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~ June 13,1997

Jim Colter o

- Remedial Project Manaoer

Naval Facilities Engineering C ommand
10 Industrial Highway

Mail Stop #82 L

Lester, PA 19113-2090

Dear Mr. Colter:

Enclosed please find my 'commeols to the Remedial DecisionvDocument (RDD) written l)y EA
Science, Technology, and Engineering. Though I have quit the RAB board lam happ) to still
comment on the N A.SJRB at Wlllow Grove Lo

,Most EIS and other such reports fail to Took at the overall site condmons such that there | isa
identification of contaminant fate and transport.. Coupled with this is often an'inaccurate assessment
of environmental and human health risks. The manner in which 1 made comments for this reports
was based on those facts; therefore, 1 have asked for some very detailed information that does not
affect the proposed remedial action at the site, but does to pertain to the general informaiion that
needs to be reiterated dunng the proc&ss of 51te risk analysis and. closure

~lam happv to help in the public comment phase of the Willow Grove cleanup and closme process
~ Since I have worked on several Superfund and other sites in regards to clean up procedures itis-
' from that expenence that 1 make such forward comments. - . o

V Thank_ you for your time. Please call mé 215-794-9995 with any questions

Sincerely,

Alix Rauschman S _
Freelance Consultant ‘ T S —
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To ‘JamesL Colter )
c Remedlal Pl‘OjCCt Manag,er

s

. Fro_rh Alix J. Rauschman o R : A
. *'_RAB Member/Consultant . . L : 1

RE: - .Comments to the Remedial Decision Document for Remedial Action at the Navy.Fuel Farm
- atthe Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base (NASIRB), Willow Grove, Pennsylvania.

'Enclosed, please find comments to the aforementioned report as requested by you for NASIRB.

’ 'Coniments: ‘

Aecnon 1.1, Purpose. - ‘ ‘
State when the 32-month pilot study beoan and ended instead of j ]ust havmg this mformatmn at the
'endofthereport o ’ , { N . . 4
- Section 1. 2, ()rgamzauon of the Repor( !
~ Section 3 is a brief summary of potentlal 31te nsks not a quahtatmve evaluatlon of potential usks to’
pubhc health and the env1ronment '

" Section 1. 3, leor Smdy Scope of Work . ‘ : S S

. Since this section does not describe the work plan activities or the scope of work this section should

go undera different headmg like "Summarized Work Plan and Scope of Work," with the followmg
subheadmgs 1.31 Phase l-LNAPL Recovety 1.32 Phase L-Source and Resxdual Hydrocarbon
Reducuon

' Descnbe the d1ﬁ"erence n pumpmg altematlves What is the ratlonale for using these systems for
waste removal in reference to long -terms alternatives for what the sne will be used for in:the future

bccuon 1.3, Pl/Ol Study 6cope oj Work Phase I second bulleted item.
The T in mstallatlon needs to be capltahzed o

' 'Aecnon 1 3 Pilot Study&cope of Work Phase 11 ,

 In the last section under “Actlvmes conducted dunng the Pllot Study, conclusmns of the followmg

were not made: .
Bullet 1: There was no descnptlon in the report as to the actual extent of conta_mmatlon and whether

,momtonng well mformatlon prov1ded an accurate assessmetit of actual contaminant migra tion.

B " _ul_let_Z Actually the effectlveness or non-effectweness of all of the a]tematnves were presented



. - :\:
i

a Bullet 4. The only mention. ofarr momtonng was PTD momtonnb ofthe site whereby no-
- measurements or air quahty were drscussed The air treatment systems rtself was not expounded L
upon : ' : : : : - :

bccuon 2.1 Site beumg - '
Thesite setting is.the most important part of the report. In order to evaluate the fate and? transport
of contaminants, 1t 1s important to get an idea of what could be 1mpacted at least within a | mile
radius of the site such as populations that drink groundwater or potentially sensitive envrronments _
such as wetlands or rivers. It is also important to specify whether the site has undergone hazardous
ranking procedures if it pertains, thereby 01v1ng the reader a focus for the upcommo risk analysis
and discussion of alternatives. =

Please describe exactly, what surrounds the tank farm, for "several other base facilities” &ould mean

anythmo These base facﬂmes could also be a potentlal point source of contamination.
. \l

~ Section 2.4 Hlslory of Fucl ..Slorage and Product Re/easc.s at the Navy Fuel Farm, Paragraph 2.

- More mformatron needs to be given regarding the spill which occurred in 1986 including a map

- with splll location and possible boundanes of contammatlon Such questlons need to. be answered

1. . How much fluid leaked from the tank(s)" R ‘ '
© Where exactly was the utility trench that was excavated, how effective was 1t, and

- how large ' was the trench and why was a trench excavated only to the west ofthe

~ tanks?

- What happened n 1986 to stop the sp111 when was it stopped and d1d the contammants
migrate off site?

4. 'What happened between 1989 and 1991 .with these tanks if they were not emptled and
. removed?

5.  Was the spill cleaned up" Ifnot why?

b

(98]

: Sec tion 2. 4 History. ()f F‘ueI St()rage and Pmduc! Releases at the ’\/avy Fuel Farm, Paragraph 3.
In March 1989, ... jet fuel was "emanating" from TWo patches of dead grass on the west 51de of Tank
118! Chang,e the word ‘emanating' to * seepmg, :

' vThere 1S no mdlcatlon on the ﬁ,ures provrded as to where the ditch on the north side of the site is

located. Did contaminants actually flow across the site to the aircraft parking apron° Where

~ exactly is the drtch and what type of ditch is lt" Questlons that need to be answered about the ditch
. are the following: , o . , N

(

1. ° What type of ditch is 1t? How'deep 1s 1t? Does it contain water that flows offsite?’,

2. Where does the ditch orrgnate from, where does it travel to, and what dlrectlon does
0 itge? ‘
3. Howdeep is the ditch and what type of soil is in the dltch" _
4. . -Why wasn't this ditch sampled during the soi1l sampling phase? L
5.

Tt the ditch filled with water on an intermittent basns or year round? What dnrect on
does water flow 1n the ditch? : '
Was the waste oil removed?

¢+
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- becuon 2 4 Htslory of Fucl .Slorage and Product Releases at the Navy Fuel Farm Paragraph 4.
How many ASTS were installed and how many are in use?

Section 2.5 Comparison of Analyncal Re.mlts 10 Regulatmy G mzdance (' riteria. ",
Change VOC to VOCs. -

Sentence 1;What years were the prev10us investigations, what were the conclusxons ‘of the

- investigations and why are more mvestlg,atlons warranted now" : i :
Sgn;enm :What myesttg,atlon(s) were the VOCs encountered and what how much was present”

- Section 2.5.1 Soil Samples Paragraph 1 ‘ l"’%
Rewrite the first sentence to say 'In March 1989 EA was contracted by the NASJRB to perform the
____ (how many investigations were performed” This 1s not the first as suggested) sampling effort at
the Navy Fuel Farm whereby a total of 24 samples were collected from 18 borings mstalled around
“Building 340. The investigation was recommended by.(Governmental Institution) to assess the
" potential subsurfaoe hydrocarbon contammatlon n areas planned for future construction.'

; Exp]am the rationale for collectmg samples around building 340 when the spllls occurred in the
Navy Tank farm. Where is the figure to show the sample locations?

Compare samplmo results (data) from dlﬁ'erent sample years. There 1s no comprehensrve discussion
of investigations that took place at the Tank Farm nor an'accurate history of sample data and
sampling rationales: What was the rationale for not doing priority- pollutant analysis. There could

- have been metals, VOCs, and other contammants worth noting. Explain why samples were not

~ taken around other bmldmos - -

What are the 'guidance criteria' as descnbed in the last sentence') How pertment are they‘m
companson to other PA or Federal gurdance‘? ce o R “
Section 2.5.1 SmI Samples Paragraph 2. :

~ Explain whether or not methylene chlonde and 2- butanone are consndered present due to lab
” ontammatlon n the sample ' ' :

Section 2.5.1 501/ bamples Paragraph 3. _ :

There is no explanation as to why sampling took place in 1991 .- The first two paragraphs should
have summarized the general findings i in order to allow for a rationale for needed samplmg 1n 1991
~ The following quesnons need to be answered in this paragraph » :

" . How many soil samples were taken, why and where? At what depth?
Why were soil samples taken if monitoring wells were installed?
. Why weren't the samples tested for priority pollutants’? )

P
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Section 2.5.2 Ground-Water S’ampIes Paragraph 1,2 ;

Explain why groundwater.samples were collected over the five year span from 1989 to | 993 Where
~were the samples were collected? Of the 23 groundwater samples collected prior to June 1993, what
were the preliminary ﬁndmg,s that would suggest further analysis? Ifthe g groundwater had contained
- -anything significant, a review of the potential onsite risks plus a fate and transport model are
important to charactenze contamination patterns at the site. Tt may be possnble that throuuh

'i
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migration, g,roundwater may have taken contammants away from the spill area, and in the process of
depth ﬂuctuatlon deposned contaminants in other subsurface areas.

Groundwater samples contamed benzene in excess of "guidance criteria." IFLNAPL is present at
such a level as to inhibit sampling at other monitoring well locations, why isn't there a discussion of
what was done to mitigate the situation so that either a risk analysis could characterize the site as a
hazardous waste facility which would warrant immediate remediation, or that the samples were
taken despite the presence of LNAPL? '

When sampling is not completed, then the site cannot be correctly characterized. On army base
sites, where minimal 1mpacts are reported |t IS necessary that a full sample eﬁort occur so that the
data 1s complete : - g

* Section 2 2 3.2 Gr ound- Water éamplcs Parag/aph

This paragraph state that well 19 contained benzene at concentrations in excess of' the guidance

~ criteria. However, the last sentence states that well 19 was not sampled due to the presence of
LNAPL. Thxs dlscrepancy should be changed ' , 4

'Secm)n 2 3.2 Gr r)und—Water S’amples Paragraph 3.
Tt is unclear when the pilot study took place and why it occurred after sampling y efforts between .
1989 and 1993 showed that the remedial actions discussed in the purpose of this report needed to

occur at the time of the spills and not two years after the last sampling phase was completed What

was the rationale for collecting only seven samples. Where were the samples taken, at what depths,

and at what time? There was a 1 year and two month dlﬁerence between Apnl 1995 and. July 1996.
What samples where tal\en at what time and why? ' }

Section 3 Risk Evaluauon Pa/agraph 1 '
The word 'wether, needs and "h."
Secrmn 3 Risk E valuamm Paragraph 2. '
If several COPCs exceeded guidance criteria in subsurface soil and groundwater itis lmportant to
describe the fate and transport of contaminants on- and off-site. Despite the fact that the=

- groundwater is not a drinking water source, is the groundwater in that area potable Class T or Class
T groundwater? Does groundwater migrate to. any nearby ecological areas, such as the Neshaminy
Creek, that could possibly be affected by groundwater contamination or by surface water;runoff?
What other wetlands or sensmve species llve in the area? All of this can be referenced lf mentloned :

dedl

manotherdocument R , L @

bccuon 3 Risk Evaluauon Paragraph 3. | , ' | ‘ .
This paragraph specxﬁcally states that groundwater 1s impacted, therefore Justrfymg the ne 2ed for
further discussion of human health and envrronmental 1mpacts

Section 3 Risk F valuanon Parag'mph 4
Surface soils are soils that mi grate, therefore it is important to know what contaminants exist. What
is the rationale for not having sampled surface soil during any of the investigations? Surface soils
need to be collected in conjunction with subsurface samples in order to examine the downward
_mn yatlon potentlal ot surficial contammants to lower soil strata and possnbly, z,roundwater

l .
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- Section 3 Risk Evaluation, Paragraph 7. - : 4

In a situation where hazardous ranking is necessary to characterize a Superfund site for further
evaluation, discharge’ points only 2,000 feet, or less than % mile from the point of discharge can
literally characterize the site as hazardous according to the scoring methodologies in hazard rank
scoring. It is necessary to sample that point of discharge to determine fate and transport of
contaminants. : _

Section 4.2 Occurrence and Dmmbun(m of . NAPL, Paragraph /. &

It is incorrect to state that the presence of LNAPL at the Navy Tank Farm are due to E,round-water
elevations. Contamination has ceased on site. Therefore, it needs to be concluded as to whether or
not LNAPL in the soil now is dissipated with the rise in groundwater, and whether it 1s stag,nant
during times of low groundwater. How much fluid migrates from the source of contamination each
. groundwater cycle? How many cycles are there? Since the Navy Tank Farm is 2 acres, and.
contamination has been encountered in a 4.6 acre area around the farm, it can be assumed that
contamination may have gone off-sne and that it had spread. - . i

. Section 4.2 2 Occurrence and Dlsmbullon oj L»NAPL Paragraph 2. .
This par_agraph_mentlons.ﬁ gures 5-1 and 5-2, which are not present 1n this report. &

V becuon S.
Why is techniq ue of bloslurpmg mennoned at this point when the method wxll not be con31dered for
future use. »

“Section 6. . . ' ; 7
No Comment ’

Conclusions: - , o Cod

In general, there are a lot of holes in the data that suggest that the.site has not undergone any correct
. form of charactenzatlon in terms of the whole site acting as source of contamination were the fate
and transport of contaminants on-site to potential off-site sources is an area of concern. In terms of
the report, there is a presentable explanation of the techniques of LNAPL removal and the rationale
for choosing the vacuum- enhanced recovery method. »
'h
The fact that the samphn g efforts are so inconsistent is a lar&e problem because the fact that the site .
has contained significant contamination without immediate removal is a source of’ concern The
data for soils and groundwater is inconclusive in that it fails to demonstrate the mwratlonal patterns
" of on-site contammatlon which is crucial in the determination of risks in the area of the Naval Base
1tself : :



