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Rc: Rcvicw of the Draft Work Plan Removal Actions SWMU 6, SWMU 7, AOC.I, and AOC R
Formcr Naval Ammunition Support Dctachmcnt Vicques Island, Puerto Rico

DcaI'M r. Cloc:

Thc U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed the review of the Draft Work
Plan Rcmoval Actions Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMLJ) G, SWMLJ 7, Areas of Concern
(AOC).I, and AOC R, Former Naval Ammunition Support Detachment, Vieques, Puerto Rico,
rcvision of March 2007. Enclosed you will find our commcnts.

II' you have any qucstions or commcnts, plcasc contact mc at (787) 74 I-520 I.

Daniel Rodriguez
Rcmcdial Projcct Managcr
Enlarccment and Superfund Branch
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cc: Yarissa Martincz, EQB, wi cnc\.
Richard Henry, FWS, wi enc\.
Oscar Diaz, FWS, wi enc!.
Brctt Docrr, CI12M Hil\. wi enc\.
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EPA Comments on the Review of the Draft Work Plan Removal Actions
SWMU6, SWMU 7, AOC .J, and AOC R

Former Naval Ammnnition and Support Detachment
Vieques, PR

Gcncral Commcnts:

I. It is noted that a Work Plan (WP) and a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) were submitted in
addition to the QAPP. A QAPP prepared under the UFp-QApp guidance is functionally
equivalent to submitting scparatc SAP and QApP, avoiding thc duplication orenort and
repetitive iolormation.

2. Overall, the organization of this plan is confusing. It is difficult to determine if the proposal,
specifically in regards to the post-excavation sampling and the risk assessments, are
appropriate. For example, Appendix A, the Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPp), is
supposedly an Appendix of Appendix C the Field Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP), which
in itselris conrusing. Howcvcr ncither of these Appendices is directly appended to the work
plan. Further. the QAPP contains the individual worksheets rcfcrenced throughout the SAP.
QApp Worksheet II 17 indicatcs that thcrc arc sampling maps attached to this worksheet.
However. there are none. During thc April 241h Environmcntal Restoration Program (ERP)
Subcommittee meeting figures were distributed, which appcar to bc those referenced in
Workshcctll17. Howcver, thcy could not be located on the website. Efforts should be madc
to ensurc that the various plans that necd to be appended arc included for ease or reviewing.

3. Thc documcot does a good job in prescnting thc variability of the dump piles at each or the
AOCs/SWMUs. Each pile is comprised of different materials, eontaios significantly differcnt
volumes. and the subsurrace dcpth ofcacb pile is unknown. Taking all orthis into account. it
is dirlicultto projcct whcre post excavation samples will bc collcctcd. However, for those
arcas whcrc the data will be uscd lor risk assessment purposes -to determine irthc rcmoval is
complete and to dctcrminc if the excavated soil can be used as covcr with unrcstricted access
in other areas - the !lumber of samples must be sufficient fc)r risk assessment statistical

calculations. i.e.. a minimum or 10 samples. The documcnt should more clearly define the
number or samples to be collected.

4. It should be clarified that samples that will be used for risk assessment purposes will be grab
samples. and not eomposited.

5. As agreed in the April 24 ERP Technical Subcommittec mceting, details regarding the
proposed locations and numbers or post excavatioo confirmatory soil samples from the walls
and bottom of the excavations will be discussed after the results of the waste characterization
sampling is available. All applicable parts of the documcnt should be modified to retlect this.

6. Charactcrization or groundwatcr dircctly bcncath thc wastc pi lcs nccds to be conducted ancr
soil excavation has occurred. The groundwater sampling needs to include a representative
number of groundwater samples from the areas that were excavated. The proposal to sample
only downgradienl wells to determine any impacts in groundwater at each of the sites will not
give enough inrormation to make decisions regarding possiblc No Further Action requests at



these sites.

7. Prior comments made by I:pA regarding the groundwater sampling methodology used at
some of these sites needs to be addressed. For example, for AOC J. two comments helow
need to he taken into account when conducting additional work:

• Whenever there is a discrepancy in two sets of data, a third set is necessary to
determine which results are valid. Therefore, additional groundwater sampling and
analysis will be required to confirm concentrations ofTCE and perchlorate in
groundwater as per the original comment.

• Using a peristaltic pump initially to purge and collect lor some parameters then
removing the tubing and lowering a bladder pump to collect VOCs would have
disturbed the water column. The VOC data between rounds is not comparable at each
well. Therelore, the wells should be sampled again for VOCs using the correct low
Ilow sampling methodology.

Attachment I, fl, Groundwater Sampling SOP, orthe Final Master QAPP needs to he
followed when sampling groundwater at all of the sites.

Specific Comments:

8. Section 1.1, Background: Figure 3 (SWMLJ 6) docs not show the area of proposed
excavation: it only illustrates the outline of the site itself. rather than the waste boundary. In
addition. the legend is missing. This figure should be amended to clearly illustrate those areas
identified ti)r excavation. Please note that Figure 6 should clearly identily those SWMLJs and
AOes which arc part of the Department of Interior Land. Further, figure 6 does not
speeilieally show AOC R. This figure should be similar to Figure 6 referenced as an attached
figure in QArr Workshcct # 17.

9. Section 1.2.1, SWMlJ 6: The description of the waste area is "... approximately 260' wide
and 180' deep."' It is unclear if the depth in this statement relers to length, as it is unlikcly
that the waste pile extends to 180' below thc surfacc.

10. Section 2.1, Waste Prnfiling Set-up, Third bullet: The work plan indicates that prior to
clearing vegetation, FFSIIShaw will walk the areas with a LJSFWS representative and that
wetland areas will be marked to minimize impact and disturbance from equipment. More
details should be provided as to how this erlort will be carried out. It would be helpful to
include a vegetation clearing Standard Operating Procedure (SOP). as requcsted by LJSFWS
as an appendix to this document. This SOP should dctail. but not be limited to, how trees
will be marked (!lagged), the typc of equipmcnt to be used, and the need for replanting.

I I. Section 2.3, Sam pie Analysis and Waste Characterization, First Bullet: The work plan
notes that toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TeLp). reactivity. corrosivity, and
ignitability (RCI) and total petroleum hydrocarbon (TpH) data will not need to he validated.
Justification for this should be presented. All data which will be used for making decisions
should be validated.
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12. Section 2.3, Sample Analysis and Waste Characterization, Second Bullet: The work plan
indicates that. "Bccausc rcsidual human hcalth and ccological risk assessment will be
performed using post-rcmoval confirmatory data, rcmoval goals (i.e., soil constitucnt
concentrations) determined via the pre-removal risk assessment will be I()r intcrna[ (Navy and
removal contractor) use to guide the removal and, thercfore, not subject to regulatory
comment. Ilowevcr. thc rcmoval goal inl()J'Illation will bc provided to the regulatory
agcneies f()r inl()J'Inationa[ purposes." This statement is conf·(lsing. It is unclear what
data will be used Inr thc prc-rcmoval risk assessment and how the removal goals will be
established. Regardless, the dcvclopmcnt or any removal goals, including the data and
assumptions uscd to dcvclop thcsc goals, should hc subjcct to agency review and approval.

13. Scction 2.5, Removal Action: The work plan notes that a temporary, high-visibility
barricadc fence (approximately three feet in height) will be installed at thc limits of each
exclusion zonc to restrict unauthorized acccss by both humans and animals. It is doubtrul
that a lence three lee1 in height installed at the limits of each exclusion zone will be erlectivc
in keeping animals or humans 1'°0111 accessing the arcas.

14. Appcndix C, Ficld Sampling and Analysis Plan, Section 2.1, Scopc of Work: 1'0sl
cxcavation confirmatory sampling proposcd is for thc collcction ofonc discrctc soil sample
from thc bottom of cach cxcavation at a frcqucncy of onc samplc pcr 2,000-squarc lect, and
onc discretc soil sample per 100 linear leet li-om the perimeter of the excavation. Additional
details regarding this proposal are contained in QAPP worksheet #17 and individual ligures
Inr cach or the sites. Other sites undergoing similar removal actions being conducted by the
same contractor call for tbe collection offive composite samples Irom every 2,SOO-square
reet (e.g .. Ricbardson Road lIill Landfill [Soutb Pond Excavation] in Sidney. NY). In New
Jersey. post excavation sampling conducted at the Ringwood Mines Site included collecting a
discrcte sample rrom thc side walls every 30 linear feet, and a discrete soil sample Ii'om the
hottom or the excavation every 900 square feet. Therefore, the proposed sampling frequcncy
in this plan may result in too lew data points to support the proposed risk assessments. The
rationale to supporllhis recoml11ended post-excavation sampling proposal should be
discussed.

Workshccts Commcnts:

IS. Worksheet # 2:

a. Item number S. (dates orscoping sessions), is lell blank: however. Workshcet # 9
provides inf()J'Ination about scoping scssions l()r this projcet. This information, along
with any other meetings and teleconferences in which the technical direction of the
project was discussed should be listed.

b. There were previous versions instances of Work Plans. QAl'l's, etc. prepared ror these
sites which should be listed in ftem # 6.

c. The column "Crosswalk to Required Documents" should bc populated with those sections
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in othcr documcnts that providc information that complements the QAPP worksheets.

16. Thc rcasons for not filling out Workshcct II 4 should be provided.

17. Workshcct II 9. Pagc 3, Stcp 3: Itcm 3 under Step 3 states that risk assessments will be
developed "... I{)r internal (Navy) use to guide risk-based removal limits." Please clarify how
the Navy will usc these assessments, ifregulatory agencies such as EPA and EQB will be
able to review thesc, and if these reports will be available to the public.

18. Workshect II 10: The otherwise excellent "1 f. ..Then'· statcments should providc a rcfcrcnce
lor the location of the rcgulatory limits.

19. Workshect II 12: Matrix Spikcs (MS) are usually used to measure accuracy, while Matrix
Spikc Duplicatcs arc used to mcasurc precision. The worksheets should be corrected to
rcllcclthis. It should be noted that the UFp-QApp docs not recommcnd the usc ofMSDs.

20. Several instances throughout the QAPP makc refcrcncc to SW-846 Methods 8260,8260£3 or
8260C. Thc latest version of this method is 8260C. Plcasc rcvicw and correct as necessary.

21. Workshcets II 12.10 through 12.15: Should includc the TeLl' Method 1311 in addition to thc
analytical method.

22. Worksheet II 15.2 to 15.6 and 15.16: It is stated in the footnotes that the final rcmediation
goal will be at the discretion of the Navy. It should be noted that concurrcncc from
regulatory agencies and the public is ncccssary for rcmediation goals to be implemented.
Estimated or dcsircd action limits should be developed and listcd in thesc workshcets to
ascertain that the analytical mcthods arc capable of meeting the project goals.

23. Worksheet II 21 : Copies ofthe sampling SOPs should be provided as an appendix or their
location should be provided as a rcfercncc.

24. Workshectll 28: The references to Region III guidelines should bc changed to Region 2
guidelines.

25. Worksheet II 29: The final project report should be listed.

26. Worksheet II 35:

a. It is indicated that validation will be performcd only on confirmatory samples below
action limits. Rcgion 2 policy is that all data that will be uscd for environmental decision
making should bc validated.

b. The latcst version of the National Functional Guidelines for data validation should be
used. The guidelines are located at: http://www.epa.gov/superfund/programs
/clp/guidance.htm. The latest EPA Region 2 data validation SOPs arc locatcd at:
http://www.epa.gov/region02/qa/documents.htm.
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27. Worksheet # 37: should be used to describe how data quality issues will be addressed and
how limitations on the usc of the data will be handled. The procedures that will be used to
determine whether data arc orthe right type. quality. and quantity to support the
environmcntal dccisions lor the project should be provided.
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