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ATLANTIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
1510 GILBERT ST (757) 322-4776
NORFOLK, VA 23511-2699 » INREPLY REFER TO:
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rtified Mail - Return Receipt Requested
.S.. Environmental Protection Agency
T
i

tn: Ms:. Linda Holden ; @UG 2 9 ]99?
i1l Code: 3HWES0 S
Region:ITT

841 Chestnut Building

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

Re: Response to Comments on the RCRA Facility Investigation
Final Report-Phase I (December 1993), the RCRA Facility
Investigation Draft Final Report-Phase II (February
1995), the Final Corrective Measures Study for Petrodeum
Contaminated Sites (October 1994) and the Excavation,
Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum Contaminared
Soils Report (April 26, 1389%5) for the Naval Air Station’
Oceana ' ' ‘

Dear Ms. Holden:

Attached please find the Navy response to comments on the above
subject documents. - This response includes attachments. containing
the updated tables, figures and errata sheets as discussed in the
April 29-30, 1997 meeting held at your office.

The Work Plan for remaining fieldwork at the SWMUs was submitted
July 21;:1997. To date, we Have not received EPA comments on that .
Work Plarn. In aCﬂordance with Section XI.2 of the RCRA 3008(h)
Consent Order at NAS. Oceana, the 'Navy is giving notice of out intent

to perform the additional fieldwork in October in accordance with the
Work Plan.  We would like to meet prior to mobilization to discuss EPA.
comments and obtain approval of the Work Plan submittal Mr. Jim

Harris, RPM; W’lL call vou to dl;cus a convernient meatlng time.

In the meantwme please call Mr. Harris at (757) 322-4776 1if vou have

- questions or need additional information with regards to this or any -

other submittal:

Sincerely,

LN M %/li/\:ﬂv»

" N. M. JOHNSON, P.E.
Head
Installation Pestoratlon Section
North
Environmental Programs Branch
. Environmental Division
By direction of the Commander

Quality Performance ... Quality Results
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SENDER

_omplete ltems 3,and 4a'& b!

turn ms card to you.

does not permit.
* ‘Write "’Return Receipt Hequested{’

delivéred:

* Complete ltems 1 and/cr 2 for addmanai serwces,
rlnt your name and- address on the reverse of thIS for
’Attach this form-to the front of the mallpaece,
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Response to Comments on the RCRA Facility Investigation Final Report-Phase. I (December 1993),
the RCRA Facility Investigation Draft Final Report-Phase [i (February 1995), the Final Corrective
Measures Study for Petroleum Contaminated Sites (October 1994) and the Excavation,
Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum Contaminated Soils Report (April 26, 1995) for the Naval
Air Station Oceana.

‘Attachment 1 - Tables or figures related 10 specific comment responses
Attachment 2 - Errata sheets with text, tables, or figures for the RCRA Facility Investigation Final
“Report-Phase 1 or RCRA Facility Investigation Draft Final Report-Phase 11
Attachment 3 - Errata sheets with text, tables, or figures for the Final Corrective Measures Study
for Petroleum Contaminated Sites '
Attachment 4 - Errata sheets with text, tables, or figures for the Excavation, Tr ansportaﬁon and
Disposal of Petroleum Contaminated Soils Report

Comment 1: Specific sample quanmanon limits are a required element in data tables:: The Department of
Navy must comply with this requirement for future reports aubmatted unless otherwvse requested
specifically in the following comments. :

n the mesting on April 29, 1997, the Navy agreed to indicate detection limits in all future reports:
L inda connrmvo that it was not necessary to alter the Phase I RFI tables. Detection limits are
essential to assessing risk, especially in cases where the detection limit is greater thafrthe
screening level. Note thattwo large binders containing all analytical Fom [ data sheets from all
analyses done during the RFI and CMS work have been forwarded to the FPA and Lbe state.
 These allow for quick reference to detection limits for each past sample. -

Comment 2: Revise the RFI-Phase [ Report 10 include background information on the use of groundwater
at the Facility in response 1o the general comment 5 of the September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain
J. W. Craine, Jr., Department of Navy, from Erica S. Dameron, VADEQ. Further discussions regarding
which standards are applicable, Virginia Surface Water Standards for the protection of aquatic life, MCL
- or Risk Based Concentrations (RBC) will be held during the CMS phase of the corrective action _ormect.

In the mesting on April 29, 1997, the Navy agreed to phOtOCOp’y pacres out of the November 199“
Final CMS for SWMUs 1/2B2C appendix and put them in an addendum appendix to the
December 1993 Phase I RFI report. This was done.

o] *he ﬂpemhc comment 3a in the Ianuary 10, 1994 letter addr\.ssed to Erica Dameron VAJ_)EQ from

N M. Johnson, Department of Navy. Revise the report to incorporate the definitions for PD-680 and
. agitine.

An errata definitions sheet was added to the front of the Phase T RFI.

Comment 4: The RFI-Phase [ Report should be revised to incorporate the following correction to the
Department of Navy’s response to the specific comment 3d in the January 10, 1994 letter addressed to
Erica Dameron, VADEQ, from N.M. Johnson, Department of Navy. The text should read, RBC Ior
Arsenic (cancer rlsk) is 0.045 ppb and the MCL for Arsenic is:50 pph.

.v



The Navy has added an errata sheet that indicates the limits on arsenic.

Comment 5: Throughout the RFI-Phase I Report, the Tables representing the results for the metals
analysis performed on samples collected should be revised to incorporate the estimated values (qualified
with & “}” symbol) instead of “<” symbol, if the specific data are available.

Response: The "<" symbol in the tabies representing the results for the metals analysis has been
used to indicate a metal that has not been detected at the designated concentration, as noted i the
table footmotes. The concentration given represents the instrument detection level and is not an
sstimated concentration present in the sample. An equivalent to the < quahher 1s:a U which
designates not detscted at the designated deteazmn limit (<0.26 =0.26 U).-

Concentrations detected in the Samp*ie in concentrations below the method detection limifs
(MDLs) but above the instrument detection limits (IDLs) are qualified by the laboratory as
estimated: Estimated organic results are reported by the laboratory with a "I" qualifier, and
inorganic (metais) results are qualified by the laboratory with a."B" flag. This | ‘becomes very
confusing because the "B" qualifier is used in crganic results to indicate ooss;ble blank
contamination. In order to avoid confusing the metals aboratory "B" with an organic laboratory

-+ "B,"the Phase I Report uses a superscript "b" to deswnate estimared conC°ntrat10n<s detecxed

' berween the MDL and the IDL (sze footnote). -

"J" qualifiers do not appear on the Phase I Report metals tables because the Phase I data were not
validated, and in a metals analysis, a "J" flag is a data validation qualifier only. It is inappropriate
to apply data validation qualifiers when the data have not been validated. ‘

Comment 6: In the RFI-Phase I and Phase II Reports, references to Groundwater Monitoring List (40
CFR Part 264 Appendix IX or alternately Virginia Hazardous Waste Management Regulations (VHWMR)
Appendix 10.6 (8 VAC 20-60-10 et seq., Appendix 10.6) ) are made, but no mention in the texis appears
of the Hazardous Constituent List (40 CFR Part 261 Appendix VIII or alternately V' HWMR Appendix 3.6
(9 VAC 20-60-10 et seq., Appendix 3.6)) during the dissertations of'the determination of the hazardous
constituents of concern (HCOQC). It is the present understanding that Appendix VIII is especxaHv relevany

when considering HCOC:s in soil. Please explain the rationale for the determination 6f the HCOCs
(selecting and eliminating) and specifically for not including a reference to Appendix VtIf in the
methodology for the determination of HCOCs in the various environmental media.

As we discussed In'the mesting on April 29, 1997, Appendix VIII is obsolete and is not used in
the environmental industry because it costs about $30,000 per sample and is technically infeasible.
The Appendix IX series was formulated as a replacement. Appendix IX was analyzed for a subset
of the samples during the RFI because the EPA RPM agreed that it would be acceptable to sample
for a number of specific analyses in most cases (e.g., VOCs, SVYOCs, Pesticides/PCBs, Metal s)
and Appendix IX at a few locations where contamination was the most likely. Imphcu 10 this was
the assumption that Appendix [X was not necessary at the other locations if nothing unigue to
Appendix IX was detected at the most contaminated location.

SWMU 1 West Woods Gil Disposal Pit
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Preliminary Risk Management Decision: Residential
Comments on the RFI-Phase I Report

Comment 7: The concentration reported for furans (hexachlorinated-dibenzo furans) in soil in table 4-1-4
{Organic Compounds in Soils at Site 1) is inconsistent with the concentration listed in table A-2 of the
CMS Final Report for SWMUs 1, 2B and 2C. Please provide the furan/dioxin analysis to confirm which
are the actual concentration of the contaminants detected.

At the meeting on April 29, 1997, the Navy agreed to resubmit Table A-2 and 4-1-4 with the

- corrected furan and dioxin concentrations, with a date in the footer. The Navy will also resubmit
Table 4-1-6. Revised tables showing the corrected furan and dioxin concentrations and a date in
the footer were prepared for this comment response and are attached. Betty Ann noted that the true
concentration 1s above the mdustrial and resxcent1a1 RBCs for dioxins for soil.

As agreed to at the April 29, 1997 meetmv the Navy will conduct confirmatory sampling at this
SWMU. Five soil samples will be collected from SWMU | and analyzed for dioxins and furans.
Details are documented in the Phase III RFI work plan. The results of this sampl ing will be
documeqted in a Phase [1I RFI report.

Comment 8: Provide the quantitation limits for the analytical results presented in Table 4-1-6, Organic
Compounds In Groundwater At Site 1. For example, the quantitation limits are not provided for
tetrachloro-dibenzo dioxin (TCDD).

A revised table showing the detection iimi;s*Was prepared for this comment response.
Comment 9: Provide the dioxin analytical data or the sample specific quantitation limit for the
Groundwater samples collected at 1-MW4 and 1 \’IW4L\I in Table 4-1-6.

A revised table showing the dioxin anal\/“ic i'data and the sample specific quantitation limit for
the groundwater samples collected at [-MW4 and 1 \&W4LN the was ﬂrepared for this comment |
response. ' ‘

10: The RFI-Phase I Report shouid be revised to incorporate a response to comment 3 paragraph 4 of the
VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, Jr., Department of Navy, from
Erica Dameron, VADEQ. The arsenic and beryllium results should be speﬂnied 11 the narrative of the
report on page 4-20 with a discussion stating that the residential RBCs were exceeded and the impact of
‘these screening concentrations being exceeded.

‘Two inorganics, arsenic and beryllium, exceed EPA region III risk-based concentrations for the
ingestion of residential soil. Arsenic as a carcinogen has a residential soil RBC of 0.43 mg/kg.
Detections of arsenic range from 0:44 to 3.5 mg/kg. Although arsenic concentrations exceed
residential RBC screening levels they do not excesd industrlal RBC screening levels. Beryﬂlum
has a residential soil RBC of 0.15 mg/kg. Detections of beryllium range from non detect to 0.74.
However, all detections of beryllium were between the instrument detection level and the contract
required detection level, The mean concentration of beryllium in the eastern United States is 0.55
ppal.
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This area is remote and wooded. Trespassers might traverse the area on a very infrequent basis.
The risk for exposure under a residential scenario for “ingestion” of soil is minimal under current
land use. The Navy feels that this SWMU should %ave industrial exposure scenario.

Comment 11: EPA agrees with the recommendation to conduct further investigation of the soil and
groundwater 10 characterize the extent of organic contamination and the need to begin the CMS phase of
‘the corrective action project to evaluste remediation options for both media.

‘These recommended actions were done after the Phase I RFI report was finalized. These activities
~and the results are presentediin the Final 1/2B/2C CMS (CH2M HILL, November 1995).

SWMU 2B Line Shack 130-131 Dispesal Area
Preliminary Risk Management Decision: Industrial
Commeni‘s on the RFI-Phase I’Report

Comment 12: The RFI-Phase I Report should be revised 10 incorporate the Department of Navy's
response o the specific comment 42 in the January 10, 1994 letter addressed to Erica Dameron, VADEQ;
from N.M. Johnson, Department of Navy. In particular, the report shouid provide the definition for turco
in the text ot the report on page 4-42.

This deAmmon was added to an errata definition page 10 be inserted at the beginning of the Phase [
RF L ’ . o .

Comment 13: Describe the two sources of contamination and provide a discussion describing how they
are believed to have created the two contaminant groundwater plumes identified in the RFI-Phase [
Report,

As agreed 1o at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the \Iaw will prepare an errata sheet Jnat states
that the two sources have never been located in<situ, despite three rounds of soil sampling. = =, "+

The Navy has prepared a figure and tables presemino soil data. The will be added to the Phase I
RFT with an errata sheet. However, it should be understood that some of the sampling was done
after the Final Phase I RF] report was completed. Included are soil sample data from the 1993

L, the results from two soil samples sent to an offSite lab as part of the CMS, and soil sample
data from the 1988 Line Shaci\ Study.

Comment 14: Quanritation limits were not provided for the PAH analysis. Please provide this
information.

The only groundwater sampled for PAHs at Site 2B was a full 8270 semivolatile sample from well
2B-MW 1. No semivolatiles were detected in this well at detection limits of 10 or 50 ppb.
Revised tables of sediment (Table 4-2-6) and surface water (Table 4-2-5) data with detection
limits are provided in response to this comment. ’
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Comment 15: The data for the in-situ soil sampling is not provided in Appendix C of the RFI-Phase I
report. Provide the analytical results for this in-situ soil sampling and a discussion on the fi indings of these
sampling results.

. The statement was that the OV A (e.g. vapor monitoring) results from screening of the soils in the
split spoons were collected during drilling are listed in Appendix C. They are shown in Table C-
3. Table 4-2-4B, which shows the in-situ soil sampling results for chlorinated voia‘ales will be
added to the Phase I report. :

Comment 16: Specify the reason for the biank data entries in Table 4-2-5 Organic Analysis for Surface
Water oampies.

s

 The Navy has prepared a revised table. . These were nondetects.

Comment 17: EPA agrees with the Department of Navy’s recommendation that the remediation of
sediments and groundwater is required. However; without having had the opportunity 16 review the
analytical data for the in-situ soil-sampling, at this time, EPA cannot provide recommendations for soil
remediation, determine the source of the Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbon (PAH 1) contamination in the

sediments and/or whether the PAH contamination has migrated to the g groundwater. After a review of the
in-situ soil sampling, EPA will provide additional r\.commendauons for elﬁ'! r further investigation and/or
remediation of the soil at this SWMU.

There are no in-situ soil samples collected from SWMU 2B that were analyzed for PAHs.
However, there were two soil boring samples collected in 1988 as part of the Line Shack Study.
Results are reported in the Line Shack Study report, July, 1989. A figure illustrating the locations
of the samples and the data shests that document non- de ects for PAH compounds, are included as
an attachment to this response to comment document.

SWMU 2C Line Shack 480 Disposal Area

Prehmmarv Rlsk Vianacement Decision: Resment?ai

' Commems on the R¥I-Phase I ereﬂ

-Comment 18: The RF1-Phase [ Rppon should be revised to incorporate a responsé to comment 3
paragraph 3 of the VADEQ’s September (0, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J. W, Craine, Jr.,
Department of Navy, from Erica Dameron, VADEQ. Provide an ﬂmlananon stating the reason for not
collecting surface water samples of the potentially contaminated ditch referenced on page 4-70 of the
report. :

- This ditch contains surface water only during extreme rainfall events; so surface water is not an
important exposure pathway The absence of surface water is the pnmary reason it was not
sampled.

Comment 19: The RFI-Phase I Report should be revised to incorporate a response to comment 3
paragraph 4 of the VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, Jr,
Department of Navy, from Erica Dameron, YVADEQ. Provide a2 more detailed rationale for onhr analyzing
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the soil samples collected from the vegetated ditched area referred to on page 4-70 for chlorinated
volatiles.

As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 mesting, the Navy will conduct confirmatory sampling at
this SWMU. Two sediment samples will be collected from locations previousty sampled and
analyzed for SYOCs and total organic carbon. The results of this sampling will be documented in
a Phase [II RFT report. The soil will be sampled and analyzed for semi-volatiles and total organic
carbon during fiture samplingas-part of this comment response.

Comment 20: The RFI-Phase I Report should be revised to incorporate a response to comment 5
paragraph 5 of the VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, Jr.,
Department of Navy from Erica Dameron, VADEQ. Provide a detailed discussion on the fi ndings of the
surface water investigation to support the recommendations referred to on page 4-88 of the report.

The surface water at Site 2C is stormwater runoff and is present for only a short period of time
aiter a significant rainfall event. Phase | characterization of surface water was deemed sufficient
because surface water is present only during rainfall events or oce as;or%ally in the ditch at the

* intersection of B Avenue and 4th St. This latter area is small and is 1,000 feet southwest OI Fthe.
main area of groundwater contamination.

~ Comment 21: Specify why PAH analysis was not performed on the samples collected at this SWMU,
although the waste management practices were similar 10 SWMU 2B. PAH analysis was performed on
and PAHs were detected in the sampies collected at SWMU 2B.

PAHs were not considered a contaminant of concern at SWMU 2C or SWMU 2B. At SWMY
2B, PAHs were only detected in sediments in-the ditch. These PAHs probamy did not originate at
SWMU 2B because there is no evidence of POL contamination in groundwater adjacent to the
ditch. However, the proposed soil sampling includes PAHS.

Comment 22: Soe ify why soil samples were not col]ected at this SWMU although el evated levels of
TCE contamination was detecfed in the groundwater samp te(s) collected from monitoring well 2C-MW9
in the concrete and wooded areas of this SWMU. Therefore, EPA cannot determine whether migration -
from the soil to the groundwater is occurring. EPA will provide additional comments on the RE/CMS
investigation at this SWMU when providing toxicological comments on the CMS Final Repor‘ for
SWMUs 1 2B ana 2C. : '

The Navy has collected soils three times at SWMU 2C—during the Phase [ RFI, Phase I RF1, and
during the CMS (Building 301 investigation). These data are al} listed in the CMS and do not
show significant contamination. These data would not support the hypothesis that chlorinated
volatiles are leaching to groundwater from soils.

Comment 23: Since 1,1-DCE was detected in the Geoprobe sampling, but not in the monitoring well, it
must still be included as a constituent of concern and analyzed for in subsequent samphnc performed at
this SWMU.

The pian is to sample only the ditch soils at SWMU 2C for SVOCs. 1,1-DCE was included in past
sampling from this ditch. The Navy will consider 1,1-DCE as a constituent of concern as
™ ¥
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appropriate; however, remedial action has already been proposed on the basis of other
contaminants.

SWMU 2D Line Shack 125 Disposal Area
Preiiminarjr Risk Maﬁagemeﬁi Decision: Industrial
Comments on the RFI-Phase I and RFI-Phase H Reports

Comment 24: Provide a description and the specific location of the soil contamination detected in the
previous studies referenced in the Site Location and History Section of the RFI-Phase I Report. Provide a
map and a narrative description showing where the oil saturated soil area was located in relation to the
contamination being detscted. Specify the clean up level for the approximate six feet of soil that was
excavated and the methods used to determine that the cleanup level was not excesded in the excavated
area.

‘As in the past, Will Bullard of Oceana Base Civil Engineering attempted to determine more about
the past sampling, but was unable to find out more because the work was performed at least 10
years ago and there are no records of it. He was able to confirm the possibility that contamination ‘

. was discovered during an expansion of the line ~hac Mr. Bullard spoke with MC Kennon who

~was at NAS Oceana when there was some soil excavation in the area of Line Shack 125. He stated
that he remembered the Station excavarting an area approximately 10 ft by 10 ft. He was unsure of
the depth and remembered it was not shallow but maybe 3-4 ft deep. The excavation was on the
southwest side of the building away from the flight line. He thought that the reason for this
particular excavation was fuel oil spillage from a can. He thought that he remembered the can
being only several gallons at most.

The proposed re-sampling of the wells should help determine if the groundwater has been
contaminated by existing soil contamination.

=

Comment 25: Specify the reason for performing a limited semi-volatile analysis for the groundwater

- sample collected at 2D-MW1 and 2D-MW3 and a full semi-volatile analysis on samples collected at

’7D-MW’? in the Phase ] investigation.

As stated above, more complete analyses were performed at the most contaminated location as a
screening approach. No additional constituents were detected at the most contaminated location.

Comment 261 In the RFI-Phase II Report (on page 2-6) in the last paragraph, it'is indicated that the total

" {Benzene, Ethylbenzene, Toluene and Xylene (BETX) concentration in the mobile laboratory sample from
- 2D-GS2 at SWMU 2D was 1,960 ppb versus 6 ppb in the split sample sent to the off site laboratory. This

large difference in the concentranons of the BETX analytical results could conceivably warrant a close
scrunny of the various factors that might cause such a large discrepancy in the BETX soil concentrations.

It may be due to the heterogeneity of soil contamination, that is, the possxbmty that two close soil
samples can have substantially different contaminant concentrations. -

Comment 27: EPA agrees with the Department of Navy’s recommendation to install and sample
&
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additional monitoring wells.
This additional work is described in the Phase I RFI report.

Comment 28: EPA recomimends collecting an additional round of samples of the groundwater and
analyzing them for TPH, VOA and semivolatiles to verify the previous results from the August 1990,
January 1993 and March 1‘394 sampling investigations.

As agresd.to at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy will conduct conhrmatorv sampling at
. this SWMU. Five groundwater samples will be collected from site monitoring wells and analyzed
for SVOCs and VOCs. The fesuits of this sampling wﬂl be documented in a Phase [ITRFT reporr.

SWMU 2E Line Shack 109 Disposal Area
Preliminary Risk Management Decision: Industrial
- Comments on the RFI-Phase I and RFI-Phase II Reports

Comment 29: Quantitation limits were not prowded for the analvtical data presented in Table 4-4-5 -
Organic Compounds in Soils at Site 2E in the RFI-Phase L. Report and Table 2-2-4 - Orcamc Compounae
in Soils at Site 2E in the RFI-Phase 11 Rpporf The lack of quantitation limits preciudes a final
determination of contaminants of concern forthis SWMU. These quantitation limits were, however,
provided in the CMS Drafi Final Report for SWMUs 2E, 15 and 24. Further comment for this SWMU
will be addressed in the forthcoming toxicological comments for the CMS Draft Final Report for SWMUs
2E, 15 and 24 within two weeks of the Navy’s receiptof this letter. ;

As agreed at the meeting on April 29-30, 1997, the Navy will not alter these tables to show the
quantitation limits since this work was done in later reports.

SWMU 11 Fire-Training Area
Preliminary Risk Manpagement Deciéib_n: Residential

Comments on the RFI-Phase I/C‘AS POL/Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum- |
Contammateﬁ 30ils Reports

Cemment 30: The Department of Navy must either confirm the Beryihu'n soil analytical results and/or
provide an explanation for the high levels of this constituent being @etected at this SWMU in response to
comment 8 paragraph 4 of the VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, Jr.,
Department of Navy from Erica Dameron, VADEQ. Revise the RFI-Phase I report accordingly.

We collected background beryllium samples as part of the background metals sampling performed
in earfy 1994. These data are in Appendix F of the Phase II RFI report. The beryilium
concentrations in the two background samples were 0.67 and 0.69 ppm versus a mean
concentration in the eastern United States of 0.55 ppm. The February 1993 beryllium

concentrations in soils at Site 11 were from 0.29 to 0.63 ppm. All are below both background
samples jsuggesting that the background concentrations of beryllium in soil at Oceana are

2
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considerably above risk-based concentrations or Proposed RCRA action levels. For this reason,
risk analysis and “cleanup” considerations are not appropriate.

Comment 31: Table 4-6-2 of the RFI-Phase I Report show elevations for five monitoring wells, but only
groundwater ¢levation data for four wells was used to determine the groundwater flow direction for this
SWMU. It appears that only elevation data from four monitoring wells was used to verify the
groundwater flow direction in the CMS POL Report. Specify the reason for not using the groundwater
elevation data from the five monitoring wells to determine the groundwater flow dirsction.

The memo describing the results of the final well instailation and sampling at Site 11 {dated June
21.1993) shows water levels with six wells. The figure and data table from t;’ms memo are
included as an errata sheet for the Phase I RFI inre sponse to this comment.

Comment 32: The rationale for selecting the monitoring well and sampling locations is not provided in
the RF[-Phase I Report, CMS POL Report, or the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-
Contaminated Soils Report. For example, it is not apparent from a review of the analytical data, the
narrative or the figures in either of these reports, if the rationale for selecting the mouitoring weil and
samphn:, locations were determined from identifying areas of stressed vegetation, staied soil or in-situ (
readings. ' ‘

The wells were positicned to be downgradient of the firefighting training rings. The soil samples
were collected from the southeast side of the rings because thers was no soil on the other side of
~the rings, only concrete. The number of soils samples near the southern ring is quite high. The
distribution of soil contamination near the northernring was confirmed during the excavarion
work. e : o

Camment 33: The depth of the soil samples collected was not prowdm in Table 1-3 of the CMS POL
Report. Please provme this information.

The depth ofsoil sampies at SWMU 11, the Tire training area, is provide d on a revised Table 1-3.

Comment 34: A review of the October 26, 1994 letter addressed to Mr. David Toth, EPA, from N.M.
Johnson, Department of Navy and the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum- e
Contaminated Soils Report ‘nmcat\,d that the Department of Navy has not adequately addressed comments
16, 17 and 18 of EPA’s August 23, 1994 comments-letter to date. Specifically, it appears that the
Department of Navy failed to conduct: confirmatory sampling for PAHs and other applicable parameters
as a last step after the Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH)-based excavation work was completed, coilect
samples of the side wall soil of the areas of excavated (at least, in areas underlying asphalt or concrete) and-
diseuss and reach an agreement with EPA regarding the. procedures for sampling during the excavation
before the remediation work was conducted, EPA recommends scheduling a meeting with the
Department of Navy to discuss options for establishing clean up ‘evels for the soil at the POL SWMUs

and performing confirmadtory sampling.

No additional PAH sampling is required as per the decision reached between the EPA and the
Navy at the April 29-30, 1997, mesting:

Comment 35: The review of the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-Contaminated
& - .
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Soils Report also indicated that: 1) the approach used to determine the area of soil ta be excavated and
sampled was not provided and 2) the selected clean up level of 100 ppm of TPH clean up level was not
attained for the excavated soil ( analytical data show that the soil samples collected from several excavated
areas contained concentrations of TPH above 100 ppm). EPA recommends scheduling a mesting with the
Department of Navy to discuss options for establishing clean up levels for the soil at the POL SW\/HJS

‘and performing confirmatory sampling for constituents detected above screening levels. Revise the Teport '
to include this additional bacxcrround field investigation mformatlon and sampling plan.

As agreed to atthe April 29-30, 1997, mesting the Navy will submit a more detailed explanation

of the locations and a more detailed rationale for soil sampling during the removal action. This

clarification is added to the E Lxcavanon Transpor*atlon and DlSpOSEU of Pstroleum-Contaminated
Soils Report. '

Comment 36: In a March7, 1995 phone conversation between Ms. Elizabeth Quinn, Toxicologist, EPA
“and Mr. James Harris, Project Manager, Department of Navy, documented in @ memorandum

(Enclosure 1), Mr. Harris stated that the Department of Navy intended to install an‘additional groundwater
--monitoring well immediately southwest of the fireman practice area (SWMU 11) and’.sampie it for volatite
organic contaminants, total petroleum hydrocarbouns, and metals; including arsenic. Provide the date of
the well installation, specify the location of this well, provide ail the well elevation and analytical data
collected from this well since the date of instailation and any additional interpretations and/or &,ovclusxon
developed by the Department of Navy based on this data. Specify whether the additional interpretations
and/or conclusions confirm or alter previous interpretations and/or conclusions made by the Department of
Navy regarding the groundwater flow direction and/or the extent of contamination. Further comments
and/or re'“ommendanons wﬂl be formcommcr after EPA has had *he ooporfumtv To review this adantwnai
mformanon : : : : b

The Navy actually installed two wells. They are 11- ‘vIW-i and 11-MWS, Well 11 \/TW4 {s located
approximately 250 fest west/ southwest (hydraulicaily downgradient) of the southern training pit -

-and well 11-MW?5 is located directly southwest (hvdrauhcaﬂy downgradient)of the southern
training pit. A figure that depicts the locations of the wells and a table that contains the measuring
point and water table elevations are provided as a response to Comment 33. The locations we

“'reviewed and approved by Joel Hennessy/EPA Region III, prior to installation. The groundwater
flow direction is to the west-southwest generally consistent with previously determined flow
patterns. -

The wells were sampled. The results of sampling are tabulated on tables that accompany the
figures. In summary, the results yielded no notable detections of VOCs, SVOCs, or TPH.
Therefore, the Navy recommends that W'\{U 1 be removed from the RC’%A Corre tive Action
Program at Ocesdna.

- SWMU 15 Abandoned Tank Farm
Preliminary RiskManagemeut Decision: Residential
Comments on the RFI-Phase 1 and RFI-Phase II

Comment 37: On page 4-136 of :the RFI-Phase I Report, the Department of Navy should revise the report

]
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to incorporate a detailed response for the specific comment 9b. in the January 10, 1994 letter addressed to
Erica Dameron, VADEQ, from N.M. Johnson, Department of Navy (free | nroduct thickness in MW-3 at
SWMU 15 was not measured during this 1992 investigation).

- The Navy has prepared an errata sheet for the Phase [ RFI Report to address this commss. .
The Navy was uncertain of the specific context of this comment with respect to - text found on-
Page 4-136 of the RF1-Phase I Report. We prepared an errata shest to insert the following text on -
Page 4-128, end of the 1 paragraph: Free product thickness was not measured in MW-3 at
SWMU 15 in during the Phase [ RFI field mvesﬂgaﬂon. This comment could refer to an earlier
draft of the report. :

Comment 38: Many conclusions were made regarding the extent of soil contarnination at this SWMU *hat

cannot adequately be supported by the limited analytical data collected during the phase I and IT RFT
investigations. Revise applicable sections of the report to include further discussion and assumption

- drawn to develop the conclusions regarding the source(s), fate and transpon via seil as a.oathwa\/ and the

extent of 3011 contamination at this SWMU in these reports. ‘

As agreed at the meeting on April 29-30, 199/ the Navy has rowded a tabulanon of past soil
sampling results at SWMU 15, including results from the \/Iawn, 1996 sampling completed 0
“identify the full extent of soil to be excavated for remediation. These data are incorporated as an
attachment to these comment Tesponses. ) '

Commem 39 It is not clear from reviewing the Site Location and History and Past Investigations and RF1

Site Actions Sections of the RFI-Phase [ Report and the: Site Conditions and [nvestigat on Activities

Sections of the RFI- F’hase 11 Reportor from. viewing ‘the 11 ures in either report where thres of the six

tanks were located or Whether all possxble aourﬁes ot i contamination at this SWMU- Have been

identified and/or fully investigated. For examo ¢, has the aviation fuel oump house eqmpment be°n
removed? - :

The Phase | RFI report shows the six tanks in Figures 4-7-1 and 4-7-2 Thev have a hatchured -
pattern. Three large round concrete tanks are labeled G-3, G- 6, and G 9. The three smaller tanks
are connected to the buried pipeline (labeled) and are located at the south end of the site. During
~the Phase | RFI the Navy collected 12 in-situ cr:r@undwater samples {GP1 to GP12). During the .
Phase Il RF] the Navy collected an additional 17 in-siwu groundwater samples (GP13 to GP29),
collected 15 in-situ soil samples (GP13 to GP20), installed and sampled 11 monitoring weils
(MW5 to MW15), installed and measured six piezometers (PZ1 to PZ6), and installed six test pits
(TP1to TPE): Coveraue of the site is deemed adequate to determine the probable sources of
hydrocarbon contamination as illustrated in RFI Phase 11 figures 2-3-2 2 through 2-3-9,

During the CMS the Navy collected 5 surface soils (SS1 to SS3), collected 3 subsurface soil
samples (TT1 to TT3), collected 3 in-situ groundwater samples (GP30 to GP34), and installed and
sampled 2 shallow monitoring wells (MW 16 and MW17). These data were collected to ﬁll a data
gap at the south end of the site and assess treatability parameters. Coverage of the site is extensive
as iilustrated in RFI Phase 11 figures 2-3-2 through 2-3-9 and CMS figures A-15 to A-26. No-areas
that could represent data gaps that might lead to the identification of additional sources of
hydrocarbon contamination have been identified.

*
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As stated in the RFI, the aviation fuel pump house and all storage tanks were removed in the
1980s.

Comment 40: A review of both RFI reports show that PAH compounds were either not analyzed for in
soils (Phase I Report) or were only analyzed in one subsurface soil (2-4 ft.) sample {15-G$14) but was

not detected above the detection limit of <67,000 ppb (ses Table 2-3-3 3 in Phase II Report). It may also
possibly mean that PAHs are present at a concentration below 67,000 ppb in the subsurface soils.
Therefore, EPA recommends scheduling a' mesting to discuss the need for performing confirmatory
sampling for PAHs and BTEX compounds in the surficial and subsurface soil and/or groundwater at this
SWMU. Further comments and/or recommendations will be forthcoming as the CMS phase of this project:
pfdc eds and EPA has had the opportunity to review the final comprehensive bioremediation project
proposal and project status reports for the soil bioremediation project currently being Lmdertaken at this
SWMU.

As agreed at the meeting on April 29- 30, 1997, the Navy has provided a tabulamon of past soil
sampling results at SWMU 13, including resuits from the March, 1996 mmphnc completed to
identify the full extent of soil 10 be excavated for remediation. These data are incorporated as an -

- attachment to these comment responses. A figure accompanies the table. A long-term monitoring.
plan for groundwater sampling is being prepared for SWMU 13 that will include the analysis for*®
BTEX. All remediated soil will be confirmatory aamolpd for PAHS,

Comment 41: At this juncuure, it is worth noting that chlorinated volatile hydrocarbons were detected in
the groundwater at SWMU 13, according to the second to last paragraph on page 2-26 of the RFI-Phase II
Report. The Department of Navy has not provided any recommendations in this report that address the
chlorinated organic compounds at this SWMU. Revise the report to incorporate a proposal for addressing
the chiorinated hydrocarbon contamination detected at this SWMU by either conducting further
1nvest1gat10n or remediation or the rationale for not addressing this contammanon.

; % Dan of the Phase I RFI for SW \/fU 15, isomers of 1,2- DCIJ were d\.xe ted in in-situ ,
groundwater in the northwestern part of site at sample locations GP8 (11 ug/L), GP27 (4.2 uD/L)
and GP28 (2.4ug/L). As part of the CMS for SWMU 15, at in-situ groundwater sample [ocation
GP30 in the southern portion of site an isomer of 1,2-DCE was detected at 2.5 ug/L and vinyl -

chloride was detected in at 5.5 wug/L. The EPA Region [II RBCs for isomers of 1,2-DCE are
61ug/L or 120 ug/L. Therefore the 1,2-DCE is not deemed to be a problem. The EPA Reomn T
RBC for vinyl chloride is 0.019 ng/L. The MCL for vinyl hlorﬂae 18 2:0 ped..
The vmy chloride concentration at the site sxceeds the MCL by less than an order of maammde
Vinyl chloride was only ‘detected at one location in-situ (GP30). Vinyl chloride has noz been
detected at any other in-situ or permanent monitoring points. Under the prevailing groundwater
gradient, this location is at the up-gradient edge of the site and sources of hydrocarbon

‘contamination have been identified proximai to this sampling location. A long-term monitoring
plan for groundwater sampling is being prepared for SWMU 15 that will include the analysis for
vinyl chloride. If vinyl chloride is detected in site monitoring wells at a similar concentration for
two.or more sampling rounds an additional site investigation for viny! chloride might be
necessary.

3
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Comment 42: Based on the discussion on page 2-29 of the RFI-Phase II Report, for SWMU 15 it may be
deduced that the groundwater flow direction varies significantly over time and that the sources of the
releases are unknown, in some cases, with a high degree of certainty. Revise the RFI-Phase II Report to
state that uncertainty exist regarding the groundwater flow direstion and will be further evaluated during
the CMS phase of the project and the development and review of the groundwater monitoring plan for
SWMU 15. Also, future remediation options shouid take these factors into account. Further comments on
the variable groundwater flow dlrectlon will be prov1ded by EPA during the review of the groundwater
monitoring plan for SWMU 13, ‘

The Navy addressed the uncertainty in the groundwater flow in the CMS for SWMU 15. CMS
results demonstrated a local groundwater flow reversal that was also noted during one round of
water table monitoring during the Phase II RFL. Continued long-term monitoring of groundwater
at this SWMU will provide additional delineation of variations in the groundwater flow direction.

Comment 43: Additional comments may be forthcoming within two weeks of the Navy’s receipt of this
letter which will address concerns related to the emergent wetland discussed 1 n the Enwmnmemal Setting
Section of the RFI-Phase I Report (page 4-128).

No comments have been received that address concerns related 1o the emergent wetland..

SWMU 16 Pesticide S:Drage Area

Preliminary Risk ¥anagement Decision: Residenfial

Comments on the RFI-Phase I

Comment 44: The findings of the RFI-Phase I investigation, presented in the Fate and Transport Section
(page 4-149) of the RFI-Phase | report, indicates that the soil from a depth of 0 1o 1.0 foot may be
contaminated and may possibly erode; especially during periods of heavy precipitation there is a potential
for s0il to erode and flow into the ditch in this area. . [n addition, it is further stated that infiltration through
the unsaturated zone to the water table could act asa transport mechanism for these contaminants.. i
However,’ it is concluded, based on assumptions, that erosion may notbe a siﬁniﬂcant transport

echanism because much of the ditch i“ covered with grass and the drainage feature is not strong.

‘ ;h efore, ?he Department of Navy isn't recommendm@ any future RFI or CVFS activities at this SWMU.
However, based on the preliminary screening results from the RFI-Phase I investicaﬁon and data gaps in
background and site specific information, EPA is unable to agree with the Navy’s recommendation to not
conduct additional RFI or CMS activities. Sufficient site specific information is not availabie to conclude
that the contaminants will not migrate via the soil erosion and/or the vertical migration pathways identified
in the RFI-Phase | investigation. '

Therefore, EPA recommends conducting a limited record review and investigation to collect additional
background and site specific data, such as, the type of visual contamination noted during the RFI
investigation, the locations of the visual contamination in this area, sampling the soil and groundwater in
the grossly contaminated areas of the golf course and pesticide storag: e area (Building ), and sample the
sdiments in-the area of the shallow swale that flows into the ditch (that is the potential receptor of the

]
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erosion) in the direction of Eighth Street. The Department of Navy shall revise the report to include this
additional background and site specific data and a sampling plan.

The Navy has submitted additional details on the site characteristics below. This is the only
information available. Detection limits from previous sampling are attached. Provided these
details are as stated in the April 29-30 1997, meeting discussion, the EPA does not see the need
for additional sampiinc as per the decision reached between the EPA and the \Javy at the mesting.

‘As noted in the RF], the alleged site of the pesticide disposal at the golf course support facility is a
dirt area currently under the roof of an equipment storage structure. The structure is open on one
side. Although the dirt area is protected from direct rainfall, runoff from some portion of the
facility yard drains through a low point at the end of the support structure. A grassed drainage
swale begins at the outside of the support structure opposite to the low point. The grassy drainage
swale has a gentle slope. precluding serious erosion. ' -

SWMTU 18 Hazardous Waste Storage Area, Building 200 - S
Preliminary Risk Management Decision: Industrial

Commenis on the R¥I-Phase I, CMS POL and Excavation, Transportation and Dlszm:,al of
Petrolenm-Contaminated Soils Reports

Comment 43: Revise the Health and Environmental %sseasmem Section of the RF[-Phase ! Report ( pace
4-152-154) to include a discussion stating that benzo{ b)ﬂuoranthene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene sxce

the industrial RBC as a response to comment 11 paragraph 3 of the VADEQ's September 10, 1993 1erte"
addressed to Captam J.W. Craine, Ir., from Erica S. Dameron, VADEQ. In addition, this discussion
should describe the potential impact to human health and the environment resulting from such
exceedences of the industrial RBC lévels.

AHs were dﬂtecued at SWMU 18 in soil during both the Phase 1 RFT and the CMS.
rorthe RFI:

Benzo(a)pyrene excesded the industrial soil screening level.in Sample 18-SS2. The detecaon was
4.8 mg/kg and the screening level is G 78 mg/kg.

For the CMS:

Benzo(b)fluoranthene exceeded the industrial soil screening level in Sample 18-S84-1, The
‘detection was 13 mg/kg and the screening level is 7.8 mg/kg. ‘

Ben zo(a pyrene exceeded the industrial soil screening level in Sample 18-SS4-1 and 18-386. The
detections were 13 mg/kg and 2.2 mg/kg, respectively, and the screeningtevel is 0.78 mg/ke.

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene sxceeded the industrial soil screening level in Sample 18- S54-1.The
detection was 13 mg/kg and the screening level is 7.8 mg/kg.

Dibenz(a, h)anthracene exceeded the industrial soil screening level in. Sample 18-SS4-1. The
Qetec ion was 2.3 mg/kg and the screening level is 0.78 mg/kg. '

4
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that a “well was installed on September 21, 1954 as part of tite characterization work for SWMU 2F 2
- would be analyzed for VOCs, PAHs, and TPH”. Provide a figure identifying the location of this Wai '

The areas where these detections occurred have subsequently been excavated. Confirmatory »
sampling for is scheduled as part of the Phase III RFI investigation. Samples will be collected and

analyzed for VOCs, PAHs, and PCBs. Sampling results will be documented in the Phase Ih RF1
report.

Comment 46: Based on a review of the above referenced reports, the August 25, 1994 letter addressed to
Mr. James F. Harris, Department of Navy, from David L. Toth, EPA and the October 26, 1994 letter
addressed to David Toth, EPA, from N. M. Johnson, Department of Navy, it appears that the groundwater
flow direction has not been determined for this SWMU to date. Conseguently, as it is stated in the
Comment 10b. of the August 25, 1994 letter, the extent of contamination cannot be detertnined for this
SWMU with data from only one in-situ groundwater bampie without determining the groundwater flow
direction. The Department of Navy responded to this comment in it’s October 26, 1994 letter by-statin g

g
- ;;ﬂ:g-:

D_

mstalled in relations to- SWMU.18. . In addition, provide a narrative description of this location and the
findings of the additional investigation and analytical data collected. For example, specify the
groundwater flow direction and the extent of contamination. If analytical data is not available, collect an .
additional in-situ sample at this 2E well location as confirmation of the ﬁndmgs of the existing data.

The Navy has prowded a figure That ahows the wroundw ter flow direction at S W \/}U 7;: in

LAY

relations to SWMU 18 as agreed in the April 29-30, 1997, meeting Analvtical data for well 2E-.
- MW?9 is tabulated on an errata sheet. Vinyl chloride was detected in groundwater at well 2ZE-MW9
at a level of 13 ug/L in October, 1994 and 14 ug/L in March 1995, The EPA Region III RBC for

“vinyi chloride is 0.019 ug/L. This is a contaminant level which chal lenges analytical detection.
The MCL for vinyl chloride is 2.0 ug/L.

Comment 47: Table 1-8 of the CMS POL Report shows that PCBs were detected in samples at
concentrations above residential RBC at 91 and 110 ppb. Also, PAHs were detected in samples at

_concentrations above the industrial RBC. Furthermore, a review of the October 26, 1994 letter addressed

to Mr. David Toth, EPA, from N.M. Johnson, Department of Navy, and the Excavation, Transportation

‘and Disposal of Petroleum-Contaminated Soils Report also indicated that the Department of Navy has: not:ﬁ -

adewaxeiy addressed comments 16, 17 and 18 of EPA’s August 25, 1994 comments letter o dazs,

Specifically, it appears that the Department failed to conduct: confirmatory sampling for PAHs and other

applicabie parameters as a last step after the TPH-based excavation work was completed, collect sa’noies
of the side wall soil of the areas excavated (at least, in areas underlying asphalt or concrete), and discuss
and reach an agregment with EPA regarding the procedurss for sampling during the excavation before the
remediation work was conducted. EPA recommends scheduling a mesting with the Department of Navy
to discuss options for establishing clean up levels for the soil at the POL SWMUs and performing : '
conﬁrmatorv sampling for constituents detected above health-based screening levels,

As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy will conduct confirmatory sampling at
this SWMU. Six subsurface soil samples will be collected from a depth of 1.0 foot and analyzed

~for VOCs, PAHs, and PCBs. The resuits of this sampling will be documented in a Phase [IIRFI
report. The Navy has provided a figure to the EPA that-shows the locations of the samples
collected during the excavation work as an attachment to these commenits.

Ed
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Comument 48: The review of the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-Contaminated
Soils Report also indicated that: 1) the approach used to determine the area of soil to be excavated and
sampled was not provided and 2) the selected clean up level of 100 ppm of TPH was not attained for the
excavated soil (analytical data show that several of the soil samples collected from the excavated areas
contained concentrations of TPH above 100 ppm). Therefore, as-mentioned in the above comment, EPA
recommends scheduling a mesting with the Department of Navy to discuss options for establishing clean
up levels for the soil at the POL SWMUs and performing confirmatory sampling for constituents detected
above screening levels. Revise the report to include this additional background field investigation
information and submit a confirmatory sampling plan.

As agreed 10 at the Aprﬂ 29-30, 1997 mesting, the Navy will conduct uonﬂmafory sampling at
this SWMU. Six subsurface soil samples will be collected from a depth of 1.0 foot and analyzed

for VOCs, PAHs, and PCBs. The results of this sampling will be documented in 2 Phase LII RF1
report.

Comment 49: In addition, the review of the Excavation, Transportation and DESDOS‘al of Petroleum-
Contaminated Soils Rwoort identified that the limits of excavation are not clearty defined for the initial or
additional extended areas of soil removed and locations where the soil samples were collected. Provi ae a

“figure and narrative description that clearly delineates Tha areas of evavaaed soil and identifies the -

location where the :amv!es were collectad.

The Navy has provided a figure to the EPA that shows the locations of the samples collected
during the eXcavation WOork as an attachment to these commients.

 SWMU 19 Waste Oil Storage Area, Building 541

Preliminary Risk Manacement Decision: Industrial

Comments ou the RFE—Phase 1, CMS POL and Excavation, Transpoﬂatmn and Dlsposail of
Petroleum Contammated Soils Reports

'Cemment 50: The RFI-Phase I Report should be revised to incorporate a response to comment 12

paragraph 2 of the VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, Jr,,

~Department of Navy, from Erica Dameron, VADEQ), as also requested during the preparation of the

Janvary 30, 1997 project meeting held in the EPA Region 111 Office. Provide a map showing all
recreational, residential (famil y and adult) wetland and SWMUs (approximate extent of ground water
plumes and areas of soil excavations) on and surrounding the 1Jaczh*y

Appendml of the CMS for SWMUs 1/2B/2C provides the r°quested information in I Figures I, 2,»
4, and 6.

Comment 51: Based on a review of the above referenced reports, the August 25, 1994 letter addressed to
Mr. James F. Harris, Department of Navy, from David L. Toth, EPA and the October 26, 1994 leiter

addressed to David Toth, EPA, from N.M. Johnson, Department of Navy, it appears that the groundwater
flow direction has not be determined for this SWMU to date. Consequently, as it is stated in Comment 11
of the August 24, 1994 letter, the extent of contamination carnot be determined for this SWMU with data -
from only one iri—situ groundwater sample without determining the groundwater flow direction. The

>
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Department of Navy stated in the October 26, 1994 letter that the location of this in-situ groundwater
sample was beneath the most contaminated area. EPA reserves final comment on this issue pending the
review of the.ﬁndings of the confirmatory sample referenced in the next comment.

At the April 29-30, 1997, mesting between the Navy and the EPA, the Navy agreed to obtamm
water level data from monitoring wells located at the CITGO service station located adjacent to
SWMU 19. These data, collected for a UST corrective action plan for the NEX station which is
near SWMUs 19 and 20, show that the groundwater flow direction is to the southeast (figure
attached). The one in-situ groundwater sample was collected at the down-gradient sdge of the
contaminated area. The groundwater sample did not contain any constituents above the MCL.
‘Therefore, the Navy recorumends that no additional sampling should be necessary.

Comment 52: A review of the October 26, 1994 letter addressed to Mr. David Toth, EPA, from. N N:M.

- Johnson, Department of Navy and the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-
Contaminated Soils Report indicated that the Department of Navy has not adequately addressed comm»ntb
16,17 and 18 of EPA’s August 25, 1994 comments letter to date. Specifically, it appears that the
Department failed to conduct: confirmatory sampling for PAHs and other applicable: parameters:as a last ‘
step after the TPH-based excavation work was completed, collect samples of the side wall'soil of the areas
excavated {at least, in areas underlying asphalt or concrete), and discuss and reach an agreement with EPA

regarding the procedures for sampling during the excavation before the remediation work was conducted. ™

In addition, a review of the Excavartion, Transportation and Disposal of Petreleum-Contaminated Soils
Report shows that the quantitation limits for PAHs are set high or samples were not analyzed for PAH
constituents. Thus, it is difficuit to determine whether PAH constituents are present at concentrations
below this high detection limit (<1,400 ppb) (1ao e 1-13.CMS POL Report) but above industrial RBCs for
‘carcinogenic constituents. EPA recommends scheduling a meeting with the Department 6T Navy o
discuss options for establishing clean up levels for the soils at the POL SWMUs and performing
confirmatory sampling for the constituents detected above health-based screening levels. Following this
meeting, the Department of ‘\Javy shall submit a plan for performing confirmatory sampling.

Atthe April 29-30, 1997, mesting betwsen the Navy and the A, the Navy reviewed the TPH. .
~and PAH results from soﬂ sampling. 1he Navy and the EPA agreed that no confirmatory soil
sampling is necessary. o o '

‘Comment 33: The review of the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-Contaminated:
Soils Report also indicated that the approach used to determine the area of soil to be éxcavated and
sampled was not provided. Revise the report to include this additional background field investigation
information.

The approach for delineating limits for excavation was based on analytical data from the RFIs and
the POL CMS report. The limits of excavation were based on the TPH level of 100 mg/kg. Other
limiting factors included physical constraints such as buildings, concrete pads, asphalt or concrete
roads or the groundwater table. The approach, once mobilized in the field; was to excavate to the
limits specified in the CMS and on the drawings. The limits of excavation were confirmed in the
field with Ensys test kits for TPH. A management decision was then made based on the sampling
- results. For.example, if a confirmatory sample was close to the soil guidance level of 10G-sg/kg,
or if a sample was isolated (i.€., in between two confirmatory samples that were below 100
mg/kg),&then a management decision on that area would be made. Other management decisions

¥
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were made based on physical constraints such as high hits that butt up to buildings or roadways
that would have made excavation not feasible either physically or monetarily. This information is
also included on an errata sheet for the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-
Contaminated Soils Report.

SWMU 20 Waste Oil Stai‘age Area, Building 543
Preliminary Risk Management Decision: Industrial

Comments on-the R¥I1-Phase I, CMS POL and Excavation, Transportanon and Dssposai of -
Pezreieum Contaminated Soils Repor‘s

- Comment 54: The RFI-Phase ] Report referred to “other solvent disposed of and/or used at the garage at
this SWMU?”. List these other solvents in the narrative of the report and revise the text of the report if this
specific background information alters the conclusions of the investigation as stated in this version of the
report. - : L
When the facility first opened in the late 1970s it provided several ¢coversd enéine cleaning tanks.
The tanks were set on wheels so they were mobile. According to facility personnel the ranks wers
primarily used inside the building where airlines were available for providing agitation to
accelerate the cleaning process. Occasionaily, some|tanks may have-been rolled outside and used
there. PD680 was the engine cleaner. The tanks were only used for one to two vears. Waste
PD68]0 was disposed of in an onsite underground storage tank. In addition, there was, and still is, a

parts cleaner supplied and managed by Safety Kleen.

Various cleaners have been used to clean floors and| walls inside the building. These include
formula 4500 degreaser and PD680. Floor and wall wash-down does 10 a floor drain that
discharges to.an oil/water separator. Separated oil then discharges to the underground storage tank
and separator water flows to0 the sanitary sewer.

Comment 55: Based on a review of the above referenced reports, the August 25, 1994 letter addressed 0.,
Mr. James F. Harris, Department of Navy, from David L. Toth, EPA and the October 26, 1994 letter 5
addressed to David Toth, EPA, from N.M. Johnson, Department of Navy, it appears that the groundwater
flow direction has not been determined for this SWMU to date. Consequently, as it is stated in the
Comment 12 of the August 24, 1994 letter, the extent of contamination cannot be determined for this
SWMU with data from only one in-situ groundwater sample without determining the groundwater flow
direction. The Department of Navy stated in the October 26, 1994 letter that the location of this in-sim
groundwater sample was beneath the most contaminated area. EPA reserves final comment on this issue
pendxnc the review of the ﬁnamcs of the conﬁmatory sample referenced in the next comment.

At the April 29-30, 1997, mesting ’oe‘tween the Navy and the EPA, the Navy agreed to obtain
water level data from monitoring wells located at the CITGO service station located adjacent to .
SWMU 19. These data, collected for a UST corrective action plan for the NEX station which is ~
near SWMUs 19 and 20, show that the groundwater| flow direction is to the southeast (figure
attached for comment 51). Sample 20-889 was removed during the CMS; therefore, The Navy
recommends that no additional soil sampling should be required.
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Comment 56: A review of the October 26, 1994 letter addressed to Mr: David'l'ﬁ)th; EPA, from N.M.
Johnson, Department of Navy and the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum- ,
Contaminated Soils Report indicated that the Department of Navy has not adequately addressed comments
16,17 and 18 of EPA’s August 25, 1994 comments letter to date. Specifically, it appears that the
Department failed to conduct confirmatory sampling for PAHs and other applicabie parameters as a last
step after the TPH-based excavaiion work was completed, collect samples of the side wall soil of the areas
excavated (at least, in areas underlying asphalt or concrete), and discuss and reach an agreement with EPA
regarding the procedures for sampling during the excavation before the remediation work was conducted.
EPA recommends scheduling a mesting with the Department of Navy to discuss options for establishing
clean up levels for the soil at the POL SWMUs and performing confirmatory sampling for the
constituents detected above health-based screening levels. Following this meeting, the Department of
Navy shall submit a plan for performing counfirmatory sampling. '

At the April 29-30, 1997, meeting between the Navy and the EPA, the Navy agreed to obtain

water level data from monitoring wells located at the CITGO service station located adjacent to
SWMU 19. These data, collected for a UST corrective action plan for the NEX station which is
near SWMUs 19 and 20, show that the groundwater flow direction is to the southeast (figure
attached for comment 51). Sample 20-S89 was removed during the CMS, therefore, no additional -
soil sampling will be required. - o - S,

Cemment 57: The review of the g‘xcavation.:_Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum- Contaminatéd
- Soils Report also indicated that the approach used to determine the area of soil to be excavated and
sampled was not T*rovmed Revise the report to mc*ude this additional background field investigation
xnfonnamon

The approach for delineating limits for excavation was based on analytical data from the RFIs and
the POL CMS report. The limits of excavation were based on the TPH level of 100 mg/ke. Other
limiting factors included physical constraints such as buildings, concrete pads, asphalt or concrete
roads or the groundwater 1able. The approach, once mobilized in the field, was te excavare to the
limits specified in the CMS and on the drawings. The limits of excavation were confirmed in the
- field with Ensys test kits for TPH. A management decision was then made based on the sampling
“results. For example, if a onfirmatory sample was close 10 the soil guidance level of 100 mmkg,
or if a sample was isolated (ie., in between two confirmatory samples that were below 100 mg/kg),

then a management decision on that area would be made. Other management decisions were
made based on physical constraints such as high hits that burt up 1o buﬂdmcs or roadways that
would have made excavation not feasible either physically or monetarily. This information is also
included on an errata shest for the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-
Contaminated Soils Report.

SWMU 21 Transformer Storage Yard
?reiiminary Risk Management Decision: Industrial
. Comment ¢n the RFI-Phase I Report

Comment 38: Specify the current use of this area.

&
*
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Empty and clean dumpsters are now stored in a portion of the area where transformers were
previously stored.

Comment 39: EPA agrees with the Department of Navy that based on the evaluation of the analytical
Polychlorinated Biphenyis (PCB) data in this report that PCB contamination is not a concern. However,
EPA is in agreement with YADEQ’s recommendation that the TPH contamination requires further
evaluation (See September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, Jr., Department of Navy
from Erica S. Dameron, VADEQ and January 10, 1994 letter addressed to Ms. Erica Dameron, VADEQ
from N, M. Johnson, Department of Navy). EPA is therefore not in agresment with the Department of
Navy’s recommendation to not conduct additional RFT or CMS activities because this recommendation is
based on a 50% confirmation (TPH was detected at a concentration above Virginia guidelines in 1 of 2
- samples analyzed for TPH). Therefore, EPA recommends further charactenzauon of the soil and
groundwater in this area 1o evaluate the extent of TPH contamination initially detected at a high -
concentration of 242,000 ppb at soil sample location 21-S86. The Department of Navy shall revise the
RF1-Phase I Report appropriately and submit a plan for performing confirmatory sampling for TPH and
PAH compounds. Further RFI and/or CMS activities may be warrantad if the results of this additional
analysis reveals TPH and/or PAH contamination ﬂxceedmc Virginia 0u1del1nes for TPT—I or RBC industrial
standards PAH constituents. :

As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 mesting, the Navy wxll conduct confirmatory sampling at.
this SWMU at two areas where the TPH contamination was the highest. Two soil samples will be
collected from a depth of 0.5 1o 1.0 feet and analyzed for SVOCs. A third surface soil sample,
located at a drainage ditch will be analyzed for SVOCs and PCBs. The results of this sampling
will be documented in a Phase I RF1 report,

- Comment 60: Explain the reason for not collecting any samples from the off-site drainage pathways
described in the Site and History Section (Page 4-171) and the Ecology Section (Page 4-173) of the report.

-As agreed 1o at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy will conduct confirmatory sampling at
this SWMU at two areas where the TPH contamination was the highest. Two scoil samples will e
collected from a depth of 0.5 to 1.0 feet and analyzed for SVOCs. A third surface soil sample,
located at a drainage ditch will be analyzed for SVOCs and PCBs. The results of this samplma g
will be documented in a Phase [II RF] report. B

SWMU 22 Construction Debris Landfill
Preliminary Risk Management Decision: Industrial
Comments on the RFI-Phase I

Comment 61: The Health and Environmental Assessment Section of the RFI-Phase [ Report (the'last
sentence of the first paragraph on this page 4-190) should be revised to provide a response to comment 15
paragraph 2 of the VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J. W. Crains, Jr.,
Department of Navy from Erica Dameron, VADEQ. Provide further rationale for the increase in
concentration of the contaminanis detected downstream and any potential impact that may be caused.
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As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy has prepared an explanation for the
surface water data interpretation referenced above. If the EPA concurs they will close out the site.

Theksurfac’e water in the drainage ditch is not tidally influenced.

Contaminants identified as exceeding human heaith criteria are arsenic, iron, and manganese. In

surface water arsenic was detected.at 1.1 ug/L in the downstream sample location. This detection

is between the instrument detection level and the contract required detection level. The upstream

level was less than the mstrument detection limit of 0.68 ug/L. Iron was detected at 1250 ug/L

downstream of the SWMU versus 1070 ug/L upstream. This is not a significant difference at these -

concentrations. Manganese was detected at 102 ug/L downstream of the SWMU versus 73.9 ug/L
upstream. This also is nota s1gn1ﬁcant difference at these concentrations.

This comparison of analytical detections at the sample location upstream hydraulically upgradient)
and downstream (hydraulically downgradient) of the landfill indicate that the levels of arsenic,
iron, and manganese detected upstream of SWMU 22 are similar to those detected downstream of
SWMU 22. Therefors, SWMU 22 is. not having an obvious deleterious effect orthe surface water
quality in the drainage ditch. -

Common inorganics such as iron, aluminum, magnesium, and manganese were higher inthe
dowastream sediment sample (22-SD1) than the upstream sample (22-SD2). Many trace metals
were detected at levels between the contract required detection level-and the instrument detection”™
level. Many others were not detected at the instrument detection level.

Comment$2: The Health and Environmental Assessment Section of the RFI-Phase | Report (the last

- paragraph on this page 4-190) should be revised-to c;amfy the Department of Navy’s response to comment
15 paragraph 4 of the VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, Jr.,
Department of Navy from E*ica Dameron, VADEQ: For instance, it is stated that no human health based
standards or guidelines were exceeded. Later it is stated that the human health values were excesded when
applied to the protection of terresirial organisms. Explain or correct this noted inconsistency.

The statement that no human health based standards or guidelines were exceeded i 15 mcor*ec‘f AB
errata sheet has been prepared to effectively swike this statement from the report.

Comment 63: Specify the location of the “nearby land” that is treated with pesticides and c‘onsidered the -
probabie source of the DDT, DDE and DDD contamination detected at this SWMU.

The R¥1 Phase [ report dégsnot sumest that there is an agricultural or recreational field in the
immediate area of SWMU 22. However, the RFI Phase | report does document that there is a
nearby agricultural field at SWMU 23, Surface soil sampling for pesticides is proposed for this
field. The resuits will be documented in the Phase III RFI report.

Comment 64: EPAisin agresment with the Department of Navy’s recommendation to not conduct :
further RFI and/or CMS activities at this SWMU based on the review of the low concentration of pesticide
and metal constituents detected in the samples collected at this SWMU and presented in this report.



SWMU 23 Bowser, Building 830

Prelimiaary Risk Management Decision: Industrial
Comment on the RFI-Phase I

Comment 65: Specify when the area was asphalted.

The area in the back of the building 830 has been asphalted for over 25 years. Photographs taken
during the RFA show the bowser resting on asphalt

Comment 66: Revise the text of the report to include 2 detailed description explaining the surface water -
run off pattern (where surface water run off is likety to collect) for this SWMU. Has a sample ! been
collected in Lhe area where the surface water run off is likely to collect at this SWMU?

The Navy will insert an errata sheet to revise the text of the report to include a detailed description
explaining the surface water run off pattern.

Surface water from the area drains to drop inlets in the pavement and then enters the station storm
~water sewers prior to discharge to a major drainage ditch. No samples have been collected inthe .
s drainage ditch.

Comment 67: It appears that the previous waste management practices described in the RFI-Phase 1
Report at this SWMU were similar to the waste management practices at SWMU 24 and therefore may
“have the same contamination. EPA is concerned that mobile soil contaminants may have migraied to the
groundwater or that the soil contamination is not fully characterized at lower depths than the 0.5-1.0 foot
depth that the three soils samples were collected at this SWMU. Therefore, EPA recommends conducting
confirmatory in-situ sampling of the soil at lower depths and in-situ Geoprobe sampling of the
groundwarer in the locations of the soil samples and/or locations with visible signs-of contamination. The
Department of Navy shall submit a plan for performing this confirmatory sampling. '

As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy has prepared an errata sheet that contain

text to discriminate between and further describe the duferences between Site 24 (a Navy ;acliltyﬁ‘:' r

and SWN&U 23 (a cmhzn faeility).

SWMU 23 is a civilian-operated facility that conducts maintenance on light vehicles. They have
generally generated less waste than has SWMU 24 and have used standard waste containment
measures. For example, changing oil in an automobile involved the volume of oil contained in an
automobile crank case and the oil was likely drained into a standard drum equipped with a

“collection neck and funnel apparatus. The civilian operation is likely to have operated using waste
management practices that minimized exposure to the environment.

~ In comparison, SWMU 24 is a Navy-operated (CBs) facility that conducts maintenance on heavy
equipment. They tear down and rebuild diesel equipment and have commonly utilized degreasers.
They have generally generated more waste than has SWMU 23 in light of the massive equipment
that is repaired. The Navy operation is likely to have operated with a higher degree of carelessness
with respect to waste management practices that minimized exposure to the environment.
F :
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The Navy has provided the detection limits for previous PAH sampling.

If these two explanations are deemed satisfactory to the EPA, no additional sampling will be
necessary. : e : '

SWMU 24 Bowser Building, Building 840
Preliminary Risk Management Decision: Industrial

Csmmems on the R¥L-Phase I, RFT Phase T1, CMS ?OL and Excavatmn, Tranapeﬂa#en and
Disposal of Petroleum-Contaminated Seils Reports’

‘Comment 68: Based on a review of the above referenced reports, the August 25, 1994 letter addressed to
Mr. James F. Harris, Department of Navy from David L. Toth, EPA and the October 26, 1994 letter
addressed to David Toth, EPA from N.M: Jofinson, Department of Navy, it appears that the groundwater
flow direction has not be determined for this SWMU to date. Consequently, as it is stated in Comment 11
of the August 24, 1994 letter, the extent of contaminarion cannot be determined for this SWMU with data
from only one in-situ groundwater sample without determining the groundwater flow direction. The
Department of Navy stated in the October 26, 1994 letter that the location of this in-situ groundwater
~ sample was beneath the most contaminated area. EPA reserves final comment on'this issue pending the
review of the undmcs of the confirmatory sample referenced in the next comment. ’

~As’agreed 1o at the Apnil 29-30, 1597 meeting the grovndwater flow chre tion is well
charactferized because of later work during the CMS.

Comment 69: A review of the October 26, 1994 letter addressed to Mr. David Toth, EPA, from N.M.
Jonhnson, Department of Navy and the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-
Contaminated Soils Report indicated that the Deparzment of Navy has not adequately addressed comments
16, 17 and 18 of EPA’s August 25, 1994 comments letter 1o date. Specifically, it appears that the
Department of Navy failed to conduct: confirmatory sampling for PAHs and other applicable parameters .
as a last step after the TPH-based excavation work was completed, collect samples of the side wall soil of’” ,
 the'areas excavated (at least, in areas underiying asphalt or concrete), and discuss and reach an agreement
with EPA regarding the procedures for sampling during the excavation before the remediation work was
conducted. In addition, a review of the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum- j
Contaminated Soils Report show that the quantitation limits for PAHs are set high or samples were not
analyzed for PAH constituents. Thus, it is difficult to determine whether PAH constituents are present at
concentrations below this high detection limit (ranging from <5,900 to <33,000 ppb) (Table 1-15 CMS
POL Report) but above industrial RBCs for carcinogenic constituents. EPA recommends scheduling a

. meeting with the Department of Navy to discuss options for establishing clean up levels for the soil at the
POL SWMUs and performing confirmatery sampling for the constituents detected above health-based
screening levels. Following this meeting, the Department of Navy shall submit a plan for performing
‘confirmatory sampling.

As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy will conduct confirmatory \ammiim? at
this SWMU. Ten soil samples will be collected and analyzed for VOCs and PAHs. The resuhs of
this samphnc will be documented in a Phase III RFI report.

=
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Comment 70: The review of the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-Contaminated
Soils Report also indicated that: 1) the approach used to determine the area of soil to be excavated and
sampled was not provided and 2) the reason the excavation of soil to the selected clean up level of 100
ppm of TPH was not achieved ( analytical data show that several of the soils samples collected from the
excavated areas contained concentrations of TPH above 100 ppm). Therefore, confirmatory sampling
must be performed at. this SWMU to verify that established clean up levels have been achieved. Revise the
report to include this additional background fieid investigation information and submit a confirmatory
sampling plan as stated in the comment above.

As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 mesting, the Navy will conduct confirmatory sampimﬂ at
this SWMU. Ten soil samples will be collected and analyzed for VOCs and PAHs. The results of
this sampling will be documemed in a Phase III RF] report.-

SWMU 25 Tnert Landfill
Preliminary Risk Management Decision: Residential/Industrial
Comments on the RFI-Phase I and RFI-Phase I Reports

Comment 71: Specify, in detail, whether the pond is used for recreational purposes, the beundary of the -
SWMU (especially the northern border) and the SWMU is accessible to personnel and non-personnel and
if so, how Is it accessible. :

This information will be provided to the EPA as an errata sheet for the Phasé II report.”

A station license is required to fish on NAS Oceana. NAS Oceana ponds where fishing is ailowed
are discussed at the time of the license purchase. NAS Oceana does not allow fishing at the pond
associated with SWMU 25. There are “No Trespassing” signs on the property. The areas are alsé
patrolled periodically and agy tresuqs%rs are removed. Trespassers have been caught fishing at
both SWMUs. At-SWMU-25 thers is fencing across the access road off Potters Road. However,
walkers can bypass the fence, or gain access by walking up the railroad tracks or through the . . ..
woods. Additional fencing and signs are planned for SWMU 25 to further discourage Lrespassl.agl

-Comment 72: The RFI-Phase [ Report should be revised to incorporate the Department of Navy’s
response to the veqefal comment 4 in the January O 1994 letter addressed to Erica Dameron, VADEQ
from N.M. Johnson, Department of Navy. In particular, the report should state that White tail deer from
various managed areas of the station are hunted and ingested. In addition, spef‘ifv that fishing is not
allowed near any of the RFI SWMUs, specifically not in the ponds at SWMUs 22 and 25. The report shall

also specify how the public and personnel are notified of the prohibited recreational activities at the

Facility and clarify whether the ponds are used for fishing or is fishing prohibited at the ponds. For

- example, are there signs posted, secured fencing restricting access and/or are the areas monitored by
security personnel, etc. or that interest in fishing at the ponds has not been noted.

This information will be provided to the EPA as an errata sheet for the Phase ] report.
White tail deer from various managed areas of the station are hunted and ingested.

A station license is required to fish on NAS Oceana. NAS Oseana ponds where fishing is allowed
are discussed at the time of the license purchase. NAS Oceana does not allow fishing at the ponds
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associated with SWMUs 22 or 25. There are “No Trespassing” signs on the property. The areas
are also patrolled periodically and any trespassers are removed. Trespassers have been caught
fishing at both SWMUs. There is fencing to restrict access to the pond at SWMU 22. At SWMU
25 there is fencing across the access road off Potters Road. However, walkers can bypass the
fence, or gain access by walking up the railroad tracks or.through the woods. Additionai fencing

and signs-are planned for SWMU 25 to further discourage+respassing.

Comment 73: The concenirations for Dioxin/Furan listed in Table 4-16-2 in the RFI-Phase I Report and

‘Table 2-5-1 in the RF1-Phase II are inconsistent. Please revise Table 4-16-2 to include quantitation limits.

This information has beén provided to the EPA as an errata sheet for the Phase I report.

Comment 74: The rationale and assumptions given for recommending no further action at this SWMU is
not sufficient. The Department of Navy must first: 1) verify that farming practices are the probable source
of the pesticide concentrations detected in the soil samples collected at this SWMU by determining the
mean background pesticide concentrations for this SWMU using methodologies as described in '
EPA 540/5-96/500 (December, 1995) or Optxons for Addressing High Background Levels of Hazardous
Substances at CERCLA Sites (June, 1992), 2) confirm that vertical migration of the landfill contaminants
to groundwater is not occurring and 3) determine the possible extent of pesticide contamination exceeding
screening concentrations, since the highest concentrations of pesticides may exist in the center-of the
inundated borrow pit (pond) which was not sampled. (Note: T-DDT concentrations of concern in the
sediment may indicate the need for fish tissue samples.) Therefors, EPA recommends conduct ing
confirmatory sampling of the groundwater and the pond sediment. Ata minimum, the Department of
Navy must perform in-situ Geoprobe sampling of the groundwater either down gradient or in the center of
the landfiil and collect one sample in the location of the in-situ sampling. This sample shall be analyzed
for Appendix IX coustituents. The Department of Navy shall submit a plan for performing this
confirmatory sampling.

Confirmatory sampling will be conducted at this SWMU. Three sediment samples will be

collected from the center of the borrow pit (pond) and analyzed for pesticides and total organic
carbon and five surface soil samples will be collected from the field and analyzed for TCL 5
pesticides. The five surface soil samples will be used to determine the mean background pesticide |
concentrations for this SWMU using statistical methods.

‘Comment 75: To evaluate potential ecological risks, the Department of the Navy shall use existing

criteria and standards (such as EPA’s Ambient Water Quality Criteria) and the Effects Range-Low (ERL}
Concentrations provided in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Technical
memorandum, “The Potential for Biological Effects of Sediment-Sorbed Contaminants Tested in the
National Status and trends Program”, and/or “Guidelines for the Protection and Management of Aquatic
Sediment Quality in Ontario” (Enc‘osure J) 1t is not appropriate 10 use NOAA Effects Range-Median

{2RM3 values when screening data, ERL values should be used.

Sediment and surface water data for SWMU 25 were compared to EPA BTAG Effects Range-
Low (ERL) Concentrations and EPA’s Ambient Water Quality Criteria. Both organic and
inorganic compounds exceeded BTAG ERLs for sediment. Only inorganics exceeded AWQC
values and they were not detected at the instrument detection level.

=&
-

[\
th



Prehmxnary R}Sk ‘/Ianagement Demsaon Indus%rm :

In summary, the organic compounds in sediment 4,4° DDE and 4,4° DDT exceed BTAG ERL
values. The inorganic compounds arsenic, cadmium chromium copper, iron, and zinc exceeded
BTAG ERL values. However, arsenic was detected above the instrument detection level (IDL) but
below the contract required detection level CRDL. The inorganic compounds inn surface water
cadmium, mercury, and silver exceeded AWQC values. However all were not detected at the site
at the instrument defectign limit.

SWMU 26 Fire-Fighting Training Area, Buiiding 220

i

i

Comments on the RFI—?hase i Repoﬂ »

Comment 76: Revise the RFI-Phase | Report to state that although the beryllium (Be) and arsenic (As)
concenfrations detected (Se\. Table 4-17-2) exceed the residential RBC (Be) or industzial RBC (As) RBC

standards, these concentrations are considered normal background concentrations i accordancm with the

mean background concenirations in Lhe Eastern United States or Facility.

The Navy will prepare an errata shest 10 state that aithough the beryllium (Be) and arsenic (As) ¢
concentrations detected {See Table 4-17-2) excsed the residential RBC (Be) or industrial RBC
(As) RBC standards, these concentrations are considered normal background concentrations in
accordance with the mean background concentrations in the Eastern United States or Facility.

Comment 77: Specify whether it has been determined if the long axis of the 55-gailon drum used for the
fire fighting training ring was buried horizontally or vertically. Previously, EPA required the Department
of Navy to coilect'an additional sample below 2.5 feet to confirm the extent of soil contamination. (See
November 4, 1993 Mesting minutes: From: Steve Brown, CH2M Hill , Subject: Minttes for the Technical
Review Committes mesting to discuss the Oceana RFI and RCRA process, October 21, 1993, page 4/last
paragraph and October 21, 1993 letter addressed to Mr. James F. Harris, Department of Navy from Robert
W. Stroud, EPA, comment 3). ‘

Fire department personne! have confirmed that a partially buried tank was used in fire extinguisiier,
training exercises in the past. The tank was approximately 8 feet in diameter and 6 feet tall. Four
feet of the tank were buried in ground. There was a valved underdrain that allowed water removal
from the 1ank to the adjacent ditch. Jet fuel and waste o1l were used for the fires. The tank was
usually ¥ full of water with a 2-3 inch fuel mixture on top. The setup was used from the 1960s to

© the early 1980s. '

Comment 78: EPA is in agreement with VADEQ's recommendation (Ses September 10, 1993 letter
addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, Ir., Department of Navy, from Erica S. Dameron, VADEQ, comment
18) to evaluate the potential for contaminants to be brought to the surface during futurs mainienance or
construction activities before concluding that no further action is required at this SWMU.

A soil sample was already collected from the site at a depth of 3 feet below ground surface. As
agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy has confirmed which way the drum was
oriented (refer to comment 77 responsed. Therefore, the Navy agrees to collect three additional
soil samples from a depth of 4-6 feet and analyze them for BTEX and PAHs. The results will be
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documented in the Phase III RF1 Report.
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