Crmsh Crew Pit No. 1

1. P. I-2. The workpla_ states that one downgradient well was
installed, but it is not shown on Fig. I-l, nor is the number _f
the well given unsil later in t_e te_t.

2. P. I-2. The workplan states that during Phase I, 4 sell samples
were collected; this is inconsistent wi_h Table I-l, which lists 2

samples for Phase I.
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3. P. i-8. The statement is made that petroleum hydrocarbons detected
at site 9 do _lot appear to po_e a threat to groundwater/ however,
both the on-site well (09_DBMW45 and 09 DGMW75) show TFH-gasoline.

4. In reference to the above comment, since no groundwater monitoring
is proposed a_d _hese wull_ are part of the base wide VOC
investigation, will they be sampled for petroleum hydrocarbons aS
well as vOCs?

D. _. 1-24. SinCe the pits wer_ originally 3 %0 4 feet deep mad _re
now filled in, it might be better to take more samples in the
lnterval fro_ 2 _o 5 feet rasher than _'lgh_ _ _!%_ surface or at 10
feet.

_lti 10 PmerollumDisposal Area

1. P. J-5. States that soil samples were taken from six locations in
Units 1 and 2. '£he location_ are not marked un FI 9. J-2, and the
numbers do not agree with Table J-1 on P. J-23. z

i
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3. P. 1-8. Th. _"'_/_)_-_:-lq_Cl _"_Oq) 7_/-_ Lrbons detected
at site9 ¢ ' ater;however,

bot_the on-site well (09_DBMW4'b and O__u_mw,u; _uw TFH-gasoline.

4. In reference to the above comment, since no groundwater monitoring l
is proposed and, these wells are part of the base--wide VOC
investigation, will they be sampled for petroleum hydrocarbons as
well as VOCs?

5. P. 1-24. Since ,the pits were originally 3 to 4 feet deep and are
now filled in, it might be better to take more samples in the '
interval from 2 to 5 feet rather than right at the surface or at 10
feet.

Site 10 Petroleum Disposal Area

1. P. J-5. States that soil samples were taken from six locations in
: Units 1 and 2. The locations are not marked on Fig. J-2, and the

numbers do not agree with Table J-1 on P. J-23.
'3:'/."'i,::

Site 11 Transfommer Storage Area

1. P. K-16. Fuel and petroleum hydrocarbons are listed as COPCs

for the site, but are not listed in Table K-2, Soil Sampling
andAnalysis.

2. Fig. K-2 shows the drainage ditch ending at the edge of
Bldg. 369. Could PCBs have moved further off the site? No
sampling is proposed beyond the edge of the building.

3. Will the groundwater plume investigation also look for PCBs,
at least in wells that could be impacted?

Site 12 Sludge Drying Beds

1. No mention is made of groundwater sampling. Will this site
be part of the VOC plume investigation?

Site 13 Oil Change Area

1. This site is not part of the groundwater plume
investigation. Will there be any groundwater monitoring,
since none is included as part of Phase II?



FROM : CRWQCB-REGION8 PHONENO. : 909 6868016 May. 30 1995 12:59PMP2

DraftPhaseII RI Page 5 May 24, 1995

Site 14 Battery Acid Disposal _urea

1. P. N-25. No mention of groundwater until Tier 3 of the
sampling, and then only if subsurface sampling or modeling
suggest potential for impact. Groundwater in this area is
already contaminated, so it should be sampled as part of
some investigation (this area is not part of the VOC source
inves tigat ion).

Site 15 Suspended Fuel Tanks

1. P. 0-6. TRPH in shallow soil was detected at 23,000 mg/kg.
Is this below RBCs?

2. p. 0-23. Benzene exceeded MCLs in groundwater, but will not
be sampled as part of Tier 1. If it is believed that this
is part of a plume from another site, _t was not mentioned.
Rather, the statement was made that groundwater will be
investigated if soil data indicate potential impacts to
groundwater are possible.

Site 16 Crash Crew Pit No. 2

1. P. P-9. States that no COPCs exceed RBCs in shallow soil
Is there an RBC for diesel? (75,000 seems extreamly high.)

2. P. P-ii. AcCording to Step 7, one deep boring will be
dri!med in the area of boring 16AB213, where co_amination
was_ound to 60 feet bgs; however, there is no mention of a
boring in the Tier 1 activities. Since it is kno wn that
contamination is 'below 10 feet in at least one location, why
doesn't Tier 1 include more subsurface sampling?

Site 17 - Communicatio n Station Landfill

1. Fig. Q-2. Downgradient well 17 DGMW82 is located right where
the landfill curves to the wesT; if groundwater flow
direction is to the west northwest as shown on Fig. Q-2, it
is possible that the well is not intercepting groundwater
from the site.

2. Fig. Q-2. We could not locate 7 shallow soil sampling
locations.

3. P. Q-2i, step 5, No. 8. States tha t if it is determined by
actual sampling that COPCs extend to the water table, then
groundwater beneath thesite will be investigated. On Fig.
Q-2, p. Q-5, the locations of two more proposed wells are
given. This ismisleading, given the statement above.
Also, Title 23, Chapter 15 requires groundwater and vadose
zone monitoring of landfills.
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4. Fig. Q-2, p. Q-5. The location of well New 2 may not be
optimal for picking up contamination from the landfill.

C_d it be moved to the northeast?

5. The plan proposes vadose zone monitoring below the landfill
only if groundwater has notbeen impacted. (Slant borings,
cased to collect leachate/gas.) Again, Chapter 15 requires
vadose zone monitoring.

Site 19 Aircraft Expeditionary Refueling

1. P. R-2."Northwest stained area" should read, "northeast stained
area."

2. P. R-4. Page is missing.

3. P. R-27. Additional soil sampling proposed; no groundwater
monitoring until Tier 3, and then only if impacted soil is not
limited to the vadose zone or vadose zone modeling suggests a
potential for migration. We believe groundwater should be sampled
on a regular basis during the investigation, to give a more
complete picture of gradients, flow direction and contaminant
loads.

Site 24 VOC Source Area

1. There are six abandoned water wells identified. Have the six wells

been properly abandoned? If the wells have not beenproperly closed
they may be contributing to groundwater contamination by creating
conduits from the surface to the groundwater.

2. Fig. W-2. It is difficult to distinguish between the colors on the
figure for 50 to 500 ug/L TCE and greater than 500 ug/L TCE.

3. Fig. W-2 and Map W-11. Neither map shows soil gas survey points.

Soil Gas Sampling

1. Fig. W-2 and Map W-11. The groundwater TCE hot spot and the soil
gas TCE hot spot are in different areas. (What are the thoughts on
this?) Very little soil gas sampling is proposed in the area of the
groundwater hot spot. Is this because little was found in the
original survey? The sampling points for the original survey are
not shown on either of these maps.

Groundwater

1. Map W-12. Not sure why New 5 is needed where it is. A/so, how
we_ is plume defined to the northwest and at _e southern edge?
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Subsurface Stratigraphy

1. P. W-53. Plan does not specify type of geophysical logging.

Site 25 Drainages

Fig. X-1.

1. Figure does not show Phase I sampling points. Are Phase II
sampling points identical?

If you have any questions please call me at (909) 782-4998.

//' Lawrence Vitale
/ DoD Section

l

i
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