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1.0

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has requested TRC Environmental
Corporation (TRC - formerly Alliance Technologies Corporation) to assess the
investigation and/or remedial work done on the 51 solid waste management units
(SWMUs) and areas of concern (AOCs) at the U.S. Naval Station (NAVSTA)
Roosevelt Roads, located in Ceiba, Puerto Rico. This evaluation and summary report
is being carried out under EPA Contract No. 68-W9-0003 (TES 6), Work Assignment
No. R02031.

EPA requested TRC to review all available technical documents presenting the
remedial investigation and corrective measures done at the facility, summarize the
information contained within the documents, and comment on the adequacy of the
work done to date (if any). This report presents the results of the review of the
following documents: )

. Installation Restoration Program Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico,
July 15, 1992, Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes, July 15, 1992,
Atlantic Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command. '

. Phase I RCRA Facility Assessment of the U.S. Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Facility, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, November 1988, A.T. Kearney, Inc.

. Draft Work Plan, Remedial Investigation, U.S. Naval Statioh Roosevelt Roads,
‘ Puerto Rico, prepared for Atlantic Division Naval Facilities Engineering
Command by Baker Environmental, Inc. (Baker), April 27, 1992.

. Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan, Part I: Field Sampling Plan, U.S. Naval
Station Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, prepared for Atlantic Division Naval
Facilities Engineering Command by Baker Environmental, Inc., April 27, 1992.

. Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan Part II: Quality Assurance Project Plan, U.S.
Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, prepared for Atlantic Division
Naval Facilities Command by Baker Environmental, Inc., April 27, 1992.

. Draft Health and Safety Plan, U.S. Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Puerto
Rico, prepared for Atlantic Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command by
Baker Environmental, Inc., April 27, 1992.

. Evaluation of Data from First and Second Rounds of Verification Sample
Collection-and Analysis, April 1988, Environmental Science and Engineering,
Inc. (ESE). :
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. Supplemental Appendix of Laboratory Data -- Evaluation of Data from First
and Second Rounds of Verification Sample Collection and Analysis, April
1988, Environmental Science and Engineering, Inc.

. Initial Assessment Study of Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico,
September 1984, Naval Energy and Environmental Support Activity, prepared
by Greenleaf/Telesca. Planners. Engineers. Architects, Inc.

. P.A. Rakowski, Letter to Barry Tornick, June 30, 1992.
. Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes, February 14, 1989.

. Technical Review of RCRA Facility Investigation and Corrective Measures
Work Plan Sites 8, 15, & 16, prepared for EPA by TRC Environmental
Corporation, July 8, 1992a.

. Technical Review of RCRA Facility Investigation and Corrective Measures |
Work Plan Sites 5-7, 10, 13, 14, 18, & 21, prepared for EPA by TRC
Environmental Corporation, August 21, 1992b.

. Site Summary for Drone Washdown Area Roosevelt Roads (Site No. 8),
prepared for Atlantic Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command by
Versar, Inc., April 29, 1991a.

. Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for Site 15 Naval Station Roosevelt
Roads Puerto Rico, prepared for Atlantic Division Naval Facilities Engineering
Command by Versar, Inc., May 15, 1992b.

. Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for Site 16 Naval Station Roosevelt
: Roads Puerto Rico, prepared for Atlantic Division Naval Facilities Engineering
Command by Versar, Inc., May 15, 1992,

Between June 1 and June 4, 1993, TRC conducted a site visit. TRC was accompanied
by NAVSTA personnel (either Sindulfo Castillo or Wilfredo Rivera) at all times. At
the request of the WAM, all SWMU/AOCs were visited except SWMUs 5, 21, 22, 27,
28, 38, 47 and AOC D. For each SWMU that was visited, a checklist was completed.
The checklist included information of the materials/wastes stored at each SWMU, PID
(HNu) readings from wells (if any), PID readings from soils (where appropriate), the
general condition of the site, and any recommendations that could be made about the
SWMU/AOC. The checklists can be found in Appendix A. Appendix B contains the
maps of the locations where samples have been collected (if any) and where samples
are planned to be collected (if any). Photographs were taken of all but two of the
SWMUs visited. Photographs were not taken from SWMUs 8 and 40 because there
was no subject to photograph. SWMU 8 consists of buried sludge pits and SWMU 20
consists of a tanker truck that is no longer onsite. These photographs and their
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1.1

1.2

descriptions can be found in Appendix C. Appendix D contains a table summarizing
the media that require corrective action/investigation on a SWMU specific basis. It
should be noted, that five new SWMUSs were discovered during TRC’s site visit.

Background

Naval Station (NAVSTA) Roosevelt Roads is located on the east coast of Puerto Rico
in the municipality of Ceiba, approximately 33 miles southeast of the capital city of
San Juan. The primary mission for NAVSTA Roosevelt Roads is to provide full
support for Atlantic Fleet weapons training and development activities. The review

~ completed by TRC focuses on 51 SWMUs and AOCs located within the NAVSTA

Roosevelt Roads facility.
The work that has been completed to date includes the following:

In 1984, an Initial Assessment Study (IAS) was performed by Greenleaf/Telesca,
Planners, Engineers, Architects, Inc. This document was performed for Naval Energy
and Environmental Support Activity (NEESA) and reported on IR Sites 1 through 20.
In 1988, A.T. Kearney, Inc. performed a RCRA Facility Assessment which
investigated SWMUSs 1 through 47 and AOCs A through D. Based on these two
reports, numerous investigations have been performed. In 1988, ESE performed two
rounds of verification sampling at IR Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14 and 18.
In 1992, Versar performed two Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Studies, one at IR
Site 15 and the other at IR Site 16. Versar also wrote a site summary for IR Site 8.
In 1992, Baker submitted a Work Plan, Sampling and Analysis Plan (Parts I and II),
and a Health and Safety Plan to investigate IR Sites 1, 2, 3,-5, 6, 7, 10, 13, 14, 18 and
21. TRC reviewed these documents for their completeness and adequacy. The results
of this review were presented in two reports, one for Baker’s Work Plan for Sites 5-7,
10, 13, 14, 18 and 21, and the other for Baker’s Work Plan for Sites 8, 15 and 16.

Two Technical Review Committee Meetings were held, one on February 12, 1989, and
one on July 15, 1992. The progress of the investigations at Roosevelt Roads was
discussed during these meetings. In June 1992, P.A. Rakowski of the Environmental
Programs Branch of the Navy sent a letter to Barry Tornick of the EPA Caribbean
Correction Action Section. The letter described the status of the different
SWMUs/AQOCs. /

Objectives and Scope of Review

The objective of this summary report is to review all the investigative and remedial
work done on each SWMU/AOC and to evaluate whether enough information has
been collected to adequately characterize the various media, identify the principal
environmental issues, and gauge the effectiveness of any remedial action, if necessary.

“TRC focused its review on the technical merit of the work. Each SWMU/AOC was

evaluated by a geologist/hydrogeologist, risk assessor, ecologist and a civil engineer
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1.4

“familiar with remediation of environmental contamination. Consequently, each

SWMU/AOC was reviewed from several perspectives. This was done in order to
provide a well-rounded, comprehensive review.

Report Organization

This report is divided into three sections. Section 1.0 describes the scope and
methodology for this review. Section 2.0 summarizes the investigatory and/or
remedial history of each SWMU/AOC, provides comments 6r recommendations
regarding the additional work or data gaps, and summarizes the findings and
recommendations of the site visit. For ease of reading, the information is presented
separately for each SWMU/AOC. Each SWMU/AOC is broken down into three
subsections. The first subsection summarizes the work done at the SWMU/AOC, its
history, environmental concerns and any other relevant information deemed necessary
to provide an adequate information base from which to evaluate the investigative or
remedial work performed. The second subsection provides TRC’s assessment of the
SWMU/AOC and any important comments or recommendations required to close data

- gaps, or complete remediation of the SWMU/AOC. If samples were collected at a

SWMU and analyses were available, the results were compared to Subpart S Action
Levels (40 CFR 264.521). The resuits of the comparison, if any, were tabulated and
included in subsection 2 of that SWMU. The third subsection summarizes the
observations of TRC’s site visit and provides further recommendations as to additional
work that is necessary (if any). TRC’s Summary and Conclusions for the review are
provided in Section 3.0.

Each SWMU/AOC is identified, first by the number used in the A.T. Kearney report
dated November 1984. The second identifier, if any, comes from the Installation
Restoration (IR) Program that is described in the 1984 Naval Energy and
Environmental Support Activity (NEESA) Report dated September 1984.

The report contains four appendices described above in Section 1.0.
Review of Data Quality

TRC was unable to determine the quality of the data presented in ESE’s Supplemental
Appendix of Laboratory Data for the following reasons. The supplemental appendix is
formatted in summary tables that presents the parameters of interest, the sample
results, the SWMUs/AOCs reported, and the sample identification numbers. The
summary tables do not identify rinsate or trip blanks; therefore, field contamination
cannot be assessed. The tables do not present calibration data, calibration verification
results, or laboratory control sample results; therefore, the precision and accuracy of
the analytical methodologies used to analyze the samples can not be evaluated. ,
Precision and accuracy of the sample analysis regarding sample matrix can not be
evaluated without surrogate spike results, matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate results or
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laboratory and field duplicate results, all of which are not presented in the summary
tables.

20 SWMU/AOC SUMMARY AND EVALUATION ASSESSMENT
2.1 SWMU 1, IR Site 5, Army Cremator Disposal Site
2.1.1 Background

According to the 1984 Naval Assessment and Control of Installation Pollutant Department
(NACIP) report, "[the] Army Cremator disposal area...is located south of the intersection

-of the access road to the Ammo Pier and Langley Drive, west and southwest of the Navy
Exchange and Bowling Alley, and near the Ensenada Honda Mangrove Swamp" (NEESA
1984).

This SWMU operated from the early 1940s until the early 1960s and was the main station
landfill during this time. "Waste material was disposed of by piling, burning and
compacting” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). "An estimated 100,000 tons of waste...including -
scrap metal, inert ordnance, batteries, tires, appliances, cars, cables, dry cleaning solvent
cans, paint cans, gas cylinders, construction debris, dead animals, and residential waste"
was disposed of at this site (NEESA 1984). No reliable information exists regarding the
amounts of material present in the disposal area that could be hazardous. However, in
1984, "[the Initial Assessment Study] IAS team estimated that as much as 1,000 tons of
hazardous material could be present in the area" (NEESA 1984).

In 1984, the NACIP IAS team spotted several large mounds of drums during an over-
flight. "An on-ground visual inspection...was attempted, but [the] vegetation...was too
dense, and the drums could not be located” (NEESA 1984). Based on their observations,
- the IAS team recommended the sampling of ground water, subsurface soils and drums.

In 1988, the RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) "[the visiting site inspection] VSI team
observed an oily, silver-toned substance floating at the water’s edge. Dead mangroves
were observed several feet out from the water’s edge and extending up and down the
shoreline” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). According to a facility representative, this was due
to a spill of JP-5 (aviation kerosene) in November of 1986. "An area measuring
approximately 50 feet in diameter completely devoid of vegetation was found within the
boundaries of this unit" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1984). The RFA VSI team suggested using
aerial photographs to determine the location of the drums and an appropriate geophysical
method (e.g., ground penetrating radar, magnetometer) to locate any buried drums. They
also suggested taking soil samples in places where drums are found and in the area that
was devoid of vegetation. In addition, they suggested collecting surface water and
sediment samples along the edge of the mangroves.

In 1988, Environmental Science and Engineeﬁng, Inc. (ESE) produced a report that
evaluated the data from two rounds of verification sampling. Five surface water, five
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sediment and five ground water samples were collected in each round of sampling. The
sediment samples contained "[isolated], low levels of pesticides,...[and] elevated levels of
antimony, selenium and methylene chloride” (Technical Review Committee Meeting
Minutes 1989). The surface water samples revealed several metals that exceeded ambient
water quality criteria. Ground water samples indicated thallium, copper, arsenic,
chromium (total and hexavalent) and selenium in levels that exceeded primary drinking
water standards. Low levels of organic compounds were also detected in some of the
ground water samples. Based on their findings, ESE recommended no additional
investigation of this SWMU (Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes 1989). (See
Table 2.1.1 below for results that exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.)

In 1992, Baker Environmental, Inc. (Baker) proposed to collect ten surface soil samples
in areas of stressed vegetation in SWMU 1 (see Table 2.1.1 below.) These samples will
be used to support a baseline risk assessment and will be analyzed for volatile organic -
compounds (VOCs), base neutral acids (BNAs), and metals.

Table 2.1.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Actibn
Levels at SWMU 1

Media | No. of Samples | Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil .No samples N/A

10 planned
Surface Round 1: 5 Round 1: Arsenic levels exceeded Subpart S
Water Round 2: 5 Action Levels in all 5'samples. ’

Round 2: Selenium concentrations exceeded
Subpart S Action Levels in 5SWO01, 5SW02,
5SWO03 and 5SWOS.

Sediment Round 1: 5 Round 1: Metals exceeded Subpart S Action
Round 2: 5 Levels in all 5 samples.

Round 2: Metals exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels in all 5 samples except SSE03.

Ground Round 1: 5 Round 1: Metals exceeded Subpart S Action
Water Round 2: 5 Levels in samples SGW3, SGW4 and SGWS.
Round 2: Metals exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels in samples SGW01, SGW03, SGW04 and
SGWO0sS.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) efforts began for this site in November 1991.

NY-R31.RP4 . 6

RECYCLED PAPER ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL ‘ ' Rc



2.1.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommiéndations
TRC has noted the following areas that still need to be addressed in this SWMU:

. In TRC’s review of Baker’s Work Plan and Sampling and Analysis Plan, in
addition to soil sampling in areas of stressed vegetation, soil sampling that covers
the entire site should be performed. The samples should be analyzed for full
Target Compound List (TCL) and Target Analyte List (TAL) parameters.

. The drums that were noted in the 1984 NACIP IAS overflight were never located
or sampled. These drums should be located either by review of historical aerial
photographs, by another overflight, or by an appropriate geophysical method (e.g.,
magnetometer), and subsequently sampled. The lack of previous sampling of the
drum disposal area represents a significant data gap for the risk assessment. Until
such characterization is performed, the existing data should be considered
inadequate for risk assessment purposes since exposures to this potential source
area cannot be evaluated. Future sampling of the drums, surrounding socils, and
underlying soils should be for full TCL and TAL parameters.

. Ground water results from ESE’s 1988 verification sampling rounds were
compared to background wells at other SWMUs. There is an upgradient well
(5GWO01) present at this SWMU. This is the well that should be used as a
background to compare the results found in the downgradient wells. Numerous
metals concentrations detected in downgradient wells are significantly higher than
the metal concentrations found in the upgradient well (SGW01). TRC
recommends that monitoring well SGWO01 be used as the upgradient well.

. Elevated concentrations of phenols detected in sediments sampled within the
mangrove swamp were attributed to naturally occurring background levels. It is
recommended that a background sediment sample from the mangrove swamp be
collected and analyzed in order to substantiate the claim made regarding detected
phenol concentrations. In addition, the background sample would provide
naturally occurring concentrations of inorganic contaminants.

. It is unclear if the area described by the 1988 RFA VSI team as being completely
devoid of vegetation was ever sampled. The previous surface water and sediment
sampling effort reported elevated concentrations of selenium, silver, and pesticides.
It is recommended that additional sediment and surface water samples be collected
and analyzed for full TCL and TAL analyses to further characterize the extent and
magnitude of these contaminants. In particular, sampling of non-vegetated areas
needs to be conducted.

. Previous sampling has failed to characterize surface and subsurface soils. Such
characterization is necessary for evaluating exposure pathways in a risk
assessment. Future soil sampling should examine the entire landfill area to yield
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results which are indicative of the landfill as a whole. To be consistent with
previous investigations, laboratory analyses should include full TCL and TAL
parameters. In addition, total organic carbon analyses should be performed on
surface soil and sediment samples so that bioavailable concentrations can be
calculated for an ecological assessment.

. Surface and subsurface soil samples must be obtained from background locations
for the purposes of evaluating site-related contaminations, particularly inorganics.
Using a base-wide approach, background locations for each medium should be
selected by identifying areas which are unlikely to have been impacted by past
base activities. Analytical parameters the full TCL and TAL scan.

2.1.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

During TRC'’s site visit, this landfill was observed to be a heavily vegetated hill (see
Appendices A, B, C and D). The dense vegetation prevented TRC from observing most
of the site. As a result, TRC’s recommendations are predominantly based on past
analyses. Elevated metals concentrations were observed in both rounds of surface water,
sediment, and ground water sampling. These results are suggestive of a release. Based
on the site visit and past analyses, TRC recommends the following:

. Because the landfill is a hill, ground water can be flowing radially. For this
reason, TRC recommends the installation of two additional wells, one north of the
landfill and one west of the landfill.

¢ - TRC recommends that these two new wells and the five ex1st1ng ‘wells be sampled
for another round to further characterize the site.

. The following analyses should be perforrried on the éround water samples: full
TCL/TAL parameters, cations, anions, phosphorus, alkalinity, TDS, BOD, TOC,
COD, DO, and temperature.

. The collection of another round of sediment and surface water samples further out
into the mangrove swamp for full TCL/TAL parameters-to further characterize the
site.

22 SWMU 2, IR Site 6, Langley Drive Disposal Site
2.2.1 Background \

The Langley disposal site, which is located along Langley Drive approximately 2,000 feet
north of the Navy Exchange Complex and 300 feet east of the drive towards Ensenada
Honda, operated as a landfill from approximately 1939 to 1959 (NEESA 1984). "The
Navy documents this unit as having been used for the disposal of both hazardous and
non-hazardous wastes" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

NY-R31.RP4 8

" RECYCLED PAPER , ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL ' Rc




In 1984, the NACIP IAS team performed a site inspection. During the inspection, the
IAS team observed "partially buried metal and concrete objects, old fuel lines, flexible
metal hoses, small containers containing pellets, steel cables, hardened tar, rubble, and ten
to fifteen 55-gallon drums that were corroded. The drum contents, usually consisting of
a whitish solid with a green outer crust, [were] exposed" (NEESA 1984). The IAS team
estimated the volume of disposed waste to be approximately 1,700 cubic yards, of which
approximately 20,000 pounds could be hazardous material. The IAS team recommended
that the site be "thoroughly traversed to determine the location of all drums and other
disposal areas," and that these drums be sampled (NEESA 1984).

In 1988, a RFA was performed at this site. "The VSI team observed ... a dump site
covering an area of approximately 40 feet x 150 feet. Within the perimeter were lengths
of thick cable, broken concrete blocks, ringed metal hoses, and six severely corroded
drums. At least one of the drums was filled with a white, damp chalky substance" (A.T.
Keamey, Inc. 1988). The RFA suggested the sampling of the contents of the drums and
the use of a magnetometer or ground penetrating radar to locate any buried wastes.

In 1988, ESE produced a report that evaluated data from two rounds of sampling. Thirty-
two soil samples, six sediment, six surface water and one ground water sample were
collected during the two rounds of sampling. "Elevated levels of lead were found in
[some] soil samples” (Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes 1989). During
Round 2, two soil samples were analyzed for EP Toxicity for lead only. The results of
these analyses indicated that the soil samples cannot be classified as hazardous waste.
Elevated levels of total chromium, copper and selenium were detected in surface water
samples. Elevated levels of lead and low levels of organic compounds, including
pentachlorophenol and aldrin, were also detected in the one upgradient ground water
sample. ESE recommended the following: "[resampling] of the [three] surface water
samples for lead[;]...[resampling] of the monitoring well for priority pollutants (excluding
asbestos, cyanide, and dioxin)[;]...[and] a focused environmental assessment of the area
upgradient of the monitoring well” (Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes 1989).
(See Table 2.2.1 below for results that exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.)

The July 15, 1992, Technical Review Committee -Meeting Minutes indicate that in
addition to the recommended collection of one ground water and three surface water
samples, that three sediment samples also be collected (see Table 2.2.1 below).

The 1992 Baker Sampling and Analysis Plan indicates that they intend to collect three

surface water, three sediment, and one ground water sample in order to support a baseline
risk assessment (see Table 2.2.1 below).
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Table 2.2.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action

Levels at SWMU 2 ‘
Media No. of Samples Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil Round 1: 15 Surface | Samples R6S1A, R6S2A, R6S3A, R6S4A,
Round 2: 15 Surface | R6S5A, R6S13A, R6S14A, and R6S15A had
Round 2: 2 Surface | metals exceeding Subpart S Action Levels.
for EP Toxicity
Surface Round 1: 3 All six samples had metals exceeding Subpart S
Water Round 2: 3 Action Levels.
3 planned
Sediment | Round 1: 3 All six samples, except R6SEQ3, had metals
Round 2: 3 exceeding Subpart S Action Levels.
3 planned
Ground | Round 2: 1 Sample R6GWO1 contained Aldrin in levels that
Water 1 planned exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that RI/FS efforts
began at this site in November 1991.

2.2.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations -

TRC has noted several areas that still need to be addressed at this SWMU:

NY-R31.RP4
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As already noted by TRC in their review of Baker’s Sampling and Analysis Plan,
"one well is not sufficient to characterize this site. At least one upgradient and
three downgradient wells should be installed” (TRC 1992a). TRC recommends
the installation of three shallow downgradient monitoring wells. Deeper wells
should be installed if analytical results from the shallow wells warrant it.

The drums that were noted in the 1984 NACIP IAS inspection and the 1988 RFA
VSI inspection have not been sampled. TRC recommends the sampling of these
drums. The lack of previous sampling of the drum disposal areas represents a
significant data gap for the risk assessment. Until such characterization is
performed, the existing data should be considered inadequate for risk assessment
purposes since exposures to this potential source area cannot be evaluated. Future
sampling of the drums, surrounding soils, and underlying soils should include full
TCL and TAL parameters.

The 1984 NACIP IAS also recommended the use of ground penetrating radar or
a magnetometer to locate buried waste. This has not been done to date. TRC
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2.23

recommends that a geophysic‘él survey be performed using ground penetrating
radar.

. Detected concentrations of surface water contaminants were compared with
shallow ground water concentrations. It is unacceptable to compare concentrations
of contaminants detected in different media. It is recommended that background
concentrations of surface water and sediment contaminants be determined by
collecting appropriate background samples within areas of the mangrove swamp
that are known not to have been impacted by contamination.

. Previous sampling indicates the presence of lead in surface soil and ground water
at concentrations exceeding OSWER directive action limits of 500 mg/kg and 15
ug/1 for soil and ground water, respectively. The lateral extent of these clevated

- levels must be defined with future sampling at the northernmost and southernmost
SWMU perimeters. Because concentrations of other metals may also be elevated,
future soil sampling should examine TAL metals.

. Total organic carbon analyses should be performed on surface soil and sediment
samples so that bioavailable concentrations can be calculated for an ecological
assessment.

. Analyses for all TCL and TAL components should be performed for surface water
samples as well for ground water and sediment samples. Baker’s Work Plan for
the RI at this site (April 27, 1992) shows surface water being analyzed only for
lead. According to the RFA this unlined SWMU was filled with waste material
which was left exposed to the environment. Surface water contamination (in
addition to lead) is, therefore, likely due to runoff.

Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

During TRC’s site visit, this landfill was observed to be heavily vegetated (see
Appendices A, B, C and D). The dense vegetation prevented TRC from observing most
of the site. As a result, TRC’s recommendations are predominantly based on past
analyses. Metals levels that exceeded Subpart S Action Levels were detected in soil,
surface water, and sediment. Aldrin was detected in ground water in levels that exceeded
Subpart S Action Levels. As previously stated, TRC recommends that three downgradient
wells be installed and sampled for full TCL/TAL parameters, cations, anions,
phosphorous, alkalinity, TDS, BOD, TOC, COD, DO, and-temperature. These wells
should be located along the mangrove swamp to the east of the landfill. TRC also
observed a drum on site. This drum, located approximately 250 to 300 yards along the
trail from Langley Drive, was observed to be on its side and was very rusted. The
contents, a white, soapy powder-like substance, were coming out of the drum and were
on the ground. TRC recommends that this white substance be sampled for full TCL/TAL
parameters. '
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23 SWMU 3, IR Site 7, Station Landfill
2.3.1 Background

The Station Landfill is located south of the Industrial Area Wastewater Plant (Building
1758) and operated from the early 1960s until 1978. "The landfill covers 85 acres, and
is separated into several different disposal ‘areas’” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). Some of
these "areas" are undetectable from the ground. Methods of disposal involved the
"[excavation] of a trench to the water table, filling the trench with waste, spreading and
compacting [the waste] with a bulldozer, then covering [the waste] with soil.... It is
estimated that from 40 to 60 tons of waste per day were disposed of in the past” (A.T.
Keamey, Inc. 1988). Wastes that were disposed of at this SWMU include, "residential
wastes, scrap metal, cables, paint waste, solvents, PCBs, OTTO Fuel II, Agentine,
[Askarel], pesticides, lubricating oil, [unlabeled 55-gallon drums], dead animals, [inert

- ordnance], digested sludge, construction debris, [asbestos], and possibly Super Tropical
Bleach (STB), a decontaminating agent" (NEESA 1984).

In 1988, an RFA was performed at this SWMU. The VSI team observed one fiberglass
drum with a polyethylene liner, and a decaying Volkswagen Beetle. The RFA report
suggested that an "appropriate geophysical method (e.g., ground penetrating radar,
magnetometer) be used in order to determine the location of [buried] wastes,...[and that]
extensive soil, ground water and surface water sampling be done to determine the
existence of a release of hazardous constituents to the environment" (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988). ‘ -

In 1988, ESE produced a report evaluating two rounds of verification sampling and
analysis. "Eight ground water monitoring wells were installed, and samples of ground
water were collected [and analyzed] from each well. In addition, three composite soil
samples were collected from the drum ditch” (ESE 1988). The ESE report indicates that
only low levels of oil and grease were detected in the soil samples. The report also
indicated that "low levels of organic compounds, as well as metals concentrations
exceeding drinking water criteria were [detected] in the ground water samples collected
during both rounds of sampling” (ESE 1988). . ESE recommended that there be no
additional investigation of the drum ditch or of ground water. The ESE report indicates
that a risk assessment will be performed at this site. (See Table 2.3.1 for results that
-exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.)

The July 1992 Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes indicate that eight ground
water, twenty soil and four sediment samples will be needed to support a baseline risk
assessment (see Table 2.3.1 below).

The 1992 Baker Sampling and Analysis Plan indicates that they plan to collect eight

ground water, twenty soil, and four sediment samples in order to support a baseline risk
assessment (see Table 2.3.1 below).
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Table 2.3.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels at SWMU 3

Media No. of Samples Results that exceed Subpart S Action
Levels
Soil 3 composite samples | None
20 planned
Surface no samples N/A
Water
Sediment | no samples N/A
4 planned '

Ground Round 1: 8 samples | Six samples in Round 1 and one sample in
-Water Round 2: 8 samples | Round 2 contained Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
8 planned | in concentrations exceeding Subpart S Action
Levels. All eight samples in Round 1 and
six samples in Round 2 contained metals that
exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates. that RI/FS efforts
began at this site in November 1991.

2.3.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
TRC has noted several areas that still need to be addressed in this SWMU:

. Surface water samples have not been collected and are not planned to be collected
even though "contact with surface waters and consumption of contaminated biota
are presented as potential exposure routes" (TRC 1992a). TRC recommends that
surface water samples be collected and analyzed for full TCL and TAL
parameters. ‘

. No subsurface soil samples have been collected or are planned to be collected
even though exposure to subsurface soils appears to be a possible future exposure
‘route. TRC recommends that borings and test pits be installed in order to
characterize subsurface soils. Soil samples should be collected in areas of obvious
contamination and analyzed for full TCL and TAL parameters.

.« The 1984 NACIP IAS report recommended the use of ground penetrating radar
or a magnetometer to locate buried waste. This has not been done to date. TRC
recommends that this type of geophysical study be performed using ground
penetrating radar.
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. Surface water drainage channels located within the landfill site need to be
identified. Surface water and sediment samples from these areas (and ground
water discharge locations between the landfill and Puerca Bay/ Ensenada Honda
need to be sampled for full TCL and TAL analyses.

2.3.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendatlons

During TRC’s site visit, TRC observed this SWMU to be an operating landfill as
described in the background. During the visit, TRC observed two 10-gallon cans--one
containing Activator Disinfectant and one containing "natriumhypochoritlosung"”
(German). One can was empty and another had approximately 0.5 gallons in it. The cans
were not leaking, and there was no evidence of a release. TRC also observed a 5,000-
gallon AVGAS tank on site. The HNu reading from this tank was 0 units. There was
no evidence of a release from this tank (see Appendices A, B, C and D).

Past analytical results of ground water have indicated the presence of Bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate and metals in levels that exceed Subpart S Action Levels. As a
result, the site needs to be further characterized. In addition to the recommendations in
Section 2.3.2, TRC recommends the collection of the samples that are planned to be
collected plus the following:

. Two additional sediment and surface water samples further north on the east and
west sides of the landfill because the landfill is a peninsula and releases may be
occurring at these locations;

. Collect surface water samples at the proposed sediment sampling locations
because surface water samples have not been collected to date;

. Collect another round of ground water samples because analyses performed in the
first two rounds were inadequate and they did not establish any trend. Analyses
should include full TCL/TAL parameters, cations, anions, phosphorous alkalinity,
TDS, BOD, TOC, COD, DO, and temperature.

24  SWMU 4, Drone Fuel Drain Qil/Water Separator
2.4.1 Background
According to the 1988 RFA report:
[drones] that are not destroyed during launching presentations are
rescued...and brought back to Building 860, Aerial Target Systems
Department. Since 1970, all waste drone fuel has been drained
directly into a below ground oil/water separator...  After

separation, the waste petroleum goes to a private contractor and the
waste water to the sanitary sewer system. In 1983, a valve was
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installed on the pipe between the oil/water separator and the storm
sewer to prevent the overflow that had been reaching the storm
sewer during heavy [rainfalls] (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

Before this time, between 1970 and 1983, the overflow would go directly into the
adjacent storm sewer system.

During the 1988 RFA VSI, the VSI team observed the oil water separator and reported
it to be made of concrete approximately 10 feet x 10 feet x 10 feet in dimension. The
VSI team did not observe the valve that was installed in 1983. "This unit manages JP-4
and JP-5 jet fuel” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The 1988 VSI team did not observe a
release of contaminants to the environment, but suggested that the integrity of the SWMU
be tested using visual inspection or pressure testing.

In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling‘and analysis.

One soil sample was collected as a background sample in Round 1. - This sample
was analyzed for oil and grease, lead, VOA, xylene, MEK, and EDB. Elevated
levels of oil and grease (8.21 mg/kg) were detected in this soil sample.

A total of six sediment samples were collected for Site 8 (3 samples during each
round).... Oil and grease levels ranged from 69-4740 mg/kg. [ESE attributed
these concentrations to Building 200.]

A total of eight surface waters were collected from Site 8 during both Rounds.
Three were collected in Round 1 and [five] during Round 2.... Significant levels
of oil and grease (ranging from 5 to 102 ug/L) were found in Round 1 samples.
Oil and grease [were] not detected in Round 2 samples. The levels of oil and
grease detected [were attributed] to...Building 200. (Technical Review Committee
Meeting Minutes, 1989) (See Table 2.4.1 for results that exceeded Subpart S
Action Levels.)

In 1991, Versar produced a Site Summary for the Drone Washdown Area (Site No. 8).
Versar reviewed the past history of the site and ESE’s 1988 results. They concluded that
no further investigations or remedial action was necessary.
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Table 2.4.1 - Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels at SWMU 4

Media No. of Samples | Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil 1 None
Surface Round 1: 3 None
Water Round 2: 5
Sediment Round 1: 3 None
Round 2: 3
Ground No samples N/A
Water ’

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
- recommends no further action at this SWMU for the following reasons:

[This] separator processes wastewater in contact with JP-4, JP-5,
and/or hydraulic oils and lubricants which are categorized as

- Petroleum, Oils, and Lubricants (POLs). These are excluded as
hazardous substances under CERCLA’s POL exclusion clause and
are non-hazardous materials. In addition, there is no reason to ' —
believe that these POLs would come in contact with any RCRA
hazardous materials. Furthermore, like any other tankage designed
and built by the Navy to process wastewaters, the Navy used the
working screen method for structural design (comparable to
American Concrete Institute Code Section 305) whereby the
likelihood of structural cracks [is] minimized. Considering that
there are no hazardous materials, substances or constitutes other
than POL type of compounds and that the SWMU’s physical
design minimizes cracks and releases, the Navy recommends no
further action under RCRA Corrective Action (P.A. Rakowski,
letter to Barry Tornick, June 1992).

2.4.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommenddtions

. TRC will inspect the oil/water separator and the storm sewer system to ascertain
the existence of a valve.

. TRC will visually inspect this SWMU’s integrity during the site inspection in
order to note whether or not there has been a release to the environment. Because
the oil/water separator is below grade a visual inspection may require the tank
contents to be drained. '
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2.4.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

During TRC’s site visit, this SWMU was observed to be as described in the background.
The existence of a valve was not able to be determined because the oil/water separator
was below grade. However, the wash basin that is located above the oil/water separator
was observed to be in good condition. No staining or evidence of a release was observed
(see Appendices A, B, C and D). As a result, TRC recommends no further action at this
SWMU.

2.5 SWMU 5, Dumpsters
2.5.1 vBackground

This SWMU is comprised of many metal dumpsters that are located throughout the
facility. These dumpsters are presently active and are regularly emptied. Wastes handled
by each dumpster varies, but "include burnable wastes (e.g., refuse), non-burnable wastes
(e.g., metal), salvageable wastes (e.g., metal) and non-salvageable wastes (e.g., sand)"
(A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The 1988 RFA Report suggested that these SWMUs be
emptied on a regular basis to avoid a release to the environment through spillage.
Outside of that, the VSI team suggested no further action.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
concurs with no further action for this site.

2.5.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
TRC recommends no further action.
2.5.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

At the request of EPA, this SWMU was not inspected during the site visit. As a result,
TRC has no further recommendations.

2.6 SWMU 6, IR Site 11, Former Paint Storage (Building 145)
2.6.1 Background

The building is a bunker, approximately sixty yards long, seven feet high and eight feet
wide with three openings to the surface through the roof. These openings are covered
with dilapidated wood structures. There is one entrance at ground level. The 1984 IAS
team reported the presence of approximately "[sixty] 55-gallon drums,...one hundred 5-
gallon pails, and a number of other small containers" (NEESA 1984). "[The] condition
of the containers ranged from being intact and neatly stacked to randomly placed, leaking,

- and obviously reused for waste material” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The 1984 IAS
Report stated that the drums and other containers had been in the building for sometime,
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probably since 1957. Some of the materials "identified...by the IAS team included spray
paint, olive drab paint, black boot polish and some adhesives" (NEESA 1984). The IAS
team sampled a number of the drums, but the analyses were not available to TRC. "[The]
IAS team...concluded that the majority of the material (approximately 2000 gallons) could
be classified as hazardous" (NEESA 1984).

In 1988, the RFA VSI team reported that Building 145 was empty, except for some
protective clothing and some water on the floor. There were "several old paint covered
gloves and pieces of clothing, broken pallets and several empty paint cans outside [the]
unit”" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The RFA VSI team indicated that there was no evidence
of a release to the environment. The VSI team suggested no further action.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that this SWMU
posed an immediate threat. As a result, "[to] expedite cleanup, the [(site inspection)] SI
and the Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility Study (RI/FS) phases were skipped, and this
site went directly into the RD/RA phase. The RD/RA phase consisted of a removal
action. During the Spring of 1988, all material was recontained, removed and properly
disposed of, and the floor...cleaned. Building 145 was left completely empty" (P.A.
Rakowski, letter to Barry Tornick, June 1992). As a result, the Navy recommended no
further action under RCRA or CERCLA.

2.6.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
. TRC will inspect this SWMU to check the integrity of the concrete floor. If
staining is observed and cracks are present in the concrete, sampling may be

necessary.

. If any post closure sampling data are available, then they should be reviewed
before this SWMU is recommended for no further action.

2.6.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations
During TRC’s site visit, it was observed that the concrete floor of this SWMU was in
good condition. No staining or any evidence of release was observed at this SWMU (see
Appendices A, C and D). No sheens were noted in the water in this SWMU. Wildlife
(frogs) were observed in the water in the SWMU. As a result, TRC recommends no
further action for this SWMU.

2.7 SWMU 7, IR Site 12, Tow Way Road Fuels Farm

2.7.1 Background

This SWMU is located north of Tow Way Road on a hill that overlooks Ensenada Honda,
and is comprised of a number of fuel storage tanks. Numerous "[spills], leaks and sludge
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disposals have occurred here since 1957" (NEESA 1984). This site, SWMU 7, has been
combined with SWMU 8 in other reports at Site 12.

In 1984, the NACIP Study reports the following history for this SWMU: "Over a 15 to
20 year period, approximately 420,000 gallons of diesel fuel leaked from underground
storage tanks 56A and 56B. These tanks were removed in 1984" (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988). Diesel fuel was observed by the NACIP IAS team "on top of the ground water
that had seeped into the holes where the tanks had been removed" (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988). In 1957 or 1958, a Tank 82 fuel line burst, spilling approximately 420,000 gallons
of Bunker C fuel. This spill reportedly ran downhill into Ensenada Honda. "In 1978,
approximately 65,000 gallons of diesel fuel leaked from Tank 1080. In 1986..., an
estimated 91,000 gallons of JP-5 (unleaded aviation kerosene) leaked from Tank 85" (A.T.
Keamey, Inc. 1988). Approximately 70,000 gallons of this spill reached Ensenada Honda.

In 1988, the RFA VSI team observed that there were two earthen retaining walls with
gates at the bottom of the hill where the tanks are located. They also noted a permanent
boom on the Tow Way Road Fuels farm storm water outfall. In addition, the VSI team
noted "areas of dried sludge directly downhill from Tank 82,...vapors rising from the
manhole over Tank 84, and fluid dripping steadily from a pipe that extended laterally
from Tank 83. Vegetation was stressed in the area of this pipe” (A.T. Keamney, Inc.
1988). Facility representatives reported to the VSI team that a "minor" spill from Tank
83 had occurred. The RFA VSI report suggested the testing of the integrity of the
existing tanks and the sampling of soil and ground water in order to determine the extent
of the releases.

The 1988 ESE report does not address SWMU 7 specifically, but addresses Site 12
(SWMU 7 and SWMU 8) together. In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification
sampling at this SWMU (SWMUs 7 and 8). A total of two surface water, two sediment,
and twelve ground water samples were collected and analyzed. In addition, ninety-seven
soil borings were installed--twenty in Round 1 and seventy-seven in Round 2. ESE.
reports that significant concentrations of oil and grease were detected in Round 1
sediment and surface water samples, but not in the Round 2 sediment and surface water
samples. The Round 2 surface water sample contained lead, but the concentration was
below ambient water quality criteria. Round 1 ground water samples indicated elevated
levels of benzene, toluene, oil and grease, whereas Round 2 ground water samples
indicated "the absence of oil and grease, but the presence of lead and an increased
concentration of benzene" (Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes 1989).
- Numerous soil borings were noted as being contaminated with fuel. ESE recommended
that no additional surface water and sediment samples be taken. ESE also recommended
that additional soil samples be taken and analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons,
benzene, toluene, xylene and lead. ESE recommended the installation of two monitoring
wells to determine the lateral extent of contamination detected in monitoring well
12GW08. (See Table 2.7.1 below for results exceeding Subpart S Action Levels.)
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Table 2.7.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels at SWMU 7

Media No. of Samples Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil Round 1: 20 Soil | None
borings
Round 2: 77 Sail
borings
Surface Round 1: 1 | None
Water Round 2: 1
Sediment | Round 1: 1 None
Round 2: 1 _
Ground Round 1: 6 Samples 12GW2 (2000ppb) and 12GW02
Water Round 2: 6 (4100ppb) contained levels of benzene that far
exceeded Subpart S Action Levels (1ppb).
‘Lead was detected in samples 12GW02 and
12GWO05 in levels exceeding Subpart S Action
Levels.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick states that in 1990, this
SWMU had been transferred to the Navy underground storage tank (UST) program
because the contamination was due to petroleum products only, because there was no
reason to believe that the POLs have come into contact with RCRA hazardous materials,
and because POLs are excluded as hazardous substances under CERCLA.

This letter also indicates that a final site characterization report was completed in
February 1992, and that a system was currently being installed to remove free product
from the site.

2.7.2 SWMU Assessment and Rebammendations

. TRC will inspect the free product removal system that has been installed (if one
has been installed) to determine if it is adequate.

. Lead was detected in surface water at concentrations above chronic ambient water
quality criteria. Oil and grease levels (Round 1) are above concentrations reported
to result in adverse impacts to marine biota. Therefore, additional surface water
and sediment samples near the drainage outfall are warranted. These samples
should be analyzed for full TCL and TAL parameters, and TPH.
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2.7.3

2.8

2.8.1

. According to the June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tomick, a
corrective action plan for the tank farm was to have been developed by October
1992. The sampling requirements and any available results should be reviewed
to determine if further action is necessary. This information was not available to
TRC during preparation of this document, but is critical to providing a complete
assessment. In the absence of this information, TRC recommends that the
SWMU’s ground water be monitored to evaluate the effectiveness of the removal
system, if installed. Analyses should include PAHs, oil and grease, lead, benzene,
toluene xylene, and ethylbenzene (BTEX) and fingerprint analysis.

Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC observed this SWMU to be as described in the background section above. Very
little visual evidence of past releases was observed during the site visit. The only visual
evidence of a release was observed at Tank 1082 where there was oil floating on the
water in the tunnel for the pipeline to the tank. No other visual evidence of a release was
observed (see Appendices A, B, C and D). TRC took HNu readings from most of the
wells on site. From these readings (ranging from O to 40 units) and from background
information, it is evident that releases have occurred. It should be noted that numerous
wells (approximately 14) have recently been installed. The analyses (if any) from these
wells, as well as from the older wells, were not available to TRC. As a result, TRC
cannot make an informed recommendation until these data are thoroughly reviewed. The
free product removal system that was noted in the June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski
to Barry Tornick has not been installed.

SWMU 8, IR Site 12, Tow Way Road Disposal Pits

Background

The Tow Way Road Disposal Pits site consists of two pits that are located north of Tow
Way Road on a hill overlooking Ensenada Honda. This site, SWMU 8, has been
combined with SWMU 7 in other reports as Site 12.

"Between 1971 and 1972, Tank 83 and 1080 weré cleaned, and the Bunker C fuel sludge

‘was emptied into two pits" (NEESA 1984). These pits are located within a 100-foot

radius of the tanks. "One pit [near Tank 83, measured] approximately 100 feet in
circumference and 10 to 20 feet in depth. [The] second pit [measured] 50 feet in
circumference and 10 to 20 feet in depth”, and is located near Tank 1080 (NEESA 1984).
The 1984 IAS report indicates that an estimated "3,900 to 7,500 cubic yards of Bunker
C fuel sludge were cleaned from the tanks and disposed of in these pits" (NEESA 1984).

The 1988, RFA VSI team report states that the pits "were left open until the sludge
solidified (a process [that the VSI team] estimated to take six to seven years), and then
covered with several feet of soil" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The RFA report suggested
that the pits be located using an "appropriate geophysical method (e.g., ground penetrating
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radar) and that soil and ground water samples be collected adjacent to each pit" (A.T.
Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The 1988 ESE report does not address SWMU 8 specifically, but addresses Site 12
(SWMU 7 and SWMU 8 together). In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification
sampling at this SWMU (SWMU 7 and SWMU 8). A total of two surface water, two
sediment, and twelve ground water samples were collected and analyzed. In addition,
ninety-seven soil borings were installed--twenty in Round 1 and seventy-seven in Round-
2. ESE reports that significant concentrations of oil and grease were detected in Round
1 sediment and surface water samples, but not in Round 2 sediment and surface water
samples. The Round 2 surface water sample contained lead, but the concentration was
below ambient water quality criteria. Round 1 ground water samples indicated elevated
levels of benzene, toluene, oil and grease, whereas Round 2 ground water samples
indicated "the absence of oil and grease, but the presence of lead and an increased
concentration of benzene" (Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes 1989).
Numerous soil borings were noted as being contaminated with fuel. ESE recommended
that no additional surface water and sediment samples be taken. ESE also recommended
that additional soil samples be taken and analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons,
benzene, toluene, xylene and lead. ESE recommended the installation of two monitoring
wells to determine the lateral extent of contamination detected in monitoring well
12GWO08. (See Table 2.8.1 below for results that exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.)

Table 2.8.1 - Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels at SWMU 8

Media No. of Samples Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil Round 1: 20 Soil | None
borings
Round 2: 77 Soil
borings
Surface Round 1: 1 None
Water - \
Sediment | Round 1: 1 No‘ne
Round 2: 1.
Ground | Round 1: 6 Samples 12GW2 (.2,000 ppb) and 12GWO02
Water Round 2: 6 (4,100 ppb) contained levels of benzene that
far exceed Subpart S Action Levels (1 ppb).
Lead was detected in samples 12GW02 and
12GWOS in levels exceeding Subpart S Action
Levels.
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2.8.2

283

The June 30, 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick refers to SWMU 8 as a
description of the work that has been done at SWMU 7. According to this letter, in 1990,
this SWMU had been transferred to the Navy UST program because the contamination
was due to petroleum products only, because there was no reason to believe that the POLs
have come into contact with RCRA hazardous materials, and because POLs are excluded
as hazardous substances under CERCLA. This letter also indicates that a final site
characterization report was completed in February 1992, and that a system was currently
being installed to remove free product from the site.

SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. The two disposal pits have not been investigated as separate SWMUSs from the
tank farm (SWMU 7). The sludge disposal pits are not controlled containment
systems such as the tank farms; therefore, future investigation should be performed
under the IR Program, not the UST program. Such investigations should be
consistent with the approach employed at SWMU 9, IR Site 13, Leaded Sludge
Pits. Soil borings and monitoring wells should be advanced and installed to
specifically characterize these waste disposal SWMUs. Both surface and
subsurface soil samples should be submitted for laboratory analyses. Since this
effort will constitute an initial examination of sludge disposal pits, full TCL and
TAL characterization (minus pesticides/PCBs) should be performed on the soil and
ground water samples collected from these areas.

. The 1988 RFA suggested the locating of the two dispbsal pits using ground
penetrating radar and then sampling soil and ground water adjacent to these
SWMUs. To date, this has not been done and needs to be addressed.

. Total organic carbon analyses should be performed on surface soil samples so that
bioavailable concentrations can be calculated for an ecological assessment. In
addition, once the pits are located, samples should be analyzed for full TCL and
TAL analyses, and TPH.

. The October 1992 UST Corrective Action Plan should be reviewed to determine
if any pertinent sampling information is available. If so, this data will help focus
areas for ground water and surface water sampling in and around the pit area.

Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

Because this SWMU consists of buried leaded sludge pits, it could not be located during
the site visit (see Appendices A, B and D). As a result, TRC reiterates its
recommendation that ground penetrating radar be used to locate these pits. Once located,
borings around and through the pits should be installed to characterize the nature and
extent of the release. '
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29 SWMU 9, IR Site 13, Leaded Sludge Pits
2.9.1 Background

This SWMU consists of eight fuel storage tanks. Tanks 212 through 215 are located
north of Forrestal Drive along Manila Bay Road. "Tanks 216 and 217 are located on a
hilltop about 4,000 feet southeast of tanks 212 through 215, north of Forrestal Drive"
(NEESA 1984). The location of tanks 210 and 211 has not been determined.

The 1984 NACIP report indicates that these "tanks were constructed in 1948 for the

~ storage of AVGAS [(aviation gasoline)], and [that the tanks] were cleaned about every
five years until 1978" (this does not included tanks 210 and 211, which were abandoned
in 1950 and probably cleaned only once) (NEESA 1984). This report indicates that
"cleaning...resulted in the removal of 20 to 30 drums (800 to 1,250 gallons) of leaded
sludge per tank" (NEESA 1984). The NACIP report estimates that between 30,000 and
50,000 gallons of leaded sludge were disposed of at these areas over a 4(0-year period”
(NEESA 1984). This sludge was "disposed of in a series of pits (8 feet x 8 feet x 8
feet)" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). These pits were located within 300 feet of the tank that
was being cleaned. "After the sludge settled in the pits, it was covered with [three] to
[four] feet of soil" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The NACIP report suggests using infrared
photographs or a terrain conductivity survey to locate the disposal sites in order to install
soil borings.

The 1988 RFA report indicates a start date of 1940 instead of 1948 as noted in the 1984
NACIP report. The VSI team was unable to locate the buried pits during their inspection.
The RFA report suggested using an appropriate geophysical method (e.g., ground
penetrating radar) to locate the pits in order to collect soil and ground water samples
adjacent to these areas. '

In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling at this SWMU. "Six
sediment samples were collected during each round [of sampling]" (Technical Review
Committee Meeting Minutes 1989). According to ESE, oil and grease were detected in
each round, but levels were not significant when shipping activities in the area were
considered. "Lead was also detected in both rounds, but not in significant levels"
(Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes 1989). Low levels of volatile organic
compounds were detected in Round 2, but not in Round 1. Twelve surface water samples
were also collected. Two of the six Round 1 samples indicated low levels of oil and
grease. Oil and grease were not detected in any Round 2 surface water samples. Low
levels of lead were detected in all Round 2 surface water samples. "Eleven wells were
sampled during each round" (Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes 1989).
During Round 1, four wells contained significant levels of fuel-derived organic
constituents. During Round 2, only two of the four wells continued to show significant
fuel-derived organic constituents. ESE recommended the installation of an additional
three monitoring wells and sixteen borings. Samples from these new wells and from

NY-R31.RP4 24

RECYCLED PAPER ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL ' Rc



wells 13GWO01-13GWO06 wouid bbe analyzed fof benzene, toluene, xylene and lead. (See
Table 2.9.1 below for results that exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.)

The Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes indicated that 14 ground water, 20 -
surface soil and 60 subsurface soils will be collected to support a baseline risk assessment
(see Table 2.9.1 below). Ground water and surface soil samples would be analyzed for
VOCs, BNAs and metals, whereas subsurface soils would be analyzed for TPH, BTEX
and lead.

Baker’s 1992 Sampling and Analysis Plan indicates that they plan to collect these
samples.

Table 2.9.1 - Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels at SWMU 9

l Media No. of Samples Results that e'xceedeubpart S Action Levels

—

Soil No samples N/A
20 Surface Soil &
60 Soil planned

Surface Round 1: 6 Four out of the six samples in Round 2
Water Round 2: 6 : exceeded Subpart S Action Levels for lead.
Sediment | Round 1: 6 None

Round 2: 6
Ground Round 1: 11 Six of the eleven Round 1 and seven of the
Water Round 2: 11 eleven Round 2 had volatile levels that

3 new wells : exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.

planned

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tomick indicates that RI/FS efforts
for this site began in November 1991.

2.9.2 SWMU Assessment and Recoinmendations

. Baker’s 1992 Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) states that "subsurface soil
boring samples, surface soil samples, and ground water samples will be collected.
Surface water and sediment are listed as expected environmental concerns" (TRC
1992). The fact that no surface water or sediment samples from these media are
to be collected needs to be addressed. "In addition, ingestion of contaminated
biota and vapors are also listed as potential exposure routes” (TRC 1992). Future
work must be modified to address these SAP specific concerns.
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. Baker’s SAP states that "subsurface soil samples will be selected for collection on
the basis of ‘evidence of contamination, saturation, etc.” It is important to collect
samples from below the bottom of the tank and at background locations so as to
determine if these tanks have leaked" (TRC 1992).

. TRC’s review of Baker’s 1992 SAP states:

...three new monitoring wells will be installed but [the SAP]
provides no information on how deep the wells will be or

 where they will be screened. This information needs to be
included so that the effectiveness of the wells in measuring

_ contamination may be evaluated. In addition, the criteria
and rationale used for placing wells and determining screen
depths must be presented in the Work Plan in order to
evaluate how effective they will be in obtaining information
on stratigraphy and aquifer properties (TRC 1992b).

. Baker’s "figures show the surface soil and soil boring sample locations. There
need to be more soil borings.... In particular, it appears that soil borings should
be installed on the east and west sides of tank 214 and on the northeast side of
tank 215, as well as on the east side of the tanks on Site 13C" (TRC 1992b).

. Elevated concentrations of oil and grease were detected at sediment sampling
locations 13SE1, 13SE2, 13SE3, and 13SE6 (particularly at sample 13SE1). An
additional oil and grease sample should be collected at sample location 13SE6 due
to the high variation observed between levels detected in Rounds 1 and 2. Oil and
grease, lead and PAH analyses are recommended on additional sediment samples
collected in the vicinity of Tanks 214 and 215.

. Elevated levels of oil and grease detected in sediment samples were reported to
be attributable to "shipping activities." It is recommended that appropriate
sediment background sampling be conducted to verify this statement.

. Several chlorinated VOCs (TCE, 1,2,-DCA, and vinyl chloride) were detected in
ground water samples collected from SWMU 9. Some concentrations exceed the
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Additional monitoring wells are
necessary to (1) delineate the lateral and vertical extent of these ground water
contaminants; and (2) determine the point at which concentrations comply with
Federal standards. ‘

. Total organic carbon analyses should be performed on surface soil and sediment
samples so that bioavailable concentrations can be calculated for an ecological
assessment. '
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2.9.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

2.10

Because this SWMU consists of buried leaded sludge pits, it could not be located during
the site visit. TRC walked around the area where these pits are suspected to be located,
and no evidence of a release or of their presence was observed (see Appendices A, B, C
and D). In addition to the previous recommendations, TRC recommends that these pits
be located using ground penetrating radar. Once located, borings should be advanced
around and through the pits to characterize the nature and extent of the contamination.
TRC also recommends that the leaking valve observed during the site visit be repaired,
and that soil samples in the two areas of stressed vegetation noted in the checklists be
sampled for full TCL/TAL parameters.

SWMU 10, IR Site 15, Transformer Maintenance Area (Building 90, Substation 2)

2.10.1 Background

According to the 1984 IAS report, the transformer maintenance area has been used as a
transformer repair shop by the Public Works Department - Power Distribution Shop since
1964. In order to repair pole-mounted distribution transformers, the transformer oil would
first be drained. "From 1964 through 1979, used transformer oil was...poured [directly]
onto the ground in the vicinity of Building 90. [Interviewed personnel] remembered using

PCB-based dielectric fluids (by the trade names of Askarel, Inerteen, and Pyranol) for

servicing the transformers” (NEESA 1984). The Power Distribution Shop ordered
approximately 200 gallons of replacement transformer fluid per year.

The 1984 NACIP report estimates that approximately "3,000 gallons of transformer oil
were drained to the soil in the vicinity of [Building 90]" (NEESA 1984). The IAS team

suggested the collection of six soil samples (0-12 inches) to be analyzed for PCBs.

The 1988 RFA VSI team noted oil-stained soil in the vicinity of Building 90 and "a trash
can (approximately 20 gallons) [that] was filled with oil and leaking onto the ground”
(A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team suggested that this site be referred to Toxic
Substance Control Act (TSCA) personnel.

In 1988, ESE produced a Remedial Action Alternative Analysis for Site 15 (SWMU 10).
Based on their analysis, ESE developed the following four remedial alternatives: :

1. No action - installation of a 6-foot high galvanized chain link fence around areas
of PCB contamination exceeding 10 ppm.

2. Cap alternative - single layer of asphaltic concrete covering areas of PCB
contamination exceeding 10 ppm.
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3. Partial excavation and capping - excavation of areas where PCB concentrations
exceed 25 ppm and the capping of the rest of the area that falls between 10 and
25 ppm with asphaltic concrete. - -

4. Excavation alternative - excavation of all material containing PCB concentrations
that exceed 10 ppm.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick 1nd1cates that RI/FS efforts
for this site began in October 1988.

In 1992, Versar prepared a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for Site 15 (SWMU
10). During their investigation, Versar collected numerous soil, sediment, wipe and chip
samples. (See Table 2.10.1 for results that exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.) Based
on their data and the data collected by Greenleaf in 1988, Versar investigated the
feasibility of the three following remedial alternatives:

1. Soil excavation, transportation and off-site incineration
2. Soil excavation, transportation and off-site land disposal
3. Soil excavation and on-site incineration (Versar 1992a)

Of the three, Versar recommended Alternative 2 (soil excavation, transportation, and off-
site land disposal).

Table 2.10.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels at SWMU 10

Media No. of Samples Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels

Soil 33 (Greenleaf) Fourteen Greenleaf locations had concentrations
greater than the 10 ppm ARAR.

36 (Versar) Seven Versar locations contained PCBs in

concentrations greater than 10 ppm ARAR.

Wipe 3 (Versar) N/A

Chip 2 (Versar) N/A

Sediment 12 (Versar) One of the Versar locations contained PCBs
greater than the 10 ppm ARAR.
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2.10.2 SWMU Assessment and Recomménddtiori§

. TRC’s report on the review of Baker’s 1992 Work Plan and SAP noted the
following:

NY-R31.RP4
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The [studies to date have only been] concerned with the soil and
sediment sample matrix. The site drains to the southwest and east,
with drainage eventually joining in a drainage ditch that flows
southwest into Ensenada Honda. Analysis of results from the soil
and sediment samples could be used to address the possibility of
further contamination of the storm system through runoff.
Although soil and sediment results are clearly presented, a
discussion regarding the effect that the detected contamination may
have on other media at the site must be included....

The scenarios and toxicity values used to determine appropriate
target clean-up levels in the ESE’s risk assessment contained as
Appendix B does not reflect current guidance and must not be used
to evaluate or justify the use of the TSCA target level of 10 ppm....

All contaminants detected need to be presented for evaluation (e.g.,
lead, MEK). The decision to narrow the focus of the quantitative
risk assessment to just PCBs needs to be [addressed]....

The possible additive risks to receptors from site contaminants in
other media, (e.g., ground water), exposure via pathways not
evaluated ’,(e.g., inhalation), and contact with other site
contaminants (e.g:, lead), need to be fully discussed in the risk
characterization and stated as a limitation of the risk assessments
at the beginning of Versar’s baseline risk assessment report.

The reported target clean-up levels may need to be revised pending
the results of a more extensive ecological risk assessment. It
appears that PCBs from Site 15 may potentially be transported off
site by the existing storm water drainage systems to Puerca Bay
and Ensenada Honda. Target clean-up levels (for site
soils/sediments) will need to be established that are protective of
aquatic biota if offsite transport of PCBs result in adverse effects
to these sensitive ecological receptors....

A 10 parts-per-million (ppm) clean-up level, as governed by the
TSCA, is the only remedial goal mentioned in the FS [for Unit 15].

According to Section 4.1.2.1 of the CERCLA guidance,
"preliminary remediation goals are developed on the basis of
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chemical specific ARARS.... These preliminary remediation goals
are (to be) re-evaluated as site characterization data and
information from the baseline risk assessment become available."
Any information pertaining to the risks associated with a residual
10 ppm PCB level in the site soil must be [addressed]. An
acceptable risk level for the protection of human health and the
environment must be stated as part of the Remedial Action
Objectives (RAOs)....

The process options considered...[to date] did not include
immobilization technologies. In situ solidification has been
successfully demonstrated as a means to remediate PCB-
contaminated soil. This technology is most cost effective when
used to treat large volumes of soil since the costs associated with
excavation and transportation of soil are precluded. Since the
potential for remediation of a larger volume of soil than is
presently quantified exists, this option should be included in the FS
for review....

A cost sensitivity analysis is also required to assess the effect that
variations in specific assumptions associated with design,
implementation, and operation of an alternative can have on its
estimated cost. This kind of analysis is particularly important in
this case since "if it is later determined that the contamination has
migrated, additional treatment of possibly large amounts of soil will
be needed" (Site 15, RI/FS, p. 71). Economies of scale for each
process option considered should be more fully investigated. This

is particularly important for the onsite incineration option..

According to the FS, the cost effectiveness of this option is greatly
increased when treating more than 5,000 tons of soil.

While the correct criteria are used to evaluate each alternative
delineated in Section 6.3.3 (Detailed Analysis of Remedial
Alternatives), insufficient information is presented to show that the
alternatives have been developed to a point where a detailed

~ analysis is warranted. Section 6.2.1 of the RI/FS guidance suggests

that the "...information developed to define alternatives at this stage
in the RI/FS process may consist of preliminary design
calculations, process flow diagrams, sizing of key process
components, preliminary site layouts, and a discussion of
limitations, assumptions, and uncertainties concerning each
alternative." None of the requirements listed above are supplied in
the detailed analysis of the alternatives listed in the FS. Only a
very brief description of each alternative is supplied which outlines
the relative pros and cons for that choice. This section must be
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2.103

2.11

2.11.1

reworked to include the level of specificity required by the
guidance in order to thoroughly evaluate each alternative in detail

(TRC 1992).

. Total organic carbon analyses should be performed on surface soil and sediment
samples so that bioavailable concentrations can be calculated for an ecological
assessment.

. If immobilization is judged to be a viable alternative, then data for

implementability of this technology should be gathered.
Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

This SWMU appeared as described in the background. During the visit, TRC observed
an empty, very rusted 5-gallon can of paint spirits on the concrete porch located south-
southwest of Building 90 (see Appendices A, B, C and D). There was no staining in the
area of this can or any evidence of a release. TRC also observed an oil-stained area
(approximately 8’ x 10’) approximately 50 feet south-southwest of the fenced area. TRC
also observed a 5-gallon can of gear oil on the transformer pad located south-southwest
of the fenced area. There was no staining or any evidence of a release from this can
either.

Versar has performed an in-depth investigation into PCB contamination in the soils and
concrete of this area. As stated in Section 2.10.1 above, Versar recommended
remediation of this site, which is scheduled to occur this summer according to NAVSTA
environmental personnel. However, no investigation has been performed to determine if
ground water has been impacted in this area. In addition to the recommendations above,
TRC recommends the installation of four wells. One well should be located northeast of
Building 90 (upgradient), one east of Building 90 (cross gradient/downgradient) and two
southwest of Building 90 (downgradient), along Forrestal Drive. The wells should be

'sampled for full TCL/TAL parameters.

SWMU 11, IR Site 16, PCB Storage Compound
Background

According to the 1984 RFA report, "Building 38 was a 60-megawatt steam turbine facility
that generated power from the early 1940s through 1949.... The [facility] used Bunker
‘C’ fuel, which was stored in two 50,000-gallon reinforced concrete tanks located directly
northwest of the building" (NEESA 1984). In the 1970s, Bunker C fuel was observed in
manholes near Building 38 during heavy rainfalls. Bunker C fuel was also "discharged
to the Enlisted Beach via the old cooling water outlet for the Power Plant" (NEESA
1984). Building 38 was also used for the repair of electrical transformers from 1956
through 1964. "During this period, used oil from the transformers was poured directly
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onto the ground in the vicinity of Building 38" (NEESA 1984). An estlmated 1,600
gallons of transformer fluid were disposed of in this area.

The 1984 TAS team suggested the collection of six soil samples via hand auger. They
suggested the collection of two samples from the oil-stained soil northwest of the
building, and four samples (in a grid) from the area north and northwest of the building.

The 1988 RFA report states that this SWMU is TSCA regulated. This was told to the

- VSI team by a facility representative. Located inside Building 38 "is a cyclone fence
which surrounds a curbed [(8-inch)] concrete pad. PCB-contaminated items (e.g., old

- transformers and full 55-gallon drums) are temporarily stored on the concrete pad inside
the cyclone fence" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). A Defense Reutilization and Marketing
Office (DRMO) contractor disposes these items. The VSI team observed drums that they
believed to contain PCB-contaminated soil outside the cyclone fence. The VSI team also
observed "oil contaminated sorbent . . . inside the fence on the concrete pad" (NEESA
1984). A facility representative told the VSI team that the oil spill inside the fence was
"from a non-PCB transformer (<50 ppm PCBs) and that laboratory results were pending
regarding the contents of the drums" located outside of the fence (NEESA 1984). The
RFA VSI team suggested that the results of the analysis of the spilled materials be
obtained to confirm that they do not contain PCBs. If the analysis reveals that the spill
does not contain PCBs, then the VSI suggested no further action beside complying with
TSCA regulations. . '

In 1988, ESE produced a Remedial Action Alternative Analysis Report. ESE

...collected thirty-eight soil samples from the site (9 in Round 1 and.
29 in Round 2). These samples were analyzed for PCBs, oil and
grease, volatile organic compounds (VOC), ethylene dibromide
(EDB), xylenes, methyl ethyl ketone (MEK), and methyl isobutyl
ketone (MIBK). In Round 2, an EP toxicity test for lead was
completed. The analytical resuits indicated the presence of PCB
and lead contamination at the site. Lead concentrations were less
than the EP toxicity standard for lead. Other constituents detected,
but not at levels of concern, were MEK as well as oil and grease
(Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes 1989). (See Table
2.11.1 below for results that exceeded TSCA Action Levels.)

Based on their analyses, ESE proposed the following four remedial alternatives:

1. "No action" alternative - In this alternative, a 6-foot high
galvanized chain link fence is to be installed at the site to -
encompass all areas of the site confirmed to have PCB
concentrations above 10 ppm to restrict site access
(approximately 2246 square yards)....
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2. Cap alternative - In this alternative, the soils in the concrete

ditch are to be scraped to remove the soil in the ditch

= (approximately 2 cubic yards). These soils are to be spread

out in the area where PCB levels exceed 10 ppm and where

a 1-inch asphaltic concrete cap is to be installed over a 4-

l . inch base. The total area to be capped is 1780 square
yards....

- 3. Partial excavation and capping alternative - In this
alternative, the concrete-lined ditch is to be scraped to
remove the soil in the ditch and the area having PCB
concentrations above 25 ppm is to be excavated to a depth
of 1 foot. A total of 469 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated
soil will be removed and disposed of by incineration in an
incinerator permitted for PCB incineration. The area
excavated is to be filled with clean backfill (less than 1
ppm PCB). The site areas containing PCB levels from 10-
25 ppm are to be capped with 1-inch asphaltic concrete and
a 4-inch base (379 square yards)....

4, Excavation alternative - In this alternative, all site areas
- containing PCB concentrations greater than 10 ppm are to
be excavated to a depth of 1 foot below land surface and
disposed of by incineration in an incinerator permitted for
PCB incineration (595 cubic yards). Areas that are
o excavated are to be backfilled with clean soil (less than 1
ppm PCB) (Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes

1989).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that RI/FS efforts
began at this site in October 1988.

In 1992, Versar prepared a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for this site. During

their investigation, Versar collected numerous surface water, sediment, soil, wipe and chip
e samples. (See Table 2.11.1 below for results that exceeded TSCA Action Levels.) Based
on their data and the data collected by ESE in 1988, Versar investigated the feasibility
of the three following remedial alternatives:

1. Soil excavation, transportation and off-site incineration
2. ‘Soil excavation, transportation and off-site land disposal
— 3. Soil excavation and on-site incineration (Versar 1992a)

Of the three, Versar recommended Alternative 2 (soil excavation, transportation, and off-
site land disposal). ‘ '
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Table 2.11.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded TSCA Action Levels

at SWMU 11
Media No. of Samples | Results that exceéd TSCA Action Levels
Soil 38 (Greenleaf) Fifteen locations contained PCB concentrations
greater than the 10 ppm ARAR (TSCA). The
two highest results were 1,200 ppm and 40,000
ppm.
37 (Versar) Eighteen locations were greater than the 10 ppm
ARAR.
Wipe 33 (Versar) Two locations exceeded the TSCA ARAR of
1,000 mg/m?.
Chip - 6 (Versar) N/A
Sediment | 12 (Versar) Eight locations were greater than the 10 ppm
ARAR for PCBs.
Surface | 3 (Versar) All three samples were greater than the MCL of
Water 0.5 ug/L.

2.11.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. TRC’s report on the review of Versar’s and ESE’s Work Plans and SAPS noted
the following: ,

NY-R31.RP4

RECYCLED PAPER

The scenarios and toxicity values used to determine appropriate
target clean-up levels in the ESE risk assessment contained as
Appendix B in both [ESE’s and Versar’s] reports do not reflect
current guidance and must not be used to evaluate or justify the use
of the TSCA target level of 10 ppm....

All contaminants detected need to be presented for evaluation (e.g.,
lead, MEK). The decision to narrow the focus of the quantitative
risk assessment to just PCBs needs to be addressed. '

The possible additive risks to receptors from site contaminants in
other media (e.g., ground water), exposure via pathways not
evaluated (e.g., inhalation), and contact with other site
contaminants (e.g., lead), need to be fully discussed in the risk
characterization and stated as a limitation of the risk assessments
at the beginning of the baseline risk assessment report.
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The reported target clean-up levels may need to be revised pending
the results of a more extensive ecological risk assessment. It
appears that PCBs from Site 16 may potentially be transported
offsite by the existing storm water drainage systems and/or the
cooling water tunnel present beneath the site to Puerca Bay and
Ensenada Honda. Target clean-up levels (for site soils/sediments)
will need to be established that are protective of aquatic biota if
offsite transport of PCBs result in adverse effects to these sensitive
ecological receptors....

A 10 ppm clean-up level, as governed by the TSCA, is the only
remedial goal mentioned in the FS [for Unit 16]. According to
Section 4.1.2.1 of the CERCLA guidance, "preliminary remediation
goals are developed on the basis of chemical specific ARARs....
These preliminary remediation goals are (to be) reevaluated as site
characterization data and information from the baseline risk
assessment become available." Any information pertaining to the
risks associated with a residual 10 ppm PCB level in the site soil
must be [addressed]. An acceptable risk level for the protection of
human health and the environment should be stated as part of the
RAOs [in Versar’s RI/FS report]....

The process options considered [to date] did not include
immobilization technologies. In-situ solidification has been
successfully demonstrated as a means to remediate PCB-
contaminated soil. This technology is most cost effective when
used to treat large volumes of soil since the costs associated with
excavation and transportation of soil are precluded. Since the
potential for remediation of a larger volume of soil than is
presently quantified exists, this option should be included in the FS
for review. The long-term stability of in-situ stabilization also
needs to be addressed. The discussion should incorporate long-
term management and access controls (fences, restricted access,
deed restrictions and signs).... [If immobilization is considered as
a process option, data for implementability of this technology
should be gathered.]

A cost sensitivity analysis is also required to assess the effect that
variations in specific assumptions associated with design,
implementation, and operation of an alternative can have on its
estimated cost. This kind of analysis is particularly important in
this case since "if it is later determined that the contamination has
migrated, additional treatment of possibly large amounts of soil will
be needed." Economies of scale for each process option considered
should be more fully investigated. This is particularly important
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for the onsite incineration option. According to the FS, the cost
effectiveness of this option is greatly increased when treating more
than 5,000 tons of soil.

- While the correct criteria are used to evaluate each alternative
- delineated in Section 6.3.3 (Detailed Analysis of Remedial
Alternatives), insufficient information is presented to show that the
alternatives have been developed to a point where a detailed
analysis is warranted. Section 6.2.1 of the RI/FS guidance suggests
that the "...information developed to define alternatives at this stage
in the RI/FS process may consist of preliminary design
calculations, process flow diagrams, sizing of key process
components, preliminary site layouts, and a discussion of
limitations, assumptions, and uncertainties coricerning each
alternative." None of the requirements listed above are supplied in
the detailed analysis of the alternatives listed in the FS. Only a
very brief description of each alternative is supplied which outlines
the relative pros and cons for that choice. This section should be
reworked to include the level of specificity required by the
guidance in order to thoroughly evaluate each alternative in detail
(TRC 1992a).

. There is a high potential for PCB transport through the cooling water tunnel and
storm drainage system. TRC recommends that the discharge location of the storm
drain be determined and subsequently sampled for full TCL and TAL parameters.

. Surface water and sediment samples need to be collected within Puerca Bay and
Ensenada Honda at the inlet/outlet of the cooling water tunnel. It is recommended
that a minimum of two samples be collected at each location and be subjected to
a full TCL and TAL analyses.

- 2.11.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC observed this SWMU to be a bermed, fenced, concrete pad located inside Building
38. Inside the pad were 27 transformers, 53 55-gallon drums that were labelled as
containing PCBs and two 5-gallon cans labelled as not containing PCBs. There were also
28 drums (some were 30-gallon and some were 55-gallon) located outside the pad, but
still inside Building 38. Eighteen of these drums were labelled as suspected pesticide
contamination. The rest were labelled as non-regulated waste (petroleum contaminated
soil). There were also three transformers located outside of the pad. All drums and
transformers were in good condition. There was a stained area (approximately 10’ x 10’
in area) located inside the pad (see Appendices A, B, C and D).

Although there is a stained area, this area is located inside a bermed, fenced pad, which
1s in turn located insidc a building. - Furthermore, the entire area surrounding Building 38
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is SWMU 45 which has been thoroughly investigated and is due for remediation in the

near future.

As a result, TRC recommends that the drums and transformers located

outside of the pad be moved inside. Outside of this, TRC recommends no further action.

2.12 SWMU 12, Fire Training Pit Oil/Water Separator

2.12.1 Background

This SWMU began operations in 1983. 'Howevcr, the 1984 NACIP report does not
address this SWMU. The first mention of this SWMU is in the 1988 RFA report.
According to the RFA,

...the Fire Training Pit Oil/Water Separator is an in-ground concrete
tank that measures approximately 7 feet x 30 feet x 10 feet deep....
Waste oils are burned at this SWMU during training exercises....
Overflow from this unit is controlled by a manually operated valve.
Wastewater from this unit flows through the sewer drainage system
(SWMU...38) to be processed by one of the Naval Station
Wastewater Treatment Plants (one of SWMUs...27,...28 or...29).
[The] oils from this unit are pumped back into the Fire Training Pit
(SWMU...14). [The VSI team observed] a ground level opening
[that was] covered by heavy grating. [The VSI team also noted]
an area of dead grass, adjacent to the {oil/water] separator, [and oil]
stains on the curbing and guardrail uprights.... The VSI team
suggested that an automatic overflow control valve be
installed...and that the final disposition of the wastewater be
determined (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The RFA also suggested the collection of ground water and soil samples to determine if
there has been a release of hazardous constituents to the environment. This, it was

suggested, could be done during sampling at the Fire Training Pit (SWMU 14).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tomick indicates that confirmatory
sampling is to be done at this SWMU. The preparation of the Work Plan for this work
is scheduled to begin in the third quarter of fiscal year 1993.

2.12.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

' NY-R31.RP4

TRC will visually inspect this SWMU to check the concrete’s integrity. Because
the oil/water separator is below grade, a visual inspection may require the tank

contents to be drained.

The Work Plan for the sampling effort should be reviewed to determine its

adequacy.
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. TRC will inspect this SWMU to observe the staining reported in the 1988 RFA
report and to determine if any additional releases have occurred since the 1988
RFA.

. Soil borings are warranted to evaluate the integrity of the fire training pit and
vertical magnitude of contamination associated with the reported stained areas.
Multiple depths should be sampled in each soil boring. Should visual observations
or field screening identify the presence of contamination in subsurface soils, then
multiple monitoring wells should be installed to evaluate ground water impacts.
In addition, surface soil samples should be obtained from stained areas. All future
samples should be submitted for full TCL and TAL analyses since waste oils were
used as the fuel for training exercises.

2.12.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

During the site visit, TRC observed that the concrete of the oil/water separator was in
good condition. No cracks or staining were observed. The oil/water separator was nearly
full (approximately 1 foot from the top of the separator) and had a sheen on it. The
oil/water separator appeared as if it could easily overflow during periods of heavy rain
(see Appendices A, B, C and D). Because no samples have been collected to date, TRC
recommends that six surface soil samples be collected around the perimeter of the
separator to determine if a release has occurred. One sample from the northeast side, one
from the southwest side, two from the northwest side and two from the southeast side of
the oil/water separator. Analyses should include full TCL and TAL parameters. If results
come back above action levels, then the soil borings recommended in Section 2.12.2
should be installed.

2.13 SWMU 13, IR Site 18, Old Pest Control Shop (Building 258 and Surrounding Areas)
2.13.1 Background
The NACIP report describes this SWMU as the fbllowing:

The Pest Control Shop...was located at Building 258 from the late
1950s through 1983. Pesticides were stored in Building 258 and
also on the parking apron. Former Pest Control Shop employees
remember incidental spillage of pesticides in and around the
building. In 1976, a 55-gallon drum of malathion, which was
stored outside the building, ruptured and the contents spilled onto
the ground, eventually washing into the drainage ditch in back of
the building. This same ditch received rinse waters from the
cleaning of pesticide equipment over a storm drain which
_discharged to the ditch. Excess pesticides were also poured into
~ this ditch. Past environmental engineering surveys cite numerous
aquatic kills due to pesticides entering the ditch. The area
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surrounding the building is devoid of vegetation, although the
drainage ditch does not show any signs of stressed vegetation.

Pesticides used in the past include DDT, Paris Green, maldane,

malathion, and chlordane.... There is no information available,

either from records or interviewees, regarding the amounts or
~ concentrations of the pesticides used (NEESA 1984).

Based on their findings, the 1984 NACIP report suggested that 22 soil samples be
collected. They suggested that one composite sample be taken upgradient in the drainage
ditch, one composite down-gradient, one near the road for a background sample and 19

- samples in a grid pattern. They suggested that these soil samples be analyzed for
pesticides.

In 1988, a RFA was performed at this SWMU. The VSI team noted that

...a faint but discernible pesticide odor was present behind the
building and inside what is now the diving club pump room.
[They did not observe any] signs of stressed vegetation.... The
president of the diving club, Mr. Seufert, reported [to the VSI
team] that club members had decontaminated the inside of the
building before occupying it.  According to Mr. Seufert,
decontamination involved washing the inside walls and floor with
bleach before sealing with a vinyl coating. The meeting room was
then tiled, but the pump room was not (A.T Kearney, Inc. 1988).

Based on their inspection, the VSI team

...suggested that extensive soil and ground water sampling be
performed at this SWMU to determine the existence and nature of
release of hazardous constituents to the environment. Areas
sampled should include outside near the south side of Building 258
and in and around the ditch that is approximately 40 feet from the
building. Analyses should include a set of indicator parameters
based upon the physical and chemical characteristics of pesticides
stored here in the past. As an interim measure, it is suggested that
recreational use of the building be discontinued immediately until
sampling results confirm that building’s safety (A.T Kearney, Inc.
1988).

In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling.
Fifteen soil samples were collected in Round 1 and analyzed for

pesticides at this site. Several pesticides, including chlordane, were
detected in the surficial soils in the area adjacent to Building 258.
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[In addition,] eight sediment samples were collected at this site (2
in Round 1 and 6 in Round 2) and analyzed for pesticides.
Chlordane and other pesticides were detected in the sediment
samples collected from the drainage ditch which conveys storm
water runoff from the site. A total of 8 surface water samples were
[also] collected at this site (2 in Round 1 and 6 in Round 2) and
analyzed for pesticides. Chlordane and other pesticides were
detected in the surface water samples collected from the drainage
ditch which conveys storm water runoff. Three shallow monitoring
wells were installed at the site and ground water samples [were]
collected in Round 2. Ground water samples were analyzed for
pesticides. A low concentration of DDD, PP' (0.0017 ug/L) was

"detected in one of the three monitoring wells at the site. [As a

result, ESE recommended that a] baseline risk assessment of the
pesticide contamination [be performed in order] to determine if the
levels of pesticide detected in the soils, sediment, surface water and
ground water pose a threat to human health and the environment
(Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes 1989). (See Table
2.13.1 below for results that exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.)

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that RI/FS efforts
for this site began in November 1991 and that the Work Plan was scheduled to be
received by EPA in July 1992.

Baker’s 1992 report indicates that they plan to collect 15 soil, six sediment, six surface
water and three ground water samples to support a baseline risk assessment (Baker 1992)
(see Table 2. 13.1 below).

NY-R31.RP4
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Table 2.13.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action -

Levels at SWMU 13

Media No. of Samples | Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil Round 1: 15 None
15 planned
Surface Round 1: 2 None
Water Round 2: 6
6 planned
Sediment Round 1: 2 None
Round 2: 6
6 planned
Ground - | Round 2: 3 None
Water 3 planned

2.13.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

Six surface water and sediment locations are proposed to be sampled (for
pesticides and metals) near the previous surface water/sediment sampling
locations. However, the proposed sampling locations appear to differ from
sampling locations identified in previous investigations of this site. Therefore, it
is recommended that the Work Plan for the proposed sampling be reviewed for
its adequacy. :

The table in Baker’s 1992 Remedial Investigation (RI) Work Plan shows that
samples from SWMU 13 will be analyzed for metals and pesticides only.
Samples collected from SWMU 13 should also be analyzed for full TCL and TAL
parameters.

2.13.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

During TRC’s site visit, this SWMU appeared as described in the background. There
were no signs of releases observed during the site visit. There was no stressed vegetation,
staining, or odors (see Appendices A, B, C and D). Past sampling has revealed the
presence of some pesticides at the site, but none were detected in levels that exceeded
Subpart S Action Levels. As a result, TRC recommends that the samples proposed by
Baker be collected to determine whether further action is necessary.

NY-R31.RP4
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2.14 SWMU 14, IR Site 17, Fire Training Pit, Crash Crew Training Area

2.14.1 Background

The NACIP report indicated the following about SWMU 14:

The Crash Crew training area...was operated by the Air Operations
Department from the early 1960s through 1983.

Two unlined pits were used in the past for fire fighting training.
The first pit, which was approximately 40 feet in diameter, was
used from the early 1960s through the beginning of 1983 (20
years). Assuming 20 years of operation, about 120,000 gallons of
waste solvents, fuels, and oils were placed in the pits and set on
fire for fire fighting training. Also burned were wood, trash,
plastic, fuel filter elements, oily rags, and other debris. The fires
were extinguished using aqueous film-forming foam (AFFF) and
potassium bicarbonate (Purple K). Past aerial photographs show
drainage from this pit to the ditch along the runway shoulder. The
new fire training pit was built at the same location as the old pit.
When the new pit was built, all of the oil-stained, contaminated
soil was excavated and most likely disposed of in the base landfill.

The second pit was used temporarily during the construction of the
new fire training pit in 1983. This unlined gravel pit has a
diameter of 200 feet and was used approximately six times.
Approximately 3,000 gallons of waste fuel, oil, and solvents were
burned in this area. Only small amounts of fuel were allowed to
soak into the ground (NEESA 1984).

The IAS team has concluded that there is no threat to human health or the environment
from this site because the contaminated soils associated with the original fire pit were
removed during construction of the new pit, no. PCBs were detected, and because the
temporary pit was used so little. As a result, the IAS team suggested no further action.

In 1988, a RFA inspection was performed at this SWMU. During the inspection the VSI

team

NY-R31.RP4

observed [that] within the concrete curbing of the pit was a metal
structure (what appeared to be the tank from a railroad tank car and
large pieces of scrap metal) underlain by a layer of rocks which
rest on the concrete lining. The metal structure, rocks and concrete
curbing were completely black. Immediately adjacent to the pit
was an area of darkly stained soil measuring approximately 40 feet
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by 100 feet. Vegetation was observed to be growing in the stained
area adjacent to the pit (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The VSI team also noted an oil/water separator (SWMU 12) that was associated with the
fire training pits. Based on their observations, the VSI team

suggested that soil and ground water samples be collected in order
to determine the existence of release. The samples should be taken
at a depth corresponding to either the depth of the unit, or progress
until there is evidence supporting the existence of a release (e.g.,
staining), whichever is deeper. Analysis should include a set of
indicator parameters based upon the chemical and physical
characteristics of waste managed at this unit (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tomnick indicates that the Navy
concurs with confirmatory sampling, as suggested in the 1988 RFA, and that sampling
efforts are scheduled to begin the third quarter of fiscal year 1993.

2.14.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. TRC recommends that the Work Plan for the sampling to be done at this SWMU
be reviewed for its adequacy.

. "Qil-stained/visibly contaminated” soils were reportedly removed in 1983, but no
followup sampling, except for PCB analysis, was conducted to determine the full
extent of contamination, The proposed confirmatory sampling scheduled for the
third quarter 1993 appears to be limited to the oil/water separator (SWMU 12)
associated with the fire training pits. Sampling to evaluate the full nature and
extent of SWMU 14 contamination should include the following: 1) soil borings
in the area of the fire training pit to determine the vertical extent of
contamination; 2) ground water impacts need to be evaluated; and 3) impact to’
drainage ditch needs to be evaluated since past discharge to the ditch has been
reported.

2.14.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

To date no sampling has been performed at this SWMU. The new fire training pit is in
good condition. The concrete surrounding the pit is in good condition. No cracks or
staining were observed during the site visit (see Appendices A, B, C and D).
Confirmation sampling has been proposed for this area; however, no formal plans for
sampling have been made. To determine if releases have occurred, six surface soil
samples should be collected surrounding the pit, and three surface water/sediment samples
should be collected in the drainage ditch.” Samples should be analyzed for full TCL/TAL
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parameters. If results from these samples exceed action levels, the boring and wells
proposed in Section 2.14.2 should be installed.

The PCB sampling from the Temporary (Old) Fire Training Pit in 1983 were not available
to TRC. This pit is located approximately 500 feet north of the new Fire Training Pit.
This area consists of a soil-bermed area approximately 100 feet in diameter where fire
training exercises were performed directly on the ground surface. Because of the
potential for a release, TRC recommends that confirmatory sampling be performed here
to determine if there has been a release to the environment. TRC recommends the
collection of 10 surface soil samples and 10 shallow soil samples (0’-2’) throughout the
Temporary Fire Training Pit area. Samples should be analyzed for full TCL/TAL
parameters. If results from these samples exceed action levels, the borings and wells
proposed-in Section 2.14.2 should be installed.

2.15 SWMU 15, Hospital Incinerator
2.15.1 Background

"As described in the 1984 NACIP report, this SWMU is a ‘package’ incinerator with
burners located in the main chamber at the base of the stack. The SWMU operates under
the auspices of Commonwealth of Puerto Rico air pollution regulations. According to the
U.S. Navy, it is used exclusively to burn pathological waste generated by the hospital”
(A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). ’

The 1988 RFA VSI team estimated the SWMUSs capacity at ¥4 cubic yard. The VSI team
noted that the Hospital Incinerator was "constructed of metal and lined inside with fire
bricks. [The] unit rests on a concrete pad (no curbing) and is protected by a roof and two
walls made of corrugated metal” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team indicated that
there was no evidence of a release from this SWMU. The VSI team suggested that other
than continuing to comply with Environmental Quality Board (EQB) regulations, that no
further action was suggested.

‘The June:1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy agrees
with the:1988 RFA report suggestion of no further action.

2.15.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
TRC recommends no further action.

2.15.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations
No samples havé been or are planned to be taken at this SWMU. There was no staining,
stressed vegetation or odors observed at this SWMU (see Appendices A, C and D).

Because there was no evidence of a release, TRC recommends no further action for this
SWMU. : ’
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2.16 SWMU 16, Waste Explosive Storage (Building 1666)
2.16.1 Background

According to the 1988 RFA, "this unit was included on the original Part A RCRA
Application for NAVSTA Roosevelt Roads that was submitted in November 1980", but
only cited, not included, in the revised RCRA Part A Application (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988). The VSI team was denied access to this SWMU because it is a "unique military
operation” which requires special security clearance. No listing of wastes was provided
to them and no inspection was performed due to the denied access. As a result, the
wastes managed at this SWMU could not be determined, and whether or not there has
been a release of hazardous constituents to the environment could not be determined. The
VSI team could not make any suggestions until further information was obtained.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
recognizes the fact that additional information is needed for this SWMU. The Navy
indicates that the information will be provided as soon as it is available.

2.16.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

TRC agrees that additional information is needed before any recommendations can be
made. ‘

2.16.3 Site Visit F indings and Recommendations

~ No sampling has been done or is planned at this SWMU. The building was empty at the
time of the inspection. The area is fenced and the building is locked with an elaborate
alarm system. Materials stored here included waste explosives (solid and gel form) from
devices that did not function properly. These wastes (items) are periodically brought to
Vieques Island, where they are detonated. The concrete inside of the shed was not
stained and was not cracked. No evidence of a release was observed (see Appendices A,
C and D). As a result, TRC recommends no further action for this SWMU.

2.17 SWMU 17, DRMO Hazardous Waste Storage Facility (Building 1973)
2.17.1 Background

According to the 1988 RFA report, "this SWMU is a hazardous waste container storage
facility and has operated under RCRA interim status since 1980.... Building 1973 is
located in the Defense Reutilization and Marketing (DRMO) Office Yard. This SWMU
has a storage capacity of 17,400 gallons...and is divided into 4 storage bays containing
caustics, acids, general toxics and oxidizers" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The storage bays
are made of concrete block. The concrete slab of each storage bay is coated with epoxy.
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There are dedicated containment trenches in each bay. "According to the U.S. Navy, only
nonflammable hazardous wastes are stored at this unit. Prior to the use of this unit for
hazardous waste storage, hazardous wastes were stored at Past DRMO Hazardous Waste
Storage (SWMU...25)" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). '

During the [1988 RFA] VSI, it was observed that this SWMU was
clean, orderly, and secure, with the exception of caustics, such as
sodium hydroxide and potassium hydroxide, being stored in the
"acid" storage bay. There was no evidence of release to secondary
containment.... [According to a facility representative,] inspections
are conducted approximately once a month.... There have been no
documented releases identified with this unit,...[and the VSI team
indicated that there was] no evidence of a release observed during
[their inspection] (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The VSI suggested continued compliance with RCRA requirements. Besides this, no
further action was suggested.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
concurs with the 1988 RFA recommendation of no further action.

2.17.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

TRC recommends no further action for the following reasons: There are no documented
past releases from this site. The 1988 VSI team did not observe any evidence of release.
The site was reportedly clean, orderly and secure. Monthly inspections are performed.

2.17.3 Site Visit F indings and Recommendations
This SWMU is located inside Building 1973. There are four bays (acids, caustics, general
toxics, and oxidizers) with a sump located in front of the bays that would contain any
spills. The concrete is in good condition and there were no stains or other signs of any

release (see Appendices A, C and D). For these reasons, TRC recommends no further
action for this SWMU.

2.18 SWMU 18, Ignitable Storage Facility (Building 2009)

2.18.1 Background
"This unit is a hazardous waste container storage facility that has been under RCRA
interim status since November 1980" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The ignitable hazardous

wastes are stored in drums, and include mostly paint and aviation fuel wastes.

Building 2009 is located in the Defense Reutilization and
Marketing Office (DRMO) yard.  This unit has a storage capacity
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of 2,600 gallons and has been designed and designated for the
storage of ignitable hazardous wastes in containers.... Building
2009 is a metal structure measuring approximately 20 feet by 20
feet underlain by a concrete slab with 4-inch curbing. The walls
and roof are constructed of corrugated metal. The slab appeared
stained, but no evidence of recent spillage was observed.... There
[have been] no documented releases identified with this unit in PR
file material (A.T. Kearney 1988).

The VSI team states that there is no evidence of a release from this SWMU during their
inspection. The VSI team suggested no further action other than continuing to comply
with RCRA regulations.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick states that the Navy concurs
with the 1988 RFA report recommendations. \

- 2.18.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

Because staining of the slab was observed during the VSI inspection, TRC will inspect
this site for any additional spills that may have occurred since the 1988 RFA and to
inspect the integrity of the slab.

2.18.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

This SWMU was observed to be as described in the background. The SWMU contained
fifteen 55-gallon drums of naptha, waste paint, isopropanol, hydraulic fluid with freon,
and waste diesel. There were also six boxes of cans of MEK, one 30-gallon drum of
isopropanol and one 10-gallon drum of flammable liquid. All drums and containers were
in good condition (see Appendices A, C and D). No sampling has been done or is
planned for this SWMU. Some old stains were noted on the floor of this SWMU.
However, these stains were minor. The concrete was in good condition and is curbed.
The SWMU is enclosed with corrugated metal. No signs of release were observed during
the site visit. As a result, TRC recommends no further action for this SWMU.

2.19 SWMU 19, IR Site 21 Pesticide Waste Storage (Building 121)
2.19.1 Background
The 1988 RFA reports the following:
This unit is a hazardous waste storage facility which is used for the
storage of outdated pesticides.... This unit was included in the

original Part A RCRA Permit Application; however, it was not
included in the revised application because of plans to close this
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unit.... At the time of the VSI, this unit was still being used for
pesticide waste storage.

The VSI team observed this unit to be a building surrounded by an
unlocked cyclone fence; however, the building itself was secured,
denying the VSI team entry. Tall grasses, vines, and woody
vegetation grew thick immediately around the outside of the
building and outside the cyclone fence. The smell of pesticides
was evident.... According to facility representatives, their office is
still awaiting the completion of the closure plan for this unit
(NEESA 1984).

Based on their inspection, the VSI team suggested "that the current regulatory status of
this SWMU be reviewed and the SWMU inspected to ensure compliance with interim
status requirements” (NEESA 1984).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that a Work Plan
for confirmatory sampling was prepared and that it was due to EPA by July 1992
(Baker’s 1992 Work Plan). They also indicate that sampling results will be incorporated
as part of the closure plan if they are received before the closure plan approval. If they
are received afterwards, they will be provided as a separate document to the closure plan.

Baker’s 1992 Work Plan indicates that they plan to collect 18 chip samples and 32
subsurface soil samples from eight borings to support a baseline risk assessment (see
Table 2.19.1 below).

Table 2.19.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels at SWMU 19

Media No. of Samples Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels

Soil 32 soil from § N/A
borings (4 samples
per boring) planned

Chip 18 planned N/A

2.19.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. In order to determine risks to ecological receptors, it is recommended that surface
water drainage channels located within the immediate vicinity of the facility be
identified.” If present, surface water and sediment samples from these areas will
need to be sampled for full TCL and TAL parameters.
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. The rationale for sample location (soil bofings) needs to be provided. It is
recommended that additional sampling within the fenced area be performed.

. Background sampling of upgradient wells, surface water/sediment, and soil is
proposed in the Work Plan yet it is unclear the extent of sampling of all these
media within SWMU 19. Only soil sampling is indicated. The baseline risk
assessment should evaluate all potentially affected media.

. The table in Baker’s 1992 Work Plan shows that samples from SWMU 19 will
be analyzed for metals and pesticides only. Samples collected from SWMU 19
should also be analyzed for full TCL and TAL parameters.

2.19.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC observed this SWMU to be as described in the background. There were no drums
or containers inside the building. The floor inside of Building 121 was stained. The
interior had a strong pesticide odor. The heaviest staining was at the northeast corner of
the building where a vent to the outside was located (see Appendices A, B, C and D).
For this reason, TRC recommends confirmatory sampling (surface soil) outside of this

~ vent and around the perimeter of Building 121. Samples should be analyzed for full

2.20

2.20.1

TCL/TAL parameters. TRC also recommends that two of the planned borings be moved -
to the north and west sides of Building 121, to determine if releases to these areas has
occurred.

SWMU 20, Waste Oil Tank Truck (Near Building 860)
Background

According to the 1988 RFA report, "[this] unit is a truck that temporarily stored waste
oil, solvents and fuel...[and is] located at the northern edge of the Aerial Target Systems
Department yard (in front of Building 860)" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). This SWMU
began operations in approximately 1982. "According to a facility representative, wastes
are stored in the 1,500 gallon steel tank of this SWMU. Periodically, a contractor pumps
out the accumulated waste. If this unit fills up before the contractor arrives, facility
representatives will tow this unit approximately 75 feet into the middle of the yard and
let the tank drain into the Drone Fuel Drain Oil/Water Separator (SWMU...4)" (A.T.

- Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team states that they did not observe any evidence of a

release from this unit. The VSI team "suggested that this unit be moved from the grass
to the concrete yard of Building 860 and kept there as a routine matter" (A.T. Kearney,
Inc. 1988). They also suggested that if a spill did occur, that it could be washed into the
Drone Fuel Drain Oil/Water Separator (SWMU 4). Outside of this, the VSI team
suggested no further action.
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In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling and analysis.

One soil sample was collected as a background sample in Round 1. This sample
was analyzed for oil and grease, lead, VOA, xylene, MEK, and EDB. Elevated
levels of oil and grease (8.21 mg/kg) were detected in this soil sample.

A total of six sediment samples were collected for Site 8 (3 samples during each
round).... Oil and grease levels ranged from 69-4740 mg/kg [ESE attributed
these concentrations to Building 200.]

A total of eight surface waters were collected from Site 8 during both Rounds.
Three were collected in Round 1 and [five] during Round 2.... Significant levels
of oil and grease (ranging from 5 to 102 ug/L) were found in Round 1 samples.
Oil and grease [were] not detected in Round 2 samples. The levels of oil and
grease detected [were attributed] to...Building 200. (Technical Review Committee
Meeting Minutes, 1989) (See Table 2.20.1 for results that exceeded Subpart S
Action Levels.)

In 1991, Versar produced a Site Summary for the Drone Washdown Area (Site No. 8).
Versar reviewed the past history of the site and ESE’s 1988 results. They concluded that
no further investigations or remedial action was necessary.

This SWMU is located in the vicinity of IR Site 8. As a result, the samples from the IR
Site 8 Report are included here. It should be noted, however, that these results do not
adequately address this SWMU.

Table 2.20.1 Summary. of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action

Levels
Media No. of Samples | Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil 1 None
Surface Round 1: 3 One sample, 8SWO01, had a benzene
Water Round 2: § " | concentration of 1.1 ug/l. The Action level is
' 1.0 ug/l.
Sediment Round 1: 3 None
Round 2: 3 -
Ground No samples N/A
Water

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy agrees
the 1988 RFA report suggestion of no further action.
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2.20.2

2.20.3

2.21

2.21.1

SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. The truck’s mobility creates the potential for releases in multiple locations. No
documentation on the integrity of the truck tank was provided. The potential
exists for waste oil release during tank pumping. If it is determined that a release
occurred, sampling and analysis for solvents need to be performed to characterize
the nature and extent of the release.

. Total organic carbon analyses should be performed on surface soil samples (if
release is confirmed) so that bioavailable concentrations can be calculated for an
ecological assessment.

. TRC will inspect this SWMU to see if this SWMU is kept on the concrete area
and to determine if there have been any releases since the 1988 RFA inspection.

Site Visit Findings and Recommendations
At the time of TRC’s site visit, it was observed that this SWMU is no longer present at

the site and is no longer used. Oil is now stored in 55-gallon drums along the northeast
side of building 860. These drums are periodically picked up by DRMO.

‘The area where this SWMU was stored consists of a grassy area located approximately

200 feet north-northeast of Building 860. No staining, stressed vegetation or odors were
noted during the site visit. There was a bare area in the grass, but this appeared to be due
to the rocky/sandy nature of the soil. Located immediately northeast of the grassy area
is a fenced, bermed concrete pad. This pad stores materials to be used including nineteen
55-gallon drums of braycote R151 (an oil), a 500-gallon tank of JP-5 fuel and several
flammables cabinets that contain paints and isopropyl alcohol. Except for two minor
cracks in the concrete, this pad was in good condition. The drain that led to the overflow
valve was in good condition and was locked shut. There were no stains or other evidence
of a release (see Appendices A, B, C and D). TRC recommends that the minor cracks
be repaired. Outside of this, no further action is recommended.

SWMU 21, Donuts 1-4
Background
According to the 1988 RFA report,

[these] four units are part of the Oil Spill Removal System, which
also is comprised of the Ships Waste Offload Barges (SWMU...22),
Oil Spill Separator Tanks (SWMU...23) and the Oil Spill Separator
(SWMU...24). A donut is a motorized storage tank having a
circular, bloated shape (hence the name donut). As described by
facility representatives during the VSI, a fuel oil spill in the harbor
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2.212
TRC recommends no further action at these SWMUSs because they are no longer in use.
2.21.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations
At the request of EPA, this SWMU was not inspected during TRC’s site visit. As a
result, no further recommendations have been made. '
2.22 SWMU 22, Ships Waste Offload Barges (SWOB) 1 and 2
2.22.1 Background
According to the 1988 RFA report,
These two units [the Ships Waste Ofﬂoad Barges] are part of the
Oil Spill Removal System which is also comprised of Donuts
(SWMU...21), Oil Spill Separator Tanks (SWMU...23) and the Oil
Spill Oil/Water Separator (SWMU...24). Naval personnel reported
the following about the Ships Waste Offload Barges (SWOBs).
The capacity of these floating barges is 40,000 gallons each. In
addition to collecting material from large spills, and bilge and
ballast wastewater from ships, these units act as a collection points
for waste from the donuts (SWMU...21) during spill events, and
oily waste from the general vehicle maintenance shops (at those
times when DRMO is late in removing accumulated waste). Three
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is first contained with containment booms and oil skimmers.
Donuts are then motored to the spill area where they pump the
. waste into their respective 10,000 gallon storage tanks. Back on
the dock, the donuts are emptied into one of the Ships Waste
Offload Barges (SWOBs) (SWMU...22) (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

These SWMUs were still active at the time of the VSI inspection. The VSI team

"suggested that these SWMUs be tested for integrity (e.g., visual inspection, pressure
testing) and repaired or replaced accordingly" (A.T. Kearney, Inc 1988). Outside of this,
no further action was suggested.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy does
not consider these units SWMUs but instead considers them "vessels” because these units
move about the harbor as needed to serve various ships in port. More importantly, the
Navy indicates that due to Navy policy, that the donuts have been phased out and are no
longer used. As a result, the Navy indicates that these SWMUs will not be integrity
tested.

SWMU Assessment and Recommendations



2222

2.22.3

onshore Oil Spill Separator Tanks (SWMU 24) receive the SWOB
waste (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The commencement of operations for these SWMUs could not be determined by the VSI
team. However, these SWMUs were being used at the time of the VSI inspection. The
VSI team "suggested that these units be tested for their integrity (e.g., visual inspection,
pressure testing) and repaired or replaced accordingly” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).
Outside of this, no further action was suggested.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy does
not consider these units SWMUs, but instead considers them "vessels" because these units
move about the harbor as needed to serve various ships in port. More importantly, the
Navy indicates that because of Navy policy, that the SWOBs have been phased out and
are no longer used. As a result, the Navy indicates that these SWMUSs will not be
integrity tested for the above two reasons. : ’

SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
TRC recommends no further action at these SWMUs because they are no longer in use.
Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

At the request of EPA, this SWMU was not inspected during TRC’s site visit. As a
result, no further recommendations have been made.

2.23 SWMU 23, Oil Spill Separator Tanks 1 Through 3
2.23.1 Background
"Located approximately 100 feet inshore from the Fuel Pier are three Oil Spill Separator
Tanks which process waste pumped in from the Ships Waste Offload Barges
(SWMU...22). The Oil Spill Separator Tanks are large steel boxes," that are underlain
by a concrete pad with an 8-inch curb (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). Each box has a pipe
that extends out laterally from the bottom.
After the water settles to the bottom of the tank, a valve on the
pipe is opened, and the contents are allowed to spill out until all
the water has been removed. - The separated oil is then transferred
to the Oil Spill Oil/Water Separator (SWMU...24). This added
process of separation is necessary because the majority of liquid
pumped up by Donuts (SWMU...21) and SWOBs (SWMU...22)
consists of sea water. Each Oil Spill Separator Tank is constructed-
of steel and, [according to facility representatives], has a 2,000
gallon capacity (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).
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The VSI team noted black staining on the concrete pad, curbing and areas of asphalt
around the SWMUs. The VSI team "suggested that soil samples be taken from the area
of visible drainage path in order to determine the existence of release” (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988). They also suggested that the concrete pad and curbing be replaced with one that
is sufficient to contain the entire contents of the tanks.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
performed a site visit in 1992. They did not observe a release to adjacent soils. They
also noted that the tanks were enclosed within a berm which was in turn enclosed by
another berm that measured approximately 50 feet by 50 feet. The Navy also states, that
the stained asphalt that was mentioned in the 1988 RFA report was removed and disposed
of during the construction of the second berm. Furthermore, they maintain that "these
tanks contain POLs and some process water only...[and that] there is no reason to believe
hazardous substances have come into contact with the POLs stored within these tanks"”
(P.A. Rakowski, letter to Barry Tornick, June 1992). The Navy recommended no further
action at this site for the following reasons: there is lack of evidence of a release to soils,
and this area is now covered by concrete and does not contain hazardous materials or
substances.

2.23.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
. TRC will inspect this site to determine if there has been a release to soils.

. TRC will also inspect the site for any additional spills that may have occurred
since the 1988 RFA and to obtain measurements of the containments (berms) in
order to determine if they can contain the volume of the tanks.

2.23.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

The pad that holds the three oil/water separator tanks is heavily stained. Some staining
was noted outside of the bermed area (see Appendices A, C and D). The SWMU was
observed to be as described in the background. No sampling has been done or is planned
for this SWMU. Also observed during the inspection were eight batteries, two corrosives
cabinets, and one flammables cabinet. These were located west-northwest of the
northwest corner of the pad. These were in good condition, and there was no evidence
of a release. Because of the heavy staining, TRC recommends confirmatory sampling.
Sampling should include soil samples (surface), and wipe and chip samples of the pad and
the surrounding asphalt. Samples should be analyzed for full TCL/TAL parameters. TRC
also recommends that the batteries and storage cabinets be moved to a padded area.

It should be noted that an EPA SPCC inspection was conducted by another EPA team the -
day after TRC’s inspection. The Navy was issued a notice of violation for this area by
the SPCC inspection team.
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2.24 SWMU 24, Ol Spill Oil/Water Separator
2.24.1 Background

According to the 1988 RFA report, "the Oil Spill Oil/Water Separator is a below ground
structure built of concrete with steel grating covering the top at ground level" (A.T.
Kearney, Inc. 1988). Facility representatives reported to the VSI team that the oil/water
separator has a capacity of 1,500 gallons. "This unit receives discharge from [the] Oil
Spill Separator Tanks (SWMU...23). After separation, the waste oil is removed by
DRMO. The final disposal of wastewater was not determined [by the VSI team]" (A.T.
Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team also did not determine if an overflow control device
existed at this SWMU. They did not observe any sign of a release at the time of the VSI.
The VSI team suggested that the SWMU'’s integrity be tested and that "the existence and
integrity of an overflow control device be verified" (A.T. Keamey, Inc. 1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick states that the Navy
recommends no further action at this SWMU for the following reasons:

[This] separator processes wastewater in contact with JP-4, JP-5,
and/or hydraulic oils and lubricants which are categorized as
Petroleum, Oils, and Lubricants.... These are excluded as
hazardous substances under CERCLA’s POL exclusion clause and
-are non-hazardous materials. In addition, there is no reason to
believe these POLs would come in contact with any RCRA
hazardous materials. Furthermore, like any other tank designed and
built by the Navy to process wastewaters, the Navy used the
working stress method for structural design (comparable to
American Concrete Institute Code Section 305) whereby the
likelihood of structural cracks are minimized. Considering that
there are no hazardous materials, substances or constitutes other
than POL type of compounds and that the unit’s physical design
minimizes cracks and releases, the Navy recommends no further
action under RCRA Corrective Action (P.A. Rakowski, letter to
Barry Tornick, June 1992).

2.24.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
. TRC will inspect this SWMU for any signs of visible cracks. Because the
oil/water separator is below grade, a visual inspection may require the tank

contents to be drained.

. TRC will also attempt to verify the existence and integrity of an overflow value.
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2.24.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

During the site visit, the integrity of the oil/water separator appeared to be in good
condition. No cracks were observed on the tank walls, and there was no staining along
the walls that would indicate a release. However, some minor stains were noted around
the separator at the water level (see Appendices A, C and D). For this reason, TRC
recommends the collection of four wipe and chip samples of the asphalt around the
oil/water separator. The existence of an overflow was not able to be determined during
the site visit.

It should also be noted that a bermed pad containing trailer tankers was located within
50 feet.of the oil/water separator. This pad is heavily stained and should be investigated.
This investigation could be included under the confirmatory sampling needed at SWMU
23. TRC recommends the collection of four wipe and chip samples around the pad to
determine if there has been a release of hazardous constituents, Samples should be
analyzed for full TCL/TAL parameters.

2.25 SWMU 25, Past DRMO Hazardous Waste Storage
2.25.1 Background

"This unit is an area measuring approximately 40 feet x 100 feet and is located
immediately adjacent to the Ignitable Storage Facility (SWMU...18)" (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988). In 1988, a facility representative stated to the VSI team that "this unit was used
for hazardous waste storage prior to the use of the Ignitable Storage Facility (SWMU...18)
and DRMO Hazardous Waste Storage Facility (SWMU...17)" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).
Facility representatives also told the VSI team that "[closure] plans are being written for
this unit" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). Furthermore, a facility representative told the VSI
team that this SWMU was being used to store hazardous materials at the time of the
inspection. Evidence of past release was observed during the VSI. "Several oily stains,
the largest measuring approximately 20 feet in diameter [were observed]” (A.T. Kearney,
Inc. 1988). As a result, the VSI team suggested that "soil sampling [be done] in areas
of stained soil [in order] to determine if there had been a release of hazardous constituents
to the environment" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy plans
to perform confirmatory sampling in the third quarter of fiscal year 1993 at this SWMU.

2.25.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
. TRC recommends that the Work Plan for confirmatory sampling to be reviewed

for its adequacy and appropriateness for determining if there has been a release
of hazardous constituents to the environment.
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. Confirmatory sampling that is scheduled to be performed should include the
collection of surface soil samples and subsurface soil samples. If subsurface soil
samples have been impacted, then ground water monitoring wells need to be
installed to determine if ground water in the vicinity of the site has been impacted.

2.25.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

The 1988 VSI team observed stained areas during their visit. No staining was observed
during TRC’s site visit (see Appendices A, C and D), This area is now utilized for
storage of product to be used, except for two or three unlabelled 55-gallon drums that
have been sampled. The results of the sampling were pending at the time of TRC’s site
visit. TRC recommends that once the results for the drums are received, the drums be
disposed of properly. TRC recommends that the drums be kept in SWMU 17 or 18 until
the final removal. Confirmatory sampling should be done due to the staining noted by
the 1988 VSI team. Confirmatory sampling should include the collection of ten surface
soil samples and ten shallow soil samples (0’-2’) in the area of the shelves and storage
cabinets, and one sediment sample from the storm water drain on site. Samples should
be analyzed for full TCL/TAL parameters.

2.26 SWMU 26, Abandoned Engine Qil Drums
2.26.1 Background

This SWMU is comprised of approximately 25 "30-gallon drums, some of which had
polyethylene liners" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The 1988 RFA report indicates that these
~ drums were "located behind Building 544 and were surrounded by thick brush" (A.T.
Keamey, Inc. 1988). The VSI team noted that "some of the drums contained engine
lubricating oil, and that one of the labels had the number 9150-231-6654 stamped on it"
- (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team could not identify the contents in all of the
drums because not all of the drums were labeled. The VSI team also observed a "tar-like
substance...leaking onto the ground" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team "suggested
that the contents of all of the drums be determined...[and that] the drums...be disposed of
in a manner that is appropriate [for] the physical and chemical characteristics of their
contents" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). They also suggested that soil sampling be performed
in the area of the drums to determine if a release of hazardous constituents has occurred.

In 1992, the Navy conducted a site inspection of this SWMU. The June 1992 letter from
P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the site had changed since the 1988 RFA
VSL Since the 1988 VSI, Building 544 had been demolished (in approximately 1990).
"Only the concrete foundation of Building 544 remains” (P.A. Rakowski, letter to Barry
Tornick, June 1992). The Navy indicates that the 55-gallon drums had been removed and
that they did not observed any evidence of stained soil. Furthermore, the Navy contends
“that the area behind this building is very large and is overgrown with thick vegetation.
For these reasons, the Navy feels that it would be impossible to determine where to
sample. In addition, the Navy contends that the "drums contained POL type substances
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and are not hazardous materials or hazardous substances" (P.A. Rakowski, letter to Barry
Tornick, June 1992). For these reasons, the Navy has recommended no further action
under RCRA Corrective Action for this site. ‘

2.26.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. TRC will inspect this SWMU during its site visit in order to determine if there is
any soil staining. '

. TRC also recommends that soil sampling be performed either by determining the
former location of the drums through interviews or aerial surveys, or sampling of
the entire area. This is the only way to confirm that no release of hazardous
substances has occurred.

. TRC recommends that samples be analyzed for full TCL and TAL analyses and
TPH.

2.26.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

No sampling has been done or is planned to be done at this SWMU. The 1988 VSI team
noted that a tar-like substance was leaking onto the ground from drums that were located
behind Building 544. During TRC’s site visit, no drums were found. There was no
staining, stressed vegetation, or any other sign of a release observed (see Appendices A,
C and D). To determine if hazardous substances have been released to the environment,
TRC recommends that the former location of the drums be determined (through aerial
surveys or interviews) and that samples in that location be collected. If the former
location of the drums cannot be determined, then sampling that covers the site needs to
be performed to determine if a release to the environment has occurred. Samples should
be analyzed for full TCL/TAL parameters. o

2.27 SWMU 27, Capehart Area, Wastewater Plant
2.27.1 Background
According to the 1984 NACIP report,

The [1984] NACIP study...reports the following concerning this
domestic sewage treatment plant. This SWMU services the
Capehart housing area and has a total capacity of 0.46 million
gallons per day. This treatment plant is divided into two parallel
units and both are similar extended aeration plants. Digested
sludge is dewatered in two drying beds and hauled periodically to
the Station Landfill (SWMU...3). Chlorinated effluent is
discharged to the adjacent coastal wasters through a submarine
outfall. Sludge generation is estimated at 70 tons per year (10%
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The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick states the following:

NY-R31.RP4

moisture).... This unit and the other two Naval Station Wastewater
Treatment Plants (SWMUs...28 and...29) were issued a NPDES
Permit in March 1986.

[In 1988], the VSI team was unable to gain access to this unit
because the gate was locked and there was no operator onsite.
Information regarding the processes of this unit [had] been
requested [by the VSI team] from facility representatives, but had

‘not been received before completion of [their] report. [Documents

reviewed by the VSI team showed that data] obtained from
chemical characterization of effluent discharged by this unit
revealed that this unit is in violation of the Puerto Rico
Environmental Quality Board Water Quality Standards
Regulations.... Specific violations were not cited in "Scope of
Work; Study for Elimination of NPDES Violations at the U.S.
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads." ...[The VSI team suggested that
this] unit be tested for structural integrity of its component parts.
...[They also] suggested that soil or surface water samples be
collected near the outfall of [this unit] to determine the potential
for the release of hazardous constituents (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

This site is a conventional wastewater treatment plant servicing the
Capehart area sewage collection system operated under NPDES
Permit No. PR0020010. Since April 1990, this plant has been
operating under a Federal Facility Compliance Agreement (FFCA)
for NPDES violations. Actions on the FFCA has been coordinated
with Mr. John Kashwana in the Office of Water Enforcement of
EPA Region II. Prior to the issuance of the FFCA, EPA required
the Navy to conduct a study to determine the cause of violations
and determine if such violations were the result of industrial

~ discharges to the sanitary system. Specific industrial sources were

identified, and the industrial wastewater for such sources will be
pretreated by equipment currently under construction (FY92 MCON
Project P-495). Industrial sources are primarily in the Forrestal
collection area (SWMU Site 29). These specific industrial sources
introduce only oil or fuel into the system. Under the FFCA, the
Navy is required to upgrade this plant to meet the current NPDES
limit and future Water Quality Standards (WQS) for nutrient
removal and toxicity. Plant upgrades ar¢ to be completed in
August 1994. In order to ensure compliance with the upcoming
NPDES permit to be issued, the Navy conducted a piece by piece
inspection of the plant. In February 1992, the facility was
inspected for detail repairs of tankage and equipment, pipe valves,
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pumps, etc. Although structural integrity was not the specific focus
of the inspection, no problems of this nature were detected in
February 1992. Based upon the numerous times the units have
been taken out of service for sludge removal and equipment repair,
the Navy has no reason to suspect leaks due to structural integrity.
It might also be noted that concrete tankage in the Navy is
designed by the working stress method which is a design which
minimizes the likelihood of cracks (comparable to American
Concrete Institute Code Section 350).

The Navy made an application for upgrading the plant to tertiary
treatment in October 1990 as is required under the FFCA for
NPDES permit modifications. The wastewaters were, at that time,
characterized to the satisfaction of EPA Region II. Also, full
characterization of the wastewater was done in the Hayes, Saay,

Mattern and Mattern Study, August 1988, for NPDES violations

(currently held by Mr. Phil Sweeney, Permit Writer’s Branch of
EPA Region II). At that time, no hazardous contingents were
detected. In order to comply with the new TCLP ruling, the sludge
was tested in January 1992 for the presence of hazardous waste
using TCLP. Plant residuals currently pass TCLP criteria for
hazardous waste. Current activity policy is that no hazardous waste
may be introduced into the system. Based on the above reasons
and the fact that this site is. covered by the NPDES program
administered by EPA Region II, it is the Navy’s contention that the
sewage treatment plant (STP) need not be sampled nor tested for
structural integrity under RCRA Corrective Action (P.A. Rakowski,
letter to Barry Tornick, June 1992).

2.27.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

L 4
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Although current policy prevents hazardous wastes from being introduced into the
wastewater system and recent sludge testing indicates a lack of hazardous waste,
previous constituents present in the wastewater are unknown. Therefore, it is
recommended that two sediment samples be collected from each of the sewer

outfalls and subjected to a full TCL and TAL analysis.

According to the RFA, digested sludge is dewatered in two drying beds at this
plant. No information as to whether or not these beds are lined was given. If
unlined, sludge characteristics (prior to their 1992 TCLP characterization) should
be determined (from historical data) to see if sampling of the drying beds is

warranted.
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2.27.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

At the request of EPA, this SWMU was not inspected during TRC’s site visit. As a
result, no further recommendations have been made.

2.28 SWMU 28, Bundy Area Wastewater Plant

2.28.1 Background

"The operator of this unit stated [to the VSI team] that the Bundy Area Wastewater Plant
" has a capacity of 200,000 gallons per day" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The 1984 NACIP

report, however, states its capacity at 0.655 million gallons per day (mgd).

Flow varies greatly because this unit services a military training

area nearby which is used sporadically. Influent flows through a
system involving a communitor, primary clarifiers, a contact basin,
trickling filters, secondary clarifiers, a chlorine contact basin, and
final discharge through one of the Naval Station Outfalls (AOC D).
Four drying beds with sand filters are used to dry digested sludge
which is disposed of in the Station Landfill (SWMU...3).
According to the NACIP report, approximately 6.5 tons of sludge
(90% solids) are produced yearly from this unit (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988).

The NACIP report states that occasionally the dewatered sludge is disposed of at the site
(SWMU 28), but most goes to the sanitary landfill (SWMU 3). "Detailed information
(including flow charts) was requested from facility officials at the time of VSIL... A
NPDES Permit for the SWMU and the two other Naval Station Wastewater Treatment
Plants (SWMUs...27 and...29) was issued in March 1986" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

[Documents reviewed by the VSI team showed that data] obtained
from chemical characterization of effluent discharged by this unit
revealed that the unit was in violation of the Puerto Rico
Environmental Quality Board Water Quality Standards
Regulations.... Specific violations were not cited in "Scope of
Work; Study for Elimination of NPDES Violations at the U.S.
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads." [The VSI team suggested that
this unit] be tested for structural integrity of its component parts.
[They also] suggested that soil or surface water samples be
collected near the outfall of [this unit] to determine the potential
for the release of hazardous constituents (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick stated that the Bundy Area
Wastewater Plant is a conventional wastéwater treatment plant servicing the Bundy area
sewage collection system.

NY-R31.RP4
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Since April 1990 this plant has been operating under a Federal
Facility Compliance Agreement (FFCA) for NPDES violations.
Actions on the FFCA has been coordinated with Mr. John
Kashwana in the Office of Water Enforcement of EPA Region II.

~ Prior to the issuance of the FFCA, EPA required the Navy to

conduct a study to determine the cause of violations and determine
if such violations were the result of industrial discharges to the
sanitary system. Specific industrial sources were identified, and the
industrial waste water for such sources will be pretreated by
equipment currently under construction (FY92 MCON Project P-
495). Industrial sources are primarily in the Forrestal collection
area (SWMU Site 29). . These specific industrial sources introduce
only oil or fuel into the system. Under the FFCA, the Navy is
required to upgrade this plant to meet the current NPDES limit and
future Water Quality Standards (WQS) for nutrient removal and
toxicity. ‘Plant upgrades are to be completed in August 1994. In
order to ensure compliance with the upcoming NPDES permit to
be issued, the Navy conducted a piece by piece inspection of the
plant. In February 1992, the facility was inspected for detail
repairs of tankage and equipment, pipe valves, pumps, etc.
Although structural integrity was not the specific focus of the
inspection, no problems of this nature were detected in February
1992. Based upon the numerous times the SWMUs have been
taken out of service for sludge removal and equipment repair, the
Navy has no reason to suspect leaks due to structural integrity. It
might also be noted that concrete tankage in the Navy is designed
by the working stress method which is a design which minimizes
the likelihood of cracks (comparable to American Concrete Institute
Code Section 350). ’

The Navy made an application for upgrading the plant to tertiary
treatment in October 1990 as is required under the FFCA for
NPDES permit modifications. The wastewaters were, at that time,
characterized to the satisfaction of EPA Region II. Also, full
characterization of the wastewater was done in the Hayes, Saay,
Mattern and Mattern Study, August 1988, for NPDES violations
(currently held by Mr. Phil Sweeney, Permit Writer’s Branch of
EPA Region II). At that time, no hazardous contingents were
detected. In order to comply with the new TCLP ruling, the sludge
was tested in January 1992 for the presence of hazardous waste
using TCLP. Plant residuals currently pass TCLP criteria for
hazardous waste. Current activity policy is that no hazardous waste
may be introduced into the system. Based on the above reasons
and the fact that this site is covered by the NPDES program
administered by EPA Region II, it is the Navy’s contention that the
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sewage treatment plant (STP) need not be sampled nor tested for
structural integrity under RCRA Corrective Action (P.A. Rakowski,
letter to Barry Tornick, June 1992).

2.28.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. To date, no investigation of the sludge that had been disposed of at this site has
‘ been done. The area of disposal should be located using ground penetrating radar
and sampled accordingly via surface soil sampling, subsurface soil sampling, and

ground water sampling.

. Although current policy prevents hazardous wastes from being introduced into the
wastewater system and recent sludge testing indicates a lack of hazardous waste,
previous constituents present in the wastewater are unknown. Therefore, it is
recommended that two sediment samples be collected from each of thf sewer
outfalls and subjected to a full TCL and TAL analysis.

. According to the RFA, digested sludge is dewatered in two drying beds at this
plant. No information as to whether or not these beds are lined was given. If
unlined, sludge characteristics (prior to their 1992 TCLP characterization) should
be determined (from historical data) to see if sampling of the drying beds is
warranted

2.28.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

At the request of EPA, this SWMU was not inspected during TRC’s site visit. As a
result, no further recommendations have been made. :

2.29 SWMU 29, Industrial Area Wastewater Plant (Building 1758)
2.29.1 Background
The 1984 NACIP report indicates that

this plant (Building 1758) has a capacity of 0.937 mgd using the
trickling filter system with aerobic digestion. It serves the
southeastern section of the base, including the Public Works
Complex, and has received all ship-generated sewage since 1980.
Little, if any, wastewater other than domestic sewage is processed
here.... Sludge dewatering is accomplished in the sludge drying
beds, and is delivered to the adjacent landfill [(SWMU 3)] at a rate
of 60 tons per year (dry sludge).... Chlorinated secondary treated
sewage meeting local water quality standards is discharged to the
adjacent coastal waters through a 14-inch submarine outfall line
(NEESA 1984). :
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The 1988 VSI team indicates that the facility actually processes approximately 0.7 mgd
and that this SWMU was issued a NPDES permit in March 1986. During their
inspection, the VSI team observed that effluent was stored in "a plastic-lined aeration
lagoon prior to processing” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). This SWMU has been in
operation since 1970, and documents reviewed by the VSI team showed that data
"obtained from chemical characterization of effluent discharged by this SWMU revealed
that this SWMU was in violation of the Puerto Rico Environmental Quality Board Water
Quality Standards Regulations.... Specific violations were not cited in *Scope of Work;
Study for Elimination of NPDES Violations at the U.S. Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads’"
(A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team "suggested that this unit be tested for structural
integrity of its component parts. [They also] suggested that soil or surface water samples
be collected near the outfall of [this SWMU] to determine the potential for the release of
hazardous constituents" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick stated that the Forrestal
Wastewater Plant is a conventional wastewater treatment plant servicing the waterfront
"Industrial" area sewage collection system. Prior to 1990, this SWMU was referred to
as the "Industrial Area Wastewater Plant."

Since April 1990, this plant has been operating under a Federal
Facility Compliance Agreement (FFCA) for NPDES violations.
Actions on the FFCA has been coordinated with Mr. John
Kashwana in the Office of Water Enforcement of EPA Region II.
Prior to the issuance of the FFCA, EPA required the Navy to
conduct a study to determine the cause of violations and determine
if such violations were the result of industrial discharges to the
sanitary system. Specific industrial sources were identified, and the
industrial wastewater for such sources will be pretreated by
equipment currently under construction (FY92 MCON Project P-
495). Industrial sources are primarily in the Forrestal collection
area (SWMU Site 29). These specific industrial sources introduce
only oil or fuel into the system. Under the FFCA, the Navy is
required to upgrade this plant to meet the current NPDES limit and
future Water quality Standards (WQS) for nutrient removal and
toxicity. Plant upgrades are to be completed in August 1994. In
order to ensure compliance with the upcoming NPDES permit to
be issued, the Navy conducted a piece by piece inspection of this
plant. In February 1992, the facility was inspected for detail
repairs of tankage and equipment, pipe valves, pumps, etc.
Although structural integrity was not the specific focus of the
inspection, no problems of this nature were detected in February
1992. Based upon the numerous times the units have been taken
out of service for sludge removal and equipment repair, the Navy
has no reason to suspect leaks due to structural integrity. It might
also be noted that concrete tankage in the Navy is designed by the
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working stress method which is a design which minimizes the
likelihood of cracks (comparable to American Concrete Institute
Code Section 350).

The Navy made an application for upgrading the plant to tertiary
treatment in October 1990 as is required under the FFCA for
NPDES permit modifications. The wastewaters were, at that time,
characterized to the satisfaction of EPA Region II. Also, full
characterization of the wastewater was done in the Hayes, Saay,
Mattern and Mattern Study, August 1988, for NPDES violations
(currently held by Mr. Phil Sweeney, Permit Writer’s Branch of
EPA Region II). At that time, no hazardous contingents were
detected. In order to comply with the new TCLP ruling, the sludge
was tested in January 1992 for the presence of hazardous waste
using TCLP. Plant residuals currently pass TCLP criteria for
hazardous waste. Current activity policy is that no hazardous waste
may be introduced into the system. Based on the above reasons
and the fact that this site is covered by the NPDES program
administered by EPA Region 1II, it is the Navy’s contention that the
sewage treatment plant (STP) need not be sampled nor tested for
structural integrity under RCRA Corrective Action (P.A. Rakowski,
letter to Barry Tornick, June 1992).

2.29.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. Although current policy prevents hazardous wastes from being introduced into the
wastewater system and recent sludge testing indicates a lack of hazardous waste,
previous constituents present in the wastewater are unknown. Therefore, it is
recommended that two sediment samples be collected from each of the sewer
outfalls and subjected to a full TCL and TAL analysis.

. According to the RFA, digested sludge is dewatered in two drying beds at this
plant. No information as to whether or not these beds are lined was given. If
‘unlined, sludge characteristics (prior to their 1992 TCLP characterization) should
be determined (from historical data) to see if sampling of the drying beds is
warranted.

2.29.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC observed a large (approximately 50,000-gallon) tank on site. This tank contained
an anaerobic digester. TRC also noted several drying beds. The plant was under
construction at the time of the site visit. No signs of stressed vegetation or other
evidences of a release were observed (see Appendices A, C and D). As a result, TRC
recommends no further action beyond the recommendations noted in Section 2.29.2 of
this report.
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2.30

2.30.1

SWMU 30, Former Incinerator Site
Background
"Installed in 1973 and dismantled in 1983, this unit was used to burn classified material,

contaminated diesel oil, JP-5 fuel (usually mixed with some lube oil), solvents, and sludge
residue” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).  The 1984 NACIP study estimated that 600 gallons

~ of oil per week were processed at this SWMU.

2.30.2

2.30.3

In 1988, a facility representative reported to the VSI team that in 1984, "the present unit
was installed in the same location as the dismantled incinerator and has never been
activated. The new unit is surrounded by a cyclone fence that was unlocked at the time
of the VSI. Dense vegetation made the [VSI team’s] approach difficult. There was no
indication through visual observation [by the VSI team] that the new SWMU had ever
been active” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team suggested no further action for
this SWMU. '

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy agrees
with the suggestion made by the VSI team of no further action. ' ,

SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
TRC recommends no further action at this SWMU.
Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

No sampling has been or is planned to be done at this SWMU. During TRC’s site visit,
TRC noted that the incinerator itself was in good condition. Heavy vegetation surrounded
the incinerator on all sides. There was no staining, no stressed vegetation and no other
signs of a release. For these reasons, this SWMU is recommended for no further action.
However, associated with this incinerator is a 500-gallon underground storage tank that
was used to store fuel for the incinerator. At the time of TRC’s site visit, this tank had
been excavated. The tank was still on site awaiting disposal and appeared to be in good
condition. The excavation for the tank was still open and did not contain any odors or
visible staining (see Appendices A, C and D). TRC believes that it would be beneficial
to the Navy to sample the soils of the excavation to confirm that there has been no
release from this tank. This would provide the Navy with proof that there was no release
when future investigations are performed.
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2.31 SWMU 31, Waste Oil Collection Area (PWD Storage Yard)
o 2.31.1 Background
According to the 1988 RFA,

[the] Transportation Shop services Public Works Department

vehicles inside Building 31 and in the yard just north of the
- building. Approximately 30 yards from the Transportation Shop

warehouse is a concrete pad used for the temporary storage of 55-

gallon waste oil drums, although none were present at the time of
- the VSI. A 6-inch concrete curb surrounds the pad which measures
approximately 13 feet by 20 feet. A steel drainage pipe with a
broken valve is set into the curbing, and at the time of the [1988]
VSI, was in the open position.... The yard surrounding this unit is
asphalt.... No leakage was evident at the time of the VSI; however,
with the drain pipe valve broken in the open position any spills on
the concrete pad would flow directly onto the Public Works
Department yard (A.T. Kearney 1988).

The VSI team suggested that the drain valve be repaired. Other than that, they suggested
no further action.

The 1984 IAS report does not specifically discuss SWMU 31 but discusses Building 31.
According to the IAS report, the area around Building 31 was used for open storage of
drummed material. The IAS report noted the following: -

Near Building 31 evidence of a similar type of storage operation
- “was found. Approximately 50 drums were found within the
vegetation bordering the north side of Building 31 transportation
lot. Most of the drums are full to partially full of unknown
o contents. The Public Works Department attempted to remove some
' of these drums; however, the condition of the drums resulted in
massive leakage. The spill contaminated a flatbed truck before
i / running onto the ground, staining an approximately 10-foot-
diameter circle of soil. An extremely strong creosote or solvent
v odor was present. These drums and the spill can be easily accessed
o by base personnel. The spilled material was identified by the Navy
as asphalt, and will be sent to DPDO for sale or reuse. Three

drums were not identified and are being held (NEESA 1984).

In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling for IR Site 10 (SWMUs 31
and 32, and AOC B). Only ground water samples were collected from eight wells. The
results of the analyses indicated that presence of low levels of organic compounds and
the presence of some metals at levels that exceeded primary drinking water standards and
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ambient water quality criteria. ESE recommended that no additional ground water
samples be collected. (See Table 2.31.1 below for results that exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels.)

This SWMU is located immediately east of building 2022. IR Site 10 does not address
this SWMU specifically. However, the samples collected from IR Site 10 are listed
below, but it should be noted that these samples do not adequately characterize SWMU
31.

Table 2.31.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
~ Levels at SWMU 31 :

Media No. of Samples | Results that exceed Subpart S Ac_tion Levels

Soil No samples N/A
30 planned
Surface | No samples N/A
Water
Sediment No samples | N/A _
Ground Round 1: 8 Round 1: Sample 10GW1 had one semi-
Water Round 2: 8 . volatile (bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate) exceeding

Subpart S Action Levels. All Round 1 ground
water samples had metals exceeding Subpart S
Action Levels.

Round 2: All Round 2 ground water samples

except 10GWO02 had metals exceeding Subpart
S Action Levels.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that an RI/FS effort
was begun for this site in November 1992, and that a Work Plan for this work was
submitted in July 1992. This letter also indicates that this SWMU is part of IR Site 10
which is made up of SWMUSs 31 and 32 and AOC B.

Baker’s 1992 Work Plan and the 1992 Technical Review Committee Méctmg Minutes
indicate that 30 surface soil samples will be collected to support a baseline risk
assessment.

2.31.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. Baker’s Work Plan indicates that ground water is a potential environmental
concern. Their Work Plan must provide an explanation as to why no ground
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water samples are to be collected, or it should be modified to include collection
of such sampling.

. - TRC will inspect the drain valve at this SWMU in order to determine if it has
been repaired. TRC will also inspect for any releases that may have occurred
= ' since the 1988 VSI team inspection.

. Ground water samples previously analyzed show very high concentrations of
o copper, silver, selenium, cadmium, and zinc (to aquatic biota). The direction of
ground water flow and discharge locations to surface waters needs to be identified.
It is also recommended that surface waters and sediments at these ground water
— discharge locations be sampled and analyzed for metal concentrations.

2.31.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

Confirmatory sampling needs to be performed at this SWMU. During TRC’s site visit,
heavy staining was noted around the pad (see Appendices A, B, C and D). TRC also
noted that the broken valve referenced to in the 1988 RFA report had been removed. No
new valve was installed. Instead, the concrete berm was replaced where the valve was
removed. Due to the heavy staining, TRC recommends the collection of 6 soil, 6 wipe
and 6 chip samples. One sample should be located on the northeast and southwest ends
of the pad, and two samples should be located on the southeast and northwest sides of the
pad. Samples should be analyzed for full TCL/TAL parameters. This sampling will
confirm whether or not there has been a release of hazardous constituents to the
environment. '

The previous recommendations found in Section 2.31.2 were based on analyses from IR
Site 10. IR Site 10, however, does not address this SWMU adequately. For this reason,
- the recommendations from the site visit supersede those in Section 2.31.2.

2.32 SWMU 32, Battery Collection Area (PWD Storage Yard)
2.32.1 Background

oom This SWMU consists of a number of batteries that were stored on the bed of a truck and
on a pallet on the ground. This SWMU is located approximately 100 yards northeast of
the transportation shop warehouse. The 1988 VSI team noted that several dozen batteries
o were in various stages of decay, but that none of the batteries were corroded to the point
' of leakage. Most, according to the VSI team, appeared to contain electrolyte. The VSI
team also noted that they did not observe any evidence of release. They suggested that
- the facility dispose of or recycle the batteries. They also suggested that there be a
designated battery storage area that would ensure that releases to environmental pathways

do not occur. ’ '

NY-R31.RP4 ' 69

RECYCLED PAPER ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL ' Rc



The. 1984 IAS report does not address SWMU 32 specifically, but instead discusses
general site conditions around Buildings 25 and 31. The 1984 report notes the following:

NY-R31.RP4

Building 25 was used from 1951 until the structure collapsed in
1979 by the Public Works-Supply Department for temporary
storage of materials to be turned over to [(Defense Property
Disposal Office)]DPDO.... According to aerial photographs, the
entire area around the building was used for open storage of
drummed material from at least 1957.

The entire area in and around the collapsed building is overgrown
with vegetation, although historical aerial photographs show the
area to be relatively free of vegetation other than ground cover
through 1977. Materials found in and around Building 25
[included] 20 to 25 apparently empty to partially filled 55-gallon
drums; ten to fifteen five-gallon pails; office furniture; mechanical
devices; construction rubble; industrial gas cylinders; asbestos
sheeting; fiberglass buoys; and transformers.

Of particular interest were the five-gallon pails, the drums, and a
large transformer found at the collapsed building. The five-gallon
pails had become corroded, exposing a substance similar to that
found at the Langley Drive site.... The compound has a green-
colored crust about Y-inch thick, encasing a white material with
the consistency of semi-dry plaster. A large transformer is lying
on its side at the east corner of the building. No evidence of oil
leakage was apparent.

Material was also found along  the various access roads and
consisted of drums, office furniture, asbestos, rubber, and a pole-
mounted transformer from which oil has leaked. Some of these
areas exhibited stressed vegetation. There are several other areas
of disposed material (about five acres) between the access routes.
A 1957 photograph was taken by a tenant. Activity shows that the
area around Building 145 was used as a general storage area for
several hundred drums. During the IAS team’s overflight, CONEX
containers were also found in a clearing at this area.

Near Building 31 evidence of a similar type of storage operation

was found. Approximately 50 drums were found within the

vegetation bordering the north side of the Building 31

transportation lot. Most of the drums are full to partially full of
unknown contents. The Public Works Department attempted to
remove some of these drums; however, the condition of the drums
resulted in massive leakage. The spill contaminated a flatbed truck
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before running onto the ground, staining an approximately 10-foot-
diameter circle of soil. An extremely strong creosote or solvent
odor was present. These drums and the spill can be easily accessed
. by base personnel. The spilled material was identified by the Navy
as asphalt, and will be sent to DPDO for sale or reuse. Three
drums were not identified and are being held (NEESA 1984).

In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling for IR Site 10 (SWMUs 31
and 32, and AOC B). Only ground water samples were collected from eight wells. The
results of the analyses indicated that presence of low levels of organic compounds and
the presence of some metals at levels that exceeded primary drinking water standards and
ambient water quality criteria. ESE Recommended that no additional ground water
samples be collected. (See Table 2.32.1 below for results that exceed Subpart S Action
Levels.)

Baker’s 1992 Work Plan and the 1992 Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes
indicate that 30 surface soil samples will be collected to support a baseline risk
assessment. _

IR Site 10 is in the vicinity of SWMU 32 but does not address this SWMU specifically.
The samples collected from IR Site 10 are listed below, but it should be noted that these
samples do not adequately characterize SWMU 32.

Table 2.32.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels at SWMU 32

Media No. of Samples | Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil No samples N/A
7 30 planned

Surface No samples N/A

Water

Sediment No samples N/A

Ground Round 1: 8 Round 1: Sample 10GW1 had one semi-
Water Round 2: § volatile (bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate) exceeding

Subpart S Action Levels. All Round 1 ground
water samples had metals exceeding Subpart S -
Action Levels.

Round 2: All Round 2 ground water samples
except 10GWO02 had metals exceeding Subpart
S Action Levels.
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2.32.2

2.32.3

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that an RI/FS effort
was begun for this site in November 1991 and that a Work Plan for this work was
submitted in July 1992. This letter also indicates that this SWMU is part of IR Site 10
which is made up of SWMUs 31 and 32 and AOC B.

SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. Baker’s Work Plan indicates that ground water is a potential environmental
concern. Their Work Plan must provide an explanation as to why no ground
water samples are to be collected or it should be modified to include collection
of such sampling. '

. TRC will inspect the area to ensure that the batteries have been removed, to
observe if there have been any releases since the 1988 VSI and to observe if any
designated area for battery storage has been constructed. If evidence of release
is observed, then sampling of the stained area should be performed to characterize
the nature and extent of the contamination. Analyses should include TCL and
TAL parameters.

. Ground water samples previously analyzed show very high concentrations of
copper, silver, selenium, cadmium, and. zinc (to aquatic biota). The direction of
ground water flow and discharge locations to surface waters need to be identified.
It is also recommended that surface waters and sediments at these ground water

~ discharge locations be sampled and analyzed for metal concentrations.

Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

This SWMU has been moved several hundred feet west to its present location
approximately 100 to 150 feet northeast of the north corner of Building 31. This SWMU
is comprised of three pallets of batteries and approximately 100 to 110, 55-gallon drums
of JP-5 contaminated soil and sludge (see Appendices A, B, C and D). These materials
were on pallets that were placed on soil. All containers were intact and not leaking. One
small area (approximately 2’ x 2’) was stained with an oil-like substance. There is also
a small paint storage shed at this location. This shed was a fenced concrete pad that was
roofed with corrugated metal. There was no evidence of a release from this shed.
Because the pallets were stored on soil and because there was some staining observed,
TRC recommends that this area’s soils be sampled for full TCL and TAL parameters to
determine if a release of hazardous materials has occurred. There was no staining or
evidence of a release in the former location of this SWMU.
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2.33

SWMU 33, AIMD Hazardous Waste Storage Pad

2.33.1 Background -

According to the 1988 RFA, "[this] unit is located outside, against the northern wall of
Building 379. It was described [to the VSI team] by facility representatives as a
temporary hazardous waste storage area" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). This storage area
is a curbed concrete pad with a manual overflow control valve. "The wastes stored at this
SWMU are generated by Aircraft Intermediate: Maintenance Department (AIMD)
maintenance, and according to the NACIP report...include wastes generated from cleaning,
painting, paint stripping, minor calibration, complete overhaul of avionic components, and
battery cleaning and recharging operations” (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). During their visit,
the VSI team observed "beryllium waste, hydraulic fluid and solvents generated from
aircraft maintenance" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team also observed minor
amounts of unidentified damp white powder in the grass several feet outside the storage
pad. The VSI report suggested that the white powder be sampled, characterized and
removed, and that future management practices prevent release from this SWMU.

In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling and analysis.

One soil sample was collected as a background sample in Round 1. This sample
was analyzed for oil and grease, lead, VOA, xylene, MEK, and EDB. Elevated
levels of oil and grease (8.21 mg/kg) were detected in this soil sample.

A total of six sediment samples were collected for Site 8 (3 samples during each
" round).... Oil and grease levels ranged from 69-4740 mg/kg. [ESE attributed
these concentrations to Building 200.]

A total of eight surface waters were collected from Site 8 during both Rounds.
Three were collected in Round 1 and [five] during Round 2.... Significant levels
of oil and grease (ranging from 5 to 102 ug/L) were found in Round 1 samples.
Qil and grease [were] not detected in Round 2 samples. The levels of oil and
grease detected [were attributed] to...Building 200. (Technical Review Committee
Meeting Minutes, 1989) (See Table 2.33.1 for results that exceeded Subpart S
Action Levels.)

In 1991, Versar produced a Site Summary for the Drone Washdown Area (Site No. 8).

Versar reviewed the past history of the site and ESE’s 1988 results. They concluded that
no further investigations or remedial action was necessary.

It should be noted that IR Site 8 samples do not adequately address this SWMU, but
because this SWMU falls within the area of IR Site 8, the results have been included.
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Table 2.33.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels at SWMU 4

Media No. of Samples | Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil : 1 None.
Surface Round 1: 3 None
Water Round 2: §
Sediment Round 1: 3 "None
Round 2: 3
Ground No samples N/A
Water

It should be noted the IR Site samples do not adequately address this SWMU.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
conducted a site visit in March 1992. They state that this SWMU is no longer used for
storage of hazardous waste, and that the white powder observed in the grass several feet
outside the storage pad was not found. They also indicate that no evidence of a release
was observed, and that soils immediately adjacent to the pad were removed as part of a
construction project. For the above reasons, the Navy recommended no further action at
this SWMU.

2.33.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. TRC recommends that soil samples be taken for full TCL and TAL parameters in

the vicinity of the storage pad to verify that there has not been a release to the
environment.
. TRC will inspect this area during the site visit to observe if any additional spills

had occurred since the 1992 Navy inspection.
2.33.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

In 1988, the VSI team observed minor amounts of an unidentified, damp, white powder
in the grass several feet outside the storage pad. This was not observed during TRC’s site
visit. During TRC’s site visit, the pad was observed to be empty, and there was a small
stained area of soil (approximately 2’ x 2’) in the middle of the north side of the pad (see
Appendices A, C and D). Because this pad was never sampled and some staining was
observed during TRC’s site visit, TRC recommends the collection of eight soil samples
(four surface and four at 0’-2”) around the perimeter of the pad to determine if there has
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been a release of hazardous constituents to the environment. Samples should be analyzed
for full TCL and TAL parameters.

2.34¢ SWMU 34, VC-8 Waste Storage Pad
2.34.1 Background

The 1984 IAS report does not discuss this SWMU specifically. It does, however, note
the general waste producing processes at this SWMU which include painting, paint
stripping, degreasing, and solvent cleaning activities.

The 1988 RFA notes that

[this] unit is located outside, behind a trailer at the northeastern
edge of the Fleet Composite Squadron Eight (VC-8) airfield. It
was observed to be a concrete pad with one foot curbing. One-half
of the pad is used for bousers and one-half for drum storage.
Measuring 8 feet x 13 feet, the bouser pad supports a tank with
approximately a 500 gallon capacity. Immediately adjacent is the
S feet x 10 feet drum storage pad. Stored at this unit are waste
aviation fuel and waste paint resulting from aircraft maintenance.
The drums were grounded at the time of the VSI. During heavy
rainfall, the manual overflow control valve is sometimes opened to
prevent overflow. The discharge runs into an adjacent ditch (A.T.
Keamney, Inc. 1988).

No release was observed during the VSI. The VSI team suggested that the Navy build
a cover to keep rainwater from flooding the concrete pad. Other than that, the VSI team
suggested no further action. S

2.34.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

TRC will inspect this SWMU to observe if a cover has been constructed for this SWMU
and to observe if any releases have occurred since the 1988 VSL

2.34.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

The 1988 VSI team recommended that this SWMU be covered. During TRC’s site visit,
this SWMU was observed to be two times the size described in the 1988 RFA Report.
It was apparent where the addition had been added because it was newer than the old pad.
Both pads were covered with a corrugated metal roof, fenced and bermed. There was no
staining inside the pad and there were no cracks in the concrete. The overflow valve was
in good condition. No evidence of a release was observed. The bouser pad supporting
the 500-gallon tank was also in good condition, with no stains or cracks observed (see
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Appendices A, C and D). For these reasons, TRC recommends no further action at this
SWMU. :

2.35 SWMU 35, Aircraft Wash Rack Oil/Water Separator (VC-8 Yard)
2.35.1 Background
According to the 1988 RFA,

[this] unit is located approximately 50 feet from Building 396, and
is designed to collect and separate oil and washwater from aircraft
washdown. This below grade, concrete unit measures
approximately 5 feet by 15 feet by 5 feet deep. According to a
facility representative, after separation the water goes to the
Industrial Area Wastewater Plant (SWMU 29) and the sludge goes
to the Station Landfill (SWMU 3) (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The 1988 VSI team observed a manual overflow control Valve. No evidence of release
was observed during the VSI. Based on their inspection, the VSI team suggested that this
SWMU be integrity tested to determine the likelihood of release.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
suggests no further action_at this SWMU for the following reasons:

This separator processes wastewater in contact with JP-4, JP-5, or
hydraulic oils and lubricants which are categorized as POLs. These
are excluded as hazardous substances under CERCLA and there is
no reason to believe these POLs have come into contact with
RCRA hazardous materials. Furthermore, like any other tankage
designed and built by the Navy to process wastewaters, the Navy
used the working stress method for structural design (comparable
to American Concrete Institute Code Section 305) whereby the
likelihood of structural cracks are minimized. Considéring that
there are no hazardous materials, substances or constituents other

- than POL type of compounds and that the unit’s physical design
minimizes cracks and releases, the Navy recommends no further
-action under RCRA Corrective Action (P.A Rakowski, letter to
Barry Tornick, June 1992).

2.35.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
. TRC recommends that the SWMU be integrity tested because even though POLs

are not hazardous materials themselves, they often contain hazardous constituents
such as heavy metals and PCBs.
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TRC will inspect this SWMU for any cracks during the site inspection. Because
the SWMU is below grade, a visual inspection may require that the oil/water

separator tank contents be drained.

2.35.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

This SWMU was in good condition at the time of TRC’s site visit. The concrete of the
oil/water separator was not cracked. There were no odors or stressed vegetation. The pad
where the aircraft are washed was not stained (see Appendices A, C and D). For these
reasons, TRC recommends no further action at this SWMU.

2.36 SWMU 36, Vehicle Wash Rack Oil/Water Separator

2.36.1 Background

According to the 1988 RFA,

[this] unit is not surrounded by any immediate buildings, but is in
the general vicinity of the Berthing Pier. As required by [(United
States Department of Agriculture)] ‘USDA regulations, the
Department of Defense washed vehicles at the vehicle wash rack.
The purpose of this activity is to remove soil borne contaminants
(insects, microbes, etc.). In the process, some oily waste is washed
into the Vehicle Wash Rack Oil/Water Separator. This is an
underground concrete unit measuring approximately 8 feet x 18
feet by an undetermined depth. Steel grating covered two thirds of
the surface opening at the time of the VSI. According to a facility
representative, this separator has been operational [since 1983]
(A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

No evidence of release was observed during the VSI. The VSI team suggested that this
SWMU be integrity tested to determine the likelihood of release.

The 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
recommends no further action at this SWMU for the following reasons:

NY-R31.RP4

The wash rack receives water contaminated with POL type of
compounds, wax, detergents, dust, dirt, etc. from washing vehicles
and there is no reason to believe this wastewater would come into
contact with any hazardous materials nor are these compounds

- considered hazardous substances. Besides, this wash rack is

undersized, so it will be replaced in early fiscal year 1992 as part
of a program to upgrade all pretreatment units used to process
wastewaters prior to being introduced into the conventional STP.
Since this unit will be replaced and there are no hazardous
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materials, compounds, or substances present, the Navy recommends
no further action under RCRA corrective action (P.A. Rakowski,
letter to Barry Tornick, June 1992).

2.36.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. TRC will inspect the new oil/water separator for integrity during the site visit.
Because the SWMU is below grade, a visual inspection may require the oil/water
separator tank contents to be drained.

. TRC will also inspect to see if there have been any releases since the installation
of the new SWMU.

2.36.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

During TRC’s site visit, the concrete of the oil/water separator was stained along the
walls, but no cracks were observed in the concrete. In addition, no stressed vegetation
or any other evidence of a release was observed. For these reasons, TRC recommends
no further action at this SWMU. The wash pad where the vehicles are cleaned had some
cracks in it, but there was no staining of the concrete (see Appendices A, C and D). TRC
recommends that the cracks in the concrete be repaired. Outside of this, no further action
is recommended.

2.37 SWMU 37, Waste Oil Drum Storage Area
2.37.1 Background
According to the 1988 RFA,

[this] unit consists of nineteen 55-gallon drums resting on wooden
pallets, situated on a [raised], covered concrete pad behind Hanger
200. The drums were observed [by the VSI team] to contain waste
gasoline and lubricating oil from AIMB operations.

During the 1988 VSI, minor oil stains were observed on the
concrete pad, and a minor area on the nearby grass was observed
to have stressed vegetation (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The VSI team suggested that the "area of stained soil and stressed vegetation be sampled
to determine the existence of release of hazardous constituents to the environment" (A.T.
Kearney, Inc. 1988). They also suggested that management practices (including the
addition of curbing) be installed to prevent such releases.
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In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling and analysis.

One soil sample was collected as a background sample in Round 1. This sample
was analyzed for oil and grease, lead, VOA, xylene, MEK, and EDB. Elevated
levels of oil and grease (8.21 mg/kg) were detected in this soil sample.

A total of six sediment samples were collected for Site 8 (3 samples during each
round).... Oil and grease levels ranged from 69-4740 mg/kg. [ESE attributed
these concentrations to Building 200.]

A total of eight surface waters were collected from Site 8 during both Rounds.
Three were collected in Round 1 and [five] during Round 2.... Significant levels
of oil and grease (ranging from 5 to 102 ug/L) were found in Round 1 samples.
Oil and grease [were] not detected in Round 2 samples. The levels of oil and
grease detected [were attributed] to...Building 200. (Technical Review Committee
Meeting Minutes, 1989) (See Table 2.37.1 for results that exceeded Subpart S
Action Levels.)

Sampling has not been performed for SWMU 37 specifically, but has been done for IR
Site 8 which is in the area of SWMU 37. Below are the samples collected for IR Site
8. It should be noted, however, that these samples do not adequately address SWMU 37.

Table 2.37.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels at SWMU 37

Media No. of Samples | Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil 1 None
Surface Round 1: 3 One sample, 8SWO01, had a benzene
Water Round 2: 5 concentration of 1.1 ug/l. The Action Level is
1.0 ug/l.
Sediment Round 1: 3 None
‘Round 2: 3
Ground No samples N/A
Water

In 1991, Versar produced a Site Summary for the Drone Washdown Area (Site No. 8).
Versar reviewed the past history of the site and ESE’s 1988 results. They concluded that
no- further investigations or remedial action was necessary.
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The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
recommends no further action at this SWMU for the following reasons:

Although this site is in the area of IR Site 8 (SWMU Sites 43 and
44), it was not identified as part of an IR site. Any prior spills or
leaks from the area near Hanger 200 would be covered by the IR
efforts at IR site 8. From 1986 through 1988, two rounds of
confirmation sampling were conducted at IR site 8. The results
from these sampling efforts revealed contamination is below action
levels (see page 3-27 of Verification Step Round 1 and 2 of the
Conformation Study, ESE Inc., April 1988). The Navy
recommends this area for no further action under CERCLA or
RCRA Corrective Action. A Site Summary is currently being
prepared that summarized the past SI efforts at IR site 8 and
presents the Navy’s reasons for recommending this site for no
further action. The final draft Site Summary shall be forwarded by
NAVSTA Roosevelt Roads under separate cover for EPA review
and comment in July 1992. Furthermore, these drums contained
waste oil, a type of POL, and therefore are not RCRA hazardous
materials or hazardous substances under CERCLA (P.A. Rakowski,
letter to Barry Tornick, June 1992).

2.37.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

TRC will inspect this SWMU to observe if a curb has been installed and to see if any
releases have occurred since the 1988 VSI inspection.

2.37.3 ‘Siter Visit Findings and Recommendations

The 1988 VSI team recommended that this pad be bermed. This pad was observed to be
bermed during TRC’s site visit. TRC also observed that there were four flammables
cabinets and approximately twenty 55-gallon drums of cleaning compound, speed dry,
paint waste, non-regulated waste and JP-5 fuel waste located on the asphalt immediately
adjacent to the pad. All drums and cabinets were in good condition. There was no
staining in this area or any evidence of a release (see Appendices A, B, C and D). A
small area of stressed vegetation was noted on the northeast corner of the pad. A PID
reading was taken in this area and the HNu read 200 units. Because of the observed
release, TRC recommends that sampling of the area of stressed vegetation be performed
as well as sampling of the surrounding asphalt. Sampling of the soil and asphalt should
cover the entire area around the pad, and the area where drums are stored on pallets.
Samples should be analyzed for full TCL/TAL parameters. TRC also recommends that
the drums and flammable cabinets that were observed on the asphalt be moved inside the
covered, bermed concrete pad.
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2.38  SWMU 38, Sewer Drainage System

2.38.1 Background

According to the 1988 RFA,

[this] unit is an underground sewer drainage system that includes
both the sanitary and storm sewer systems. [The 1988 VSI team]
could not...[determine] if this unit [was] comprised of two separate,
dedicated sewage systems, or one single unit. In addition, the
particular piping material used for construction (e.g., PVC, metal
piping) could not be determined. Past and present waste
management practices involve various wastes washing into this
facility’s drainage system. The [1984] NACIP report documented
release to the Sewer Drainage System of excess pesticides from the
Old Pest Control Shop (SWMU 13) and overflow from the Drone
Fuel Drain Oil/Water Separator (SWMU 4).... During the VSI,
evidence of overflow that may enter the Sewer Drainage System
was observed at the Fire Training Pit Oil/Water Separator (SWMU
12).... / ,

[The VSI team] suggested that the relative interdependence and
integrity of the systems be determined. Based upon the results of
integrity testing, the VSI team suggested that soil sampling may be
warranted to determine if hazardous constituents have been released
into the environment. They also suggested that the soil samples,
[(if warranted)] should be collected from points along the sewer
system where there has been leaking or cracking, [and] that the

analytical parameters should include fractions of Appendix VIII

hazardous constituents (e.g., metals, volatiles, and semivolatiles)
(A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
recommends no further action at this SWMU for the following reasons:

NY-R31.RP4

Three separzite sewer Systems serve the Naval Station. The
Capehart system serves housing and schools. The Bundy system
serves the base administration facilities, hobby shops, fast food

eateries, BOQ, and a laundry. The Forrestal system serves the

waterfront industrial area, Public Works, Shops, Air Operations and
the Sea Bee quarters. Itis extensively known that all three systems
experience severe inflow problems during rainfall events. To a
lesser extent infiltration occurs. The three systems are reaching the

- end of their useful life. Recently completed in February 1992 was

the first phase of a study to detect Inflow-Infiltration (I/I). The
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second phase to locate specific sources of I/I will commence July
1993. A follow-up answer repair project is programmed to start in
Fiscal year 1994.

It is acknowledged that where infiltration occurs, the possibility
exists that exfiltration could occur. However, such phenomenon
usually occurs due to pipes under heavy loads and where pipe
joints have separated due to settlement. Typically large pipes, say
12 to 15 inches and larger, experience settlement. This size pipe
generally occurs in the lower areas of the Forrestal System where
the seasonal ground water table remains high (above the pipe)
thereby causing ground water infiltration into the system. Where
ground waters do in fact rise above the crown of the pipes, the
mere static water pressure of the ground will cause infiltration
rather than exfiltration of the sewer pipe contents. Being that the
industrial facilities located in the Forrestal system are located in the
lowlands of the base where ground waters are generally high, it is
considered very unlikely that exfiltration of the sewer contents has
occurred where industrial constituents have been introduced. The
Navy has no knowledge that hazardous constituents have been
introduced into the system and it is...[the Navy’s] policy prohibiting
the introduction of hazardous waste into the sewer system. For the
above reasons, the Navy recommends no further action under
RCRA Corrective Action (P.A. Rakowski, letter to Barry Tornick,
June 1992).

2.38.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

Soil samples should be collected from points along the sewer system where leaks or
cracks are identified. Samples should be analyzed for full TCL and TAL parameters.

2.38.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

At the request of EPA, this SWMU was not 1nspected during TRC’s site visit.
result, no further recommendations have been made.

2.39 SWMU 39, Spent Battery Storage (Building 3158)
- 2.39.1 Backgroynd
According to the 1988 RFA,
'[this] unit consists of a storage building and covered battery

drainage area. This building stores waste batteries and battery acid
that are wastes generated by Naval Mobile Construction Battalion
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(NMCB or "Seabees") operations. The metal battery drain tank
(shaped rather like a funnel) is underlain by a curbed concrete pad.
Battery contents are poured into the drain tank and the battery acid
is caught below in a container. The curbing around the pad is
cracked and stained, indicating that there have potentially been past
releases to the soil.

[The VSI team suggested that] soil samples...be collected adjacent
to and through the pad to determine the nature and extent of
release. The sampling effort should include collection of soil
samples, with analysis for pH, to a depth of approximately two feet
or until visible contamination is observed. In addition, it is further
suggested that cracks in the concrete pad be repaired to prevent
future release to soil (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
recommends no further action at this SWMU for the following reasons:

The Navy, during a site visit in March 1992, observed no visible
signs of release to the soils. This area is no longer used for storage
of spent batteries. Since there is lack of evidence of a release to
soils, the Navy recommends this site for no further action under
RCRA Corrective Action (P.A. Rakowski, letter to Barry Tornick,
June 1992).

2.39.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

TRC will inspect this SWMU during the site visit to check for the presence of cracks and
stains. If cracks and stains do exist as indicated in the 1988 RFA, TRC recommends that
the RFA suggestions be followed.

2.39.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

During TRC’s site visit, it was observed that this SWMU is no longer used for battery
storage, but instead for flammable storage. TRC was not able to locate the bermed pad
mentioned in the background section above. The storage shed was in good condition.
Inside the shed there were twelve 5-gallon cans of hydraulic fluid (GM Dextron II), six
8.30-ounce cans of starter fluid, two 8-ounce cans of radiator leak preventive, twenty-two
1-quart cans of hydraulic fluid, six cans of window cleaner fluid and other miscellaneous
5-gallon cans of lube oil, silicone, and paint The floor was not stained and was not
~cracked (see Appendices A, C, and D). There was no stressed vegetation outside or any
other evidence of a release. For these reasons, TRC recommends no further action at the
shed, but recommends that the battery drainage pad be located and sampled as
recommended in the 1988 RFA. ‘
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It should be noted that TRC located a drum storage pad approximately 150 feet north of
Building 3158. This pad contained approximately one hundred twenty 55-gallon drums
of 10 and 30 weight lubrication oils. The drums were in good condition and not leaking.
There are no stains and no evidence of any releases. TRC recommends that the structural
cracks in the concrete be filled in and that the pad be bermed.

2.40 SWMU 40, Seabee Oil Collection Area

2.40.1 Background

According to the 1988 RFA,

[this] unit is located in the Alpha Company Maintenance Yard and
consists of a mobile storage tank (capacity approximately 300
gallons) stored on a gravel yard. The tank is used to collect used
Iubricating oil before DRMO disposes of it.... Adjacent to the
mobile storage is a curbed concrete pad that contained several
drums and pails at the time of the VSI. During the VSI, stained
gravel was observed under the mobile storage tank. [The VSI
team] suggested that soil samples be collected beneath the mobile
storage tank... Analysis should include a set of indicator
parameters based upon the chemical and physical characteristics of
the wastes managed by this unit. It is further suggested that a
covered concrete pad with curbing be built for the mobile tank
(A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick states that the Navy
recommends no further action at this SWMU for the following reasons:

NY-R31.RP4

The Navy, during [their] site visit in March 1992, found that the
conditions at this site have changed from that identified in the 1988
RFA report. [A point that they made] is that this area is located
within the Sea Bee compound. Sea Bees are a group with mobile
units and equipment. The mobile tank mentioned in the 1988 RFA
report could not be found anywhere in the compound, nor did
anyone know where it was or where it might have been located.
The two tanks observed during the 1992 site visit in this compound
did not fit the description of the tank mentioned in the RFA report.
The 1988 RFA report indicated the tank was a 300 gallon capacity,
but the two tanks found [by the Navy] are of 1000 and 500-gallon
capacity. Since it is impossible to locate the probable location of
the tank and no evidence of a release was visible, the Navy
recommends this site for no further action under RCRA Corrective
Action (P.A. Rakowski, letter to Barry Tornick, June 1992).
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2.40.2

2.40.3

241

241.1

SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

TRC will inspect the gravel yard during the site visit to identify the presence of soil
staining. If visible signs of contamination are evident, then it is recommended that soil
sampling be conducted. Samples should be analyzed for full TCL and TAL parameters.
If soil samples are found to be contaminated, then potential impacts on ground water will
need to be addressed. :

Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC observed this SWMU to be a parking area in the Seabee compound. The tank
mentioned in the 1988 RFA was no longer on site. The parking area had no stains (see
Appendices A and D). The waste oil is now stored behind Building 3102 in the new
SWMU 48. Because this SWMU is no longer used and because there was no evidence
of a release, TRC recommends no further action.

SWMU 41, Rinse Rack Near Seabee Pesticide Storage
Background
According to the 1988 RFA,

[this] unit was observed [during the VSI] to be an uncurbed
concrete slab measuring approximately 12 feet x 20 feet that is
located directly adjacent to the Seabee Pesticide Storage Building
(Building 3152).... The drain within this slab is made up of four
strips (6 inches wide). Each strip runs parallel to and is located
within the perimeter of the slab...[to form] an inner rectangular
"frame". The drain is covered by steel grating. The VSI team was
informed by naval personnel that this unit is most commonly used
to rinse out the spray trailer which usually contains a mosquito
pesticide (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The VSI team did not determine if the expired pesticides were washed down the drain of
the SWMU or were sent to DRMO. The VSI team did not observe any signs that would
indicate a release into the environment. The VSI team suggested "that the point of
ultimate discharge of wastes from this SWMU be determined and evaluated in
conjunction with further information regarding the disposal of excess pesticides (i.e.,
whether they are sent to DRMO or drained at this unit)" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy will
provide the requested information on this SWMU as soon as it is available.
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2.41.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

The discharge location of the rinsate waste needs to be provided before any
recommendations regarding sampling can be prepared. TRC will attempt to locate

the discharge location during the site inspection.

The "additional information" provided by the Navy for this SWMU should include
a list of the pesticides (specific chemical or manufacturer’s brand name) that were
potentially drained through this SWMU (if applicable). This information will help

focus future sampling efforts if they are warranted.

2.41.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC observed this SWMU to be as described in the 1988 RFA (see Appendices A, C and
D). TRC observed the pad to be in good condition. There was no staining and there
were no cracks in the concrete. There was a 55-gallon drum (almost empty) adjacent to
the washdown area. This drum was in good condition. There were no stains near the
drum. TRC recommends that the one 55-gallon drum be removed properly and that the
ultimate discharge of this SWMU be determined as recommended in the 1988 RFA. The
ultimate discharge of this SWMU was not able to be determined by TRC during the site
visit. TRC also recommends that the contents and condition of the adjacent building
(Building 3152) be determined. This building was locked at the time of the TRC site

visit.

2.42 SWMU 42, Water Treatment Plant Sludge Lagoons

2.42.1 Background

According to the 1988 RFA,

NY-R31.RP4

raw water is supplied by mountain rainwater from the Rio Blanco
River...west of the Naval Station. Water treatment at Naval Station
Roosevelt Roads involves aeration, prechlorination, coagulation,
sedimentation, filtration, fluoride adjustment, and disinfection....
Located several hundred feet west of the Roosevelt Roads Water
Treatment Plant are two open sludge lagoons measuring
approximately 160 feet x 90 feet x 20 feet deep.... A facility
representative [told the VSI team that] the lagoons are natural,
unlined ponds.  Sludge from the Water Treatment Plant
sedimentation tanks is released periodically into one of the sludge
lagoons. Thick vegetation was observed growing along the edges

of both lagoons. The plant operator reported that the sludge in

these lagoons consists of river mud with aluminum sulfide and lime

added during the water filtration and sediment settling processes.

In order to prevent a system backup during heavy rainfall the
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.

lagoon gates are opened. This happens about once a year,
according to the plant operator. Discharge flows into a surface
water canal that eventually reaches the mangroves. The operator
also stated [to VSI personnel] that the sludge in these lagoons had
been removed and deposited offsite once in the seven years of his
tenure there" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team suggested
no further action because the sludge consists of river mud,
aluminum sulfide and lime. Because of this the VSI team had no
reason to suspect that any product or waste at this SWMU
contained hazardous waste.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy agrees
- with the 1988 RFA recommendation of no further action.

2.42.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

Because the sludge is comprised of river mud, aluminum sulfide and lime, there is no
reason to believe that any product or waste at this SWMU contains hazardous waste. As
a result, TRC recommends no further action at this SWMU.

2.42.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC observed this SWMU to be as described in the background section above. There
was no staining, stressed vegetation, or any other sign of a release (see Appendices A, C,
and D). As already stated, this SWMU is comprised of river mud, aluminum sulfide and
lime all of which are non-hazardous materials. As a result, TRC recommends no further
action for this SWMU.

2.43 SWMU 43, Drone Washdown Area

2.43.1 Background

According to the 1988 RFA, this SWMU is located

NY-R31.RP4

directly in front of the garage doors of Building 860, Aerial Target
Systems Department, [and] is a concrete lined drainage ditch

covered by steel grating which measures approximately 350 feet x -

2 feet x 3 feet deep.... As stated by a facility representative, drones
are recovered from the sea after military exercises and brought to
Building 860. Here the saltwater and marker dye is rinsed off over
the steel grating. This unit drains into the drainage ditch north of
Building 860. According to the [1984] NACIP study..., from about
1960 until the mid-1970s, between 2,500 and 5,000 gallons of
contaminated JP-4 and JP-5 drone fuel [was] drained in the
approximate area where this unit is now, eventually discharging
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into the ditch north of Building 860, Fuel and Chemical Storage
Compound Drainage Ditch (SWMU 44). The current practice is to
drain unused drone fuel directly into the Drone Fuel Drain
Oil/Water Separator (SWMU 4).

[The VSI team suggested no further action] due to the fact that
release of hazardous constituents from this unit has not been
documented for at least 10 years.and because the ditch that
received discharge of hazardous constituents is addressed as
SWMU 44 [(IR Site 8)] (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling and analysis.

One soil sample was collected as a background sample in Round 1. This sample
was analyzed for oil and grease, lead, VOA, xylene, MEK, and EDB. Elevated
levels of oil and grease (8.21 mg/kg) were detected in this soil sample.

A total of six sediment samples were collected for Site 8 (3 samples during each
round).... Oil and grease levels ranged from 69-4740 mg/kg. [ESE attributed
these concentrations to Building 200.]

A total of eight surface waters were collected from Site 8 during both Rounds.
Three were collected in Round 1 and [five] during Round 2.... Significant levels
of oil and grease (ranging from 5 to 102 ug/L) were found in Round 1 samples.
Oil and grease [were] not detected in Round 2 samples. The levels of oil and

- grease detected [were attributed] to...Building 200. (Technical Review Committee
Meeting Minutes, 1989) (See Table 2.43.1 for results that exceeded Subpart S
Action Levels.)

In 1991, Versar produced a Site Summary for the Drone Washdown Area (Site No. 8).
Versar reviewed the past history of the site and ESE’s 1988 results. They concluded that
no further investigations or remedial action was necessary.

This SWMU is located in the vicinity of IR Site 8. As a result, the samples from the IR
Site 8 Report are included here. It should be noted, however that IR Site 8 does not
adequately address SWMU 44. :
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Table 2.43.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels for SWMU 43

Media No. of Samples | Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil 1 None
Surface Round 1: 3 One sample, 8SWO01, had a benzene
Water Round 2: 5 concentration of 1.1 ug/l. The Action Level is
1.0 ug/l.
Sediment Round 1: 3 None
Round 2: 3
Ground No samples N/A
Water

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
concurs with the 1988 RFA report suggestion of no further action at this SWMU.

‘2.43.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

. The evaluation of SWMU 43 does not appear to have included sampling, and
subsequent analysis of the drainage ditch north of Building 860. This ditch needs
to be sampled, and the samples analyzed for hazardous constituents of the drone
fuel and marker dye. Full TCL and TAL parameters are recommended. Also
need to determine whether or not releases at this SWMU impacted subsurface
soils, ground water, surface water and sediments. |

. TRC will conduct a visual inspection of this SWMU during the site inspection.
If cracks are found, further soil and ground water sampling may be warranted.

2.43.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

This SWMU consists of the concrete area (parking) in front of Building 860. During
TRC’s site visit, there were no stains, odors, stressed vegetation, or other indications of
a release (see Appendices A, B, C, and D). The samples collected from the IR Site 8
investigation are approximately 300 yards away. Because there was no sign of a release
and because the only result that exceeds the Subpart S action level was very close to the
~ action level, TRC recommends no further action for this site (see table in Section 2.43.2).
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244 SWMU 44, IR Site 8, Aerial Target Systems Department Drainage Ditch

2.44.1 Background

The 1984 IAS report provides the following information about SWMU 44:

NY-R31.RP4

The drone washdown area...is located at Building 860 (Aerial

Target Systems Department).... [Drones] are launched from Cabras -

Island at the eastern entrance to Roosevelt Roads Harbor. Drones
that are not destroyed during...[presentations] are recovered by

- helicopter in the Pasaje de Vieques for reuse and returmmed to

Building 860. This operation has been active there since about
1961. Between 1961 and 1969 the Aerial Target Systems Activity

averaged 125 presentations per year, totaling about 1,000

presentations. Since Radio Corporation of America, Inc., (RCA)
received the contract in 1969, approximately 4,000 presentations
have been conducted, bringing the total to approximately 5,000
presentations over a 20-year period.

After each presentation the outside of the drone is washed with
freshwater to remove the saltwater and marker dye, and...remaining

fuel is removed from the fuel tank. In the past this was done

outside Building 860, where the fuel and wastewater were disposed
of in a drainage ditch which flows into a mangrove swamp and
eventually into the harbor. From about 1960 to the mid-1970s all
contaminated fuels (JP-4 and JP-5) and oil were disposed of in this
ditch.  During this estimated 15-year period, about 2,500
presentations occurred. [The IAS team estimated that there were]
one to two gallons of unused fuel per drone. As a result, about
2,500 to 5,000 gallons of JP-4 and JP-5 fuel were disposed of in
the unlined earthen drainage ditch. An undetermined amount of oil
was also routinely disposed of in this ditch. '

[The IAS report also indicates that in] the mid-1970s an
underground oil separator was constructed outside Building 860 to
prevent any oil or fuel from the drone washdown procedure from
entering the drainage ditch and storm sewer system. A tank truck
(1,500-gallon capacity) is used to siphon the fuel from the oil
separator. Any oil or fuel removed from the drones is also
disposed of in this tank truck. Until about 1982 the tank truck was
emptied by the Public Works Department and disposed of by
DPDO on a monthly basis; since this time it has normally been
emptied every three or four months.
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Until about 1983, the oil separator would overflow into the
adjacent storm sewer system during periods of heavy rainfall. This
problem was corrected by the installation of a valve on the pipe
between the separator and storm sewer which, if closed, can stop
the flow of oil into the storm sewer (NEESA 1984).

The 1988 RFA report indicated that "a fuel and chemical storage pad was also located
adjacent to this SWMU. [This] fuel and chemical storage pad stores products used in the
maintenance and repair of drones such as JP-4, JP-5, rust preventative and solvents" (A.T.
Kearney, Inc. 1988). The VSI team also noted the presence of a drain pipe with a valve
that extended out from the storage pad and over the Aerial Target Systems Drainage
Ditch. The VSI team observed dead vegetation directly below this drain pipe. Based on
their observations, the VSI team "suggested that soil samples be collected from both the
area immediately around the dead vegetation, and at least 10 to 15 feet further north in
the drainage ditch. Indicator parameters should include a set of parameters appropriate
for the types of waste managed by this SWMU in order to determine the existence of
release to the environment" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling. They collected one soil
sample, six sediment samples and eight surface water samples. The soil sample
(background sample) contained elevated levels of oil and grease. Elevated levels of oil
and grease were also detected in the sediment samples. ESE attributed these levels to the
Hanger Area (Building 200). The first round surface water samples also had elevated
levels of oil and grease. However, oil and grease were not detected in the Round 2
surface water samples. The elevated levels of oil and grease in the surface water samples
were also attributed to Building 200. Because the constituent levels were low, ESE
recommended no additional monitoring for Site 8, and that the oil and grease emanating
from the hanger should be handled as a separate site. (See Table 2.44.1 below for results
that exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.)

This SWMU is located in the vicinity of IR Site 8. As a result, the samples from the IR
Site 8 Report are included here. It should be noted, however, that IR Site 8 does not
adequately address SWMU 43.
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Table 2.44.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action
Levels for SWMU 44

Media No. of Samples | Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels
Soil 1 None
Surface Round 1: 3 | One sample, 8SWO01, had a benzene
Water Round 2: 5 concentration of 1.1 ug/l. The Action Level is
1.0 ug/l.
Sediment Round 1: 3 None
Round 2: 3
Ground No samples N/A
Water

In 1991, Versar prepared a Site Summary for Drone Washdown Area. The Versar report
reviews ESE’s finding from their two rounds of verification sampling. The Versar report
indicates that "hazardous waste management practices for Building No. 200 were
reviewed and that deficiencies were corrected" (Versar 1992b). Versar also indicates that
they conducted a site visit in August 1990 and that during their visit, they observed that
the oil/water separator for Site 8 was operating effectively and that "no petroleum
products or sheens were noted” (Versar 1992b). They noted that all vegetation "in the
ditch appeared lush and healthy" (Versar 1992b). As a result, Versar concurred with ESE
that "activities related to the drone washdown area are no longer impacting the
surrounding drainage ditch, and that the concentrations of contaminants detected warrant
no further investigations or remedial action” (Versar 1992b).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
concurs with the recommendations of no further action at this site.

2.44.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

o - "It is unknown whether historical activities at or around Building 229 may have
resulted in releases of contaminants which would invalidate the Building 229 area
for background sampling (for example, the site may be near a UST location, or
near a fuel tank location for refueling drones)" (TRC 1992b). Whether or not
Building 229 is a valid background location needs to be addressed.

. In general, levels of contaminants detected are rather low and below
concentrations associated with adverse effects to aquatic biota. However, it is
unclear as to whether all potential fuel components (including additives) were
analyzed. It is recommended that potential concerns from fuel additives be
addressed.
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2.44.3

2.45

2.45.1

. Considering the significant amount of material discharged into the drainage
systems at this SWMU and the existence of a fuel and chemical storage pad, the
sampling and analysis presented in the April 29, 1991 site summary prepared by
Versar, Inc. does not appear to adequately characterize chemical contamination at
this SWMU. Surface soil, sediment and surface water samples need to be
collected from the drainage ditches located north and south of Building 860.
Surface soils samples in and around the storage pad area also need to be collected.
In addition, due to the cracked and pervious nature of the concrete drainage
ditches, subsurface soil samples need to be collected under all drainage ditches
surrounding Building 860 and the storage pad. Samples collected need to be
analyzed for full TCL and TAL parameters. Finally, the impact of past spills on
ground water conditions needs to be determined.

. The effectiveness of the oil/water separator in preventing spills into the drainage
ditch and storm water system needs to be evaluated. A valve on the pipe between
the separator and storm sewer which needs to be closed manually to prevent
discharges into the storm sewer during periods of heavy rainfall does not
guarantee that discharges will not occur. The impact of discharges from this
SWMU into the storm water system and its discharge point needs to be
determined.

Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC inspected this SWMU during the site visit. The concrete drain had no stains and
was in good condition. The concrete did not have any cracks. The vegetation at the
discharge point of the drain was lush and healthy and there were no sheens on the water
(see Appendices A, B, C, and D). As a result, TRC recommends no further action for
this SWMU. This recommendation supersedes those in Section 2.44.2.

SWMU 45, IR Site 16, PCB Spill Area (Building 38)
Background

According to the 1984 NACIP report, "[Building] 38 was a 60-megawatt steam turbine
facility that generated power from the early 1940s through 1949. The facility used
Bunker ‘C’ fuel, which was stored in two 50,000-gallon reinforced concrete tanks. These
tanks are located directly northwest of the building" (NEESA 1984). In the 1970s,
Bunker C fuel was observed in manholes near Building 38 during heavy rainfalls. Bunker
C fuel was also discharged to the Enlisted Beach via the old cooling water outlet for the
Power Plant.

According to the 1984 IAS report, Building 38 was also used for the repair of electrical
transformers from 1956 to 1964. During this time, used oil from the transformers was
poured directly onto the ground in the vicinity of Building 38. An estimated 1,600
gallons of transformer fluid were disposed of in this area (NEESA 1984).
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The IAS team suggested the collection of six soil samples via hand auger. They
suggested the collection of two samples, from the oil-stained soil northwest of the
building, and four samples (in a grid) from the area north and northeast of the building
(NEESA 1984).

The 1988 RFA VSI team indicates that

the exact location of the spill area was difficult to ascertain at the
time of the VSI. [The VSI team also observed oil stains] on a
concrete pad near the northeast corner of Building 38.... [They did
not observe a release to soils.] The VSI team suggested that soil
samples be collected from stained areas within the area constituting
the PCB Spill Area, and that surface water samples be taken at the
old cooling water outlet on the Enlisted Beach. Parameters for
analysis [should] include an indicator parameter appropriate for the
wastes managed (i.e., transformer oil matrix). It is also suggested
that the PCB issue be addressed by referring this unit to TSCA
(A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling.

NY-R31.RP4

Thirty-eight soil samples were collected from the site (9 in Round
1 and 29 in Round 2). These samples were analyzed for PCBs, oil

- and grease, volatile organic compounds (VOC), ethylene dibromide

(EDB), xylenes, methyl ethyl ketone (MEK), and methy! isobutyl
ketone (MIBK). In Round 2, an EP toxicity test for lead was
completed. The analytical results indicated the presence of PCB
and lead contamination at the site. Lead concentrations were less
that the EP toxicity standard for lead. Other constituents detected,
but not at levels of concern, were MEK as well as oil and grease
(Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes 1989). (See Table

- 2.45.1 below for results that exceeded Subpart S Action Levels.)
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Table 2.45.1 Summary of Samples and Results that Exceeded Subpart S Action

Levels at SWMU 45

Media No. of Samples Results that exceed Subpart S Action Levels

Soil 38 (Greenleaf) Fifteen locations contained PCB concentrations
greater than the 10 ppm ARAR (TSCA). The
two highest results were 1,200 ppm and 40,000
ppm.

37 (Versar) Eighteen locations were greater than the 10

ppm ARAR.

Wipe 33 (Versar) Two locations exceeded the TSCA ARAR of
1,000 mg/m>.

Chip 6 (Versar) N/A

Sediment 12 (Versar) Eight locations were greater than the 10 ppm
ARAR for PCBs.

Surface 3 (Versar) All three samples were greater than the MCL

Water of 0.5 ug/L.

Based on their findings from the two rounds of sampling, ESE produced a Remedial
Action Alternative Analysis report. This report was summarized by the Technical Review

Committee in 1989.

alternatives:
1.
2.
3.
NY-R31.RP4
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"No action" alternative - In this alternative a 6-foot high
galvanized chain link fence is to be installed at the site to
encompass all areas of the site confirmed to have PCB
concentrations above 10 ppm to restrict site access (approx.
2246 square yards)....

Cap alternative - In this alternative, the soils in the concrete
ditch are to be scraped to remove the soil in the ditch
(approx. 2 cubic yards). These soils are to be spread out in
the area where PCB levels exceed 10 ppm where a 1-inch
asphaltic concrete is to be installed over a 4-inch base. The
total area to be capped is 1780 square yards....

Partial excavation and capping alternatives - In this
alternative, the concrete lined ditch is to be scraped to
remove the soil in the ditch and the area having PCB
concentrations above 25 ppm is to be excavated to a depth
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of 1 foot. A total of 469 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated
soil will be removed and disposed of by incineration in an
incinerator permitted for PCB incineration. The area
excavated is to be filled with clean back fill (less than 1
ppm PCB). The site areas containing PCB levels from 10-
25 ppm are to be capped with a 1-inch asphaltic concrete
with a 4-inch base (379 square yards)....

Excavation alternative - In this alternative, all site areas
containing PCB concentration greater than 10 ppm are to be
excavated to a depth of 1 foot below land surface and
disposed of by incineration in an incinerator permitted for
PCB incineration (595 cubic yards). Areas that are
excavated are to be backfilled with clean soil (less than 1
ppm PCB) (Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes
1989).

In 1992, Versar prepared a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for this site. During
_ their investigation, Versar collected numerous surface water, sediment, soil, wipe and chip
samples. Based on their data and the data collected by ESE in 1988, Versar investigated
the feasibility of the three following remedial alternatives:

1.

2.

3.

Soil excavation, transportation and off-site incineration
Soil excavation, transportation and off-site land disposal

Soil excavation and on-site incineration (Versar 1992a).

- Of the three, Versar recommended Alternative 2 (soil excavation, transportation, and off-
site land disposal).

2.45.2 SWMU Assessmeni and Recommendations

. TRC’s review of Versar’s and ESE’s Work Plans and SAPs noted the following:

NY-R31.RP4

RECYCLED PAPER

The scenarios and toxicity values used to determine
appropriate target clean-up levels in the ESE risk
assessments contained as Appendix B in both
[ESE’s and Versar’s] reports do not reflect current
guidance and must not be used to evaluate or justify
the use of the TSCA target level of 10 ppm....

All contaminants detected need to be presented for

evaluation (e.g., lead, MEK). The decision to
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narrow the focus of the quantitative risk assessment
to just PCBs needs to be fully explained.

The possible additive risks to receptors from site
contaminants in other media (e.g., ground water),
exposure via pathways not evaluated (e.g.,
inhalation), and contact with other site contaminants
(e.g., lead), need to be fully discussed in the risk
characterization and stated as a limitation of the risk
assessments at the beginning of the baseline risk
assessment report.

The reported target clean-up levels may need to be
revised pending the results of a more extensive
ecological risk assessment. It appears that PCBs
from Site 16 may potentially be transported offsite
by the existing storm water drainage systems and/or
the cooling water tunnel present beneath the site to
Puerca Bay and Ensenada Honda. Target clean-up
levels (for site soils/sediments) will need to be
established that are protective of aquatic biota if
offsite transport of PCBs result in adverse effects to
these sensitive ecological receptors....

A 10 ppm clean-up level, as governed by the TSCA,
is the only remedial goal mentioned in the FS [for
Site 16]. According to Section 4.1.2.1 of the
CERCLA guidance, "preliminary remediation goals
are (to be) reevaluated as site characterization data
and information from the baseline risk assessment
become available.” Any information pertaining to
the risks associated with a residual 10 ppm PCB
level in the site soil must be [addressed]. An
acceptable risk level for the protection of human
health and the environment should be stated as part
of the RAO:s....-

The process 'options considered [to date] do not

include immobilization technologies. In-situ

solidification has been successfully demonstrated as
a means to remediate PCB-contaminated soil. This
technology is most cost effective when used to treat
large volumes of soil since the costs associated with
excavation and transportation of soil are precluded.
Since the potential for remediation of a larger
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volume of soil than is presently quantified exists,
this option should be included in the FS for review.
The long-term stability of in-situ stabilization also

" needs to be addressed. The discussion should

incorporate long-term management and access
controls (fences, restricted access, deed restrictions
and signs). [If immobilization is considered as a
process option, then data for implementability of
this technology should be gathered.]

A cost sensitivity analysis is also required to assess
the effect that variations in specific assumptions
associated with design, implementation, and
operation of an alternative can have on its estimated
cost. This kind of analysis is particularly important
in this case since "if it is later determined that the
contamination has migrated, additional treatment of
possibly large amounts of soil will be needed.”
Economies of scale for each process option
considered should be more fully investigated. This
is particularly important for the onsite incineration
option. According to the FS, the cost effectiveness
of this option is greatly increased when treating
more than 5,000 tons of soil.

While the correct criteria are used to evaluate each
alternative delineated in Section 6.3.3 (Detailed
Analysis of Remedial Alternatives), insufficient
information is .presented to show that the
alternatives have been developed to a point where a
detailed analysis is warranted. Section 6.2.1 of the
RI/FS guidance suggests that the "...information
developed to define alternatives at this stage in the
RI/FS process may consist of preliminary design
calculations, process flow diagrams, sizing of key
process components, preliminary site layouts, and a
discussion of limitations, assumptions, and
uncertainties concerning each alternative.” None of
the requirements listed above are supplied in the
detailed analysis of the alternatives listed in the FS.
Only a very brief description of each alternative is
supplied which outlines the relative pros and cons
for that choice. This section should be reworked to
include the level of specificity required by. the
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guidance in order to thoroughly evaluate each
alternative in detail (TRC 1992b).

. The potential for PCB tfansport through the cooling water tunnel and storm
drainage system is high. It is recommended that the storm drain be located.

. Surface water and sediment samples need to be collected within Puerca Bay and
Ensenada Honda at the inlet/outlet of the cooling water tunnel. It is recommended
that a minimum of two samples be collected at each location and be subjected to
a full TCL and TAL analyses.

. The derivation of a chronic hazard index of 2.4 x 10™ for lead concentrations
detected in soils needs to be explained in order to allow an evaluation of the
statement that a very low degree of risk is posed by the observed concentrations
of lead in the soil. Note that EP toxicity data cannot be used to determine risks
to human health. It is not clear whether or not EP toxicity data were used to
make this determination.

. The impacts of past spills at this SWMU on ground water needs to be determined
along with an estimate of risk to potential human receptors which may be exposed
to site contaminants via contact with ground water or ground water discharged to
surface water.

. If immobilization is judged to be a viable alternative, then data for
implementability of this technology should be gathered.

Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC observed this site to be as described in the background section above. There were
no stains, stressed vegetation or other evidence of a release (see Appendices A, B, C, and
D). However, as noted above, this SWMU is going to be remediated due to PCB
contamination. Sindulfo Castillo of the Environmental Division of NAVSTA stated that
this site was going to be remediated some time during the summer of 1993, TRC
recommends that four wells be installed (one upgradient and three downgradient) to
determine if ground water has been impacted by the PCB contamination onsite. TRC also
recommends that a tank investigation be performed on the two underground storage tanks
that were used to store Bunker C fuel.
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2.46 SWMU 46, Pole Storage Yard
2.46.1 Background

According to the 1988 RFA report,

[this] unit was cited in the NACIP report as a Public Works
Department hazardous waste storage area that had been used to
store transformers and 55-gallon drums of PCB-contaminated
material.... The [NACIP report] further stated that the area showed
evidence of oil spillage. A facility representative confirmed that
this unit had formerly been used to store transformers [during the
1988 VSI]. [The VSI team observed that] this unit was a covered
concrete pad, [and that it was] used for the storage of products
including insulators, telephone poles, small cardboard boxes of
electrical equipment, and several full 5-gallon pails, one marked as
electrical lubricant. [The VSI team also noted that the] unit was
surrounded by a cyclone fence. Telephone poles were piled near
the entrance. No evidence of release was observed [by the VSI
team] (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

The VSI team suggested that the location of the stored transformers and 55-gallon drums

within the Pole Storage Yard be determined, and that soil samples be collected to

characterize the nature and existence of release to the environment.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to. Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy

concurs with the RFA report suggestion of confirmatory sampling, and that a Work Plan

for the sampling efforts is scheduled to begin the third quarter of fiscal year 1993.

2.46.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

¢ - TRC recommends that the Work Plan for the confirmatory sampling be reviewed
in order to assess its adequacy. '

. Due to the variety of materials stored at this SWMU, surface and subsurface soils
samples need to be collected and analyzed for full TCL and TAL parameters. In
addition, the impact of spills at this SWMU on adjacent surface water bodies and
ground water needs to be determined.

2.46.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC observed this SWMU to be as described in the background section above. TRC did

not observed any evidence of a release. There was no staining, no odors, and no stressed

vegetation (see Appendices A, C, and D). However, past reports note the presence of
spills on this site. As already recommended, TRC recommends that confirmatory
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sampling be performed at this SWMU: ' Confirmatory sampling should include four soil
samples around the pad and two samples within the area where the poles were stored.
Samples should be analyzed for full TCL/TAL parameters. If these samples contain
results that exceed action levels, the impact on surface water and ground water needs to
be determined.

2.47 SWMU 47, Local Disposal Areas

2.47.1 Background

‘According to the 1988 RFA report, the Roosevelt Roads

facility [has a number of] unspecified...satellite disposal points,
existing both as dedicated areas associated with specific process
points, and also as general refuse accumulation areas. Facility
representatives did not know the specific locations of all disposal
points and refuse accumulation areas, nor the specific composition
of materials disposed of at these units.

[The 1988 RFA report suggested] that the facility implement a
survey to determine the location of all satellite disposal areas and
general refuse accumulation areas. If it is suspected that hazardous
constituents are being released at any of these areas, then
appropriate sampling (e.g., soil, sediment, ground water, surface

- water) is suggested at local areas to determine if there has been a

release of hazardous constituents to the environment (A.T. Kearney,
Inc. 1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy
recommends no further action at this SWMU for the following reasons:

NY-R31.RP4

The 1988 RFA report referred to the "Local Disposal Areas" site

as both a SWMU and an Area-of-Concern (AOC) during the
meeting in March 1992. EPA Region II and the Navy came to an
agreement that this site(s) is an AOC and not a SWMU. SWMUs
must be identifiable units. The 1988 RFA report was in error for
referring to this site as SWMU Site 47. Furthermore, a facility
survey (Initial Assessment Study, NEESA 13-051, September 1984)
conducted in 1984 to determine and define all past hazardous waste
material’s storage, use, disposal practices and disposal areas on
Navy property did not identify this site(s). Therefore, the Navy
proposes this site(s) for no further action under RCRA Corrective
Action (P.A. Rakowski, letter to Barry Tornick, June 1992).
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2.47.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

As recommended in the 1988 RFA, a facility survey needs to be performed to determine
the location of all satellite disposal areas and general refuse accumulation areas. If it is
determined that a release has occurred at any of these areas, then appropriate sampling
and analysis needs to be performed to characterize the nature and extent of the release.

2.47.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

At the request of EPA, this SWMU was not inspected during TRC’s site visit. As a
result, no further recommendations have been made.

248 AOC A, Torpedo Shop

2.48.1 Background

The 1984 NACIP report indicates that

the Torpedo Shop assembles MK 30, MK 46 and MK 48 torpedoes
for the Atlantic Fleet Weapons Training Facility (AFWTF) and the

Weapons Department.... Following a "run” by one of the target or

practice torpedoes, the torpedo is recovered, the fuel removed, and
the torpedo washed with Agentine, a dry cleaning solvent. The
waste produced by this process includes OTTO Fuel II, clothing
contaminated in the assembly and maintenance of the torpedoes,
detergent Agentine, alcohol (Neosol), sodium sulfide, denatured
ethyl alcohol, acetone, oil and silver cell batteries. According to
the U.S. Navy, approximately 120 55-gallon drums of solvent and
fuel waste are generated yearly by this unit... Contaminated
OTTO Fuel II and other waste is stored temporarily before being
shipped to Cape Canaveral, Florida.... [Disposal] of inoperable
explosives generated by this unit is carried out by Explosive
Ordnance Detachment (EOD) personnel at the Eastern Maneuver
Area (EMA) on Vieques Island (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988).

During the 1988 RFA visit, the VSI team was told by the "[(Atlantic Fleet Weapons
Training Facility)] AFWTF Director, Mr. Nestor Paradis, that this AOC is a ‘unique
military operation’ which requires special security clearance for entry. [As a result, the]
VSI team was denied access, and no VSI was conducted at this unit" (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988). The VSI team suggested that additional information be obtained about the manner
in which wastes are generated, stored, and disposed. '

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that additional
information is needed at this AOC and that it will be provided as soon as it is available.

NY-R31.RP4
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2.48.2 AOC Assessment and Recommeizddtidn’& T

TRC recommends that the information regarding waste generation, storage, and disposal
that is to be provided by the Navy be reviewed to determine if additional
investigation/sampling is warranted.

2.48.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

This AOC had five units within it. The first unit in AOC A contained fuel tanks from
torpedoes (see Appendices A, C, and D). This AOC is approximately 10’ x 10’ in area,
is made of concrete and is roofed. There is a sump inside. There was no staining of the
floor and no cracks in the concrete. The HNu read O units and the air in this AOC is
monitored daily. Because there was no evidence of a release, TRC recommends no
further action.

The second unit within AOC A is Building 832. This building contains wastes including
cyanide waste (UN #1935), mineral spirits, alcohol, HCN, Otto, Fuel II, and Agentine.
The building is constructed with concrete cinder block. The building contains a roof and
has a bermed concrete floor. The floor is painted and contains a sump. There were no
spills noted in this building, no odors or any other evidence of a release. As a result,
TRC recommends no further action for this AOC.

The third unit within AOC A is the torpedo washdown pad. This pad is located directly
in front of Building 832 (see Appendices A, C, and D). This pad is used to wash down
torpedoes. There was no staining or evidence of a release from this AOC. There were,
however, some minor cracks in the pad. As a result, TRC recommends that the cracks
in the pad be repaired and that the pad be epoxied.

The fourth unit within AOC A is comprised of two storage pads located at Building 1730
(see Appendices A, C and D). There were approximately five 55-gallon drums stored on
each pad. Each pad was bermed and painted. There were no cracks in the concrete, no
stains, and no other evidence of a release. For these reasons, TRC recommends no
further action at this AOC.

The fifth unit within AOC A is a materials storage area for alcohol, lubricating oil, paint
and agentine. The AOC is roofed, bermed, fenced and locked. There were no cracks in
the concrete, no stains and no other evidences of a release. For these reasons, TRC
recommends no further action.
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2.49 AOC B, Former PWD Storage Area (Building 25)

2.49.1 Background

This AOC is part of IR Site 10. The 1984 IAS report noted the following:

Building 25 was used from 1951 until the structure collapsed in
1979 by the Public Works-Supply Department for temporary
storage of materials to be turned over to DPDO.... The entire area
around the building was used for open storage of drummed
material from at least 1957, according to aerial photographs.

The entire area in and around the collapsed building is overgrown
with vegetation, although historical aerial photographs show the
area to be relatively free of vegetation other than ground cover
through 1977.

Materials found in and around Building 25 include 20 to 25
apparently empty to partially filled 55-gallon drums; 10 to 15 five-
gallon pails; office furniture; mechanical devices; construction
rubble; industrial gas cylinders; asbestos sheeting; fiberglass
buoys; and transformers.

Of particular interest are the five-gallon pails, the drums, and a
large transformer found at the collapsed building. The five-gallon
pails have become corroded, exposing a substance similar to that
found at the Langley Drive site [(SWMU 2)].... The compound has
a green-colored crust about 1/2-inch thick, encasing a white
material with the consistency of semi-dry plaster. A large
transformer is lying on its side at the east corner of the building.
No evidence of oil leakage was apparent (NEESA 1984).

The 1988 RFA VSI team observed that Building \‘25 had collapsed. They also noted the
following:

NY-R31.RP4

It appeared that the majority of material stored there consisted of
old clothing, empty wooden boxes and small empty shells. No
sign of release was noted during the VSI; however, it is possible
that some amount of material was completely covered by vines and
could not be observed during the VSI.... [As a result, the VSI
team] suggested that this unit be cleared of vegetative cover and an
inventory be made regarding general type, amount and location of
wastes currently stored here. [They also suggested that] Public
Works Department records be reviewed to determine type, amount
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2.49.2

2.49.3

and, if possible, location of wastes stored here in the past (A.T.
Kearney, Inc. 1988).

In 1988, ESE performed two rounds of verification sampling for IR Site 10 (SWMU 31
and 32, and AOC B). Only ground water samples were collected from eight wells. The
results of the analyses indicated the presence of low levels of organic compounds and the
presence of some metals at levels that exceeded primary drinking water standards and
ambient water quality criteria. ESE recommended that no additional ground water
samples be collected.

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that a Work Plan
is being prepared for this AOC which should have been completed in July 1992.°

Baker’s 1992 Work Plan and the 1992 Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes
indicate that 30 surface soil samples will be collected to support a baseline risk
assessment. '

AOC Assessment and Recommendations

. Baker’s Work Plan indicates that ground water is a potential environmental
concern. Their Work Plan must provide an explanation as to why no ground
water samples are to be collected, or it should be modified to include collection
of such samples.

. TRC recommends that the results of the surface soil sampling be reviewed to
determine if additional sampling is warranted for this area.

Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

TRC observed that Building 25 had been demolished. The foundation, which is made of
brick, is now used for the storage of heavy equipment (bulldozers, etc.) and for a drum
storage pad (see Appendices A, C, and D). The drum storage pad had seventeen 55-
gallon drums on it, five 5-gallon drums, and measured approximately 15’ x 50’. The
drums contained diesel fuel and lubricating oil. Some of the drums were covered with
a tarp. The pad was bermed with sand bags. There were stains on the pad and outside
of the berm. Because there has been an observed release, TRC recommends confirmatory
sampling around the pad. Confirmatory sampling should consist of six soil samples (two
samples on each of the long sides and one on each of the short sides of the pad).

. Samples should be analyzed for full TCL and TAL parameters.
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2.50 AOC C, Transformer Storage Area (Near Building 2042)
2.50.1 Background
The 1988 RFA report describes this AOC as follows:

This AOC is comprised of two raised concrete pads that, at the
time of the VSI, were used for storage of transformers.... During
the VSI, 40 transformers were observed to be stored on the storage
pad to the south, which measured approximately 20 feet x 50 feet.
This pad was covered by ripped canvas stretched over a wooden
frame. The north pad was uncovered and contained at least 25
transformers and 20 to 40 batteries. The products stored at-this
unit were in good condition. Standing oil inside the north pad and
release to the soil through a crack in the concrete were observed.
Transformers of various sizes were scattered around both the south
pad and the north concrete pad. [Based on their observations, the
VSI team] suggested that soil samples be collected from each pad.
Analysis should include an indicator parameter appropriate for the
wastes managed (i.e., transformer oil matrix) (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick that the Navy concurs with
the RFA suggestion of confirmatory sampling, and that the sampling efforts are scheduled
to begin the third quarter of fiscal year 1993.

2.50.2 AOC Assessment and Recommendations

. TRC recommends that the Work Plan for the confirmatory sampling be reviewed
for its adequacy.

. Soil samples need to be collected from each pad and analyzed for full TCL and
TAL parameters.

2.50.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

- TRC observed the AQC to be as described in the background section above, except that
the southern pad was bermed so that it formed two pads. Pad 1 (the southern pad) had
approximately 100 to 110 transformers of various sizes (see Appendices A, C and D).
Pad 1 was heavily stained with oil (probably from the transformers). Pad 2 (southern pad)
contained approximately 25 transformers of various sizes. There was an area of stressed
vegetation along the north side of Pad 2. However, as can be seen in the photograph
(Photograph C.2), this is probably due to the telephone pole at this location because the
stressed vegetation is around the pole only. There was also a hole in the berm on the
west side of Pad 2. There was staining down the side of the pad indicating that a release
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had occurred. Pad 3 (northern pad) contained approximately 25 transformers of various
sizes as well. This pad also contained approximately 20 batteries that were broken and
in poor condition. There was heavy oil staining on Pad 3 (probably from the
transformers). In addition, there were three transformers approximately 75 feet south of
Pad 1. These transformers were in good condition and were not leaking. There was no
staining near these transformers. As a result, TRC agrees with previous recommendations
of confirmatory sampling. Sampling should include the oils on the pads as well as the
surrounding soils. Samples should be analyzed for full TCL/TAL parameters.

2.51 AOC D, Naval Station Outfalls
2.51.1 Background
The 1988 RFA report describes this AOC as follows:

There are a number of outfalls at the Roosevelt Roads facility.
These outfalls may be associated with the Sewer Drainage System
(SWMU 38), the various on-site [(Waste Water Treatment Plants]
WWTPs and/or other drainage areas or ditches which exist within
the facility boundaries. These outfalls include both regulated (e.g.
NPDES) and nonregulated outfalls. The facility representatives
knew neither the specific location of all outfalls nor the specific
chemical composition of the effluent being discharged at each of
these outfalls. These areas are a concern since there have been
repeated past violations of releases from regulated discharge units
(e.g., NPDES)" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). )

Based on this information, the VSI team suggested the following:

It is suggested that the facility implement a survey to determine the
location of all outfalls at the Roosevelt Roads facility and the
nature of the effluent being discharged at each of the outfalls. If
it is suspected that hazardous constituents are being released at any
outfall, then sampling (e.g. effluent and sediment) is suggested at
the outfall discharge point to determine if there has been a release
of hazardous constituents to the environment (A.T. Kearney, Inc.
1988).

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates the following:

The outfalls may be classified into two major categories: (1)
those which are related to and for the purpose of strictly conveying
stormwater, and (2) those for the purpose of conveying process
wastewaters form the base’s sewage treatment plants.
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Under NPDES regulations, stormwater conveyed to an ultimate
pointed source from industrial activities shall be permitted.
Application for individual groups [was] due to EPA by October 1,
1992. The NAVSTA Roosevelt Roads was made part of a group
application submitted to EPA Region II for stormwater for U.S.
Naval Stations during March 1991. Therefore, the base’s
application is pending EPA approval. Based wupon the
characterization of the stormwater, EPA will issue appropriate
parameters for monitoring and surface water limitations consistent
with the P.R. Environmental Quality Board’s Water Quality
Standards. The Navy sees no additional sampling necessary as it
is being covered by the NPDES program administered by EPA
Region IL "

For the outfalls discharge from the wastewater treatment plants,
such discharges are monitored and are limited according to the
NPDES program. Although violation of the NPDES permit have
occurred through these three outfalls, they have been for pH,
Coliforms, Chlorine Residual (lack of) and BODs or BOD percent
removal. Violations have been tied specifically to a broken or
marginally functional equipment at each of the plants. Violations
from this outfall have been for conventional pollutants caused by
poor operations, faulty equipment and the presence of a lot of
rainwater. Violations can not be attributed to the introduction of
any hazardous constituent into the system. For the above reasons,

the Navy recommends no further action under RCRA Corrective

Action (P.A. Rakowski, letter to 'Barry’Tornick, June 1992).

2.51.2 AOC Assessment and Recommendations

Although current permits regulate the discharge of hazardous wastes from the station
outfalls, the previous constituents present in the wastewater and storm water outfalls are
unknown. Therefore, TRC is in agreement with the RFA recommendation that the facility
identify the location of all outfalls at the station and the nature of the effluent (presently
and formerly) being discharged at each location. If hazardous wastes are suspected of
being released, then sediment samples should be collected from each of the outfalls
suspected of discharging hazardous constituents. Sediment samples should be analyzed
for full TCL and TAL parameters. '

2.51.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

At the request of EPA, this AOC was not inspected during TRC’s site visit. As a result,
no further recommendations have been made.

NY-R31.RP4
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2.52 New SWMU 48, 90-Day Storage Compound (Building 3102)

2.52.1 Background
This SWMU was discovered during TRC’s site visit. For this reason, no background
information was available to TRC before the site visit. '

2.52.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
Because no information was available for this SWMU prior to TRC’s site visit, no
recommendations were made.

2.52.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations
This SWMU was not included in the 1988 RFA because it has come into existence since
that inspection. TRC observed this SWMU to be a mobile, bermed metal containment
(see Appendices A, C, and D). This containment was in turn lying on cement which was
surrounded by a locked fence. The concrete was bermed with sand bags. This SWMU
contained ten 55-gallon drums of waste oil and oil contaminated soil. The drums were

© in good condition and were not leaking. There were no stains or any other evidence of

a release. For these reasons, TRC recommends no further action at this SWMU.

2.53 New SWMU 49, 500-Gallon Waste Oil Tank (Building 3188)

2.53.1 Background
This SWMU was discovered during TRC’s site visit. For this reason, no background
information was available to TRC before the site visit.

2.53.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations
Because no information was available for this SWMU prior to TRC’s site visit, no
recommendations were made.

2.53.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations
This SWMU consists of a bermed 500-gallon waste oil tank located west of Building
3188 (see Appendices A, C, and D). The tank was in good condition and was not
leaking. The berm was also in good condition. There was no staining or cracks in the
concrete. There is an overflow valve that was closed at the time of inspection. For these
reasons, TRC recommends no further action for this SWMU.
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2.54 New SWMU 50, Storage Area behind Building 3166
-2.54.1 Background

This SWMU was discovered during TRC’s site visit. For this reason, no background
information was available to TRC before the site visit.

2.54.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

Because no information was available for this SWMU prior to TRC’s site visit, no
recommendations were made.

2.54.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

This SWMU consists of a fenced area south of the southwest corner of Building 3166.
TRC observed one 55-gallon drum of malathion, three 5-gallon cans of roof cement, two
5-gallon cans of floor wax, two 5-gallon cans of lubricant, two 5-gallon cans of polyvinyl
and nine flammables cabinets (see Appendices A, C, and D). Many of the above
containers were stored directly on the soil. The containers were in good condition and
were not leaking. There was no staining or any other evidence of a release. TRC
recommends that these materials be moved to a padded area in case any spills occur.

2.55 New SWMU 51, The New Location of SWMU 33 (AIMD Hazardous Waste Storage
Pad)

2.55.1 | Background

This SWMU was discovered during TRC’s site visit. For this reason, no background
information was available to TRC before the site visit.

2.55.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

Because no information was available for this SWMU prior to TRC’s site visit, no
recommendations were made.

2.55.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

This SWMU is used in place of SWMU 33 (AIMD Hazardous Waste Storage Pad). This
SWMU consists of a bermed, fenced, roofed concrete pad measuring approximately 25’
x 25’ (see Appendices A, B, C, and D). At the time of the site visit, this SWMU
contained fourteen 55-gallon drums of waste oil, non-regulated waste, blast booth media
(plastic mixed with dry paint), aluminum oxide, naphtha petroleum, antifreeze/water
waste, hydraulic fluid and rags, empty paint cans, aerosol paint cans, synthetic fuel waste
and paint waste. The pad contained two overflow valves. Staining of asphalt was
observed under and in the area around these valves. On the back side of the pad is a 200
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gallon (approximately) unleaded gasoline tank. This tank is bermed with sand bags. One
of the hoses of the tank had a leak in it. Personnel fixed this during the site visit and
sponged up the leak. Due to the observed releases, TRC recommends confirmatory
sampling for this SWMU. Sampling should include wipe and chip samples from the
surrounding asphalt as well as surface water and sediment samples from the drainage
ditch that is within 100 feet of the pad. Samples should be analyzed for full TCL/TAL
parameters.

2.56 New SWMU 52, Building 200 - Waste Collection Area at the East End of the
Runway

2.56.1 Background

This SWMU was discovered during TRC’s site visit. For this reason, no background
information was available to TRC before the site visit.

2.56.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations

Because no information was available for this SWMU prior to TRC’s site visit, no.
recommendauons were made.

2.56.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations

This SWMU consists of one empty drum of syntectic fuel, one empty drum of "non-
halogenated fuel," one empty drum of "halogenated fuel,” one empty drum of JP-5 fuel
and one empty flammables cabinet. The drums were on a mobile, bermed steel pad (see
Appendices A, B, C, and D). All containers were in good condition and were not
leaking. There were no stains or any other signs of a release For these reasons, TRC
recommends no further action.

3.0 SUMMARY

In general, many of the SWMUs/AOCs have significant gaps in the data base which
results in incomplete characterization, and precludes making decisions or taking effective
remedial action. This commonly results from the following:

. lack or inadequate number of samples collected,

. inadequate type(s) of analyses, ,

. not all potentially impacted media were investigated,

. not enough information was available to make any conclusions, and

. not enough information has been gathered to prepare a remedial design.

For example, at SWMU 1, sampling of the area that was completely devoid of vegetation
was never performed. At SWMU 11, sampling was done for PCBs only. Sampling did
not include lead and MEK even though these contaminants were detected in earlier
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sampling events. Similarly, not enough information has been gathered to prepare a
remedial design. In another example, SWMU 45, numerous surface water, sediment, soil,
wipe and chip samples were collected. But, ground water was not investigated even
though there was reason to believe it could be impacted. In some cases conclusions or
recommendations could not be made due to lack of any information.

Numerous SWMUSs/AOCs were also effectively characterized. These SWMUs/AOCs
have been adequately addressed either because there were no significant operations or
releases related to the SWMU, or because the SWMU has been decommissioned. For
instance, SWMU 5 consisted of dumpsters. Because no hazardous material was handled
at these sites and because they are maintained, no further action is necessary. SWMU 21,
Donuts 1-4, is an example of where the site has been adequately addressed because the
SWMUs are no longer in operation. One issue that affects all SWMUs/AOCs is that
background samples were not collected in the vicinity of the SWMUs/AOC:s in question.

The site visit was conducted between June 1 and June 4, 1993. During this visit, TRC
discovered five new SWMUs. TRC also discovered that some SWMUs had been
relocated. For example, SWMU 33, AIMD Hazardous Waste Storage Pad, had been
moved to the other side of the AIMD Building. The new area was considered a new
SWMU (SWMU 55). Some additional SWMUSs were observed to need additional work.
AQC C, Transformer Storage Area, for example, was heavily stained and had evidence
of releases. Other SWMUSs were observed to be clean (visually) and were recommended
for no further action. For example, SWMU 42, Water Treatment Plant Sludge Lagoons,
had no staining, stressed vegetation, odors, or any other sign that would indicate a release.
As a result, no further action was recommended at this SWMU. It should be noted,
however, that TRC’s site visit was a visual inspection and that the "absence of evidence"
does not necessarily mean the "evidence of absence.” This should be considered when
needs for corrective action are determined.
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Date:

Time:

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads -
Tou (955

3o

SWMU Number and Full Name:  590/7)U // Lz SHe 5; ;%/r)y Crema to

1.

Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Y/

Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

— Zggz}//‘/m!ﬁ/ 200 ok L ) el
o $ Some  pdal objech. Sy

be on old W@V‘/M 13 odors oy WIF’%Z’/%’Q
Npwena.

Are there any odors? If so, describe.

o



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

Ves:

SG oS~ offi

S. .Aj'e any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this, '

o

6.  Ambient Air PID readings: High ___2,,n Low fy/z,/
W 7

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

e



- 8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

/% .

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: y/;,)-;? D £ (\/‘Q‘-[ﬂ( Oé"jf'@{f' %?f/\} e Anp.
- Photo 2:

| Photo 3:



Photo 4:
Photo $:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

Date: — Lre 5) 977

Time: [too

SWMU Number and Full Name: 7, 11 2, T 577’[? é/ L[\,y/{,/
Priwe Dispose|  Srte,

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

S P«ﬂ)mf\mm&ﬂ:( 450 4= 30¢ yurds 10 on Yhe drud boitdores
S el kv @id Sumple 13y an oW Brum. Te oquum
Was  csivoded,  avd Yee cnvnts pege g fled oot. “Tha Arvam

rdents @M oncrewn  bot  are Wil Secepy //Owcler LEe  subslase
/{’b OJW £ /]/o HVe e d /n75’- '

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on sité? If so, how many, and
‘itemize each with any contents if possible.

— | Avm. Tha  erxock  ndents A got Eron | Lo e
& N\(\\\C @c\py/Powc\-&x‘ ﬁ\o&-&f’h(, CSfe ?h@;ﬂ ()

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

No. TR/ war g0 odor com by from T white oatena/
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6.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

yeg . Ore

0o Gl = O ppr~

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this. :

No.

Ambient Air PID readings: High __Q_ﬁym - Low _Qﬁo/r .

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

Mo



o

8

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.
oudn 4 L .
/Vol 7"2;\(’ yeére /‘wnﬂ/‘?ﬁ/f o{ crabs /1”47 in e arta o_'-@ N

domg.  The  VegRlatwa waos ! stresed  in be area of e
e QCoJcl{f.

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: fhode ofF white soaﬂ, | powdhey ke Svbstance_

Photo 22 Phols of  dese | Thik Cmpirtiablel §roasty.

Photo 3: f)ho*(-o ok lawe (:(cu.'eo\ by YWee boldozer o
Baker whan Ky per%rn-t?o? el .S‘aryyli-g. -F“C/'D |
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Photo 4: . -
Photo §:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. -
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Juvt/ , /772
Time: 9Y/90 am

SWMU Number and Full Name:  SW MU 3, ER ST Stedvw Faud £/(

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Theaa s Mo visibie  evidence of  Saining Ever  Toua e,
gooc gallm  Apbas Tant  awk Y 2 fo-ga/lon (uas.

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.
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3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.
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4. ‘Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each —
(itemize per well). '

Yes. § . ‘

R T T L ¢ LA T

-2 13 =% = 0 gom (e Vet or Wk on wed = odally
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s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

N .

6.  Ambient Air PID readings: High __ ¢ g~ Low %«

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

o hils  pee  pug Aor pef  readinss fecacse
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Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

Thew no  sians  of  Thressed  veyetation
yveek b)

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1:

Photo 2:

Photo 3:

Preto o Jo “7‘&”‘" can of Nqﬁvﬁyﬁzchlcv#{bﬁﬁ
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10.

3.

Photo 4: Phots o3 faod-£1f /w/ir*') WVVE . rute oot —
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Yo pode & By sy ou powe plactt,

Photo 5: |

Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommenda‘tions, etc.
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Date:

Time:

SWMU Number and Full Name:

2.

3.

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Tune 3 (953
I3 20 | -
s\ Dru &,'/ (Abll@/
5 W, mu L\’ Drea. Fux N /
S,Q/A/y:‘b/

Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Wo. '

Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

Mo .

Are there any odors? If so, describe.

/Y.



Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each o

4.
(itemize per well).
Wo.
s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and

which wells are being used for this.

.

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High _ /_;_j 7/;» ~ Low 9 §L/y--
/ )

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

fVo. BK e area wfin 200" IS poncres
wd oo 5 Satncry .

7.



8. Are there any signs qf stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.
U “ﬁ’q endire area  Suywand g ren U
C V\CN*(& !Uo \/\0? 2\@6‘:@1 oN -

9.  List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
Photo 1: @‘f‘o\\‘) 0 g 0 /Wa “é‘e/ ff/a pm(w “,C\‘i( Q/?
WwE
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Photo 3:



Photo 4: . . , -

Photo 5;

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

Date: Juve 21993

Time: C{ L—fb

SWMU Number and Full Name: SwWmu b' T Site U , fovmy Punt S G

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release. '

V.

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

flé

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

o



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

V%,

s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this. ~

o

6. - Ambient Air PID readings: High _ 7~ ?’ﬁ - Low _ % g/«

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

Vo . Lot  bernte o o pnd 4
Conaete,



e 8 Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.
/éé Ipn Lact, 5 «ﬂfvjy NeNE //w)/7
IN wedker  n bentas |

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: f})m(‘o @g- 6\)(\’@&/ k%ﬁtr‘) wW. /VJ# "/@C[(} '

= &5;(\\ AL v

oL, ond (e iracs.

Photo 2: Pl/\@&-z, O‘Q BL\I\ (QV ‘ /_Ooﬁ/t@ n ;/zAC/CLu’/.
Bnter- W cordainus

Photo 3:



Photo 4: -
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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Date: ‘

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
. e 2 ( {i?}

Time: /‘/Oo
SWMU Number and Full Name: ﬂumu 7/ TL Sit+er . Toww Wy Coad

L

3.

Fols Came /

Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

) ‘T’(\* epbance wolne to R\M Cavl oY ‘@WVV‘_%\M( (252
ko) weler (n 4. “The  wes wag oil o,

Are any drums, batterids, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.
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Ce)  ue becgmd inbe Hfov gfecéﬁcs. fUe
No  deants.

Are there any odors? If so, describe.

2



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each -
(itemize per well).

s

Vow-7 = 30 gpn (bt lanks 5, 1052, 55 52 cos.
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5. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and

which wells are being used for this.

Moo AL s ool Mart wns o gclin gy 7
Leak G fewn Vot N weg qoere olet Tt gamd

6.  Ambient Air PID readings:.  High ﬁgé’n  Low _Oo7f4~

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

M. e s i s Stadnicg.



8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

Ve.

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
4/ Photo 1: PV\bl(o G—Q 0?\ on NEYR - @ ﬁ-'{—e\\/\h ]O?”Z
C O?@E(\, L&o ﬁ(ﬂ7 ﬂ//‘/“/
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Photo 3:



Photo 4: .

Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads .

Date: Juwx 2 [793

' Time: \ §/o o} P
SWMU Number and Full Name: _SW/hu f} T2 SHel2, Tow Wy (Caof
0 cpesal pitr
1 Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Wy,

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

The  Swmu (s N(&*“Zd o Stomu 7 oshich T
67M+ 2 L T srit (2 | |

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

fé.

1



Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in eac
(itemize per well). '

Ves . see SWmu 7

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

- No.

Ambient Air PID readings: High _ ¢ gp #—  Low %4 /.,;

Were any holes dug for PID’ readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

A6 .



8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

b

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Nove

Photo 1:

Photo 2:

Photo 3:



10.

Photo 4:
Photo 5:

Misé:ellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jure 3 177 b

Time: {30 &aw)

SWMU Number and Full Name: SWMC/ 9 TP Site ‘3 AQQC/?C/ 5700/7€
Pits

1 Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.
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2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.
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3. Are there any odors? If so, describe. ¢ ‘ﬁC\ ps 2 € 7iy)
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4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).
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s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process" If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

Lo

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High /0 /\ - Low ég /w
| Qssbly B A Y o danks,

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).
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8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. —
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9. List the photos taken and describe the sub ject and direction of photo:
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Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestxons, ommendati ions, etc.
=
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jure 21993

Time: / (o |
SWMU Number and Full Name: Sy /0, TK site (S, (rans forme—

/na/n/fnefzm frea (5/06 Fe)

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

'
s, St of Subtebia <

2 Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.
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3.  Are there any odors? If so, describe.

Y,



e & Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

\a

5. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

\o

6.  Ambient Air PID readings: High )L Low /-
| /7

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).




8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. —
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ol bdalion  whove Yere (T an od St

Grea — B X ol [n Gree

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
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Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10. Mnscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

Date: Juee ¢, 993

Time:  [//00 ap~

SWMU Number and Full Name: Sw™W [{, V] 573,47( (e W Tncde
| - B\y 38 ~ '
1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in

2.

detail. Sketch extent of release.
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(2 Staived  fgeo -
Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

Yes.
—JF Hpasbovwes. Ore of  which 67 (A o~ o palede,
- 53 Sf—jaﬁon A Mot aoe alelled  as Contercnivy
R8s

T~ 2 5 gl (ens kel am {abelad ©OF nT  enlamiy R4

~ X dvme  ptude of /‘0’ on C‘caczvdé Senr S‘Y‘—74/ku , St 30/6/&;

drws. 18 m lahelld s’ Suspected Doptrecdl Gibaaipctan. e pery ot
Are there any odors? If so, describe. fabelind  cte pron /*7046{&:/ parte (Fotr

Aﬂ"ﬁﬁ“(“d
S

S

Ves an oif /301"‘("7“ op’w/- W r?ag\”r'/?} o qalél‘?m[
aiv on  HU howave, - |



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

Vo

s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

W

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High (‘J’a’pr— Low___ ~ //o*—

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

.n/o r .bQ(Qoff? Swihv s fﬂrl'z/e AUI//”} o @/Cﬁ'f‘#’,




8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

/w ,

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo: |

Photo 1:

Photo 2:

Photo 3:
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Photo 4: /éﬂé of 3 nrtorntrs w,k,al,e /ac(

Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Rbads . o
Date: _Juev Y \ 1198
Time: / 0 0?" | : G //f/a?é/ j%fe#

SWMU Number and Full Name: JNMU tq/ e Tf&l\l\/r\f P{. e _Site
2

1 Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

/D.

2. Are any drums, batterxes, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possnble

fih.

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

W



Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

I

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

Vg

A b" t Air PID readings: High : L Y
mbient Air readings ig Qi;}/% , ow //4

Were any holes dug for PID’ readin‘gs? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

(]/a (Va curdence o telecy



9.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. —

lo

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
Photo :  Phiofo e o:l /m&a./ SW%V w/ Saoer. OF

Photo 2:

Photo 3:



Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jure 3 l/?? kY
Time: | ‘ (§7

| SWMU Number and Full Name: Sw/iv 13, TEI18, old Pt (onfre/ Sigo
( Building 257 ard Scvmwadivy Are).

L Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

fo.

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

'7
fe

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

.



e 4 Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
' (itemize per well).

s
fGwos = op
G oWt = ofpr

(4ol = uh@aﬁcm’r el (&P oall ndv cowe o0

s. ’_ Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

6. Ambient Air PID readings:  High _o 7;9{/\— ~ Low ! 4/,7\

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

- Mo eidere ary \&QLecé(es.



Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. —

o,

" List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
Photo 1: P)\O\Lo ol endie Sile . %J\\a\i@ vsed ‘Lﬂ
e yulere (mt(oz%' e in ,of\c\%- Boitdivy
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Photo 3:



Photo 4:
Photo 5:
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Date:

Time:

SWMU Number and Full Name: § W/7) v /% Fire 7,‘@,‘,7,‘,1} £t W

1.

3.

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

Jur 4, j793

Sé?aﬂr/d‘ Te Sk 7

Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release. :

e s in Yo middle of Sthe 6)w” ape
SQL“QN’&» \%\MUM A (e S e tetear Wé/z"ﬂf
oikde  of (wntiede (vl & reg

Are any drums, batteries, transfofmers,. etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

flo.

Are there any odors? If so, describe.

fa



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

o

s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

fo

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High 0 _J{]V\‘S Low _Q o v~
——-j, | —fﬂ

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

fos’
——"




8.  Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. —

8

9.  List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: p h.flco 0‘; p\“\' \JJ‘ fu(}ﬂf OLVUUV*CO ;\{‘ éf .N
0 pod dvwd o sup Ubie he S
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Photo 3:



Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads —
Date: T, 2, (173
Time: / s 20

SWMU Number and Full Name: $wmv IS5/ Mosp,#a/ Incireradon ( Bids /928)

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

M-

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible. : ' -

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe. : \ -

M N | o



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well). :

[t

S. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If’so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

v

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High _J ‘Qp f~  Low ﬁ/ f

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

M- M euidence 0§ ony welese



8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. —

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: f)hm[o o incfmécébfe\/ J;&c}ﬁj ot

mooz Phds of Mr&a/’ vark Shed, faciny £

Photo 3:



10.

Photo 4:
Photo 5: _

Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Juceo ¢, (993 | |
Time: |
SWMU Number and Full Name: SWiMV Jg  Naste FExplsve Storage
| (8.:1diyg Jets) |

1 Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release. '

Y/

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

o, Buldis  (~ o v por) ir Coslesey
anpix . -

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

oo



Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

%

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

/o

Ambient Air PID readings: High i: /Z/' Low W/\ |

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

%} /o S¥ain s £ /b e of

e fease,



Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

fi

List the photos taken and dwcnbe the sub,]ect and direction of photo:

Photo 1: /’;md 5L e e of Sted), 51‘77/%
M Sraiss M gl 1A Cnirtte

Photo 2:

fhbe ot otside ol ku«?e/Z?/

Photo 3:
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10.

Photo 4:
- Photo 5:

Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. |
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Daté: j\;b{ s ( Hc[ 3
Time: S oo &~

SWMU Number and Full Name: Suo me/ -l—(( D emo #qzqrcbo 5 e ste
S-QDrije fac \dty (R direy [973)

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.
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Are any drums, batteries;-transformers;-etc;;-omsite? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.
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oridizey Ry

l /U’ja“év\ Jeum cg Solferic OUO\/ hCu g su l{ale

ﬂcf%f ﬁfez ‘

| 35 64//0/'\ dwm 7€ wmboeun covwsivd »;maiew‘a/ (M«ﬂr(gyi aﬂoéffﬂ

,),‘\\SN‘V\A
1 30 gallon  clam o pideic  acid

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

o



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well). ‘ .

No.

S. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

Naf

6.  Ambient Air PID readings: ‘High __© f pn  Low___C /Wﬂ“‘
7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or

sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).
/l/gﬁ ha/((‘ 244 5//27 b/c %}17? 5 / ?‘ on CulcrRle %Qy
{ “feor N 9"70\ of any releese,



Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. —

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
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- Photo 4: //7” fo of akiclizes éq/ ) I&‘a/ ACQéW-F’)
Photo 5

10. M_isceuaneéﬁs comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Tuwea 3( (23
Time: ¢ 3o
SWMU Number and Full Name: - SWwimy 17, Ty Aitable Sto wye fac (4,
| (Su‘\\()\‘twj 2e09) -

L. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in

detail. Sketch extent of release.

Vo

2.  Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

fes
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3. Are there any odors? If so, describe;

Y’



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

-

5. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
‘which wells are being used for this.

fio

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High /ﬂb - Low d /M—z
Cr/ y,

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

Vo 8/( ingife 0"7’%’7/’% /Wﬁ/ Stec ﬂ// /%(/%
7[/40/. (&»/m/l |



8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

o

List the photos taken and describe the subJect and direction of photo:

Photo 1: / /)07’-0 0—( 0UVZV/ g/f 0{ bﬂ’]f//ﬁ d ‘ms\o \-&\Zem
—gﬂ-&.\(‘j SW.

Photo 2: / Au—}v 9—( (ch{ _Pm‘ﬁ’ O'F /7(///5//}7 //Lé7[€ /-70’ |
gla( # ,1)7 , bevm | |

Photo 3:



Photo 4: ‘ s —
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendatidns, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jura. & 1993

Time: "Ty
SWMU Number and Full Name: SW/MY I‘i IZ site zt ,

1 Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.
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2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and

itemize each with any contents if possible.

b,

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

ery ﬂmnj /ey«AaJp o/, sn J“rc/P éu/o/ g




Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

v

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this. :

W

Ambient Air PID readings: High o 5‘4//\ ~ Low dg//\

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).
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Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

o

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo :  fholo of  Srotrad contrele st NVE Grres
of .\3(&3. Sui(&ér‘; ot ~ " ¥ 207,

Photo 22 Jholo ol  fplentty  of 5/0% o o Yot
R S empty. -

Photo 3: f/u*(w o | oﬁft‘ de of 0’/66 Herci(y WJ
oo~ outside o€ Bick . |



Photo 4: ’ ~ ' o

Photo 5:

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. :
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

B Date: Jor 3, (993
_ Time: /q [0 |

SWMU Number and Full Name: S M\) 2C f Watte O l Tant \Ffuc £
-  {keo Bulding S60), |

L Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

o m lr <« bace Spt (n widdle of

- ﬂ-{hgg fvea wWheavk  tawnle Woef k‘F’ﬂ\- T
Gevea  (f Mly A do e pcky  pelove of
Sla i, weweose The tomle ok o

" \ovgﬁw ved. Irsead, o \per ek rc%ulﬁcw&é;iyp jgfﬂ ﬁ

- kSIS Ut o ﬂvr% :;tjzjée g m«;&*ﬁggﬁzﬁéﬁz é:'((ﬂ/; € ey é/&%@

i1 %&mc@ n AU
2, Are any drums, batteries, ormers, etc., on site? / If so, how many, and eue_,,y Iy el
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o 3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.
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60

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

Wo

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this. .

o
Ambient Air PID readings: High ___}70% Low _%W

Were any holes dug for PID' readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).
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Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

2

List the photos taken and ciescribe the subject and direction of photo:
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Photo 2:
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Photo 4:

Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads | .
Date: Juwe 2 1793
Time: (J So |
SWMU Number and Full Name: Swmu_ 23 o\ SYH( 5@,:1\@&:9{ Tanks

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

\;eg. Moy o8 Ja,.{ \9g<m&(”~9!}> FOLO( (S
‘ fd 5 —~ so'xsof

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible. : -

@ dims Campy) wlin o
_ /& {f‘7a/kn Apmg  of C(ecmﬂaﬂ Xxbem-ﬁ /maf)’ (%J?
a e ‘omvjl'\*' 4+ [> 24 ( {o(a#’op SsE of Wé_’ (cepp_

OL X)aaj)
RN ediﬁéw‘fé" g  hadlejies in ?ooj tmd;\(;‘a«' located 'JUCU o+ /GJ
o6 e - £ comsine @oiretr ¢ | Momwaller cobaned

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe,

')(95" ol 0dov



6.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

E

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

i

Ambient Air PID readings: High g Low_{ 2/~

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

M.



8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. e

\/és, ab NE Covrer/ o4 M»

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Proto1:  Phote 0% ey pods (Uode haoy Slainiry,

P -

Photo 2:  P\nolow _oq' 5%“*-“1’//’ &H’a\ W} f*‘dﬂx’ffe/
\,eﬁ@(&mn At £ VE Goreo ot /ﬂo{ |

Photo 3: G)}“\‘" of ‘DOCWZY aed *({t\.‘mw‘b({’ Shotage Cloef ”



Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.

[ ?aﬂ \S \(ecw\\x( Q\almQ \,q.[ o\

T Sena vdhemse Wb ik s Qeffeedt be
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| US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date JTw 2, 1997
Time: 13 Yo
SWMU Number and Full Name: Swmv_ 24 i o Sgl\‘ OH/WN‘?/ .fe/ﬂﬂ“ﬁ’

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

»"ﬁwm $ sone %mﬂ  svund (}a;m of
o o [pater Sepumtor Doer wok g
Move Cowa Lo ct'l/béa%/ WM‘LW-‘ havestc %
iMegedy of e ane iksetf is gud- M 02
P dept, |

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

~ e o Nupwos  wwy o e Sho of e
dant, kot <ty ave Al ewply € ol be
Wb G e g5 pat ate ued o dees

' \/}0 §}7,’/(’9 ,

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

es. O/ olov



5.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each .
(itemize per well).

B

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and’
which wells are being used for this.

o

Ambient Air PID readings: High _¢ 1 /o\—  Low__¢ ‘?ﬂv

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

i Taric. Somoded oy asphalf-



8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

flo-

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: QQ\O&O \o{ %(MCO aS?hQ H §uvrbuth‘t7
el \00@7 VE

Photo 2: Phojm O‘C Zy@{[f@ M((C o{ “Lﬂo’][( /M/C()/
WE NNLQH&O{' W% ake (A 7@/ CouclFn,

Photo 3:




Photo 4: ’ ‘ -
Photo §:

10. Mlscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendatxonj, etc.

( besnad
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
—
Date: o 2 | (79 4
Time: S0
. f Lo
SWMU Number and Full Name: S(0MU @ ZS// {esl® U ZMD Ste
glza\fo.s? C
1 Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

No.

Nole ! Thais gwea i rew ued $ov muederials Hat
' will e osed C?YOJUG(*\CCC‘CF[‘ +v e 273 divey |
6% wnltnee  condentt ~fred  awe betsy analyzed

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

e ’
= fhatendd fo e ol t Depatuwed  lchl . € lecdric
\(MV\&NH al ( Lo ol #ce..  Gshesdos.

_/"(Lna@z . & o Lew dQpomy of uUCowM»CoM{m{f.
These  have  been sempled, & Tesolt ave due Soon

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

W



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
- (itemize per well). :

Mo.

S. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, dscrlbe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

Vo.

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High __ ¢ &WP Low d' 2 //\
/

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

locatons o€
ohace oles
VTR vy,
/\,gw{y etlauates

- Cerceete linad
A&,



]

8. Are there any sxgns of stressed vegetatnon" If so, describe and sketch.

o

9. List the photos taken and describe the subJect and direction of photo:

Photo 1: //) WLO D-( 5}‘€ (Uef (/u/ SV///GI /y&/ffﬁ

[/Io §46uw/7} ﬁ“/l/"f g CRAS pua
S}\A/e seg Ifhé-(ng/p teclesst o)

Photo 2: (hv{o ok 7,@\/%{) Q/f She lves: WMQ Ao
| Ghaipi, Tacirg W5W-

Photo 3:

w—c] | @w

j Pl



Photo 4: - -

Photo 5:

10. stcellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.

L e 23 dwes of  unfewn  optenly Sheold (oe
roved 10t —be  Sbed  oF el Xt Quldfrj e
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—. ~ US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date:  J uwa Y4, 1993
Time: ,2@0

SWMU Number and Full Name: JV\)(Y‘)\J Je, 4@/10’2/\@(/ Zcﬂj M Ol dums
(benind) \)u\l&lhj SE)

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Lb.

2, Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

Wo.

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

A

5




6. .

7.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

Ne

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

A

Ambient Air PID readings:  High ¢ W  Low_e 5//7

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

Yes.  Skelen:
v . _6_:——/ 7[,//[/4/ =9 ///&

/ {/2/{/ e =2 -
W (CWN* /Uca,lm

j//f /"awo[\



8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

/o

List the photos"takén and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: /h%f (/"3) r//étﬂaramk View of
YQ.RO WU Beuins PR PFOMQH.;( #0 cated,

T are < canrfdirs Aliw~avoes mbwoéf 5&7 Jvﬁ
Photo 2: //(a*v i /ﬁd,éa o1t Lhepe éo;_/&/,‘;?

T m S Cara by o) M-
Suing  ov eddetce  ob release
Photo 3: | ' ‘ '



Photo 4: | -
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.

[ M reve Ne SIShS &L any diNMS az/.’
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. : ’ ~ US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jure |, 1993

Time: “ 30 w
SWMU Number and Full Name: S IY\\) Z‘il Industrial Qren V\hﬂflwcl*&/
Plant-.

L Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Ab

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

Mo. Thee It ore ferye  fant cu-sife  Thed Jer
A (a‘udr'c | Wavnivg  on . Mo laky Foon ar
Jorl (uee  opsenad. Tha Cradt  @nlentr of Je. denlc
AR pot Cromn - ewever Wi Sy ko Liod oA whet!
Ahe corteny (e % Lowd at fom v Orkiz “ttred

M (omdEAY  ave  smaevohic Jigester, (bacteria) . “There

A fo heroras Medenals ot SRa< Ste.
3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

- S'ﬁ:&fkf( odov, Ml reos dry Yect /\uu»w-ev

—



6.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

W

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

o

Ambient Air PID readings: High _fo/r - Low (;% 4///'—

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

C Mo, e wep o eudetce of @ revease.



AN

8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: Phw\—o- o< o\f‘((rj /oobr/r SW.
Photo 2: ﬁ)ﬁ"l‘o ok ,_L@mt" (er\&\-&lq\}vy arealvobic

Photo 3:



Photo 4: e,

- Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommenda'tions, etc. -



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

Date: ~vvs-\y ey

Time: (\ O olwa
SWMU Number and Full Name: SWMOU 30, ¥orwer Tncnvter Sk

L Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Vo -

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

[ Tank — 2000 gafllnf TAIL ey = See! etk
% He iy C,'/Lek? . Thic ng had Leer :/W&_we/?
“the crawthen wheve 1t vas  Yalken gt wor sRU e,

There  Waf  po oderr oy shiniey  evident Feem S,
Y Cavert o~ |

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

Vo .



75.

6.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

fo

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this. '

fo

Ambient Air PID regdings: High _< g//- Low O.glég

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemi;e per PID reading location).

Jo.



8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

.

- List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: P/\(A—o ok tncine@w‘ H—«Qctuily (/@7%:&@/ all

amwwd . W §17/flv of a refease avd /e
strerse] Vz;enfa-w‘rbn.

Photo 2: /ﬁd)é) o ok cavbion wheoe Lol ot e

G jnuneeter  por [octed. fUsle At absec @
ol Srolnivgod e sl |

Photo 3:

fhoto ;\C Jor  Aonk ol wer e
'QWV\ “Ho excacaton, Tonk 4/77@{,«@{ Y% Lk
: /(4 700/ .qu/e.



Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 7
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: une. R, 193
Time: §jo i

SWMU Number and Full Name:  $w) 31, ouste oil (o lleckion Qee
| (A0 Shrage Yarl)

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release. ~

Veg. e Y \(\QQUY otl ‘Y{a‘\r\lv‘s smmu/b\imj'
Yot ot \-\'\va ?acﬂ

3"?' ' beyﬂ\@l Cenrete /'aﬁ/. Aevm (5 —07:’
/ Concrete 15 nex  Cacked € - ocn faa:ﬂ
» | @J‘:"-ch, :
ﬁU-c/\w7 , |
LB\cfﬁ 022 r
2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible. ' _ '
(s “w ,
™y e | fuccter
o9 s3-mllen  dwmg oF (ol ¢ Fm Y ol fucctes Somnthe

2 | sooghen deak vid Ao Agpsl of erle oif o
VQolltLl€ Shep, . '

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

Yes, o-§rong g"e““’”te""” O&W



5.

 Ambient Air PID readings: High _p ﬁfm ~ Low_JQ ﬂmn

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well). —

\{ef . Yo Mg’ WA cold pex Vv No wdedd

\)\)tl“r‘ve&o Cwern [ Fauiwnrailal Dlutstendy  Aid v\o4~ Caoew
Whave Al (vave  \ocded

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this. .

N\b

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

No - BJC /&J s lucpete & §vmmo/,'7 dren (5 mijx/{e_/?[.



8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.
/1/0 ) ‘T{w /s e v07 adec47on w} n Joe ycudC
oL e ear}L .

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Roll 2 Photo:  fhole  of slaind  oshelt (OGL;‘,j Soslen
alorg  8\dg R04a.

7 Photo 2: Phole ok Sivc».‘w@d? astna L% \ookjvj Swo alot~7
®8q 2022 .

“'2__Phot§3: Photo OS;‘- Slotmed ashalt (ocb‘vj o ak
6\&3 2034, | |



 Photo 4 Tnete of ety Awns ot popbe i (wrer
ok Bw‘/,(,)7 2022 . |

Photo 5: ﬁna.l-y of g% dW/yy ;‘/\s,;/e 3/99 73732. ﬁzc?j Juj(

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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2. Valie weprimed  in €Y repwt ras Leen
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jyre 2, 19973 |
Time: § SO

SWMU Number and Full Name: SW MU 3Z, Ba “er G \eckion frean
CPWD Stoage Yagd
iy SWMU  Wag ZHQEJ(Y\QWJ Yo o comar o (idy. 3/
1. Is there any visible staining or ev1dence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Thete—ic—fo—eodene—oS—o—tease. “Thir Swmu
(ondains 2 (Jck\\d.”\'f oL o\ ‘h“\kﬁes‘ (—~ 39 o em /71%/\
and 4 pullet ol 20 betlerier (L) Z\:\J jﬁyj‘
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2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

fes” |
- ol plets of old  Jiy  babrir (30 ears)

2. (  prellat of = 20 ﬁa-[kl/f‘q" e,

2, v /00 - /o 5'3’7?// dwms of J—P S (cw“x[aour}"avé@c/
Soi'l 4 g‘{(,%( 750%" Vo forr of 01’/0»04‘2«/ f(’/ﬂ/é‘!“/
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3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

No




6.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

flo

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and

- which wells are being used for this.

Vo

Ambient Air PID readings: High QO ;/z g »Low 7;/ /\

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

fo - L/W%—W




8. Are there ‘any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

Mo

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

proo:  Ploto  of  pews  hedlenqd o f?/‘// Vé”?f'ﬁ
Y A/O‘(t’ ho  evideve o te lease. |

’_LPhotozﬁ /Aa/-o of a/(/ éa#@//er‘ éa‘pf Sée.
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Photo 4: V ho-k ok ?qu\,_\ Sde rcu]g areaL #C'/‘?
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10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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Date:

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

Jusa 4 1113

Time: ¢ |5
SWMU Number and Full Name: Shmu _33‘ , fgj/Z_D tozardbus Waste uﬁéorq]€

l-.

3.

Pid i

Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
~ detail. Sketch extent of release.

% \}Qg . \T(«'\Q—VQ S a Shall o e leZi
Sted e w( oil. S e r in e (Mc’djﬁé?ﬁ
of o vork e o€ o @l Thr Sawdy

S V\/\‘( N

Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

fo.

Are there any odors? If so, describe.

Mo




—

4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well). -

flo.

5. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

o

6.  Ambient Air PID readings: High _ 0 ﬁ-w ~ Low_GO ﬁ;’(\/\‘

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

s Far ol eoe dog 1 o cagd, G‘Je ot
Q{*Q p%o \'1*? Jy\’y ?\D \W@r&ttﬁ wel [~ %f
Sind oven . Wy < c%//A



8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

/ﬂ/ﬁ/ Ves . Thee WES @ pese dven Guhie S,
ol ‘sl@»“(()\‘wj pJug

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: @\noka 0 S (’“& ot \ack 58 S\laméfl
ol ?"‘d\ LOo‘;frj Sh. | o

Photo 2: @M ol Skind  ave. lw&ﬁ N«»

Photo 3:



Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.

| This d 8 po lorger used  fov ussie
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Juea_ k{\ (943 ' _
Time: 7’20 ‘
SWMU Number and Full Name: §w/ny 3‘-/ VC-9 Wte J4o rege / Z

1 Is there any visibie staxnmg or evidence of release? If SO, dscnbe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

[w.

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

— ~ -0 gl Sg-galor dows of hyd mlic {L//
07‘, w\f}(‘t—m O(%&/ {atl&*x‘f éf ‘-{’ﬁ”;l;,m/; [@hﬁm}m

g Sk

_ | Sw-galbe oadE of  Ip- & Fet/ Yhof
fs M recse (m{c 5 A 7&4 J/u)/*?
Mo siong 6§ leabs . Tzt o [Fains,

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

W




5‘

6.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

I

Are any‘of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

\/o

Ambient Air PID readings: High 4?’ /?% Low____ 0 //(A,

Were any holes dug for PID.readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

o fhew W T A A a4 griecse




8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

9.  List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
Photo 1: Phodo » Q“*L Motice f@&p he s lgeem
| Lewe) £ poled § ol Qabled ix S12=
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Phdbs 54 M’Q[C’"‘ (ovHzal veloes /4079((’ e
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" Photo 3:




Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendatxons, etc
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

Date: \T\H\L \h 199 3

Time;

Yoo
SWMU Number and Full Name: S'NIY)U‘J'S: )40’0&# ﬁbfh et 0,'//&/(/?429/
S'e/yaﬂb‘-w (Ve~F Varcd)

1 Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

o,

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

o

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

5,



e

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

A’o .

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

flo-

Ambient Air PID readings; High _aﬁk ~ Low QAJ//)«

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

M bl dgee  was Ve sgh ot 4 se lease



8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

No.

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
Photo 1: WI\O‘\O S 0 { Na-\—'&f g%«m:(w 0\// Nag ﬁc{dwa
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Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jura 21993
Time: /0 So
SWMU Number and Full Name: SWmnY 36 , Ve nicle Wash Reck  Oil / wuke,
| S¢ po ke

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

ﬂél‘f’ r5 j—#&cr‘h /‘lﬂj (‘J () ) on e  gider of Y
alls ot e ol Jwater Se ant,  fouruts, Gucrete?
is wm Wy 7«4 cndidon.  WNe couckr  obsewed,

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

Wb

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

(er. ol



//‘ ,

4.

s.

6.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

/b

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

A

Ambient Air PID readings: High _%9@'\ ~ Low og/,;,
Mc[/‘fj bom  inside ol /WV sepavatos was Sppmn

we lt,

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

M ble Hepe  ar fo shressed Ve74?¥a7%n
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8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

po

9.  List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
Photo I:  fhoto of p ;’/W oker g‘e/ami-af Fank 7gcz}/>
awey  Lom fon by W)

Photo 22 fhode od ide osall of Tkl e Sfew fe
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Photo 4:
‘Photo 5:

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggﬁtions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jwre 3 G185
Time: (S0O |
SWMU Number and Full Name: S m 37 Waste O Dvm ﬂ@‘&?@

1 Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Mo, (ep  Stresal) .l/e/‘"vf‘!ﬂ*ﬁr e NE ot
ot el @2 [fare),

2.  Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

Nes

Reveead. Sed
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>3- Are there any odors? If so, describe.
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4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

A :

s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

/W

6.  Ambient Air PID readings: High __ < np— Low__J

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how ma;ly, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

es. o
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8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.
M yff I' at N £ covrar of bii’MJ fo@é’
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g T

Dlven

Qo

9, List the photos taken and descnbe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: G)}\U\L) oJ; (owey @P begv\,{ﬁ LConced ﬁ'mj
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pood: fhoo od ol ey Jpoles sand.
Photo S:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jure 2, 1997

Time: 7 a5 former Shrege Area [ Mra i@

SWMU Number and Full Name: /406 C y

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

/7'%; e /@/A w\L s feadfr S reol 1/ 2z
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2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.
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3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

| Joso  Oil od.
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T

40

s.

6.

7.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

o

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

Vb

Ambient Air PID readings: High _%pﬂ«  Low__92Fn,

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

| By e |

/wu; g gil = g



8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch., —

- Jes,
- gy 2oz Y

Slepht Steiniry S\QM& wk ot (~ &

v et
P"“oi Langler D
(

Haingol 5,{,,(;;&0 N)H»(f{frbn

et -W\dafm
ok on ek
9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and dlrectxon of photo:
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10. - Miscellaneous comments, suggostlons, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Juwa U, 19473
Time: (/0

SWMU Number and f‘ull Name: § wmdJ 3°f/ ;7@\\‘ ‘ &H\D-VV 5‘\"@7‘9
@ sy 315%)

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, descnbe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.
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2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible. :

es::
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3. Arg there any odors? If so, describe.
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Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well). '

Wo.

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

e

Ambient Air PID readings: . High_p g~ Low _ O///\

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

y @/C TInsicle f (oncpe 42 |



8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

o

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
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Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

ate: M(//77)>

‘Time: /5'/ i

SWMU Number and Full Name: S&mV ‘{O/ abeg Ol

G et

“his GO {5 v nger th easence.  O(\ S

Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

iﬂ()’ fWMV 5 e /0/78:/ on —sHe .

Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

p |

Are there any odors? If so, describe.

#

A(‘Q\



]

5.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

74

Are any of the wells pért of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

4

Ambient Air PID readings: High Z%‘) ~ Low_¢
7 . ' ?9

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

it



8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

/Z .

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1:

Photo 2:

Photo 3:



10.

Photo 4:

Photo 5:

Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.




US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Suwa_} \ |99 3
Time: (Y3
SWMU Number and Full Name: i/ (Y\u AN Pinse Kok AMav
S&baq P«Q?(-z cde Storyp

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release. :

fo.

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

’ ] (T’?QUCV) dronn. MDS"H;/ €V\AF‘\7 Ma},lyg
. -t l.,'z” 0Q S-\"/(‘( VN ’bo‘leA Dinvr. 1/\0? I/-Ceu\
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3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

Mo



S.

6.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well). '

Vo

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this. '

/w .

Ambient Air PID readings: High _° 6{//1, Low o’,n/m

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

Mo B pod is Coarete £ swoudad by @t I



8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

[le.

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
Zo /! Z Photo 1: [P hcﬁo OS( faO( - f\/o'k (lo Coucks ia
\oaot' . '

Z}// Z Photo 2: | J)hc“—o OQ O\N{V\ Q¥ o o | ack .

Photo 3:



Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jcpe ¢ 793

| Time: / 2 Se
SWMU Number and Full Name: S omu A 2 Nate, Treat7re/ a /?/4/77(
}w.[ye La. sons

1L Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
deta:l Sketch extent of release.

¥

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

W

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

I



Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

1h

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

N

Ambient Air PID readings: ngh - Low J j N

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

-



TN

meth

8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe-and sketch.

/4/0.

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1:

Photo 2:

Photo 3:

ﬂﬁ;% 0‘( | /ajday\ ﬁc([y /{/);7@\_



Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

TN
Date: Jure 3, ADY
Time: /C{Zo
SWMU Number and Full Name: (oMY 3 D/’bm ~ef Mf'fc/aw/\ )4/“@(

(e e s)

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Vi

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

A&

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

WA



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

Nz

5. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

%

6. Ambient Air PID readings: ngh = - Low % /M

7. Were any holes dug for Pll)'readxhgs" If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID readmg location).

WMo bl o emtie ares is cncrefe o hap
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8. Are there ‘any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. .

Vo

9. Llst the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:
oot Phole  feokig SSE akng Adetry 5o .
/7/0749 o fack  of amy Hain .

s

Photo 2:

Photo 3:



Photo 4:
: Photo S:

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jire 3 MRTF

Time: l 3 ol w ﬂond | T@V 6‘{ j}/ﬂ-@m}
SWMU Number and Full Name. Se ame %" W ) ftoTop ]‘4—0’\@\ |
GL(,Z SW&?) Dmcm;«e Drteq .

L Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

fo

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

W

3.  Are there any odors? If so, describe.

Y,



S~ 4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
" (itemize per well).

AD

s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

Y/

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High & %/—— Low _¢& % e

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or

sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).
\

}4; ﬂ///o Kimately i “fte picetl  of Tt
7/#»7 T oo Up e fecf"ﬂ«%‘/ alrec FaP
. %Oé' a? f{/{/y ﬂ‘eczo{”/‘&- . ﬁ[/V(/ /‘:oqﬂ //7/” r _
N §n€ //g c/ %Q ”’w{ewq/ . p: P § /[J'F a é/e 549 a/?c(\[@’
| phethor o plof i o per e 0P 93?’. |




8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

/Vo\ in Lact fn/al/\-l-{ AR cimw\w.[ . Sk

i,

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: //b‘é of Y&Q'ﬂ‘%ﬂé 1 e ;//@///15?40 J/Olé‘d

—

tows  Jhd  fac, SHE Showiy  whee g,
Comes oot ks Blibeh.  Thert wes fo Steer. on
wWates 4 //M#ﬂ’ rere j/DuJu‘j in Aded.

Photo 3:



Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. _

b I€ Smplks ae b e b, Swegp Sames
Shold e doken wathin Yoo  diteh . Hoovesto,
Mo 7 o euvidence of a veleoe
peve, N
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Sepprater pt. 4 erphyicy o irky 5 glln
fﬁl; which an Then  Fantenrd e T ~g ot

Wms.  Even Hhowsh Sois  pracke o i1 plecs
e il  sbates e plecd  n o L
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads —

Date: Juwa |, 1283

Time: /037 &m S :
| . 45 S/}/ / )4&\
SWMU Number and Full Name:  Swmy », TR Site b A5 Horaye

ée'maavaﬁa'( . Buitd /)‘7 58
L Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

TR is te vsiblk  evidene of  Staining  See Frok /.

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

W‘E are flupenor jem cy/ f}zc/eri a7 site. /4 7’5‘/“/ of
‘5/; }antg‘ OQ axtos §;zer) f—?//ﬂaﬂ alf 4// 0((#:9//@15
b et are @ Jew ethpleve okl an 4

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.
- Theoe 15 an ol [slunt odw  Coming  Fom inside
Bulld "m, 3%. T()*\.\Q AW M oambent odo\rr ‘Ff’om W
ocdside. Tl im=eor of fuiding ITF s = o, Hrerent
LM Y e ehzenr



S.

6.

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

Vo

Are any of the wells part‘ of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

7

Ambient Air PID readings: High _ o ﬁﬂ" Low_°2 ﬁflz_,

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

es.  Ome  hok ’_may .

./4/ loabion of HAL A ""‘9/"? afk”'D foceded o

/M a2res_

focdbion o
Brare Loel Aunts



8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

9.  List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo I:  Pfok oF  opcnte el faciy M) Jefe ket
ot Slainty e vy nOe. U5 ange faatian O’(‘A

0§ /mﬁ:y C Feef f/vmj?. Younkr e Ftu e

Photo2: fhto  of  irlevi ot Bonker  C feel Stmyr
Jaa ks M fro-  rterne oS O//ﬂa,

Photo 3: /}idv of ﬁcﬂylew Janty, erd :



Photo 42 Jhto o  Chlovire Cyloncle Fhoq€  prad,
CH bl are iR wde. |

Photo 5:

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.

{ 5\&(&0\;0 (OS"L;HO Sledes %“\ QAN gUOMV e 5(&?0‘0"&'-‘0
_ Sov T‘M\&\"“Of‘ W ‘Su\Y ov 436130)* of YMaic Yeae .
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Jure 2 193
Time: 0 & 5o
SWMU Number and Full Name: SUMU 9(9, fo\e St \'6-56 4“\29

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

Mo

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

1
[ tsh @n st W emply

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

o



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

M

s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the proceas and
which wells are being used for this.

W

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High 2 5% - Low é/) //&‘

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

M g/C “there  was /s ) ovideqe of an/
Teleafe. Sgéa‘}((."j' No  odovr. Al StvesseS
Vzieqt&f—;?)\, | -



8. Are there any sigtis of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

e

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: /ho‘{:o ot Vil f#am;wo wnit w/ Cap &
cencrete Frnos -

Photo 22 oty  of Lhoow arén ’hw,',,7 no  eudnce
of ﬂ-@‘mi./\y g Lhe Qbfé/t(? ot any d/U/ug;
CC‘"HMW} trndesney, Ccc.

Photo 3:



10.

Photo 4:
Photo 5:

Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc,
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

Date: . uwa (, Q%3

Time: (S¢S | | y n‘w,iHB
SWMU Number and Full Name: IUQQ,L) SWM L& Cfc) 6@% ocl ﬂomjf(

1.

3.

Cot/h/@oﬂa/ 1 bACf of 5’/@6 ?ZOZ,

Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, descnbe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

o

Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

1. 2 emfﬂﬂ/ Avums alo\«j 6@3 Theoe L (o ared
0 (°S"€- L a Syt(‘ {q {m‘\e\M\N“,s?J gu;( (ae QQ

Plced 11 Aora.
2o N STgelbr  Avms Euply  tople warked, wrtl ke
preiht A DRMO o s
S B sr-gofar Awwre of MN.*" orf mr/ or/
4
(d/’gé m/m(/?/ So /;

Are there any odors? If so, describe.

o

1

1



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

o

5. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

¥

6. - Ambient Air PID readings:  High _0 g Low % 74
/

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, 'where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

flo-



8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

(ko

9.  List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: Qh&*o @S QMQ‘LV/ C)\V\)MS \o.g\(\\vop 61&3 31 »OZ
Hak o Wed v gmy  (ontewal voded S
Trat gt A Lo atgf////.

Photo 2: f},ﬁla of  trife nashed  Ares 4o é"‘é”wfﬁ-
e Otme | |

Photo3: 6))10‘27 ot of( dyums* g‘ Sor( (o-yﬁlaa{,’/hy¢°/
AWVK flflS‘I‘ﬂ'(’ -%affd arg on & Wch/e

bavped Pl which S v e jpside @
- (chapete /rx/ berwed w/ ﬁ,vﬂ L&;;_ fite

Do Hevies  om /4 (ate



Photo 4:

Photo 5:

Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.

forq
\OM R

Says Nk area  will  everdwa \IV e cac
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US Naval Station Rooseveit Roads
Date: T\)V\Q_ \ { lclcl‘s
Time: | 580 HA o€ 93

SWMU Number and Full Name: C{\ CW SwiMO, S oo s / /Oq
waste  oil ek on W sideol Ol 3ss

1 Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

fMo-  Tanlc 15 we )OV‘?’QV sed 6@/"\ o concrede

axd XS WQKCG\V?\}QV oo = ho o 'UKTP'(Q

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

| S0 =~ Gaflon wesle ol  Youk.

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

o



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many" ‘What were the PID readings in each
(ltemxze per well),

f\o

s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process" If so, dscnbe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

o

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High _? 24;« ~ Low O.;Z /y\

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

A

\/KY) 5(4 Vu [(/( &('S(-L\C‘V‘f'( ,0(&{11)14, TFN./? »0//&..



8.

Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

flo

~ List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

Photo 1: /ﬁmlg 414 *fﬂdﬁ ‘7&(/',} 5;;;% ﬁéM;. bw?”
of ﬂ//y S/5F. ‘ :

Photo 2:

Photo 3:



Photo 4:
Photo 5:

10.  Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

Date: < Np&— \\ Hqg
- e|63
Time:  1S25 @l

SWMU Number and Full Name: S u =S / St rcu’j(’ Rirea é?h/)'\c/

1.

L

Cldy 3766

Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

0

Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

\IQSQ ‘ ‘ ir |
. S‘S’*jd\\o’\ meog Ym\g\%t\oh { on ’oa/ﬁﬁ/)

3 S'ﬂﬁé‘“u‘ Qs o ol Rrand

Y segalln  Conp ot Floor bak
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Are there any odors? If so, describe.

flo



s.

6’

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

b

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

Mo

Ambient Air VPID readings: - High _2 %gﬂﬂ - Low W/\.

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings_ (itemize per PID reading location).

/o



'8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

o

9, List the photos taken and describe the subjeét and direction of photo: |
Photo 1: /%074; o~f Jrams ¢ caas é@/:‘m/ ﬂo§
5N Aacieg  Aofh ¥ Mefer TR T fle GA MR
) y S
0’)9»0( _SZ/;NL D/U/U‘ are 9‘:‘1407 | Arﬂ&/}/ o ¢ /,.

Photo 2: /ﬂu‘/'o ot fms =4 (anr %4’”’/ J/éé

' ?/ 6 e 1[510177 DV%\.

Ph;)to 3: //547[0 F 3 hans fooneos =7 2zs™ galbns.
AE  opdert  cinbvown, | |



10.

[

Photo 4:
Photo 5:

Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads —
Date: JUR ({/ /25 v

Time: %‘3 g’-
SWMU Number and Full Name: SW/")O’ & j ( 7/{/ Rew Same/ ‘>f>

?/‘{:ﬁd‘d

L Is there any visible staining or evidence of release" If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

\es. Tine cov\ct‘dre ?Q& Wk S glmﬂg( wf ol
e pod 17 gplit e kol Each half by i own
W‘“Q(O‘U valve. C-\’C{ & sha\c \F Seivecf \l\‘\f}-z u\ccAd—r of

T am£m e\es

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

/9 ss-gelr dpms o waste ol gon W@&/

NaH{ B\aﬂ Rustin W@Qw\ CPL&Sﬂc u\,u)(e& CV/ AN fuclﬁ> A/VC

ﬂ%W ()Q*méow (_l’f)b@) Apdt Ereece fweter igsie, P\yaﬁwvu/zc'
liud 4 «f (&73 QWJH’J (faml (cmp aerv sl fq,){f(@&o
W'\’b)\ew psste ,5:/4«%21‘1( WH( fmu-(—wvs‘l—e

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

Vee . 1 4 §4s



4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

Nex

s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

o

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High 0 Wr' ~ Low J {/) /W\

7.  Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

flo. Erdie aren gomaded by o5phe L4




Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. .

flo

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo: |

ool Ploly o6 Gt of Pd Laciy ME

e P

\Phot02: Prodo of \[d\\)& w{'v Sighs of selease £
Rz g=S tonle C\&bfj) hole 5/',;&@4/ Aoy
& 07{a6>{/ wed o Clean oy s‘/y///.

0¥ Pl of FE el Lilue



Photq 4: CLJSQ ,U‘)v O"Q : ’{wk «EWM ?d(’ -Laﬂtg
Photo 5:

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads

Date: Jore 3} 2281 @wal (,//'(,/7;
Time: / & Yo &N'mv 5§ \
SWMU Number and Full Name: @‘/a@7 2o — Woste G llectian area a+
“Fogt é.""’ 0¥ nonwey. See /1'079 Lov At‘a‘:b;.,
1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in '
detail. Sketch extent of release.

2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, hbw many, and
‘itemize each with any contents if possible.

[ S~ 74[@ doopa of S/lf\%&e\tfc Lol

Vo CF gl Hpown of Nan baleron Leef

agly ) | r el Aok e Lymated bef
Z‘\ s 675(/0"‘ Honn ot TP-C  Leef

< Lhmrobler  fcker = coply

!

3.  Are there any odors? If so, describe.




4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

o

s, Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

Yo

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High _= s 0 Low S 232
E v/

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

/b




Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

0.

. List the photos taken and describe the subjgcf and direction of photo:
~ Photo L: g ke of  Awwms d [ ke 4&@‘07 £
| Al e eoply. Moo Gluinisg

Photo 2:

Photo 3:




10.

Photo 4:

Phqto 5:

Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
Date: Juwa_ i \1U3

Time: IB=>)
SWMU Number and Full Name: ol A . Vov gedo S\\qe

1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

flo.

-

2, Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

- U 0o9galler  deoven  of i:u.d wodoe  inside o3
“C(J&\ Aonk glm.m_}( (Q-qo cv{& E\ No | Qu&eva ol

< \eause.

- W’&M\L AR novetres tivms o b agrnding ot Mll:
Worl® ek o from Mfﬁ'? topeho el Fanks, oty
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— A1 arey pae padld ard beamedd 4 wae in s@ycellf»"r‘(

Spoge. There NGBS eidne  ,f pelese from Heore arees,
3. e there any odors? If so, describe. ' : v
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Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
(itemize per well).

Nz

Are any of the wells part of a treatment process? If so, describe the pfocess and
which wells are being used for this.

iz

Ambient Air PID readings: High _°ﬁ¢(v~ ~ Low Q)gp\

Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, how rhany, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

/l}b bl Hemt WS slo eudfenre of a
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads .

Date: :r\n'\l ?—\-f(c(ﬁ?

Time: /0@<>

SWMU Number and Full Name: A4o( 5, Roime, PWD H,,,,a; o Aren
_ (6941141\7 Zf)

1 Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in
detail. Sketch extent of release.

This  Swmy lheg been o\ew@&&m& treoe kr-
a e ee s b €°0Q Wwode  on MR pride “Q'(oon\r?

o8 whewe i \Ouk\&‘wj_ N2 Sood. (o 7 W/j“)’(@f
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2. Are any drums, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and
itemize each with any contents if possible.

Yes | |
. 1T $Y Ga W\ Home Y r‘~7¢//cw Awms & 7
54(!0'/\ lak .

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe.

Yes. /) ol

H

1




4. Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in each
~ (itemize per well).

o

s. Are any of the wells part of a treatment process" If so, describe the process and
which wells are being used for this.

o

6.  Ambient Air PID readings: High __ [ r ﬁr ~ Low_J2 % g~

7. Were any holes dug for PID’ readings? If so, how many, where (use map or
sketch one) and what were the readings (itemize per PID reading location).

- bsovd 0!/l el )
\/fo In VIN S W/ V;ea/ e aﬂ,,,..»,_ ,:; -
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8. Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. e

b

9. List the photos taken and describe the subject and direction of photo:

5 Photo 1: @ho'-to o0& dwmg' (00&'\‘?7 €0t

Proto o€ statred  avea ~ ' 3'x3" lookey
€. | |

)" Photo 2:
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Are there any signs of stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch.

M.

List the photos taken and describe the subject and direcﬁon of phoéo:
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Photo & Jhefo ot cact in fovpecdo e rhdi;-’ -
podd.  Cock 7 met sevtee [ haseve.

Photo 5: Phole 0 .8{/\;\—(\1»{‘ JVUV(de roschdloon )Q&oQ )

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc.
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Numbering of Photographs:

The photographs contained in this log are numbered according to the SWMU at which they
were taken and lettered in the order of which they were taken at that SWMU. For instance,
Photograph 10B is the second photograph (B) taken at SWMU 10 (10). All photographs have
numbers on them. It should be noted, however, that some photographs are dark, and the
numbers may be difficult to find. The first photograph at each SWMU is number with
"SWMU" in front of the number. Any subsequent photographs at each SWMU (B-E) are
numbered without the "SWMU." For instance, Photograph 10B is numerated as "10B" only,
whereas Photograph 10A is numerated as "SWMU 10A." ‘
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U.S. NAVAL STATION ROOSEVELT ROADS
SITE VISIT
PHOTOGRAPH LOG

SWMU 1A Photograph of metal object (foreground) and rusted metal (background).
Rusted metal in background is a possibly a drum. The location of these
- objects is approximately 200 yards along the trail from the Army Pier
Access Road. Photograph is taken looking south-southwest.

SWMU 2A Photograph of white soapy/powder-like substance that came from an old,
rusted drum (background). The location of the drum is approximately 200
yards along the trail off of Langley Drive. Photograph is facing north.

SWMU 2B Photograph of the thick, dense vegetation that covers the site.

SWMU 2C Photograph of trail plowed by a bulldozer for Baker when they performed
their sampling. Photograph was taken facing southeast across Langley
Drive.

SWMU 3A Photograph of a 10-gallon can of Natriumhypochloritlosung (caustic
substance). There was approximately 0.5 gallons left in this can. The can
was not leaking and there was no sign of a release. Photograph was taken
facing east in the area of active landfill operations.

SWMU 3B Photograph of a 10-gallon can of Aktivator (disinfectant). This can was
empty. There was no sign of a release. The can was lying next to the can
mentioned in Photograph 3A.

SWMU 3C Photograph of 5,000-gallon AVGAS tank. Note the 3-foot hole that has
been welded into the tank. There is no evidence of a release from this tank.
The photograph was taken facing north.

SWMU 3D Photograph of the landfill facing north-northwest. Note the location of the
5,000-gallon AVGAS tank left of center.

SWMU 4A ‘Photograph of the oil/water separator facingA north-northeast. Note the lack

of staining. :
SWMU 4B Photograph of the inside of the oil/water separator catch basin. Note the
NJ-R31.APP C-3
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drain, the lack of staining, and the absence of cracks in the concrete.

SWMU 6A Photograph of the paint storage bunker facing west. The substance on the
floor is water. There was no staining and there was no sheen on the water.
The concrete was in good condition. '

SWMU 6B Photograph of the bunker taken half way down the hall. Photograph was
taken facing west. Note the lack of any containers.

SWMU 7A Photograph of oil on water at tank 1082 (diesel). Photograph was taken
facing north-northwest.

SWMU 7B Close up of the diesel on the water at tank 1082.

SWMU 9A Photograph of two concrete pits located approximately 100 feet south-
southwest of tank 212. Photograph was taken facing north-northeast.

SWMU 9B Photograph of the inside of the tanks. Note the water at the bottom.
Concrete is in good condition.

SWMU 9C Photograph of the valve at the vapor filter. Note the stressed vegetation and
the stained drip area under the valve. The valve was dripping at the time of
the inspection. Photograph was taken facing north.

SWMU 9D Photograph of the top of tank 217. Note the area of stressed vegetation.
Photograph was taken facing north.

SWMU 10A Photograph of very rusted 5-gallon can of paint spirits. The can was empty.
The can was located on the concrete pad southwest of Building 90.
Photograph was taken facing west.

SWMU 10B Photograph of stained area located approximately 100 feet southwest of the
fenced area. Photograph was taken facing north-northeast.

SWMU 10C Photograph of a 5-gallon can of gear oil on the transformer pad. Note lack

of staining and the good condition of the can. Photograph has taken facing
west.
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SWMU 11A

SWMU 11B

SWMU 11C

SWMU 11D

SWMU 12A

SWMU 13A

SWMU 13B

SWMU 14A

SWMU 14B

SWMU 15A

SWMU 15B

NJ-R31.APP

RECYCLED PAPER

Photograph of the storage pad located inside Building 38. Note presence of
drums and transformers. The photograph was taken at entrance to pad
facing west.

Photograph of the stained concrete (approximately 10’ x 10 in area) in the
northeast corner of the pad. '

Photograph of drums of pesticide contaminated soil and of petroleum
contaminated soil. The drums are located outside of the pad, but still inside
Building 38. Photograph was taken facing west.

Photograph of three small transformers located outside the pad. Note the
lack of staining. Photograph was taken facing west.

Photograph of the oil/water separator with a sheen on the water. Note the
good condition of the concrete and the high water level. Photograph was
taken facing northeast.

Photograph of the entire site (IR Site 18). Building 258 was previously
located where the pallets are presently located on end in the center of
photograph. Photograph was taken facing southwest. '

Photograph of the drainage ditch that runs southeast along site. - Notice the
lack of stressed vegetation. Photograph was taken facing southeast.

Photograph of the new fire training pit with a sump around it. Note the lack
of staining on the pad around the pit.

Photograph of the old fire training pit which is located appfoximately 200
yards west of the new fire training pit.. Notice the berm that demarks the
location of the pit. '

Photograph of the incinerator facing north. Note lack of staining or
evidence of a release.
Photograph of the biomedical waste shed where wastes for incineration are

kept. Note the lack of staining or evidence of a release. Photograph was
taken facing east.
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SWMU 16A

SWMU 16B

SWMU 17A

SWMU 17B

SWMU 17C

SWMU 17D

SWMU 18A
SWMU 18B

SWMU 18C

SWMU 19A

SWMU 19B

SWMU 19C

SWMU 20A

NJ-R31.APP
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Photograph of the outside of the waste explosive shed.

Photograph of the inside of the shed. Note that the shed is empty. Also
note the lack of staining and good condition of the concrete.

Photograph of the caustics bay with batteries and drums. Note the lack of
staining and good condition of the concrete.

Photograph of the general toxics bay with numerous drums. Note the lack
of staining and the good condition of the concrete. Also note the presence
of the sump.

Photograph of the acids bay with two drums. Note the lack of staining, the
good condition of the concrete and the presence of the sump.

Photograph of the oxidizers bay with containers on a pallet. Note the lack

of staining, the good condition of the concrete and the presence of the sump.

Photograph of the outside of the shed. The photograph was taken facing
southwest. ' : :

- Photograph of the contents in southwest corner of shed. Notice lack of

major staining, good condition of the concrete and the berm.

Photograph of the drums in the northwest corner of the shed: Note the lack
of major staining, and the good condition of the concrete and the berm.
Photograph of the outside of the building facing west. Note the heavy
vegetation surrounding the building and the fence.

Photograph of the northwest corner of the building.

Photograph of the northeast corner of building. Note the heavy staining and
the presence of the vent that leads directly to the outside. Photograph was
taken facing north.

Photograph of the grassy areca where the truck was previously parked. Note

the presence of a bare area. This is probably due to the rocky/sandy nature
of the soil because there are no signs of stressed vegetation. Note the
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SWMU 20B

SWMU 20C

SWMU 23A
SWMU 23B

SWMU 23C

SWMU 24A

SWMU 24B
SWMU 25A
- SWMU 25B
SWMU 26A-C

SWMU 26D
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presence of the pad in the background where materials are stored.
Photograph was taken facing southeast.

Photograph of the bermed, fenced concrete pad where materials are stored.
Photograph was taken facing northeast.

Photograph of the floor of the concrete pad. Note the presence of minor
cracks, the lack of staining and the presence of an overflow drain.
Photograph of the entire pad facing northeast. Note the three oil/water

separators, the heavily stained concrete and the empty drums.

Photograph of the stained area outside the pad with stressed vegetation.
Photograph is of the southeast corner of the pad.

Photograph of batteries on pallets and three storagé cabinets. These are
located at the northeast corner of the pad. Note the lack of staining.
Photograph of the oil/water separator facing east. Note the staining around -

the perimeter of the tank on the asphalt.

Photograph of the inside of the oil/water separator. Note the stained walls

‘and the good condition of the concrete.

Photograph of shelves with supplies. Notice the lack of staining, the good
condition of the drums and the presence of the Ignitable Storage Shed
(SWMU 18) in the background.

Close up of the ground in between the shelves facing west. Note the lack of

staining.

Panoramic view of the yard where the drums were located. Note the
presence of numerous mounds. Photographs were taken facing west and
south.

Photograph of where Building 544 used to be (excavated area). Note the
lack of staining or stressed vegetation. Photograph was taken facing west.
C-7
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SWMU 29A

SWMU 29B

SWMU 30A

SWMU 30B

SWMU 30C

SWMU 31A

SWMU 31B

SWMU 31C

SWMU 31D
SWMU 31E
SWMU 324
SWMU 32B

SWMU 32C

SWMU 32D

NIJ-R31.APP
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Photograph of a drying bed facing southwest.

‘Photograph of the tank containing anaerobic digester. Note the lack of

staining and any evidence of a release. Photograph was taken facing east.
Photograph of the incinerator facing south. Note the heavy vegetation, the
lack of any release and the lack of stressed vegetation.

Photograph of the excavation where the fuel tank for the incinerator was
located. Note the absence of staining. Photograph was taken facing west.

Photograph of the fuel tank that was removed from the excavation. The
tank was in good condition. The tank is located approximately 50 feet north
of the incinerator.

Photograph of heavily stained asphalt looking south along Building 2022.

Closeup of the stained asphalt adjacent to the steps of the pad looking
southwest.

Photograph of the stained asphalt looking west at Building 2022.

Photograph of empty drums at the northeast corner of Building 2022.
Photograph was taken facing south.

Photograph of empty drums inside Building 2022.

Photograph of new batteries on a pallet facing southwest. Note the lack of
staining. |

Photograph of old batteries facing southwest. Note the lack of stéinilng. |
Photograph of approximately 100 to 110, 55-gallon drums of JP-5
contaminated soil and sludge from oil/water separators. Photograph was

taken facing southwest.

Photograph of the paint storage area facing west. Note the lack of staining
and the lack of stressed vegetation. No evidence of a release.
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SWMU 32E

SWMU 33A

SWMU 33B

SWMU 34A

SWMU 35A

SWMU 35B

SWMU 35C

SWMU 36A
SWMU 36B

SWMU 36C

SWMU 37A

SWMU 37B
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Photograph of a small area of stained soil (approximately 2’ x 2’ in area).
Photograph was taken facing southwest.

Photograph of the entire pad facing southwest.

Photograph of stained soil (approximately 2’ x 2’ in area) in the middle of
the north side of the pad.

Photograph of overflow control valves on the west side of the pads. Notice
no evidence of stressed vegetation.

Photograph of the oil/water separator with the washdown area in the
background. Washdown area is being used at the time of the inspection.
Note the lack of stressed vegetation and staining. Photograph was taken
facing west.

Photograph of the walls of the oil/water separator. Walls are oil stained, but
the concrete is in good condition with no cracks. The gray color of the
water is from the paint on the helicopter.

Photograph of the washdown pad facing northwcSt. Note the lack of any
staining and the presence of the drains that flow to the oil/water separator.
Photograph of the oil/water separator tank facing north. Note the stained

walls, but the good condition of the concrete.

Photograph of the side wall of the tank to show the lack of cracks in the
concrete. Photograph was taken facing east. :

Photograph of the bermed wash pad where trucks are washed. Note the
drain to the oil/water separator and the cracks in the pad. Note the lack of
staining on the pad.

Photograph of the covered, bermed, fenced pad facing northeast.

Photograph of the interior of the pad. Note the lack of major stains on
floor. Photograph was taken facing northeast. "
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SWMU 37C

SWMU 37D

SWMU 39A

SWMU 39B

SWMU 41A

SWMU 41B

SWMU 42A
SWMU 43A
SWMU 44A

SWMU 44B

SWMU 45A
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Photograph of an empty drum at corner of Building 3152.

Photograph of drums and cabinets immediately adjacent (southeast) of the
pad. No staining.

Photograph of stressed vegetation at the northeast corner of the pad.
Photograph was taken facing southwest.

Photograph of the inside of the shed. Note the lack of staining and the good
condition of the concrete. This is presently a materials storage shed.

Photograph of the drum storage pad located approximately 200 feet north of
Building 3158. Note the presence of approximately 120, 55-gallon drums.
Note the lack of staining and the good condition of the drums. Building
3158 is in the background on the right. Photograph was taken facing south.

Photograph of the rinse rack pad. Note the presence of the sump, the lack
of staining and the lack of any cracks in the concrete. Also note the
location of the empty drum at the far corner of Buﬂdlng 3152. Photograph
was taken facing north.

Drum is in good

condition and there were no signs of a release from it. Photograph was
taken facing east.

Photograph of the waste water treatment plant lagoon. No sheens or signs
of stressed vegetation were observed. Photograph was taken facing north.

Photograph of the wash down area facing south-southeast along Building
860. Note the lack of any staining.

Photograph of the drainage ditch facing south-southeast along Building 860.
This is where the ditch discharges to another ditch. Note the lack of any
sheens or of stressed vegetation.

Photograph of sediment in the drainage ditch in front of Building 860.

Photograph of the concrete pad facing northwest. Note lack of staining on
concrete and the location of the Bunker C fuel storage tanks (under the pad
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SWMU 45B
SWMU 45C

SWMU 45D

SWMU 46A

SWMU 46B

SWMU 48A

SWMU 48B
SWMU 48C

SWMU 49A

SWMU 50A

- SWMU 50B
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between the two trees).

Photograph of the inside of the manway on top of the Bunker C fuel storage
tanks. HNu from in here was O ppm.

Photograph of acetylene tanks on the west side of Building 38. Photograph -
was taken facing south.

Photograph of the chlorine cylinder storage pad. Four tanks are inside.
Note the lack of any stains. Photograph was taken facing west.

Photograph of thc pole storage yard with a corrugated metal roof and a
concrete floor. Photograph was taken facing northeast.

Photograph of the floor area showing no evidence of staining and the
absence of any drums. Photograph was taken facing northeast.

Photograph of oil drums and contaminated soil drums inside fenced area on
a mobile bermed pad which is in turn inside a concrete pad bermed with
sand bags. Note the batteries on the pallet and the lack of staining.
Photograph was taken facing north. :

Photograph of empty drums behind Building 3102 that are used for any
contaminated soil that might result from a spill.. Photograph was taken
facing northwest.

Photograph of triple washed drums that are due to be brought to DRMO.
Photograph was taken facing northwest.

Photograph of the 500-gallon waste oil tank located on the west side of
Building 3188. Note the berm which is unstained and has no cracks. There
is no evidence of a release. Photograph was taken facing south.

Photograph of 55-gallon drums and cans behind Building 3166. Note that

the drums and cans are stored directly on soil. There is no staining or

stressed vegetation. Photograph was taken facing north.

Photograph of the drums and cans behind Building 3166 facing south.
c-11
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SWMU 50C Photograph of three transformers (approximately 25 gallons each) behind
Building 3166. Transformers are on asphalt and are in good condition. No
evidence of a release. Photograph was taken facing north.

SWMU 51A Photograph of the front of the pad facing northeast.

SWMU §1B Photograph behind the pad of the drain valves. Note the stained asphalt
under the drain valve. Also notice the 500-gallon unleaded gasoline tank.
Photograph was taken facing southwest.

SWMU 51C Photograph of the stained asphalt under the southeast drain valve.
Photograph was taken facing west.

SWMU 51D  Close up of the leak from the 500-ga110n unleaded fuel tank. Tank is
~ bermed with sand bags.

SWMU 52A Photograph of the drums and flammables cabinet at the eastern most point
of the runway. All of the drums and the cabinet are empty. There is no
staining. Photograph was taken facing north.

AOC A.1 Photograph of the interior of the torpedb fuel tank storage shed. Note the
catch basin that would catch any fuel spills. Basin is in excellent condition
with no cracks or stains.

AOC A2 Photograph of the 10-gallon Otto Fuel II residue can. Note the good
condition of the can and lack of any stains.

AOC A3 and Photographs of the inside of Building 832 where waste oil is stored. Note

AOC A4 the drums of cyanide waste (UN#1935), mineral spirits, alcohol, HCN, OHo
Fuel 11, and Agentine. All are the result of torpedo cleaning. Note the lack
of staining and the excellent condition of the concrete (no cracks).

AOC A5 Photograph of cracks in the torpedo washdown pad. Cracks are minor.
AOC A6 Photograph of entire torpedo washdown pad.
AOC A7 Photograph of the drum pad at Building 1730. Drum pad is bermed, in

good condition, and has no stains.
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AOCB.1

AOC B.2

AOC B.3

AOC B4

AOCC.1

AOC C.2

AOCCJ3

AOC C4

AOC C.5

AOCC.6

AOCC7

NJ-R31.APP
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Photograph of 55-gallon drums facing east. Drums are on the brick floor
where Building 25 was previously. The drums are bermed with sandbags.

Photograph of the stained area on north side of pad facing south.

Photograph of the stained area at the southwest corner of the pad and of the
sand used to soak the oil. Photograph was taken facing west.

Close up of the sand that used to soak up the oil.

Photograph of the heavily stained area in pad number 1 facing southeast.
Photograph of the area of stressed vegetation on northeast side of pad
number 1. Stressed vegetation appears to be caused by the telephone pole
in the photograph.

Photograph of the hole in the berm on the west side of pad number 2. Note
the oil staining down the side of the wall.

Photograph of three transformers facing southeast. These transformers were:
in good condition and were not leaking.

Photograph of the broken, old batteries on pad number 3.
Photograph of the stained area on pad number 3. Photograph facing west.

Photograph of the south wall of pad number 3. Note the stressed vegetation.
Photograph was taken facing west.
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APPENDIX D

TABLE SUMMARY OF MEDIA THAT ARE
SUBJECT TO CORRECTIVE ACTION/INVESTIGATION
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e,

U.S. NAVAL STATION ROOSEVELT ROADS

MEDIA SUBJECT TO CORRECTIVE ACTION/INVESTIGATION

(LISTED BY SWMU/AOC)

SWMU/AOC GW#* | Soil | SW** | Sed*** | Other
1. Army Cremator Disposal Site (IR Site 5) Yes No Yes Yes No
2. Langley Drive Disposal Site (IR Site 6) Yes No No No Sample drum
3, Station Landfill (IR Site 7) Yes No Yes Yes No
4. Drone Fuel Drain Oil/Water Separator No No No No No
5. Dumpsters No No No No No
6. Former Paint Storage (Building 145)(IR Site No No No No No
1
7. Tow Way Road Fuels Farm (IR Site 12) ND ND ND ND ND
8. Tow Way Road Disposal Pits (IR Site 12) ND ND ND ND ND
9. Leaded Sludge Pits (IR Site 13) ND ND | ND ND ND
10. Transformer Maintenance Area (Building Yes No | No No No
90)(IR Site 15)
11. PCB Storage Compound (IR Site 16) No No No No Move drums
12. Fire Training Pit Oil/Water Separator Yes No No No No
13. Old Pest Control Shop (IR Site 18) Yes Yes Yes Yes No
14. Fire Training Pit, Crash Crew Training Area Yes Yes | Yes No No
15. Hospital Incinerator No No | No No No
16. Waste Explosive Storage (Building 1666) No No No No No
17. DRMO Hazardous Waste Storage Facility No No No No No
(Building 1973)
18. Ignitable Storage Facility (Building 2009) No No No No No
19. Pesticide Waste Storage (Building 121)(IR Site | Yes No No No Borings k
19)
20. Waste Oil Tank Truck (Near Building 860) No No No No Repair cracks
21. Donuts 1-4 No No No No No
22. Ships Waste Offload Barges No No No No No
23. Oil Spill Separator Tanks 1-3 Yes No No No Wipe and chip samples
NJ-R31.APP D-2
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SWMU/AOC GW* | Soil | SW** | Sed*** | Other LN
24. Oil Spill Oil/Water Separator No No | No No Wipe and chip samples -
25. Past DRMO Hazardous Waste Storage Yes Yes No No No
26. Abandoned Engine Oil Drums ' Yes No | No No No -
27. Capehart Area, Wastewater Plant No No No ‘ No No
28. Bundy Area, Wastewater Plan No No No No No -
29. Industrial Area Wastewater Plant (Building No Yes No No No
1758)
30. Former Incinerator Site Yes No No No Nd B
31. Waste Oil Collection Area (PWD storage yard) | Yes No No No Wipe and chip samples
32. Battery Collection Area (PWD Storage Yard) Yes No No No No -
33. AIMD Hazardous Waste Storage Pad Yes No No No Subsurface soil samples
34. VC-8 Waste Storage Pad | No No No No No -
35. Aircraft Wash Rack Oil/Water Separator (VC-8 | No No No No No
Yard) -
36. Vehicle Wash Rack Oil/Water Separator No No No No Repair minor cracks
37. Waste Oil Drum Storage Area Yes No No No Wipe and chip samples A -
38. Sewer Drainage System No No No No No
39. Spent Battery Storage (Building 3158) No No No No Follow 1988 RFA .
recommendations
40. Seabee Oil Collection Area No No No No No
41. Rinse Rack Near Seabee Pesticide Storage No No No No Remove drum, inspect -
Building 3152 and follow
1989 RFA recommendations.
42. Waste Water Treatment Plant Lagoons No No Neo No No -
43. Drone Washdown Area No No No No No
44. Aerial Target-Systems Department Drainage No No No No No -
Ditch
45. PCB Spill Area (Building 38) "No No No 1 Yes Underground tank .
. : investigation
46. Pole Storage Yard Yes No No No No
47. Local Disposal Areas No ‘No | No No No .
NIJ-R31.APP D-3
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SWMU/AOC GW#* | Soil | SW** | Sed*** | Other
A. Torpedo Shop No No No No Repair minor cracks
B. Former PWD Storage Area (Building 25) Yes No No No No
C. Transformer Storage Area (Building 2042) Yes No No No Wipe and Chip samples
D. Naval Station Outfalls No No No No Sampling as part of other
SWMUS/AOCs.
48. 90-Day Storage Compound No No No No No _ N
49. 500-Gallon Waste Qil Tank (Building 3188) No No No No 1 No
50. Storage Area Behind Building 3166 No No No No No
|l 51. AIMD Hazardous Waste Storage Pad (New Yes Yes | Yes No Wipe and chip samples
: SWMU 33)
52. Building 200 - Waste Collection Area at East No No No No No
End of Runway
"GW#* = Ground Water
- SW** = Surface Water
- Sed*** = Sediment
ND = Not Determined
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