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AR_N00247_000068

NTC SAN DIEGO
SSIC NO. 5090.3.A

COMMENTS ON SECOND DRAFT WORK PLAN - NEX GAS STATION

GERENERAL.:

The document overall is well writlan ‘There are arcas of great detail such as the description of the
coveralls that are to be used for personnel protection, yet sections of the actual plan seem general and in
30mMC Casc vaguc.

In gencral it appears a farge polentinlly contaminated arca is trying (o be addressed all at once. The
contamination at the site has heen there for several years. Obtaining the data from soil gas and in-situ soil
sumpling aad thea designing (he well layout would make more scase than the approuch being using.

‘There is no indications of any other investigalions which may have besn done, other than Chevron s. Mr.,
Ted Olsen, RAR member and with the City of San Diego Waste Management Department has stated that
b has knowledge of some work done on the nearby Quality Inn and e cmply bank propertics.

The workplan docs not address the potcatial for contamination from the scveral cxisting or proviously
exigting hydranlic lifts at NTUX.

No mention is made in the workplan of when the remaining tanks will be remaved. They must be removed
or upgraded by December 22, 1998, Is it necessary that all the tanks remain in scrvics? Must gasoling be
sold at the station? TTow much do they sell, and is it worthwhile?

NIiX is a UST problem, yét CTRCILLA (not UST) procedures being follawed. Wha is going to do what to
whom? Kicas for NEX US'T at variancs w/those for sites 2,7, cle. USTs,

Knowing that gasoline contamination cxists al the facilﬂy. that leaking pipes may have conlributed to the
problem and that precision tank tests arc not foolproof, strong consideration should be given to removing
the tanks. '

Whatever remedial option is sclected, trying to cloan up 4 sile with 30 and 40 year old tanks stll in
aperation is not a goad idea for these reasons:

1.~ The tanks are old. ;

2. 'The bottom of he tanks are probably in groundwatcr, making them more susceplible to
carrosion.

3. Ifthey have leaked, the back(ill and soil surrounding them  likely hos high concentrations of
gasoline which will exacerbate cleanap efforts.

4, Spills fom ale! deliverics will likcly continue,

5. Most tank precision tests by their nature test to a standard of 0.01 gallon per hour allowable
leak rate. So even il a tank  Wwsts Light, it may still be Jeaking,

6  Experience has shown that oven Lanks that pass precision tesls may leal,

TITR RAB RECOMMENDS TITAT TITE DECTSION TO LEAVE TITE OL.D TANKS TN TTIR
GROUNT) BE REVISTTED AND TTTR TANKS BE REMOVED.
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SPRCTIFIC COMMTNTS:

Page

Cover
page

1-1

1-12

1-16

Comment

Docs not mention NEX (Gas Station in ‘Titk,

Acronyms and Abbreviations list does not include CTER, STI.CC, TT1.C, and TCI.TN all of
which are used extensively on Page B34, ‘These should be included.

Scetion 1.1 ‘Lhe ransition between the ESA and remedial aclion scems abrupt. Where is the
selection process described? The abjective should be mentioned in the Work Plan title.

TiSA and TS or TiSA, w/TS to follow or what? What is promised? When?

Tigure 1-1 Arrow to STTT. does nat refer to Site 3 at Nimitz and Rosecrans. This Vicinity
Map shauld be revised so the arraw does indeed point to the site in question.

Section 1-3, para 4 : The waste oil tank was removed in May, 1994, TTad the tank  leaked?
what were resulls of soil samples laken upon removal? Was an Unauthorized Release  Case
opened? Information should be provided about the waste ail tank removal.

‘What is "its in the next to last line ?
para 2: What was dane with the sludge?

Section 1.4.1, para 1: Describe piping intogrity tests. ITow do tank level monitors and line
lcak detcetors work? When were they installed? What are the results? Integrity Wwsting of US'Ls
was done in Trebruary, 1990. T.eaks in taﬂed piping were not tested for leaks until May, 1992.
Why such a long delay?

Scetion 1.4.1, pars 2; ‘Lank level monitors cannol deteet very small lcaks, or prevent
averspilling during product delivery.

Section 1.4.2 para 2: Results should be mentioned separately from procedures.

Table 1-2 Are these concentrations significant? Table 1.2 shaows <3,000,000 ug/l and
1,500,000 ug/l of dicsel, what docs this mean? An appreciable amount of stoddard solvent is
shown in MW-2 and MW-4, no mention iz made in text of this. Where could the stoddard
solvent have come from, the waste oil wank, the scparator?

For MW-1, MW-2 and MW-4 'IPPH (gasolinc) is shown in soil ssmplcs al less than method
detection limvits, how is this possible?

Section 1.4.3, para. 1: The wells should be checked at least quarterly for phase-separated
hydrocarbons (1’SH), and any appreciable amounts of 1I°SH should be bailed Why were the
wells not monitored per SA/M guidelines?
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1-16

1-17

1-18

1-19

1-20

22

2.3

3-3

Comment

Scetion 1.4.4, para. 2: "... gas samplkes were collected at 4.5 W 6 feel below grade...”, yol
Section 2.3 says groundwater is at 11.1 feet to 14.8 feet below grade. Should try to get
samples closer Lo waler table.

‘Table 1-3a is confusing, Arc the delection limits vaciable? What docs 6U or 2.3U mean?

Scetion 1.5, ‘Lable 1-3b: 'The unils (ppﬁ) dillcr from thosc In ‘Lablc 1.3. Is there a conversion?
The table is confiing also. Was stoddard solvent detected?

Sectian 1.5, para 1: The possibility of the Chevron (ias Station's impact on NILX should be
mor¢ thoroughly cvaluated. ‘The ‘ITH detecied in HI-8 crics out for a more in-dopth
assessment of the effects of Chevran's leak on NILX gas station. There is an extremely high
possibility that co-mingling ol contaminanis has occurred 'The problem at NEX may not be
solely the Navy'a.

Section 1.3, par‘a.‘ 3, line 6: "...closure may be obtained iuing‘cleanup levels justified by a
health-bascd risk asscssment.” By whom and using what paradigms of risk will these levels be
set? A discussion of the exact evaluatory process for determining cleanup levels shouid be
addended and the responsible agency named.

last para, linc 1: Expand on suggustion that plume affceted NEX siic!

Scetion 2.4, para. 1@ 1t is very unlikely thal groundwater at NEX is tidally influcneed. It's o
far from the bay.

Tigure 2.1: What is reference level for ground water ¢levation.
Section 3.1.3, para 1, line 4: City shenld be capitalized in City of San Diego.

Section 3.2.1, para. 1, builet 1: "_..groundwater extraction...”, especially in non-beneficial
groundwaler use arca, is quostionablc, RAB suggest cxplore an allemmative,

Scetion 3.2.1, para 2: How are samples 1o be selected for all of these wsts? All these Wsts can
run into a lot of money. Samples should be selected wisely, i.e., distinet soil types.

As stated previously, soil samples shonld have been taken when the waste oil tank wag
removed, and analyzed for heavy motals, TRPH and PCE's at that Lime,

Para 2: Reading would be casicr il a reference were given horo Lo FSI? as Allachment Al
Para. 4, line 3: "Lhe data gencrated will be used to propose appropriste on-site cleanup lovels
for BTEX based on human-health and ecolagical risk factors.” By whom and using what
paradigms of risk will these levels be set? A discussion of the cxact cvaluatory process for
determining cleanup levels should be addended and the responsible agency namad.

Para 5: Paragraph is repeated.
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Page

3-5

3-6

A3-2

A3-5

A3-5

Comment

Section 3.2.2.1, para 2, "Sail-Gas and In Sitn..." Tt would make more sense to do the soil-pas
and in-silu groundwalcr sampling before sclecting the locations for borings and monitoring
wells and before design. This is a large and seemingly comprehensive workplan. But it appears
they ar¢ rying Lo design it all al once. 'Take (e piccos om al a time bofors installing all 14
borings.

Other people have done asscssment work (soil, gas, cle.) al nearby locations, What have they
found? If others have done work get their information, no need to duplicate work. Soil gas
surveys have reeently boen done across Nimitz Blvd, fom NEX,

Scetion 3.2.2.1, para 4, " Subsurface Soil ..." Do not usc 5 foot intcrvals blindly. Samplc in
vadose zone above groundwater where contamination is likely to be found.

para. 1 "Groundwater Monitoring Well..." Which well will be used as an extraction well? Only
3 wells for vapor cxtraction” 'The number of wells (o be potentially uscd for vapor cxtraclion
should be closely analyzed.

Use Timeo - Wheaton trattic hoxes. They hold up very well.

What is time interval between groundwater manitoring episodes. Quarterly monitoring shonld
be instituted w develop a good historical base of groundwater conditions

Scetion 3 .2.2.2: 'There appears Lo be a lot of duplication in the soil and groundwater
analyzes. If all these tests are being done in the soil, why so many in water, and vice versa?

Section 3.2.2.5: What will be availability of SSA report?

Section 3.2.3.2, para. 2: [efore saying that influent and efiluent samples will be analyzed for
these several parameters, -wouldn't it be good L select the ramedial oplion and base the
analyses on the method selected?

Tt sounds here in Section 3.2.3 like some sort of groundwater pump and treat remedial option
is anticipated. Lot's not put the cart before the horse.

Seetion 3.2, ling 8: Aguin, sampling only al 5 fool intcrvals may vverlook arcas of highost
contamination. Sample in vadase 7one.

Section 3.3.2; What is time interval between sample episodes?

top page : Well MW-10; Was waste oil tank a leaker? What about soil samples taken at tank
removal?

para 3, bullcl 4: Well MW-15; Why install MW-15 and MW-19? Evaluaic soil gas and in=
sit o1l samples before selecting well locations.

Section 3.5, para 1 bullets 5 & 6: What is meaning of "matrix"? of "spike™?
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B4-4
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Comment

Section 4.1: 'Why analyze samples on a quick turaround time basis, for twice or more the
price? Will five days make that much dillcrence?

Scetion 4.2; One sample per soil type.
Scetion 4.3.1: Again why a quick tumaround?

Why analyz¢ twice for BOD, TOC, COD, heterowophic plat count, hydrocarbon-oxidizing
population, and iron-bacteria population? Again it appear that a remedial option is being
cvaluated before one is sclocted (if bioremediation).

Scelion 5.4,3: 'This is not a good prolocol (o use in taking waler level measurcments. ‘The frst
step should be to use an oil-water interface prabe to determina depth to PSTI (if any) and depth
W waler. Il no PSH is detected, then use a bailer Lo sce if 8 sheen is present,

Dewrmining depth of the well should be done allcr water/product level measurcments are
made, hecause disturhing the liquid surface will affect the measurements, especially if a thin
layer of I°SH is present. Scading a bailer or a weighted stecl tape down will disturb the well
contents causing the readings to be inaccurate.

Section 4.3.2.2, para. 1, line 3: "Tf the water daes not meet the permit requirements for
discharge, the water will cither be treated onssite and discharged or wransported o-site 1o

a treatment facility.” This sart of "plan” iz used repeatedly in the document.1Tave off site
treatment facilitics been alerted and engaged? 1s there a plan for and an agency chosen o
transport the hazardous waste to such a facility? There are concrete, exact descriptions of how
hazardous products of all sorts are Lo be collceted and stored on site, but the document gocs
vague abaout transport to and remediation off-site.

Table C3-1: Define tolerance limit. Accuracy? Precision? Roth?

Section 5.1.2: Paint of information about the designation "Inert/Nonhazardous" here and
throughout the document; Dogs this specifically exclude Designated waste? Since it is not
planned to test or track the disposal of Tnert/Nonhazardons waste, it is important to he clear
that Designated Waste is not included. Designated Waste (see 3.2.2) is categorized as
Nanhazardous in California law and yet has the potential for degrading water quality.
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