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P, O. Box 245 '
Brunswick, MB 04011

Subject: Revww ofqu?FinaI Work Plan, Sz:e 9, NepamDnve Disposal Site, September 1994.
DwMa Iofchle.

As requested by. the ‘Brunswick - Area Citizens for a Safe Pzwironmmt (BACSB), Roben G.
Gerber, Inc. (Gerber), has reviewed the Draft Final Work Plan, Site 9, Neptune Drive Disposel
Stte, dated September 1994, The document was prepared by ABB Eavironmental Sexvicés, Inc.,
(ABB-ES) for the U. S, Department of the Navy for the Naval Air Station Brunswick (NAS
Brunswick) located in Bruniswick, Maine. ‘In the subject document, the Navy presents site-specific
activities for conducting additional field investigations of potential source areas at Site 9.

Site 9, also known as the Neptune Drive Disposal Site, is located in the central portion of NAS -
Brunswick. The site initially included three areas of potential contamination: the location of a

- forme incinerator and an associated ash disposal area; an area reportedly used for burning and
disposal of solvents; and two streams exhibiting iron-staining characteristic of leachate. Results
of earlier environmental investigations were reported in the August 1990 Draft Final Remedial
Investigation (RI) and the April 1991 Drgft Final Supplemental RI separts prepared by B. C.
Jordan. The September 1993 Draft Technical Memorandum for Site 9 presented a summary of

" investigations and analysis conducted through 1993, and recommendations for future activities at

the site, .

We reviewed July 1994 Proposed Plan for Site 9 that presented the Navy's preferred alternative

for an interim remedial action for groundwater at Site 9. We provided you with written comments

on the Proposed Plan at the end of the public comment period in our letter dated August 10, 1994,

We also reviewed the Draft Final Long Term Monitoring Plan, Site 9, -and the Droft Final Interim

Record of Declsion for an Interim Remedial Action at Site 9, both dated August 1994 and - |
provided our comments to you in our letters dated August 19, 1994 and September 1, 1994,

respectively, We commented on an earlier version of the subject document, the Dragft Wonk Plan,

Site 9, Neptune Drive Disposal Site dated June 1994, in our letter to you dated July 27, 1994,

While the subject document addresses a number of the quest:ons, sugge{tions. and issues we
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Identified in our July 27, 1994 letter, several points rernain outstanding. We would also like to
peint out that we have not reviewed two of the documents incorporated by reference in the subject .
document, ABB-ES' corporate Health and Safety Plan (HASP) and 1988 Quality Assurance
Program Plan (Q » 80 We are not able to provide any comments relating to those two
documents. Our comments on the Drgft Final Work Plan are as follows: :

1. Page 1+, ?Ihiseommentreitzmucommmzllinourmlyn. 1994 letter concerning the
June 1994 version of the subject document. Agooddmlofinformaﬁou.hasbeenaddedtoma
current version of the Work Plan 'to clarify the site-specific investigation methods and the
rationale for method and location selection. Our intent in making this comment is to point out the
needfmammofthc'bigpicune'forﬁﬁw, andwhmﬂwacﬁviﬁudwmibedhthonrk
Plan fit in the overall invastigation and remediation *scheme® or scenario for Site 9,

It 15 not clear how the activities described in the subject document relate to the interim remedial
action for groundwater at Site 9 or the investigations at the Naval Exchange (NEX) gasoline
station. The Introduction (or other appropriate section) should provide an explanation of the
various environmental investigations being conducted at Site 9 and the NEX; and how the data
gemtedvdnbensedtodcvclopaﬁnalkwordofbecision (ROD). We also recall that
roadwork would be conducted along Neptuns Drive this summer. At one of the TRC meetings
we attended, it was suggested that the Navy take advantage of the opportunity to observe
subsurface conditions in the middle of Site 9, but there is no mention of the Neptune Drive
construction activities in the Work Plan. ' : ;

2. Page 13, Given that the QAPP was prepared In 1988, does the Navy intend to feview and
possibly revise the document? :

-3, Page 2-1. 'How much time will elapse between the completion 6f the field work (estimated
o take two weeks) and the submission of the investigation report for TRC review and comment?

4. Page2-3, Will TRC :epremtaﬁvea be consulted or informed if the Navy finds it necessary
to deny clearance for the sampling locations proposed in the Work Plan? .

‘5. Page 3-3, If DigSafe is to be notified, as the response to comments on the previous version
of the Work Plan indicates, the procedure, including who will mark the investigation locations and
notify DigSafe, should be described in Section 3.1.3, . _

6. Pages 3.4 - 3.8, The addition of the historlcal Information In Section 3.2 is very helpfal.
However, there is no mention of the Inzerim ROD or the activities to be conducted under the
Inserim ROD, and how the additional investigations to be conducted in accordance with the Work




' - e ’ Click Here to Return to Main Index}
“BRUN.TNOV 03 94” 85:55PM NGRTHDIV ENVIRONMENTS-6854 Oct L?‘W*B‘WW%H

L. Lofhlo, Pago S of S, Site 9 Draft Final Work Plag .
October 14, 1994, Fils #96S o

L

7. Page 39, Should the term *fiel soaked oll* used in the first paragraph in section 3.2.1 (and
elsewhers in the document) read something His *fuel oil soaked soil*?

8. Page 3-10. What is an "equivalent® method thit might bé used in place of the DREP method
4.1.2 for total fuel ofl in soil? mmmm&mﬁwd'ﬂﬂmtdwthqmmorm
velatile fuels that might be present, the sofl samples should also be analyzed by the DEP's tota!
gasoline method (4.2.3). . IR

hadﬁdon,ﬁemmdm&brmllaeﬁm,ﬂdhnﬂkgd&ssoﬂmbl&imhmw
' Mhedmcn‘bedmﬁxﬂy,andshmﬂdbedmﬂartothoseinwmQofthecmpwtwl
regulations pertaining to undesground tanks.: For example, soll samples should reach a
temperature of 15 to 25 » Tather than ambieat air temperature, before a hesdspace reading is -
. taken. A duplicate of the headspace simple should be collected in the appropriate container for
labaratory analysis, as once a sample is used for headspace measurement, it is no longer suitable
for chemical analysis. . ’ : : .

Thelutmmneeinﬁxepagewbémﬁiedwd;ﬁfy what will happen if no sample yields
a P1 meter reading above background. WIII the samples at a depth comparabls to that where the
“fuel odor® and *fuel soaked oil (s0il?)" were observed be seat for laboratory analysis?

9. Page 3-12. The last sentenice on the page states that “clean cuttings® will be placed above the
sandpack during well installation, 'What are the criteria and the method for determining if cuttings

10, Page 3-16. The portion of comumient 8 above regarding the *equivalent * to the DEP total
fuel oil method and the need for considesation of the DEP's tota! gasaline method to addréss more
volatile ﬁselaalsoappliwtb&esoi;mple; collected in test pits. .

11, Page3-19, What are the criterta for determining when in situ parameters monitored during
purging are considered “stabilized*? T '

12. Page 3-20. How will the *desired depth® to drive the HydroPunch be determined? While
ﬂmdepmtomebonomofthewnminw&u;nd MW-915 are known, how will the top
of the clay be determined? What parameters will the groundwater samples collected with the
BydroPunch and from monitoring wells be analyzed for? . r

13, Page 4-1. The sacond seatence in theﬁrstparagmph in section 4.1 states that all samples
callected for laboratory analysis will be analyzed for fuel oil. . The method number should be
provided for the preferred and any “equivalent * method. In addition, analysis by a total gasoline
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method todctectmore volaﬁlefuels should also beoonducted The nm-w-last sentence on the
pageappwxmbemumgaword .

14. Pages 4-2 - 46, mdoudn!mdmgmﬁwﬁghtcommnofmbl mean and whydoes

- it change from “low concentration water detection limit” to *water detection limit* partway down
page 4-3? mwwoﬂmforww.umuasthemmmmﬂhodsfwbothwﬂ
mdm,ﬁmldbeaddedtohbleﬂ .

18. Page 4-9. mmmmmmmmdwmmmmmmmrwwmmw
'forwam,nweuuthewulgaﬁobnomethodsforbom:oﬂlmm

16. Page A.2-6- 2-9. The text mentions four contaminants of concern: PAHS, DCE, DCA, and
vinyl chloride. However, Tables A-1 and A-2 include detections of other contaminants, such as
chlordane and 2-butanone. Whyamtthueodummlmmsofeonmforworkahwthand
safety?

17. Page A.3-3. iay how mhch will back;gmund P1 meter readings be exceeded before work
- zone workers back of(f)? The Action Levels should be clearly desmbed How and where will
. background radiaﬁon readings be dmlned?

" 18. Page AS1, Section AS.1 should be revised toreﬂectﬁ:atenglnmng controls may
become ‘necessary to ooatmue on-site invesﬂganons (see page A.3-3).

19. PageA.c-l&s-z. 'rhelastmtmceonpages-l srwuldberevised :omﬂemhat’l‘humo
Environmental, not HNU, meters will be used. Do the Thermo Envirorimental meters use the two

different UV sources at the same time? If not, whatmﬂwemwnaﬁmnlecdngwhichwumw
" use? .

20. Page A.11-3. Because the HAS? has been r'cleed.mﬁamtly since it wa.s ﬁrst submitted
for review in June 1994, The Health and Safety: Manager may need to review and approve the
final vmion )

21. Appendix A-l. Comment 16 above alxo applxcs to the chemical data included in Appeadix
A-1, For example should informaﬁon omeeming 2—buumone also be included?

GeneralCommnt. While many of ues or suggestions we énd others raised in our
eommcnts on the June 1994 version of therhave been addressed by ‘the inclusion of detailed
information in the current Work Plan, a number of issucs should be included or expanded upon.
The topics that should be addressed in the Work Plan include: the additional tasks, such as review

-of historical air photos and evaluation of nearby buﬂdtng uses, to identify potential uperadient
sources; what will be included in the data presentation and interpretation report, and when the

ROBERT G.
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gas station investigation, The community also remains concerned that contaminants detected in
mmmdimmatSito9beaddrasedinanme1yandappmpdmﬁshlm

leedonothesmwtoaiveusaallifyouhawmquﬂmsonﬁzeeommmtsabove.

Sincerely, AR

RobertG. Gerbez, Inc. ..,é'-',\v‘oo"” "’/;’\
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Director of Operations * "% 0008\
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