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Ms. Loukie Lofchie c .
Brunswick Aresa Citizens for a Safe Environment
Pt 0- BOX 245 Y . )
Brunswick, ME 04011 ' :

Subject: Review of "Draft Site Evaluation Plan, Building 95“, November 1991,
' raapsmnd ki ARR Fruiranmantal Services. Inc. ' .

Dear Ms. Lofchie:

' As. requested by the Brunewick Area Citizens for 2 $ate Environment
(BACSE%, Robert G, Gerber, Inc. has reviewed the "Draft Site Evaluation Work
Plan, Building 95", dated November 1991, that was prepared by ABB Environmen-
tal Services, Inc. for the U, S. Department of the Navy, It is our understand-
ing that the work plan was developed to comply with the RCRA (Resource Conser-
vation and Recovery Act) closure order signed by the Maine Board of Environmen-
tal Protection (BEP) on May 22, 1981.. Because we have not reviewed the
‘closiire order, we are unable to determine if the work plan complies with the
BEP's conditions. Instead, we have focused our review on the technical com-
ponents of the work plan. Our comments are as follows:

v1. Page 3-3. How and where will the fluids generated during decontamination
ne disposed? I 1s unclear in Seetion 3.5 {f the fluids will be disposed at
gach contamination-reduction area. 1f that is the case, what ars ths eriteria
for determining it on-site disposal i3 propar? Wi11 thare be any testing?

L~2. Page 3-4. MWhat 1s.“non-nu1s$nce manner" of disposa: for fluids and soiis
generated during the field work? '

L. Page 4-3. The rationale for the number (approximately 37) and location of
soi1 sampling locations is unclear. Why was.a regularly-spaced sampling grid
that does- not touch on identified sources (the dumping and mixing areas)
selected? According to Section 4.3.2, up to five soi) samples will be taken

- at each location. However, the criteria for determining the depths and number
of samples at a TerraProbe location are not spelled out. Section 4.3.2 also
‘specifies that 5 percent of the total soil samples will be selected randomly
for Yaboratory analysis. - The rationale for random selection, rather than
focusing on "hot spots" of contamination, 1s not discussed,

4. Page 4-6. Because the area has not been the subject of previous field
’7 studice sccording to Sectian 4.4, figld screening should include evaluation of
" radioactive hazards. ’ ' -
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page 2, Building 95 Draft Work Plan
Comments, File #965, January 28,
1982 _

—»5, Page 4-6, 4-9, It is unclear, based on the information in Section 4.4.1,-
how complete the reconstruction of historical activities at the site {s. For
~ axample, is there enough information to determine that thare has only been one
dumping arsa, vne drum ravk arce, ad s mlalog &V6L si02 pastieide sasnage
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~»7. Page 4-9. What is in the two other "non-related storage buildings" lo-
cated nearby and shown on Figure,4-1? Have they ever been used for storage or
handling of pesticides, herbicides, or other compounds of concern?

4§, Page 4-10. What is the round cross-hatched area just northwest of the
drum rack on Figure 4-27 :

~»9, Page 4-11., Accordina tp the work plan mical r were ysuall,
mixed on the front steps ofat e bu”‘d?ng.'- ?ﬂﬁ 1te‘arm$ "%unsdua aitye“ 1'rr?p1$1e“ss tha
other mizing losations wers used. Where ara thase locations? 1€ the historic
information does not indicate other specific mixing locations (or dumping
areas), is the proposed soil and groundwater sampling piogram sufficient to
tdenlify them? 1t 13 4130 unclesr from tha text whare the container

‘ pjnstgg/crgsp1ng/g1§gosa1 took g1aca. The location(s) of these activities and

cod m - e emd shhow ticabae abanld alaa bha aisliicbad

50'._,,,,,, C 49y Pegy 4 88 1 e, 1 BA; Y T, Cignifidentd esnsentrabione of preticides
, were observed 20 feet away from the building, hased on the results nf sampling
conducted in September -1990, but no explanation of the possible transport
mechanisms s provided. The "potentially different fate and transport” of pes-
ticides and herbicides mentioned in the text should be fully evaluated to ad:
gress potential spreading of contaminants both above and below the ground sur-
ace.

LxT. Page 4-16. The soil sampling grid shown on Figure 4-4 does not include
sampling at the dumping location be {nd the butlding (see Figure 4-2) or at
the front steps where some of the mixing took place. These locations must be
sam€1ed. An option would be a tighter grid spacing in these two areas, as
well as at the known drum rack area along the eastern side of the building.

The groundwater sampling locations indicated on Figure 4-4 do not appear to

address water quality up-gradient ‘of the facility, or down-gradient of the

Tixig? or drum rack areas. Additional groundwater sampling must address these
ocations. : '

ROBERT G. .
GERBER ixnc.
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_ o 4 : COmgents, File #965, January 28,
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L1%, Page 4-16, 4-17. What are the criteria for increasing or decreasing the
soi] -and groundwater sampling grid spacings? The procedure for confirming the

extent of pesticide contamination once non-detect soil concentrations are en-
countared 1s unclear, o _ '

- L4, page a«1h. khar are the critearia for selecting groundwater samples for
confirmatory laboratory analysis?

14, Page 6-2. The Contract Required Quantitation Limits (CRQLs) exceed the
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for several of the compounds listed in Table

5-2, How will risks be evaluated and cleanup standards be developed if detec-
tion 1imits exceed Faderal or State guidelines? :

E;Z¢24 15. The DraftAWOrk Plan addresses the field screening and sampling effort
ne 2 removing contaminated soil, but makes no mention of the potential for
' . ionger-term actions. For instance, if groundwater quality at or ad-

CiLo
Jacenl Lu Uhe site 13 found to be Impafred, what &re the plans for fnstalle-

Sion of monidoning welle and implomontation of 2 gwainnduatan manitaring nlan?

A Plaasa do nnt hesitate to give me a call if you have any questions con-
cerning the comments above. o

Sincerely, ' P RN
Robart 6. Gerher, Inc.-\5% 0 fe,
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Carolyn~ A, Lepage, %
Director of Operation

. ROBERT Q.

'GERBER inc.
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