
From: ,Jim Duron To: Phil Cykl! Data: 1117194 TIme: 09:30:43
AR_NOO247_000068
NTC 5AN DIEGO
55IC NO. 5090.3.A

COMMENTS ON SECOND DRAFT WORK PIJAN - NEX GAS STATION

GRNICRAT,:

Thl,; documCIlL overall itJ wcl1 wriucn. Th~ ow.; lUVa5 ofgreat detail auc;h II the dc.!JCription of the
coveralls that arc to be used tar personnel protection, yet sections ofttlc actual plan seem general and in
some case vague.

In gcIWroU it appears a large pol.cntially conlamjoatW area ill lrying to be addressed ail at Qncc. 'lhc
contamination at the site hall been there for several yeal'll. Obtaining tho data from soil gas and in-s1tu soj I
sumpling and thcn uQligning the wclllayuut "Quld malc IIWIC SCIJljc; than thc approach ~ing using.

There is no indications Qf anyothcr investigations which may have lx;w done, other t.han Ch:vron s. Mr.
Tcd OIRe11, RAn member and with the City of San Diego Waste Management Department has stated that
he baa knowledge of SODlC wo.rk done on thl.: nearby Quality Jnn and Ihu empty bank. properties.

The workplan dO<."S not ad<m:sa the pol.CDl.ia1 for COD!alDjnation from IlK: 5(,.'Vcral c.mting or previously
eXisting hydraulic 1i1b at NnX.

No mention is made in the workplan ofwhen the remaitrins tanks will be removed. They mu.'lt be removed
or upgraded by 1Jcccmlx..T 22, 1998. b it nccc:saary that aU· the l.4\IIh IIWuWn in service'? Mwst gasolinc be
sold at the station? How much do they sell, and is it worthwhile?

NEX is a UST problem, yet CTIRCl.A (not USl) procedures bema followed. Who 18 gOlng to do what to
whom'? !<lcns for NEX UST at variance W/lb06C for sites 2,7, elc. US'l's.

Kno"ing that ga:so1inc conlaminatioD Cxi5l:s allbc .fucility. that leaking pipQl may haw conLIibutcd to lfu;
pJoblcm and tllat precision muk t:c!J'ts al"C not Ioolproo:t: flUO.US cO.llsidcratiou should be glvCJl to JCllwvillg
the tanks.

What.cver rCDledilll option is selected, lrying lo elean up u site WiL11 30 and 40 year old taw still in
0lleratlotl is not a good idea tar these rea.'Ionll:

1. The tanks are old.
2 Ihe bollom of the lanks arc probably in groundwater, maldng thCIIl more susceptible 1.0

corrOSiOtl.

3. If !.hey have lenkcd, Ibe backfill and soilsUIrolmding lhcm likely has high concenLrulioll8 of
gasoline "'ihiclt will exacerbate cleanup effOrts.

4. Spills from ale! delivcri"-'S wiUlikcly conLinuc.
5. Mo!rt tank lweci!ricm te!lt!l by their nature te.'lt to a f.lt3tldal'd of0.01 gallon per hoU1' allowable

leak raLc. So even ifa lnnk Wsts light, it may still be leaking.
6 Expl,;ficncc has shown thaL even ~mks that pass precision t.csla may leak.

TIm RAn RTCCOMMRNOS TITAT TImnv.CTSTONTO U~AVF.TITE OLn TANKS TN TIm
GROUND rm RRVTSTTlID AND TIm TANKS BE RTtMOVlID.
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From: Jim Dut'bin To: Phil Dyke Dido: 11/7/94 Time: 09:40:25 Page 3 of $

SPFXTII"_ICCOlVII_,I_ S:

PaRe Comment

Cowr Dot_ not muntion NEX _ Station in 'fitly.

page

v Acn'onyms and Abl'teviations li_ does trot include CER, STI.C, TIt.C, and TCI.IrN"all of

which are ustal t:xatmsively on l_gt: B3d. 'i_atw_should Ix: included.

l-1 Soztion 1.1 '11at;transition b_wam th_ 148,4,and r,antMial a_tion s_ms abner. Wh_r_ is th_
selection Wocms des_ibed? The objective shcmld be mentioned in the Work Plan title.

F.SA and TS or F.SA, w/TS to follow or what?What is lm_i.*_d? When?

1-3, Figure 1-1 Arrow to SITE dcsm not refer to Site 3 at Nimitz. and Rosemmns. This Vicinity
Map should be revi._,,dso the anew does indeed point to the site in qtmqtion.

1-7 Section 1-3, Data 4 • The waste oil tank wanremrwed in May, 1994. Had the tank leaked?
what wcrt_ r_ults of sell samplt,-staktat upon rtanoval? Wu an UnauthoriztM l_Icas¢ Cas_
opened? lnfi-n_ation should be provided about the waste oil tank removal.

_.,., What is "iLqin the next to last line ?

1.11 Data 2: What was done with the sludge?

1-12 Section 1.4.1, pata 1: i'3_ribe piping integrity te_q. IIow do tank level monitom and line
l_k d_t_tor_ wo/k'/Wh_a w_,_vthvy imlallvd? What am thv I_ult_? Inl_glity t_sting of US'I'_
was done in February, 1990. I,eaks in f_iled OiPinl_were not tested tbr leaks until May, 1992.
Why such a long delay?

S_tion 1.4.1, pant 2: Tank l_wl monitors t:annotd_t_:t wry small l_aka, or prevent
ovempilling during product delivery.

1- !2 Section 1.4.2 para 2: Result.q should he mentioned separately fi'om procedures.

1-15 Table 1-2 Are these camcontrations ,_ignificant? Table 1.2 shows<3,000,000 ug/I and
'::1,500,000 ugA ol'dk;',eL what dons thh mlmix'?An appr_iablt; amount ol"stoddard _olwnt is
shown in MW-2 and MW-4, no mention is made in text of this. Where could the stoddard
solvcm have come from, Itm waste oil tank, the separator?

LU
tO

Fur MW- 1, MW-2 a_3dMW-4 TPH (gawlin_) is shown in _oil samplt_ at luss than muthod ,,,z
deteotion limits, how is this possible? x

tU

I--

1-16 Section 1.4.3, paia. 1 : The wells should be checked at least quarterly ?hrpl_qe-separated znt

hydroc',LrbOm(PSH), and Imy appreciableamotmt_ of PSH should bt: bailed Why wcru thu =
wells not monitored per SA/M guidelines? ¢IJJ
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' Fr_nl: Jim Durbin 7o: Phil Dyke Bate: tl/7194 Time: 00:4t:04 Page 4 of 6

Page Comment

1-16 Sot:Lion 1.4.4, pant. 2: "... gas sampka wt:ro t:ollt,_clxaiat 4.5 to 6 ftrot below grad(:...", yet
Section 2.3 says groundwater is at 11.1 tbet to 14.8 feet below grade. Should try to get
samplo_ closer to wat_r table.

1-17 'fable 1-3a is _oafming. Arc th_ dattagioa l|m!l,l vadabl_,_l What deeds 6U or 2.3U _?

1-18 Sootion 1.5, Table l-3b: 'lho unila (l_l_)difftxgrom thmo in Table 1.3. B Ihtau a conw,_ion7
The table is contiminB also. Was stoddani solvent dete____,_?

1-19 Section 1.5, pars 1: Thopos,sibilityoftheChevror_GasStatien'siml_otonNEXshouldbe

more thoroughly _aluatod. 'lh¢ TPH d_b'otod in HP-8 ¢xi_ out for a mor_ in-tlt;pth
a_e,_ment of'the effects of Chevron's leak on NF,3C8as station. There is an extremely high
possibility that co-mingling of _onlamima_ has occurred 'llx: problem at NEX may not be
solely the Navy's.

Section 1.5, pars. 3, line 6: "...closure may be obtained using cleanup levels justified by a
h_ttth-bagal risk "1__s_-ncnL" By whom and using what paradien_ of risk will Ihvsc lt,wcls bc
set? A di_ussion of the exact evaluatoty process tbr d6q6c/iiininfl cleanup levels should be
addcadod and tho _'sponsiblo agonoy namod.

1-20 last para, lia_ 1: Expaad on mggvstiou that plum_ aff_ttal NE,X sit_!

2-2 S_tioa 2.4, par'a. 1 : R is very !mllk_|y thai groundwa_T at NEX is tidally infl_nccd. It's tt_
f_r frota the bay.

2.3 Figure 2.1: What is _ce level fbr ground water elevation.

3-1 Section 3.1.3, para 1, line 4: City should be capitalized in City of San Diego.

3-3 Section 3.2.1, para. 1, bullet I: "...groundwater extraction...", espe¢ially in non-beneficial
grouadwat,_ _ ar_a, h qm_tionablc. ICAB_ugg_st cxplort; an alganativ_.

Section 3.2.1, para 2: How are samplos to bc sclccttM lbr atl of Lh_,_ctosts7 All thcso tt:sts t_m
l_n into a lot of money. Samples should he selected willy, i.e., distinct soil types.

As stated previously, soil samples should have, been taken when the wa_e oil tanl¢ was
r_;mov"ud,_md analyzbxl for h_vy metals, "I'RPH and I'CI:Ys at that tim_;.

3-4 Para 2: Reading would bu c_miorffa ro£ozcnocxvorugiven 'hero Lot,_l' as Attachment A. aJ

ttl
Para. 4, liao 3: "l_ho data goa_mt_d will bo t_¢_1to propmo appropriate, oa-sito cloanup lovol_ 0.×
fbr BTEX based on human-health and ecological risk f_ctom" By whom and using what "'
paradi_as of risk vdll th_o lovcls bu so_l A discussion of fifo g:xact ovaluatory process for :-_-
determining cleanup levels stmuld be addended and the r_atsible agency named. :_

et

Para 5: Paragraph is repeated.
0
0

<

t_

0
w
I1.
t_
t_



F_n:,Jim Durbin To' Phil Dyke 0_u: 11/7R4 Tune: 00:.41:46 Page 5 of 6

Page Comment

3-5 Section3.2.2.1, para2, ',_oiI-Ga.qand In Situ..." It would make more sen_ to do the mil-_as
m'tdin-silagz-otmdwal_rsampl;n-,b_for¢seltmtin8 thelocations1"orborin_ andmonitoring
wellsa,dbetbredesign.Thisisa largeand seemin#ycastpfehensivewofkplan.But itappears

they art; trying to d_ign it all at oa¢_. Tak_ tht; pkm_a oat; at it that; b_ot_ imtalllng all 14
borin_.

Otht.'rpt:oplchaw done_ wvdt(soil,gas,t.'tc.)atm:tfl}ylocations,What haw they
fbtmd? If othem have done work get their intbt_mation, no need to duplicate work. Soil gas
sttrvt;y_havt: r_nfly born dora a_tm Nimltz Blvd. from NEX.

3-5 Stxabm 3.2.2.1, pare 4, "Suimuffac_ Soil .o." Do not eat: 5 foot in -tcrvah blindly. Sample in
vadc_s zone above _oundwater where contamination is likely to be found.

3-6 pars. 1 "Groundwater Monitoring Well..." Which well will be tLq_uias an extraction well? Only
3 wull_ for vapor _xtraction'! '11_ mmd_-r of wclls to Ix;pot_tially _tal for vapor _xUactiou
should be clo_ly analyzed.

lYse Emco - Wheaten traffic boxes.Then/hold WI very well.

What is time interval between grotmdwater monitoring _._x/_. Quarterly monitoring should

b_ imtimted to dt,_lop a good kimori 'c_lbase ofgrotmdwatta conditions

3-7 S_tion 3.2.2.2: '111_c appcam to b_ a lot of duplication in _t_ soil and gruuadwat_r
analyzes. If"all these te_ are being done in the soil, why _ many in water, and vice versa?

3-8 Section 3.2.2.5: What will be availability of"SSA report?

3-9 Section 3.2.3.7,, pars. 2: 13et_ffesaying that mtluent and effluent samples will be analyzed t_'Jr

thes_ s_wra_ param_t_ -wotddn't it b_ good to s_le_t _ rtantatial option and bas_ th_
analyseson the method selected?

It sounds here in Section 3.2.3 like some sort of groundwater pun_ and treat remedial option
isanLi_ilmtcd.Let'snotputtht:tartbc.foruthehvrsc.

AS-t S_tion3.2,lin_8: Again,samplingonlyat5footint_rwdsmay overlook_rcasofhigh_t
contamination. Sample in vadcme zone.

A._-2 Section 3.3.2; What is time interval between samplo epi._odes?
m
tO

A3-5 top page : Well MW-10; Was waste oil tank a leaker?. What about soil samples taken at tank
rcmovar/ a.>¢

tit
i-

pars 3, buLlet 4: Well MW-15; Why install MW-15 and MW-19? EvMuam soil gas ;rod in- z
situ rail samplesbefore selecting well locations. =-

L_

A.3-5 Section 3.5, papa 1 bullets 5 & 6: What is meaning of"matrix"? of "spike'?
(9
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From: Jml Durbln I'o: Phil Dyke Date: 11/71M. Time: 00".42:25 Page 8 of 8

Page Comment

Ad,-I Section4.1: WI_ analyze_mple_ona quickturnamuedtimehasi,%thrtwiceor morethe
prim7 Will five days make:thatmuch _'1

Section 4.2: On_emmploper soil type.

Scmion 4.3.1: Again why a quick tanmround7

A4-2 Why analyze twic_£orBeD, 'roc, COD, _Ol_O plato count, hy_n-oxidlzlpg
population,andiron-bacteriapopulation?Again it appmmthata remedial option is being
_'vaiuatcdh:t'o_; on_;is _lootod (if bi_tioa)_

A5-5 Seclion 5.4,3: 'llais is not a gtmd protocol to tat: in !:ltln_ war= level maaatatanents. '11aetint
step shouldbe to use an oil-water intertice probeto determinedepth to PSII (if any) and depth
to water, tim) PSH is dctcctt,,,'d,then u_ a bail= to nee ifa shtam inpvantmk

Dotorminin_doptho1"thewoll shouldbo done_ wator/Imaluctlevel ngmuromtmts arc
made, because disturbingthe liqlfid l_'¢faee will aftix_t the measnlrenmnts, u-qpeciallyira thin
layer o£PSH is ptt_nt. Sending a baikz or a weigh_-dst=:l lapo down will distarb the wall
contents causing the readings to be inaoourate.

_,./ B4-4 Section 4.3.2.2, para. 1, line 3: "If the water do_ not moot the lmrmit requirements t_
disc 'tutrge,the water will either beLr_U_Ion-site anddischargedor tcampml_d off-site to
a treatment facility." This sort O4"plan" is tt*,edrepeatedlyin the document.Ilave off site
troatm_l, faoilitios boon alerted and engaged'?Is thtaroa phn £orand an agency ohostmto
transportthe hazardous waste to suoha taoility9 Thereareconorete, exact desoriptionsof how
hazardous produ_ o£all soxtsar_;to bt;oolkagud ands_lxal on situ. but th_dooumuntgo_s
vague about transportto and remediation off, its.

C3-3 Table C3-1: Define tolerance limit. Accuracy?Preeiman?Both?

B5-1 Section 5.1.2: Point o4"infbrmationaboutthe designation "Inert/Nonharardous"here and
throughout the dooung_; Dot,-_this spooifioallycxt;ludcD_gaattal waste? Sin_c it is not
plannedtotestortrackthedi_o_l o4"hert/NonhaT_rdouswamte_it is imlmrtantto beclear
that Designated Wask:is not included. Designated Waste (_._ 3.2,2) is ealcgorized as
Nonhazardous in Califbrnia law and yet has the potential thrdegrading water quality.
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