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August 7, 1997

Mr. Joseph Joyce
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
U.S. Marine Corps Air Station - El Toro

. O. Box 95001

Santa Ana, California 92709-5001

M60050_004149
MCAS EL TORO

Pete Wilson
Governor

James M, Strock
Secrerary for
Environmental
‘Prorection

COMMENTS ON ROUND 5 GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT,

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION (MCAS) El TORO

Dear Mr. Joyce:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has completed the review
of the above subject report dated June 30, 1997 and received by us on July 9, 1997. The
reports, prepared by CDM Federal Programs Corporation, present the results of the

March 1997 groundwater sampling round from a network of 181 monitoring
wells/monitoring ports conducted at MCAS El Toro.

This letter is to transmit DTSC’s comments on the document. If you have any

questions, please call me at (562) 590-4891.

Sincerely,

~ = S

Tayseer Mahmoud

Remedial Project Manager
Base Closure Unit

Office of Military Facilities
Southern California Operations

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Glenn Kistner, SFD-8-2
Remedial Project Manager
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX
Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105-3901
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CcC:

Mr. Lawrence Vitale

Remedial Project Manager

California Regional Water Quality
Control Board

Santa Ana Region

3737 Main Street, Suite 500

Riverside, California 92501-3339

Mr. Larry Davidson

CDM Federal Programs Corporation
3760 Convoy Street, Suite 210

San Diego, California 92111

Dr. Dante Tedaldi

Bechtel National, Inc.

401 West A Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, California 92101-7905

Mr. Terry Feng, BSII (45) 7 A 41 (SFO1)
Bechtel Group, Inc.

50 Beale Street

San Francisco, California 94105-1895

Mr. Andy Piszkin

Remedial Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest Division - Code 1831.AP
1220 Pacific Highway-

San Diego, California 92132-5187
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MEMORANDUM Pete Wilson
‘ Governor

» James M. Strock
Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud Secretary for

Office of Military Facilities Environmental
Region 4 : Protection

Sherrill Beard, CHG Wi’/

Geologic Services Umt
Region 4

July 31, 1997

Comments on "Groundwater Monitoting Repoft March 1997
Sampling Round, Volumes I and II, Marine Corps Air Station El
Toro, California”

Zontrol

245 West Broadway, TO:

Suite 425

ong Beach, CA

20802-4444
FROM:
DATE:
SUBIJECT:

> Introduction

As requested by the Office of Military Facilities, the Geologic Services
Unit (GSU) of the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed
the document entitled “Groundwater Monitoring Report March 1997 Sampling
Round, Volumes I and II, Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, California”
(the Report), dated February 1997. The document was prepared by CDM Federal
Programs Corporation (CDM) for Southwest Division Naval Facilities
Engineering Command (SWDIV).

The Report presents the results from the March 1997 groundwater
sampling event, fulfilling the stated objectives. However, response from the
SWDIV concerning issues outlined in the DTSC letter dated April 9, 1997
containing comments on the November-December 1996 quarterly groundwater
monitoring report have not been addressed. GSU recommends the letter be

. forwarded to Bechtel National, Inc. (Bechtel) with the understanding the issues
~ will be resolved during the development of the long-term groundwater monitoring

program.

Besides the issues raised in DTSC’s April 9, 1997 letter, the primary

o concemn is the questionable quality in which the groundwater samples were
7 ) collected, subsequently, the quality of the resultant analytical data may be
- questionable. The first concern is the subject of low-flow purging, the second is

~
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availability of trained field personnel that are able to evaluate the validity of field
data as it is being collected, and third, the assumption that all prior groundwater
data are acceptable. Also, GSU strongly recommends the development of a
reporting format to easily evaluate contaminant plumes and within well trends.

Low-flow Sampling

The low-flow method is a valid and recommended technique for collecting
groundwater samples. However, the field procedures conducted during the
sampling event are not acceptable. All wells were purged and sampled at 0.5
gallon per minute (gpm or 1892 ml/min) discharge rate. Additionally, '

~ documentation does not exist to support that water levels were monitored except
. for the initial and final measurements. Recommended rates used for purging and

sampling are typically 100-500 ml/min, depending on site-specific hydrogeology
(each well is unique with regard to an optimal purging rate). In addition, close
monitoring of the water level in the well should be performed during purging to
ensure that little or no drawdown or mixing of stagnant and formation waters
occur. Also, six of the 32 wells sampled using the low-flow technique had
turbidity values of 50 NTUs or higher. One of the primary benefits from using
the low-flow method is to decrease turbidity in groundwater samples. The
elevated turbidity units most likely are a result of high flow pump rates.

There is a concern the pump rate is too high and the samples collected are
a mixture of water drawn down from the well column into the sampling zone and
the formation water. Based on the field parameters and the medium to high range
of hydraulic conductivities (e.g,, silty sand and sand) of some of the intervals
adjacent to the screened interval, the likelihood of collecting a “pure” formation
groundwater sample is low. The information provided on the well purging and
sampling logs indicate the water levels could be lowering in the wells during the
purging process but are not being detected due to infrequent monitoring. Because
of medium to high hydraulic conductivities, the waterlevels may recover before

- the final measurements are collected, giving the appearance that the aquifer was

not stressed.
Personnel Training

It was recommended in the DTSC’s April 9, 1997 letter that field teams
should receive training with regard to the evaluation of field parameters during
sample collection. The field team must be able to make sense of the field data
they are collecting and be able to troubleshoot simple field problems. This type of
training would provide insurance that good, usable field data is collected, and
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therefore providing the most representative aquifer samples to the laboratory.
Quality Control While Collecting Groundwater Samples

This section addresses specific wells to highlight the quality control
problems occurring during sample events. It is the hope of GSU that this will
show both SWDIV and Bechtel the need to allot time for assessment of field data
quality prior to interpretation of the analytical data (e.g., trend analysis). Since
this process was not performed thoroughly during the collection of groundwater
samples, it should now be completed. This process must be done prior to data
interpretation so that invalid data is not used in the trend analysis and then later

- rejected. GSU has only evaluated a portion of the well purging and sampling
~ logs. Attached are some examples.

— Example |- Monitoring Well 01MW101

I) The average purge rate is recorded at 9.5 gpm, yet the time
pumped and the volume purged averages to about 1.7 gpm.

II) Itis inferred from the sampling log that the well was being
pumped dry and the pump rate was decreased from 9.5 gpm to .05 gpm, however
during the November-December 1996 sampling event the well was able to
maintain a purge rate of 8.25 gpm. This type of information should be evaluated
and action should be taken, such as redevelopment of the monitoring well.’

III) The total volume for one casing volume was calculated to be
58.15 gallons, yet the total volume purged was 52 gallons. Less than one casing
volume was purged from this well prior to sampling. The probability that a
representative sample was collected from this monitoring well is low. Most likely
the sample was stagnated well water or a mixture of well water and aquifer water.
Additionally, the TCE concentration decreased from 18.0 ug/l to 0.9J ug/l from

~ the November-December 1996 to the March 1997 sampling event. Given the
- manner in which the groundwater was collected it is not possible to interpret this

data as a decrease in the TCE concentration.
Example 2 - Monitoring Well 01MW102

I) Dissolved oxygen values are never negative. This type of
reporting leads the reviewer to question the other dissolved oxygen values.
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II) A turbidity value of 239 NTUs in normally unacceptable. This
well may need to be redeveloped. Additionally, metals data for this well is erratic
when compared quarterly, especially with regard to aluminum, chromium, iron,
manganese, and nickel.

Example 3 - Monitoring Well 02DGMWS59

[) It is unclear from this sampling log if the stagnate well water is

~ being sampled or if the formation water is being sampled. Without close

monitoring of the water level during purging and sampling it is difficult to
determine where the groundwater sample is originating.

GSU only evaluated a few of the sampling logs, however, the other logs
were briefly surveyed and numerous other discrepancies were noted. It is the
hope of GSU that Beéchtel can evaluate the March 1997 well purging and
sampling logs and compare them with logs in prior quarterly reports, then

compare those data with the analytical data.

‘If you have any questions or need clarification please call me at CALNET 8-635-

5528 or (562) 590-5528. -
Attachments

Reviewed by: Frank Gonzales, RG- — o
Geologic Services Unit

ce: Karen Thomas Baker, CEG, CHG °
Geologic Services Unit
Unit Chief

File



Example |

\q9b

MARINE CORPS EL TORO GROUNDWATEH MONITORING WELL PURGING AND SAMPLING LOG

NOJECT MO 6206 = OCY lTEAM: Non-dedicated Pump (1 Oedicated Pumo |}
J/ PURGING LOG
WELLND.:  OF MW I SAMPLE NO.1 S i - CU
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) i SAMPUING LOG -
SAMPUNG METHOOD: Packer | ) Baller | ) Portable Pump { v}
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 TPH-Gasoline( )  TPH.Dlesel( ) . Pesticides | | " Herbicides {
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MARINE CORPS EL TORO GROUNDWATE MON!TOR!NG WELL PURGING AND SAMPLING LQOG

G- N0 6206009 TEAM Non-dedicated Pumo (X ) Dedieatad Pumo {1}
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ACTUAL | ELAPSED | VOLUME TEMP. pH COND. TURB. DIssoLves | REDOX 2 Jnfr®
TIME TIME PURGED (oC) (s. {umhosimi| {NTa) 2:‘\;}31 imv) COMMENT pnox
R - (gah.) 4 (54 Pump set at_j feet
\ o N |sC
a2 3o | i Ri@ | 898.0] (3.0 -Q 5 juee, €
o1 Q Y9 2 | 2% 1 g68 | 225 | o6l iuc
lous | 15 | S50 ool 88 |95 | g% | ©.86 ] 1369 | Reke clurocd b 08 CoM
1080 | o lesl D0y 0| Qoo | loro | 10vi | 195 | 1382 | Rybe chomoead b g0 6N
ion | o €3 o1 | Qon | Tore | a | tas | a3 | Bole dappesd Wo o1 GO0
Rede 'j«adm)g{ Ao | mos|cem ' '
Stack, peArTinar, n (o St S ol Vi adeol b
oo dlen il 7o Blead la o gedpeole
Hos | Gllecdl armibia J2 L N
1.
§Ir Entrainmeant Survey { | - i Field Blanks { )
. ' SAMPLING LOG
IAMPLING METHéD: Packer | 1 Baller { i Portable Pumo (o< )
AB ANALYSES: - VOA I SVOA L | Filtarsd Metals ( :X) Che VI (&9
"H-Gascline( ) TPH-Dleset({ ) Pesticides |} Horblsides ¢ ) Ta=dwAw )
w0 Gress N/ohm Genaral Chemistrv { O%a! Trastsbility Parsmeters { '
N’\,, (/ Initial Meter R:adiigg: oy (;_,L%(/ Putgé\@le: 005 ep min. interval
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MARINE CORPS EL TORD GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL PURGING AND SAMPLING LOG
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)/ PURGING LOG
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