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Re: NAJlC - Proposed Souree Investig4tioftS 

Dear Xr. Xonaeo: 

Please find belo-.r EPA comments on a. lU Work Plan Ad4e.ndwa 
(hereafter referred to as the "wp.) datecl January 18, 1994, .a it 
perta.ins to "source Investigations· addressinq Area C (!?1te 4 and. 
Site 8) aftd. Area 0 (Site 9 and the vicinity of Buildings 1, 2 an4 
3) and an associated, undateci SSOP§ qf Work, Phase .U BI, SourcC!i 
ArQa Stu-cUes outline (hereafter referred. to as the "SOW·,. For 
sites 4 and. a, these comments are consistent with EPA comments on 
previous aI work in a letter from EPA to the Navy dated January 
S. 1993. 

In lIlany ca888, the WP does not ad.d~eBs EPA comments in the letter 
of January 5, 1.993. This letter is. not. refermu:eci in the WP or 
SOW, suCJ98Stinq these COlDlaenta may not have been considered. by 
the lIavy. 

Generally, the W:P is below the standari of CBRCLA Itt lfork PlaI'JB 
for other CERCU NPL s1tes, includ.inC) vorltplans prepered by the 
Halliburton-NOS Corporation a While EPA is committed to the 9oa~ 
ot expedit1l1CJ the CERCLA process at ,th1s BRAe site to the extel'lt. 
pI"'acticable, the quality of. the c:ERCLA Rl workplans (and, a.s 
result, .ubsequeftt CERCLA lU work) should. not be coapramised in 
pursuing this goal. 

1.1 P1JUIOIIB 

• ,1:. 4 ...... ,._-- . 

As suq~8Ste4 EPA lett~s dated october 26. 1~~3 and January 5, 
1993, EPA recommends the Navy consider a Removal ACtion at Site 4 
t iSdQl:eas tha buried wastes end/or an~ ecmtaminat 4 S 11s . 
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associat.ed with·site, 4. Baseel 011 t:.b. liP, it is unknown whether 
the .avy is cOfts14erin9 suah a R8aOval Action. 

~003 

If a Rdoval Action is }:)e1ncJ planneci or 'coJ1"idared., is the "11 
samplinq d.escri~ in the WP all tha't is ploil. i, or is 
additional soil samp11nq planned dUr1nq the Removal Action or 
during additional RI work after the Reaoval Action? Given 
av~ilable data already indicates the preaenao of uncontroll d 
CERCLA hazardous sUbs~ances at Site 4, is any aQd1tional sail 
sampling' needed prior to a Removal Action? The fliP (and SOW) c;ive 
no consideration to these questions. 

EPA recommends the Navy develop a CERctA/LR progra. strategy t 
adOre.. the buried waste and any associated contaminated sail at 
Site ·4. Without su.ch a strategy, the nature of any Short-teDI 
soil/vasta samplinc; at Site'" cannot be determined. Aa a result, 
EPA will ~rovide specifie comments regardinq add1t1o~al source 
investiqation work far Site 4 after this strategy and associated 
objectives and plans have been proposed by the N,avy. 

In a related matter, the WP curren~ly states that "up to ~o t at 
pits will be excavated at Site 4 to Cbaraeteriza tha wastes 
depositec:l" and that fla samp~e Q~ the Dloat cont_in.ted soil :trOll 
each pit (based on fie1ci sc:reeninq vith an orqanic vapor 
detec::tor) "il~ be submitted for analyst. for TCL VOCS. II ,These 
t';io statements are apparantly inconsistent. Does the Navy plan 
to sample ~wasta", soil or both? In ad41t1on, tha "most 
contaainated s011- in a qivan pit may not be detectable ~ith an 
organic vapor det:actor (e.g- toxic metals) _ Therefore" 7iaual 
o~servations should also ge used to 4atarmine sample locations. 

Finally, if the objective of the 5Utplinq is to support: the 
potential selection of a uno action- alternative, up to 10 
sa=ples for approximatelY 25,000 ·cubic yards of vaste is elearly 
inaclequate. 

alt. • 

It sboulcl be noted that bath sla'faC$, and subsurface soils need to 
1:Ie further charactarizad.. 

Z.o ADDnxOllU. aactaotDn) ~O~Tt .. 

As requested in numerous previous written corresponclence from. EPA 
to the Navy I ia tile eaae o'f &11 ai-baa, available aerial 
photographS and interview results llU8t be referenced and reviewed 
to help scope 1U work. For example. liatecl helov ~e the d.ates 
of aerial photograph provided by the EPA' to the NayY for this 
purpose: 10/8/42, 1Q/27/50, 9/23/S8, 9/29/58, 5/5/'4, '/26164, 
4/4/'5, 8/7/11, 3/3/75, 5/22/78. 6/25/88. Should particular .' 
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photOCJraphs and or interviews provic1e no 1l1fonloation, this llihoul.c1 
~e s~ate4. Where pbotographS and interYievs do pro'Vicia relevant 
in£ormation'r this in£crmation should -be notec! and. interpreted ~s 
needed to scope the lU work. There is no evidence of efforts to 
utilize these two important sources of baCkground information. 

The rreviQUS Source Inyestigati9nICAl,a~terization section shoUld 
provide the detail necessary to assess the effectiveness and 
completeness of previous RI work. The details of previous RI 
work should be 6UJ1D1luized as necessary an4 appropria.te maps 
provided. At that point, data qaps can De identified and 
additional work seoped. This section shoUld assess, for example, 
1) whether previous soil gas screentn, and geophysical s~eys 
were adequate to ad4ress the areas PQtentially affected qiven the 
res\llts of the aerial photoc:rraph, interview l;"eview ancl o'ther 
relevant information and. 2) whether the nature of the soil <Jas 
screeninq was adequate to detect a potential sl4nifieant release 
to subsurfa.ce soil.' ;' 

As previously cliscussed and refleated. ~y numerous written 
previous c:ox-reaponsence frcll EPA to the Navy, an e£~eet.iva 
investigation of po~ential sources ot .Area D cannot M. performed 
vithoQt a review of historic: floor plans and drawings of the 
buildings, a.eociate4 SAvers, etc. For mta1lLple.. potential 
releases Of solvents to floor drains of the former aircraft 
hanqer by Brewster- Aircraft prior to Navy ownership is of 
concern. tlntil this anc1 other appropriate background iDfO%1l&tion 
is revieved, EPA cannot c:omment on the source ihV'estiqations 
necessary to fully a4dress Area D. 

3.0 ADD%~lO~ P%BLD ~~rvITIBS 

Site 8 

Thi.s section states that only berm. soils ;ill be sample4, while 
Section 4 .. 0 inc11eates test pits vil1 also be c:cnCluc:~ed. at "hot 
spot areas previously identified thrOUgh a soil gas survey". On 
the other hand, SeCtion 2..1. suggests there was onl.y ona ·soil qas 
hot spot- 4eteClte4 c:iuring previous·Rl. wvrk. What is a. "hot-spotUl 

and a "hot spot area·? Where a~e 'these -hot spots" or -hot spat. 
areas" and. were they previously detected only in berm soils? ue 
there any "nan-berm" surface so11 or SUbsurface 8011. samples 
actually planned? . 

The WP proposes 1:0 analyze for 'l'CL: VOCs in the "moat. cOI1taminated 
soil tr01l each pit." r while the sow' pz:'O'pOHS to collect "compOSite 
surface soil samples". Since c;ampositu are inappropriate roX' 
voe samples, only grab samples 8houlcl be collected in this c:aae. 

a 
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What 1. the ba.l. for -Up to four t_t 'pita-? UncI .. what 
circumstance. would there be leas teat p1~.? 

The comment. alxwe ean alao be' utili'zed to guide the N'llyY'a 
develo~ent of a Draft Wor~ Plan for'source investigations at 
Areas A and B. EPA looks forward to .u.cuasincj the comaenta 
above with the Base C~eanup Teo at a meeting on Friday, Hay 1.3. 

C'Q; TOlZl baa, NAWC 
David 1teJ1nady I DB 
Xathy Davies 
Ban Kykijevyc:z 

SiDcerely, 

V~~-
DuiU8 ostrauskas 
llaedial Proj'GCt H8Jlaqer 
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