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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 II 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 Station 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, Puer1to 
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{felesca. Planners. Engineers. Architects, Inc. 

• P.A. Rakowski, Letter to Barry Tomick, 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 conduct~d 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 

NY-R31.RP4 2 

RECYCLED PAPER ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL TRC 



-

-

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 SWMUs were discovered during TRC's site visit. 

1.1 Background 

1.2 

Naval Station (NA VSTA) 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 NA VSTA 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 (lAS) 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 SWMUs 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 Tomick of the EPA Caribbean 
Correction Action Section. The letter described the status of the different 
SWMUs/AOCs. 

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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"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. 

1.3 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 or 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 
subsectio-ns. 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 results 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 rep<;>rt contains four appendices described above in Section 1.0. 

1.4 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 SWMU s/ 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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2.0 

2.1 

laboratory and field duplicate results, all of which are not presented in the summary 
tables. 

SWMU/AOC SUMMARY AND EVALUATION ASSESSMENT 

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 100,0b0 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] lAS team estimated that as much as 1,000 tons of 
hazardous material could be present in the area" (NEESA 1984). 

In 1984, the NACIP lAS 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 the:jr observations, 
the lAS 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 an~a 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 Engineering, 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 SubpartS 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 Action 
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 
SubpartS Action Levels in 5SW01, 5SW02, 
5SW03 and 5SW05. 

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

Round 2: Metals exceeded Subpart S Action 
Levels in all 5 samples except 5SE03. 

Ground Round 1: 5 Round 1: Metals exceeaed Subpart S Action 
Water Round 2: 5 Levels in samples 5GW3, 5GW4 and 5GW5. 

Round 2: Metals exceeded Subpart S Action 
Levels in samples 5GW01, 5GW03, 5GW04 and 
5GW05. 

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tomick indicates that Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) efforts began for this site in November 1991. 
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2.1.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommi!nliafioiiS 

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 lAS 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 soils, and 
underlying soils should be for full TCL and TAL parameters. 

Ground water results from ESE's 1988 verification sampling roundls were 
compared to background wells at other SWMUs. There is an upgradient well 
(5GW01) present at this SWMU. This is the well that should be used as a 
background to compare the results found in the downgradient wells. NUlmerous 
metals concentrations detected in downgradient wells are significantly higher than 
the metal concentrations found in the upgradient well (5GW01). TRC 
recommends that monitoring well 5GWO 1 be used as the up gradient welll. 

• 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 existing wells be sampled 
for another round to further characterize the site. 

. 
• The following analyses should be performed on the ground water samples: full 

TCL(fAL 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(f AL parameters to further characterize the 
site. 

2.2 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). 
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In 1984, the NACIP lAS team performed a site inspection. During the inspection, the 
lAS 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 lAS 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 lAS 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. 
Kearney, 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 environm6ntal assessment of the area 
up gradient 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 Commi~tee 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 R6S 1A, R6S2A, R6S3A, R6S4A, 
Round 2: 15 Surface R6S5A, R6Sl3A, 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 metais exceeding Subpart S 
Water Round 2: 3 Action Levels. 

3 planned . 

Sediment Round 1: 3 All six samples, except R6SE03, had metals 
Round 2: 3 exceeding Subpart S Action Levels. 
3 planned 

Ground Round 2: 1 Sample R6GWO 1 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 Rl/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: 

• 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 lAS inspection and the 1988 RFA 
VSl 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 lAS 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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recommends that a geophysical 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 elevated 
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 c-alculated 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. 

2.2.3 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 
SubpartS Action Levels. As previously stated, TRC recommends that three downgradient 
wells be installed and sampled for full TCL!f AL parameters, cations, anions, 
phosphorous, alkalinity, IDS, 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 recominends that this white substance be sampled for full TCL!I'AL 
parameters. 
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2.3 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. 
Kearney, 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 SubpartS 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 Tomick 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. 

• 

• 

NY-R31.RP4 

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 lAS 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 Recommendations 

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 A VGAS 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 surfac·e 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!fAL parameters, cations, anions, phosphorous, alkalinity, 
TDS, BOD, TOC, COD, DO, and temperature. 

2.4 SWMU 4, Drone Fuel Drain Oii/W ater Separator 

2.4.1 Background 

According to the 1988 RFA report: 

NY-R31.RP4 

[drones] that are not destroyed during launching presentations are 
rescued ... and brought back to Building 860, Aerial Target Systems 
Department. Since 1970, a,ll waste drone fuel has been drained 
directly into a below ground oiVwater 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 diinension. 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/k:g) 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/k:g. [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 Tomick 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 Tomick, June 1992). 

2.4.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations 

• 

• 
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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 oiVwater 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 Background 

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 lAS 
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 lAS 
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 lAS team included spray 
paint, olive drab paint, black boot polish and some adhesives" (NEESA 1984). The lAS 
team sampled a number of the drums, but the analyses were not available to TRC. "[The] 
lAS 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 (RifFS) 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 SWMV 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 lAS 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. 
Kearney, 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. Kearney, 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 SubpartS 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 Soil 
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 ( 41 OOppb) contained levels of benzene that far 

exceeded SubpartS Action Levels (1ppb). 
, Lead was detected in samples 12GW02 and 
12GW05 in levels exceeding SubpartS 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 Recommendations 

• 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 neat the drainage outfall are warranted. These samples 
should be analyzed for full TCL and TAL parameters, an~ TPH. 
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• 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 avaiilable 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 P AHs, oil and grease, lead, benzene, 
toluene xylene, and ethylbenzene (BTEX) and fingerprint analysis. 

2.7.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations 

2.8 

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 0 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 

2.8.1 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 were 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 lAS 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 
12GW08. (See Table ~.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 None 
Round 2: 1 

Ground Round 1: 6 Samples 12GW2 (2,000 ppb) and 12GW02 
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 
12GW05 in levels exceeding Subpart S Action 
Levels. 
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The June 30, 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski 'to Barry Tomick refers to SWMU 8 as a 
description of the work that has been done at SWMU 7. According to this letter, in1990, 
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. 

2.8.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations 

• 

• 

• 

The two disposal pits have not been investigated as separate SWMU s 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 disposal 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. 

2.8.3 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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2.9 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 unti11978" (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 ... restilted 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 40-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 
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wells 13GW01-13GW06 would be analyzed for 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 

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

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 Recommendations 

• 

NY-R31.RP4 

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 P AH 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 

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!f AL parameters. 

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

2.10.1 Background 

According to the 1984 lAS 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 ofBuilding 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 lAS 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 (SWM[U 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 Tomick indicates 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 Recommendations 

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

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 RifFS 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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reworked to include the level of specificity required by the 
guidance in order to thoroughly evaluate each alternative in detail 
(1RC 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. 

2.10.3 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 NA VSTA 
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!f AL parameters. 

2.11 SWMU 11, IR Site 16, PCB Storage Compound 

2.11.1 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 estimated 1,600 
gallons of transformer fluid were disposed of in this area. 

The 1984 lAS 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 results 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. 
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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 
(approximately 2246 square yards) .... 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

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 l-inch asphaltic concrete cap is to be installed over a 4-
inch base. The total area to be capped is 1780 square 
yards .... 

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 l-inch asphaltic concrete and 
a 4-inch base (379 square yards) .... 

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 
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 
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 exceed 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/m2

• 

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: 
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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. lit 
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 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 
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 
is in turn located insjde 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, 1RC recommends that the drums and transformers located 
outside of the pad be moved inside. Outside of this, 1RC recommends no further action. 

SWMU 12, Fire Training Pit Oil/Water Separator 

2.12.1 Background 

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

... 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 observ~d] a ground level opening 
[that was] covered by heavy grating. [The VSI team also noted] 
an area of dead grass, adjacent to the [oiVwater] 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 RF A 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 Tornick indicates that confumatory 
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 

• TRC will visually inspect this SWMU to check the concrete's integrity. Because 
the oiVwater 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 detemrine its 
adequacy. 

NY-R31.RP4 37 

RECYCLED PAPER ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL TRC 



• 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 following: 

NY-R31.RP4 

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 up gradient 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. 
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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, PP1 (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 SubpartS Action Levels.) 

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tomick indicates that RifFS 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). 
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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 I 
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 ReJiledial 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. 
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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 lAS 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 lAS team suggested no further action. 

In 1988, a RFA inspection was performed at this SWMU. During the inspection the VSI 
team 
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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 Tornick indicates that the Navy 
concurs with confrrmatory 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. 

"Oil-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 frre 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 frre 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{fAL 
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 SWMUs capacity at~ 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:l992letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the Navy agrees 
with the 1988 RF A 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 have 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 Tomick 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 Findings 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)" (AT. 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 Findings 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. 

NY-R31.RP4 

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 RF A reports the following: 
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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 Tomick 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 sampl~s 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 8 N/A 
borings ( 4 samples 
per boring) planned 

Chip 18 planned N/A 

2.19.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations 

• 
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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 borings) 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 
TCLtr AL 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. 

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

2.20.1 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, 8SW01, had a benzene 
Water Round 2: 5 concentration of 1.1 ug/1. The Action level is 

1.0 ug/1. 

Sediment Round 1: 3 None 
Round 2: 3 

Ground No samples N!A 
Water 

The June 1992letter 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 SWMU Assessment and Recommendation$ 

• 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. 

2.20.3 Site Visit Findings and Recommendations 

2.21 

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 sever;:1l 
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 

2.21.1 Bq,ckground 

According to the 1988 RFA report, 
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[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 na111e donut). As described by 
facility representatives during the VSI, a fuel oil spill in the harbor 
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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 SWMU s 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. 

2.21.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations 

TRC recommends no further action at these SWMU s 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 recoinmendations 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, 
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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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onshore Oil Spill Separator Tanks (SWMU 24) receive the SWOB 
waste (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). 

The commencement of operations for these SWMU s 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 SWMUs will not be 
integrity tested for the above two reasons. 

2.22.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations 

TRC recommends no further action at these SWMUs because they are no longer in use. 

2.22.3 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. 

2.23 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. 
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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 detef11llne 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 Tomick 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 tum 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 oiVwater 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 comer of the pad. These were in good condition, and there was no evidence 
of a release. Because of the heavy staining, -:r:RC 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!fAL 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, Oil 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. 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: 

[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{f AL 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 ... l8)" (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 ... l8) 
and DRMO Hazardous Waste Storage Facility (SWMU ... l1)" (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 environmeni" (A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1988). 

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates tha~ 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 

2.26 

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. Confumatory sampling should include the collection of ten surface 
soil samples and ten shallow soil s~mples (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{f AL parameters. 

SWMU 26, Abandoned Engine Oil 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 hehind Building 544 and were surrounded by thick brush" (A.T. 
Kearney, 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 alll of the 
drums because not all of the drums were labeled. The VSI team also observed a "tar-like 
substance .. Jeaking 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 1992letter from 
P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tornick indicates that the site had changed since the 1988 RFA 
VSI. 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 
Tomick, 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 samplinghas 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{f AL parameters. 

2.27 SWMU 27, Capehart Area, Wastewater Plant 

2.27.1 Background 

According to the 1984 NACIP report, 
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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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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). 

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tomick states the following: 
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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 IT. 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 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 py 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 Tomick, June 1992). 

2.27.2 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 RF A, 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. 

-
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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 communi tor, 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 infmmation 
(including flow charts) was requested from facility officials at the time of VSI.... 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 wastewater treatment plant servicing the Bundy area 
sewage collection system. 
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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 SWMU s 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 IT, 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 Tomick, 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 the sewer 
outfalls and subjected to a full TCL and TAL analysis. 

According to the RF A, 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 

NY-R31.RP4 

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" (AT. 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" (AT. Kearney, Inc. 1988). 

The June 1992 letter from P.A Rakowski to Barry Tomick 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." 

NY -R31.RP4, 

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 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). 

2.29.2 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 RF A, 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. 

NY-R31.RP4 65 

RECYCLED PAPER ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL TRC 



2.30 SWMU 30, Former Incinerator Site 

2.30.1 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. 

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

2.30.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations 

TRC recommends no further action at this SWMU. 

2.30.3 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 confrrm 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. 

NY-R31.RP4 66 

RECYCLED PAPER ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL TRC 



-

- /-._, 

-

-

~ .. 

2.31 SWMU 31, Waste Oil Collection Area (PWD Storage Yard) 

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 lAS report does not specifically discuss SWMU 31 but discusses Building 31. 
According to the lAS report, the area around Building 31 was used for open storage of 
drummed material. The lAS 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 
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 
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 
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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 Action Levels I I 
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 10GW02 had metals exceeding Subpart 
S Action Levels. 

The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tomick 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 SWMU s 31 and 32 and AOC B. 

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 

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 
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 RF A 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/T AL 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 

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 
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. 
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The 1984 lAS report does not address SWMU 32 specifically, but instead discusses 
general site conditions around Buildings 25 and 31. The 1984 report notes the following: 
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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 ~-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 lAS 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 specilfically. 
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 I 
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 10GW02 had metals exceeding Subpart 
S Action Levels. 
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The June 1992 letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tomick 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. 

2.32.2 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 
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. 

2.32.3 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 comer 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 69-47 40 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 2.33.1 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: 5 

Sediment Round 1: 3 None 
Round 2: 3 

Ground No samples N/A 
Water 

It should be noted theIR 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 lAS 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 RF A 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 
5 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. 
Kearney, 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. 

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 VSI. 

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, lRC 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. Considering 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 oiVwater 
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 
oiVwater 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 OiVWater 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 r:epaired. 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 SWJMU 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 Lev~ 
Soil 1 None 

Surface Round 1: 3 One sample, 8SW01, had a benzene 
Water Round 2: 5 concentration of 1.1 ug/1. The Action Level is 

1.0 ug/1. 

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 
NA VST A 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 Tomick, 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 Site 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 comer 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!f AL 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 RF A, 

[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 b~ 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 separate 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. It is 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 (1/1). The 
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second phase to locate specific sources of III 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 inspected during TRC's site visit. As a 
result, no further recommendations have been made. 

2.39 SWMU 39, Spent Battery Storage (Building 3158) 

2.39.1 Background 

According to the 1988 RFA, 

NY-R31.RP4 

[this] unit consists of a storage building and covered battery 
drainage area. This building store·s 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 SWMV 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 RF A 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 RF A. 
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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 
lubricating 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 Tomick 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 
RF A 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 RF A 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 Tomick, June 1992). 
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2.40.2 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. 

2.40.3 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. 

2.41 SWMU 41, Rinse Rack Near Se~bee Pesticide Storage 

2.41.1 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 1992letter from P.A. Rakowski to Barry Tomick 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 

2.43 

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. 

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,chowever, 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 Lev~ 
Soil 1 None 

Surface Round 1: 3 One sample, 8SW01, had a benzene 
Water Round 2: 5 concentration of 1.1 ug/1. The Action Level is 

1.0 ug/1. 

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 SubpartS 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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2.44 SWMU 44, IR Site 8, Aerial Target Systems Department Drainage Ditch 

2.44.1 Background 

The 1984 lAS 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 returned 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 rnid-1970s all 
contanlinated 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 lAS 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 lAS report also indicates that in] the rnid-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 SubpartS Action Levels.) 

This SWMU is located in the vicinity of IR Site 8. As a result, the samples from theIR 
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, 8SWO 1, had a benzene 
Water Round 2: 5 concentration of 1.1 ug/1. The Action Level is 

1.0 ug/1. 

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 

• "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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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 
guarant~e 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. 

2.44.3 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. 

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

2.45.1 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 lAS 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 lAS 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 RF A 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 methyl 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 SubpartS 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/m2

• 

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. In this report, ESE proposed the following four remedial 
alternatives: 

NY-R31.RP4 

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 (approx. 
2246 square yards) .... 

2. 

3. 

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 l-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 l-inch asphaltic concrete 
with a 4-inch base (379 square yards) .... 

4. 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. 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). 

2.45.2 SWMU Assessment and Recommendations 

• TRC's review of Versar's and ESE's Work Plans and SAPs noted the following: 

NY-R31.RP4 
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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 RAOs .... 

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 
RJJFS guidance suggests that the " ... information 
developed to define alternatives at this stage in the 
RJJFS 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 th(lroughly evaluate each 
alternative in detail (TRC 1992b). 

The potential for PCB transport 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 10-4 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. 

2.45.3 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 downgradlient) 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 RF A 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: Gonfmnat<>ry 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 RF A 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 RF A 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: 

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 IT 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. 

2.48 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. 
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2.48.2 AOC Assessment and Recommendatii11t'S 

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 0 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 lAS 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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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 (SW'MU 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 baseliine risk 
assessment. 

2.49.2 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. 

2.49.3 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. 

NY-R31.RP4 105 

RECYCLED PAPER ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL TRC 



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 RF A 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 AOC 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 confumatory sampling. Sampling should include the oils on the pads as well as the 
surrounding soils. Samples should be analyzed for full TCL!f AL 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: 

NY-R31.RP4 

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 upon 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 II. 

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. 
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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 RF A 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 Recommendatiqns 

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 confumatory 
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(f AL 
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 
recommendations 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 J1P-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 SWMUs/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/AOCs 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 SWMU s were observed to need additional work. 
AOC C, Transformer Storage Area, for example, was heavily stained and had evidence 
of releases. Other SWMUs 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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Time: ·jo So 

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads -
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1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in 
detail. Sketch extent of release. 

2. 

3. 

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

ye) '. --
)(,4.} or-- Offlv-

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: 

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. 

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

Photo 1: ~A~ 0 {' (\r'e~ ( oh j e f::Yr l fb~J'/p !P v/IVA 

Photo 2: 

-
-

Photo 3: 
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Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 
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Time: / lo 00 
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1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in 

detail. Sketch extent of release. 
v~. ~ f~ro il~,\~r ~50 ·-\<> -ao~ '}o.tJS ln OC'\ 'tk {"CLLd Gc.•il do-c~of/!1 
So ~-\ \,oo.\<.~v (cJI& Stt"f'Y'f(~ t~ 0.~" o\c9 ~M, ~T(;.Q. &vv~ 

\l'iO.S C..'~N'Ocl€~1 o..vJ. ~ ~-\.~i-f ~~ fpf tf~ au-\.· ·~ c\N~ 
lP'f\~~ 'flN' ~~M-Nf'\ 'c<J\ o~ ~; \ l Scaf"' /1o iNcler ~'/-<?. ftlb.s~I'Xe_ 
/h oJov { }1/o /INv te(t dtf\J5-

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

\ t\.NM. ~ .e~o.c.:~ ~rr~ Q.~ not t~" t lou\- ~~ 

a IN~\-~ <;o''-PY I po<j.J~~.r m.a.-W._·ric..f. ( s e ~ e\--o4tr () 

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

No. m~-J... ww flo Oclo" CrJ..-n 1'flJ -(;oht ~ 
-e~·~ 



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

Ye5. 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. 

fVo. 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High Low . 0 /f'fr . 

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. 

/Vo. /krf Mre ~~~·,-J>~.r/r of oa.bs lt'11t'') ,~, 'l-eV£ c:tre" of- ·~ 
clv~. ~ ~-·~ -\--ro"' ~.r f1Q \ ~'r€>}ed l A ~ c1Jecl o{ ~ 

~h\\~ ~J.-v. 

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

Photo 1: 

Photo 2: 

Photo 3: fho+o 0~. \(l!Jl~ 

&.t.e..r '1-J~V'\ ~y 

s~ a.c rl1.SS ~~\.Q.y 

t(c~o\ by ~ 1v U~ev- {c..,­

.peffcr~ ~~< Sc.t~li{J. Fac~ 

\)dv,t. 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

-;a;~~( 

IOO;~'IY' ~ a.lV~ (.)I IN h~ ~ rro.."'-e'IC).I 

~- ~ V{9~~-i~ ~('()~ ~"-~ s\k tl So ~kk ~ H-- fJ -

vi'(·\-t,a\ly \m~bif v.Jfo v\- ~ a.id o+- Q bttctt hoe /"Jicb'"t1?/-. 

~ (!)~ fr'Q~" i~\r cb$€N~?.d lf'L\~t?d \CJ'-\-ed ()-J).~\ 4=(e~/totf~ 
~)lie, & toY\C"* de-br-c~ 

'-f f3a l&J .&eSv {fr :§hovld ~ (II Shlll'f fr' ~ b-fo.t~ C()jJf ...Jc /V<ctt{! 

.5v 'J?<2 r+r'1¥\ 5, 



-

-~. 

-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: Jv!U . .I 1 197] 

Time: 1 ~iO a P1 

SWMU Number and Full Name: Sw MV s \ 

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

2. 

- J 

- ( 

~ w~r no v\t\ b<e ev\IJ-()1C( () ~ ~~f\i~- i2~P ~, ........ '-Ct., 

~oo~ ~\l~ ~f ~VIl o.."'J... "\w 2. lo-Jcr!IW' r<:.(~.r. 

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

fO~~~l\on co..~s ::. \, fvo..~~vW\'h.~ft> (h\or\..\. \oSv!l'; 

J_ p:\~-\-\vo..~v ( ~\SI.lo\.~c~) 

'5"0ou <j"-l\Of'\ · \)VG-fl} c..k..V\~, S--\-~J as­

reoJi'?~ ~VY1 £~)&Jp ictn k o.vd. no ~et,Jffl~ 

( (o..v)-.\..\~) --tki r <l w 
\r--o.cl -c.. • '\ CjCc.lb-< 

~~ ~\-. 

rcfa.f VY'l ~ l. /t-tl 

,J ct ~.l'e 

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

_ Onfj ~ o~"" o~ (1)~ ~o..r~(... 



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

v~s. ~ 
"'W - \ .,. () tf""' IV\\)..)·~ I " () ffiY'. 

'{Y\VJ -7.. -=. S ty\vJ- Y "" cJ (f"" ( f\a \ <~t.t a r \ \J qf\. ~tl -: "{v~((/ 
'(Y\.w -J :: ~ w .... ~ '<',A- ~ l~~~ ~vet~ ~s~ V,Q~.f.cbH 0~ 
Mw - 'f = (cJvl&.. ~-\- ~ [a(i;t~ 

'(-Y\W ::. ') ::: 0 ff~"' 

W...\f'-1- (_,.:£ 1\o t'24&iry ~t-Qn (ca.p ~'t-vc.~ cc~~cl) 
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~ 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). 

1/Jo h~ fer y.A.Q'(.. dVCj .fiJr /'";/ ~C1clrj.r bCQ.'-Jf 

~ Vveti' fb or~ s-lr:u'N>d -fo <fer.J... 



-

-

-

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: 

~ \\ l ··Photo 1: fv Q +ri v~ r fbC" I c v ;--f (ZJ 5<-:J 
~ .. ) JC{ //fl~}' t~{-{ ( Ca.( .. ,c;{,·c. S~w b~c.-t) .. 

)f." ~ ~&... 



Photo 4: f}\o~ ~-+ /a~.f/tf /Of)/:-;~ NAJ£p fl/o-k /oct!'-1-r~~ 

0~ ~oou j~ t\o;'- ~ ta."t t (~-\- o-1- c~i-er (lA 

~ ftAc~ $. 8l~. :5¥ old ~v ~cwtf: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

I, t-.J. h'(f if (C/fleafty () ;ft141J' 
vey~M, <je~ po~\o" ~-t ~ 

.t~ /-ft l'tC/ {; /I (5 b,~+- a.. 

l a.. v--el{-: H Co...v-.. ~ oss..:e 5) eo-/ by -k:.o-\-·. ~ {ft-kn'o,r 

p~(-\- ~ ~ t~~~l{ )<; '\-t, tc..t.--~r ( Wctvt& ~f( vt'•"'f, Sol/IJ.. 
. 

Sor+ a-+ ~a .. d:.ht~>e av 1., v ll&cn: y --kv Cl.(C.e> ss: 

3. B"'"t~ v J-,.t&. Cottec.{- 0..~ o.&J.l {..( ~V'Ct { fZJv r--d_ Ot G-vo~ 
~~ {a..~l~J. ~~f<N4,- w\(t \),.q__ ~\J<i..( lo... \:?l'(_ c5 Col'1. 



-/~ 

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: ;:l" ~ 3 1 lC:C1 3' 

Time: {3 2o 

SWMU Number and Full Name: 5~ rf\V ~~ 
s -o/IA.I?). -Jo/" 

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

fVo. 

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

(1/o. 

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

t%. 



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

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

fb· 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High -lL,t;/ IV' . 
1//1 . 

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

fl;iJ - B l m+r ff Cll'eOl vvji" Zoo ( i J (vt1CN<-/e 



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

9. 

jJ)J. {tu_ 
Lc~c~{e___. 

ffl·+;rf area _ {vVW~ij 
oc; 0 'ft?! t\k.{~l ()(1 .-

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

Photo 1: f~--hJ 0 ~ 0 i ( JiM {f-¥ f-e;o ,o_...W ..Je. <:t'-;> 

A) Jv[. 

Photo 2: fho~. ol I AS'rcPP ~.\ Co +cfr... \oo. '{' St. ~ ~~ 

~li'( \c.u:..t e>-\ )-4tv\~? { tt b Je If. cr-> o-f 
cqacJ.y ·. 

~ '"' Co V1 C·~~-4._ 

Photo 3: 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

I . ~ oJ/jw~·/ev s~ rv.~.- t(J 'i--Sl r--1 ;- cJ{ a-... 

~ ·(Ci.¥ C jo' X 10 ') ff I' df'Y' /teN' /r 

Jr?ttn ' 'fW_ tl+ ~{ -f[ I)(..UJ' '-l-e ~ ~ lr\, ~ 
oiljvvo...w c;~ fr)._ 'RA..~f. 7/Jt2_ orlj~,- s~nM-ev 

vVldt€v )iC'f ~ I r coJc£.... ~a!JlA ~ r'f y?di- ' 
vr~ w~ 

ov tlCC .e )(t, b~ ( )€f' . Skf'fc~): ~ otty WCL.f -to 

&4/MtM t J­

r-r b:¥~ 'j5 on 

C\ ~ (~Q_~ lar occurred t'r +-o ~f4!1 

eG.ch )'[de_ ~ ~ o('/ /~v _>e~KI-.bv: 

.Jk ~(Jep'! '--1-W tf! 

0 * (l "-y ~ l'tO:.ft> 

/5 {}c ~ !/7 r',; <1 (Jo eu(.O/..eP!~ 

o..-t ~2;- ~u n,_ u _ 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: 

Time: 

SWMU Number and Full Name: 

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

(IAJ_ 

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

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



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

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~/f. Low·· j9A..... 

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

/}/~ ' Lq -lr ~ 

Concr:-1(. 



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

/~. :IV1 --Co_c{-1 

- I f' (AA)..{.eV" c" 

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

Photo 1: fho fo , <!? ~ 6vf\t--ev \00tt, w. No..f-e l(})c fc 

~'"'a 0~ I' (}V\ CC4 ~ ('f'-1-Q/S. 

~y 

Photo 2: f~o~ 0~ 6wt-<2.6i fa;/:/'/ v 1(2. 

J " 
d~ 

~41!-err~ /lfo (Cl1~r~ 

Photo 3: 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

(. 8{/IJtfr ' /hac/~ edr~ly o{ CctiC~ /f 

;!lo (~C/Cf ·rAd,_q -~(Adt:#! ~ fitr/;f~. 

YkP. __)Ae.Pn Nay l)cJf.ccl d/".. wcde~ 
----



.·~ 

-

~·. 

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: 

Time: 

SWMU Number and Full Name: swrnu. I, :IL 5l'k (Z-1 To\,\..) ~r ec~~ 
(v.e.(~ ~ 

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

- (h e~V'C~ w\t.o.te ~~r (~ 0"\ ~ ~\f\\c_ 

l~, VA\~ \(,.. ~-\- ' ~ Covey' ~CaS o'f O'Y\ c'.f • 
( ' 

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

(08?._ 

~~ 0..\)-(_ V\U ~o5 ~r'Y \a.~~ ~e ( s'h:l~tf ~v1ts 

~~-to) vs~ hQct~f'[N~ \t"~ ~ )~ecr+rc~. fUo 

['.!leu cJaV\ ts .. 

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

(Vo. 



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

~e) 
:-----· 

\}&vJ-(_ ._ 

\,{ if'N -<-{ ~ 

()u:.w f<.f ~ 

.A/ 3o If~ c. \olt 
~~o fft~-

l.{o /fA 
u 6-vJ -)' = C/c IJ%" 

~IJ\t r ~, rO~z., fJ;. 8-2 / co8-V. 

Vu-- Vv' -) ~ 0 filA. V1~J...~-() : Ze/ ~~ 
VG-U r l2 "= sa fr v[l../- /6- C) /Jl'­
(ft-(,V "" /) ~ r ~ 11_ Vf Lv-- rrc = oJ11J-1?_ 

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

/IJo. fl (2_ SacJ 4C'-o4 Y:~ l.~ fo O.C~rv~ f{JtAUf '( 

~teo..~ sy ~ ~4: ~ \JJU-\_ G\_(}Al! r:e d4* 'i-W<\ scv)V1J!. 

6. Ambient Air PID readings:. High4;t. Low ~1/JV' 

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). 

jVJ. 6/c ~~~CL( vv<'r V16 ~tj,f~ r 



-
. ~. 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: 

t{ Photo 1: ~e>\o o-\ o ( \ o V\ ~cs.. ~ @ ~V\ ~ 10 <j-2._ 

C O~C?Se(), l-oo tr'7 ft) fV'-v'. 

Lf Photo 2: C kx-e U ( Oi' 

(o8'-

Photo 3: 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

0 



~ (-v'f~ a--' ~tr, S'wMv el<"t~ ~ ·~ 

'ff'' t-o"f" G:.W\.-\- o "- c ~ \ \" ~ hct tl ~ 'f d; f ~ rt r~ I oS?. 

-,~ 

-



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: ~v"t4- 2..< [<t 1'3' 

Time: \~6 f~ 

SWMU Number and Full Name: 5WiilU f; IIZ 5/H 121- To~ hla._f ~a_e/ 
. 0 { Jplf(J. ( /'t lr. 

L 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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

() 

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

/llo-



-

- .~ 

-

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

Ves. S'WM-v 7 
. . 

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

Ntf). 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High 

7. Were any holes dug for PID' readings? If so, how many, where (use map 4lr 
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. 

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

Photo 1: 

Photo 2: 

Photo 3: •. 



-
Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 



. ... ;~ 
I ' 

.. 

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: ~ \..i J'Q.... 5 t I ?1 ) 

Time: ( 3 cJ a..... VV) 

SWMU Number and Full Name: SWf!lU 9 .:Cf2 Sik. \51 ~Qdec/ S/1/ciyf 
fli-b. I 

1. 

2. 

3. 

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

v~S ~r-(_ l) 
1 

b~ i- '1\6 \- ~M ~ k:o.cl~ SludJ<? 
f. rb . /-.RoJ.eJ Slu'*fe fl; fr rov 1::1 (Ia{ be hcd-~- 1-kv-ev->v 
~ (/a.po, {;(~v Va{w._ ?:,v {o.fi.(C.J ?JL auJ 2("j /Jda.; 

c~r; II'?· J".ee fJ~ 3 . 1(~,-e is ~ sreJ ~d"" 
ct('O ~ Z s;'JQS d~ ~ va lttf'. ( ;~ee fltc4~ V 
't f o-\ . --\dU' t -z.n. (;a~ <Jl--~-e~J Ll'-?e -W {/""-. ( ~ /c ,( ru..:. 
see fA(/fq ~-

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

~ (}_fie S -e {;'ff'U( '-fe ttl fs Ql\ -~ ( )-er- ~ N- i?(J'frH'Y 

~ ero.c:\ Stz-e.s) Z-C'- ~ z.n c~~cf\f v"-(eaded f.lOft~.-

Are there any odors? If so, describe. 
( ~Vl~..s zn.. ~ ~i)) 

a_rou~.AJ eCI-fr"'r y~ .. ~v~re /cSSrk 

\~t Ottf y a+ '-iut ~s- Zl l d -z_I.J. 



/ 

-

---

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

.-:.--
l3 6=-w -o \ ~ § !11)-, l ~ t-Wo) -z- &--l~ N~A: Ge 

~ SG-w67 == II Cct~ s:\.vc..l: 

\ ~ c~ tl 5 ::. o ~?t'V' 

( SG-W t( -;_ s-1-c t .rk~f 

W-1- p~v 07 ~ c:Jif" 
\ s G-Wor ,__ o (lr.-

l S {1-VJOG '<= \ocJ;J V\~ t.r y { 5'" 6-tv (O .; ( 1 ;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. 

6. 

7. 

Ambient Air PID readings: High (o II r Low~ /'v-
\?osSl"iy ~ -(,uvv-. \J~~ o" ~~fJ 

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. 

f1 Nu -=­

pt ·+tp 
, t I ~ 

('Q ~.P.--r~~ lur'-

q~ 8f ~'f -{U;~v 

0 ~ ~rr:s·sed t}';?Jf~~~"-

zrz 

~q k 2/7 ~ tttea~ 

(jef /lJ1r~- '1) #1Jv c & (/~ 

d Z..f3. 



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

\[e5. (See f~ 
~rl ~V vt~; 

0 (fa ,( ~ge~~ 
-v-R7 f1 ~ f--rJ 

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

Photo 1: f /lt,-lo o{ {vo CQ\~ f A_r ST vv 0 f 

~\1\ t Z..(L. £tt<Ar . (a :~riif o• ( fo; r/tf!J 
0 t! odc~v f;;/,b; It~ A IZ;crtt1 tvl-/li., 

Photo 2: f he-·~o o{ \ 0-S';Jf 0~ 4o-~tS', \;va4e, a+ 

Photo 3: 

b 11-fuv--- , C &YK ~< CJ (" j"~ e~ .t..c\.~ t'C.t'-

Pho4o 

~ 
·ff/t}() -

t Jr;p 

t? + Lh rve a-1- vrvv h. 1-k.-. V-Jktf' 

I) s~.J v-eif{.q.f-t't:.t~ I &-af~~. d'-1//~ 

r 11 ~~fr>. jlJrh(e )fre~l'fi "1"P-f4~ 

&ret\ uhof.e,_ vc~ f ~-



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, r~ommendati.ons etc. 

I 
--r~ ~ r 

1 
, ttl. "'\'0-"c.~ "<.R ( -ct ~ 11 

' ffi.J( -!-<-< ifj rc(5 e~r-e ,;,. J<io(}' fiye cud ccA-b ;.., 

V\D ~ cvtAck c; "' (46.. 1 v--s. "/00 et.)ckllcP ~M' o..._ 

- "~ ~\.-rosf ~ ~~r:r r-dr ( a-f --1-a11tr -.?I~ cr ~~'!') 

}_ /-:caJf/ ,fJi-r rcv/1 /ld-f fe foe~. #/ Of'/C. 

~v fvfy f<'.-<eJJ ~ bf (Sil\&c-dfd '-f.c. /oca.-#:> '-#f fi' 

f if>. 

3 . Oct\ d~Yf' £!tRdf Pfar/1 f ,/P!Pck/J a/ yuP~b-
2 iz tf 2/f.,. ~ ~ /ov~cP ~ ~r~ 

~ fp ':rfk !ltbfl:s-{row- +e~'f\ k:s 2 \ 2- a ~ f 1: 

Cf ~"~.RfVJ ?Vftf -IPw e:r~ar ?>r ../'k.esrPc/ Ct?A4--Ir'o~". ~ 
N-flf +-fla~w/y S'""rrta/). /. ,t~ ~11/:.r ?./?._ ( Z:U: ~~ 

l\ " d v liff' "r; V<i I W' crl- 'fthr foe a --1-r 'w. t//o 0t ~ ,.,J/ .#r> 

~~u/}.J, 
d-- fhu. vtfl '-1-vf of Tcitlt 2!7. J'N //,/.-,'{ 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: :[ v•~ "?_ < 11Y.J' 

Time: f(l(o 

SWMU Number and Full Name: 
-r"I/ 'I ,.. Is- ( f?ivt ~ +o..rh'tv-5"'\NVV'\U /0( ...! I"- Si'J""'"C I 

ftl(),/J·IeiJtJft{~ ~ { 8 tJJ r(J J 
1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in 

detail. Sketch extent of release. 

ktf 
Ve), {0 c?t 5'vb ~-(WI -1:./ 1) fo 

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

·- { eC!t\ffy · lfivY f\Jf{ ed ) -~(k,1 (Qt>l, f)( ;oc''Af 
ff/nh. fi:~ Sfet r/,/P'l f//f:;t/Jr 

- ( ) 94 (kVl C4't~t af c-7~a..v 01/ trf -{JzJa)~tK 
I 

~~), {Vvf · (eofr£; 

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



-

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

~() 

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: 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)~ 



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

~- '/er. ~v-e t.f ~ 0~ a.veo..._ - ?s-r r~, 

a-\ Svb~~·tGII\ \JJ~ ~~ () 0-0') o'c( f~c'~ 

3 l ·;( /D r 

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

Photo 1: fh~ iT{ ) !~t\oP' (rP-vy ~~t~ d .QI/Vt~\ 
(ceCA o-f- fd( r\ \ )a i {, ·t<; 

Photo2: ,4-!v ~-( fb,'/J a~ fi<_c(r; j//~fr/u~L 

~.br-h:A--r/.h t b! 1 fe< 

Photo 3: ~ ho~ o\ 9eo. v 
~cl") V)(!f~ 



/~ Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

(. /hlr SN!YlU ir Jia.+ecl c.kv tffJAPdiac/JlY' i), 

~ U'€-e !Ybtt+Cu- s(),/; · w)11· br2- ref7J1G4. 
-/~ 

). or4tryf ~e1e;t17 re's4f/c1{? acces-r -1-o Slc.J/4/JU ;s-

kr~ rv+ lJp. 

-



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: .J-v~ t t let~.) 

Time: /f..'oo ~~ 

SWMU Number and Full Name: Svv MU f\, 

/6\~ 38'\ 

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

~~ \( ()._ S'..W.\~ ~0.... -v /O I 'f /0 I ;V' ~~"'-
ltV~~ ... , --4-w s'-\-c~e.. a..~ C. kV\c.~ a..~ kr.~l;-11J). k.J,~,'? 

4k ~--k~; t CA.~ <l~ y\vw..Qf'{)v) o\sru~\ o\ fed c~{e.(,...rf' 
l\l'ct..\.~\o..\ ()_~ .\'R-t\ CL) t\v~v5 · ~~. 

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

1~>-

- Jr! ~f\.}{ov ~ · OtvL o..( "'-'k~cC.... t~ {J\.,.A a-- " pQ. let~. 

- '2. 

- )f JN~' iv f(IJe a( t~J o~ ca. cc.J.. · 5vM 5T -.z"'llc;,.. / fe16.4-( 3c ~lih 
j/VNl<,. /S at-(. fo~(/tt/ P) ft/f~~c/P,/ fl"r.f/atlf rcVf{a~r'J'fvf~. ~ pe'/lf a~ ~ 

3. Are there any odors? If so, describe. {tJ.~({f;J Cit> lfw. '7"1Attl ~Nt' [:~Z:..t,.c;-w) -
f)(.)& ( • 

Y~f a~ a;{ )~lvtnt 0 )c;v. /111 ~efr/tiJ /"' qfP{,rt>&lf 

a tv ().,.. f-l1u, fu~vflv .. 



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

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 fJffv- 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). 



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: ~ .o C Cft"V'\~~''j ~ ·~'0)-R 0...~ 

Photo 2: _s.~~d~ CC:¥\C\"€-\e a~a. 

111 (r;rfP~ of pel. 

Photo 3: )tV/11> ~ p ~ 

(c¥1.faPU!n4 f'tl SCt / 

Cal fo~w,~.ft"~ 
/(0 rl-!crJf' ~ ~. I c:t,.~ 

o,lc;,Je o-f 1Qdl. 



Photo 4: /Ito .k 0 .f 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

7{-ev-< ~I€. Y S/?"'C~.(/ Yr&~trrfcvM~>F ~VI rrde o f'j'a/. 

-r/1o4. atre (t~bei/Ef:! ar C~t'nr"J /c6f, ~o lq/lcii J . 

{_c;i¢1 J,r..tJ. flvlc.t& /Yiox. ~ a l't Jer;, l./~., 

l . lk s 5f'l1'l\\ +nt n ri-o v fll't f) fhovltP bf 17/acd i/!Jrcle 

'--}~ ~ ClV'eCL, S I r\ clu I {c., (o..s~,'/lo So t'l N>. We'll 

\1\cLW' Jo~ o~ ~ 'fhm ~cr;. 

)_ ~ ct'£..e.v dNfh5 5hvll/j ~() {Jto'/'{ d ~ he trrt-rl 

ell~ Ci..) ~\\ \ 

'(kt(• 't s ~(\d t)'J \'\ ~ fl'\ ~ 

s+-o~1e. 



Date: 3~ 4ll1~j" 

Time: too<) 

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

SWMU Number and Full Name: J"'-li'()V '+r n're 
./:t I 

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

detail. Sketch extent of release. 

flJ· 

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

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



4. 

s. 

6. 

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. 

Ambient Air PID readings: Low 

7. Were any holes dug for PID' readings? If so, how many, where (use map 4()r 
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. 

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

Pbotol: {itlD(., c-.\ "'1/~ ~-lev w/ ~ofs,._ 
V-A-4- kc f? /tJ c 

Photo 2: 

Photo 3: 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

{. Or·f /tva..f.ei/ >e~~:.fev ).4~ QJ' ,·.;:- 1{- (.Li::)~Y 

ea s'-' l r 0 vruffvu.; & <) r~? [J-f.ft'vl. t <D.f WoLVf AcA . 

- ,~ .sa.rc w r<- 5o.(J ~ k w~ I\ ~ut tL-tQ~"' 

Ca~c-\v~) ~vt~~-; -jtu'S (}'vi-/ ~f) r~!/.~ ;v~J~ 
oft f.(.v/)J; cq,(( y. 

L- NA ([r a_Ef._ '" / 0 a) t:vt<Acf/ ell . MJ { /aci.r. /Jv"-<Y 

Jfarl'cry, 

/~ 



', r, 

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: -:lv~ S 1/91) 

Time: I(~ 
SWMU Number and Full Name: S()J/J1U (51 Ie Ia' 1 0 !d 

( f5vt"/Jl'/ ZSf aNI 5vYnJ~r'7 ~),. 

\ 

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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

It~ 

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). 

~es -, 
~ rrwo ~ -: 0 fftif 
\(( crw ut .. ::: o ~ ~ f" 

(~&W o \ -= v fi ~'>j't~At I\{\\. (up w\ll "d-e ~ e>4' . 

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: LowTffV' 

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 or stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. 

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

Photo 1: Pho{o 0~ erslJ~ ~{e._' ~ u:~\\ t' u reci c.b:> 
/- -

~ wk~ ~Itt(~ {r <lV"f' 
( f~o~. /EvJid/r, 
'"' 

de r.\r iPY .eJ \j~ ~ v\/Y i (Cut{> ~U- . -Foc)l_5.~w. 

Photo 2: Pt-cAo o{ vt [()_ fi'O·•r-f At~~. rv()+(c.e tf\0 

t;4~)\e& uR.r.lrt:W Clt\. . bcc·ry .(L()' 

a 

Photo 3: 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

\. ~fte( ~vl& ~ <ht~ ·..fvn""' J~&-. CPfO.-, 
I[OcY.J ~ ~ (_ S{.,r!J\\ $4ro_lf\) ( ( Sl,vUA Jca,J,., · 

f S (o~tte~ ~Y (). ) (()r., (Iowa.!). iffP1t' ,} rf vf i 

v\oJ rr.ecJrv-; vV f/IJJ 

'Z-. s~ 'N. ple) (<.( ~(<el)l \ g,w( J ~~ (01 {ec+J ,j clw;. ~ 
~ \j'l'ttflfCj (c_~~\ ~lf'b-· ( d(: w~~-4?. {;v.'!cl'>-; 

u~~ ~ kJ 
>. \N-oe V'JCl) '('<l c)\)vGl\ e.v\J.~t\<f o-f 0 &e(eq re 

~ ~l' Swmv. 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Time: 

SWMU Number and Full Name: ('WITJ u tft n're T~'IIYJtity f/-1- Oil/ro'zfl-ev 

se-,a ra lc.c- r fl._ J t---1-f. tz 
1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in 

detail. Sketch extent of release. 

'\\\3_ (O<..t) tn ~ fr.-" JJ \e 0~ ~· ~~ 0-. !J'P 

s~(N'J. \\u'v~\fi-1' ~c~ 
I 

f{'e; ted;eqr 0.1clr?tl l<;' 

O~idf of r {t~j) Cctr{C~p ~teet . , 

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. 



-

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

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

~D· 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: 

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)!. 

yQs: 
~ ' 

~ 

r 



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: p h:Ao 0 ~ (1;+ \J-1) J._Wlf (} wvvJ' {{- 5 , _ 
a fo--J ,j_wwJ ctt-. '5virf" W\-l<r {fro fk•. 

Q)/1 ~ (()J\~~ r-J'-' 
Photo 2: (f';{- iL 2 

oof r;Jf' . o{ 

Photo 3: 

}ocC(.f.eJ w of 

{eCtLcf. ( ~2=v yodj) 



~. Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

D~ ~\~~ 
pt1- 't~i5 

\. --rt~ve 1<:, 'i\D <?it' 
~ ~1 v e ~O-r!\ ~VJ 

cho~ ~ 
r~'-t- tr 

(P\"etr-e ~~ \ tW i k €Ctl f)':£ J {~Cv/ 
(Vvv-f ~M, 

z._. 1/r-z o<( '( 'rJ:< y -\-z; [ () A:-f./rM (.t., IJ-€ (-€~[\-' 

oA ~-4- * 2- rr *a ; ~" rf-ct (/ hJY . I 'Ia fp 

'!:«u,.../ (fr ~~f'{drfYl ~ ...fl,f' f'!f-tZ~ 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: r-.~ •'t. -z_ t f 'l l ? 

Time: (t:. 2o 

SWMU Number and Full Name: 5 w ff\U I S7 

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? ~f so, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

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). 

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

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High~r-

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. 

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

Photo 1: lncittleca-lev ~c~Ol 

Photo 2: Pho.Jo 0 -f 

Photo 3: 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

(rJu fle ;A-' ) 0 

~0-r (cx~d-( 

\f\-ece\f ~ 

s+; f( ofevd{ilj. 
~ . 

)~J ~ (Cih.~t·M' \a\~ tyQotcCQ \ 

S tJ ~ o~ <-fk ( 1\ c;q..tl w.-4v. Sl..QJ' 

ir w o ry~c[ i- /lfo eudff{-f> of 

~~ 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roa4§ 

Date: TI.J '('Q_ q l /9 9_ l' 

Time: 

SWMU Number and Full Name: s~ml/ 16 Na.s·k Fyp/oStt/(! S+o~ 
(~//It~ Jt6C) 

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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

/1~. ~l!d:, 

et41;-/;z. 

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 weD). 

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: 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). 

t!o/ ;vv 
1-e~as-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: fho.Jo o{ {(ltri/}P of Sf..€cft. 4+/i.: 
t/o . )k rt-). PJc (u;{ltcf_y !11 {Cf1 (~ 

Photo 2: 

o-\ 

Photo 3: 



-

-
-

-

-

Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

z_ 

{1ti) bv;)J;'j hokPJ 
£ &JM Cj~ { eyp lO[tWJ 

art /lo + {V·tA d-r'btA; 7r 
F e(fe)tco.ll r · Ym1p{ '-lo 

(JLI11J ) f.Jo~-ecl. 

tlJo r-b (tAr 

o+ r.e lettte .. 
S tf'rr·l( Je h, 

5 ~ ~ as::flbn . 

JO l ,J -c:r-;!o;/~~ 

011 l~ll1J ~ 
'"Pefe UJa_fle.r d/lf 

(;< e r v( r d-J' /a&-eJ 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: :J v~ ~ 1 {q't ) 

Time: g- oo o:.. ('--. 

SWMU Number and Full Name: S'w VY\l.) ll ( De 0'\U +k<ctdcX.> r ltJQ 5-4> 
5-toro.')e ~c.dA-·y ( &,:IJ<r, /97~) 

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

flo· '--Tk~ 0-~ "\ \oa. '(5 ( C.O.v5~{Cs , ~~t-...ltvct{ · ·~'H~ 
1 
a.~5 ( 

o{(Jl t.tvs). 6c.t(S o.v-t lK\O.e Dt tho BiJq. 
S \<.~"":. I 

r- -
Cq_v)-\-(c') 

~.,w 

O.Ci~ ""\~c<s 

:7 

2. Are any driims, tteries, transformers,ete;;-on-site. If so, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

Ve5: -0 .,.._ i&\Z.~ ~'t: 

/12-sa.\la,.. Jvv"' o ~- Sul-k-nc:. ac~J 1 ~~ v-'<. 5u I ~-e 

/Jc,JJ Jq v. ; 
' 

I :S<:- CiA/~oJ"' dW.-"-" ,1{ tA11/11owJ1 CcWI))it,J f'\"'oJ.flv/Qf (a.~;-/<~ aeo/p-;J} 
.) J - i.N.S \a vtl jttl ~>" Srv"""1n--

. I .3o 5ll H~ cl&vvl\ o{ f\( 4-,-;c acld 

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). 

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. 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High _o_rr~~ Low _...;...C) (jJth. 

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). 

/IJfl, h~~ler w~t7f J'j 
f itlectf ~~ Vle> 

b/c Sfz-r1p (J J~r,Je Cll"l Oit-tctf/P Ycu.-
<;ijV'- o> t f!J., n ( re (e(i?) 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: f ('a\o o.C. [Q.v<;~C5 \,a'( 'WI v~ \:\-elr\t?}' t( ~k-f ', W~f'f: 
fv evt'~ce 

0
-{' \"C te<P)e.. Cc, 111 cJ·ei<P ~~ 9 ool fi?dr.dr'/-to, ~ -

{ ~ s '-' """/ ft-e tvefl -f;~J Sf 11/.J ~.,.. feu. r.J/) q rta. . 

Photo 2: 'f~ 0~ CJeftevtt f --lo ;<ic5 .( fJv'f'-1.- 'f':I'-J r d rv f<"-f) fV'o* 
r-.0 -€'vt'&-ev\L~ o..C ~ ~ ~ect.)t cf ;;;_.,~;. lCf/tcrt# ,;,.... 

,.a~nA VA~+'.;po.., 

Photo 3: 



-

-
Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

(. ~} (/(\~ (') ~ecr {/erJ..f' t! C'Jflti2~ 
z .. f1lo >tj/75 o+ fotj.. ity· 

-~. J Sum f -4v ea. ct... lxv 9(1.t~i€>J ynq--f.tvtq Is_· 

.'{ LOACt--e/e ~ . yaoc/ CC/1 d/ft (; "'-.. IJ (V\ 

)~ re CGII'IJ.~ f1o +ch>-fN~ a cfr'CV". /(~f!f? -Acr' frfy /rr Yty 
fAJif ~a:f r"+ I) jPJevtl/y ... 

(r\ 

-

-



Dso ~ ( Jb ?r 
1 

e·k ... 

~·~5 ~<LI{ 

- ~ ~It€' 0~ ko..~~"t.Jl.}' 

- { - ~u- 1a i[€J'Y\ d_wlh o S 
r) ec~~~ ; V\G(.+try ~.&~ 

._ ( ( 0 -,~(fa.,. J.~~ 0 .r 



-

-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: T \) ~ ~ l t 'l t J' 

Time: ~)o 

SWMU Number and Full Name: 5'\,vh\\J \ff :IJ (\\--\-a.. \.,{.cc. S+o \~..P f;;c.(·(0r 
($~~ ~ \J\1 "Zeo9) . 

. 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? lf so, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

b 
/) <)) -Jtt!lr.w dfVtJA.f a f. (Vo-~~ ( ~\{-P ifo.ilf{l l5o;rv;;uc!, 

/lv&w.vl;c.. ..:f(c,,j wj ~~ ; fAfir4e dcf:Je/ 

- ~ bu t.ll r o f ro. P1 r w 1 /lJ £ ,c tfoot:l' [en tt~C0 J 

I Jo r~I/(J/1 dtvlt, (/{ !Jr; //()?'~/ 
(o jt:tll~ d~t-~ of t/at~'~/#ICI ];,/p ljvJ/ 

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). 

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 if" 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). 

fVt) 8/c !11fJ4(? {c;v~-rlrcl /~( Jf.ed ~/(r:J?O~ 

-{/ dl/. ( /y r/HJ) 



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: fflofo of 
~c\'j SW-

Photo 2: /}oh ~ ( d/1-f P//1-j) 

~( n fJ f hR_C/ IYI , 

Photo 3: 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

/. 

2.. 

'This _gooJ (~J f.\- (Qt\., G:'f'l <:. ~"~.:·\--€. (1 
r 

$V...)ff\O \) \f\ (I\ 

gt:oJ Thct9e . f\lo (W:l_ j (}If· S~i'tll"j . l0o .ev£&..€V!C€ o-f. 

O.V\"'( ~ \. .-e_'-JQJ' -{o ~ E~v~~-.\. 

~~ tNt.~ ctrpro ~·,fY'C\.:~ ly :Z.- 5 J N ms o{ cn t\'\cw ~ ccn:'#fY/y 

)//1 SWfh(J 25'.' ~~ ~~ 'V)a.i·~i~ ()" u.V\a\yJif. One~ 

a.vu\ '(5\f ~~.r ~l&11 ~ce~ 1 <i (\) fi"'\S' S"t'ou k.~ k (Y"I.Ove.cf 

·1 f\ --b S'--b~ ~ s ~ I'JI/ I n'"\o (,:,<J~ l"t~. SNrtlU 2-S""" tJ 

\ rn rv-eJ-1o.~y a.Js o..c. ~ \ <rJ 1 10 , of ~ -!"~ f s Q..)IY} v li. 



-

-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: ~ vi'-A.- z.., J 9 91 

Time: 17:? 
S m. 1 1lil -r /J ~., e , 1 4s f-,'-t'd-e wa.r-1-e 

SWMU Number and Full Name: IJJ v . t i - c... ;:. 1 "" '- 1 "' 

s~ ~7e. ( 8udd~Yj t2-t\ 
1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in 

detail. Sketch extent of release. 

~ ts- S"o~ S~tV\\v'-~ \"s tcle ~ 1r.td8. 

+et-tce. 
Pat'Ml ~,rt-(p {:/a or- wf Fe,"'-; (i ~, WfP 
fl~~ Or'\ ~f d~ rJ. 

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

No, 

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

1/L~y fm nJ /erfrcr;/P o cW'; 1i7 S(.jp 

)vtrkfl(f' 



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

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

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High o ~liP' 
7 

Low 

7. Were any holes dug for PID readings? If so, bow 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. 

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

Photo 1: Ph4 17 f ~r~J co ... c.t-cl~ ~ 11J c Ca.Yf'/4/ 

~ . \3(!5. B'vl.l<i('/ 4'f- __.. So r )£ ~ r • 

Photo 2: f/,o.f.o o ( lA..f.~,;t't;v c:rf 

t-\ u- e.tYt/4-y. 

Photo 3: 

-

~--



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

}, -(~..if l/11 /..f. {J do-e ~ chsVWJ 'Ht;s St.at~C/ 

C.:ruly) .. 

z._ ~ N"Ct5 1\C et~l J~vtte o-f- a. ~~a.re '-fe 

% oCI+.rtJe. llc we u-i-1/ 1 
[{ fa. \4-11(-e ..J cJN 

~t-en 6"P'Jl.. )ft<:<v{J 1&-e. 4-a. t'-&') ·~r- V"ri- b'/ 
( 

~ ~1\.+ &" "fS'. 



-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: RN2. 31 {<i1.3 

Time: {c..{ ( 0 

-- lf{ 0 ~'V~"> 0: ~ "n=f( co-i~ R {S""( (~ ot·o. t>~u~~-...., 
I/' 1'-oJ [Cii'~HI;zt~ ~ V'a\- (f-c. ttJ, 

. - J p) )oo 1" f(o1 ¥"' 1:: , (IJo feaf:r: II/• f4,'>! 

- F (uCV'&Ma~~r (G.\.,,'~ t. 
~~ rd"-J , ~~ l'c 

Quqr\~ ~ r~ftofjl afdol.. ~~e 
sc l-eo..ffr ovtr/Je e~{ mfaW 

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). 

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

)1/o 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High --f;Ptt--

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). 

oi 
(Jill /.e>c! 

} r, cfeel. '- 2.. f!tn. 

Vt~vlt:t f ~ /c- s~rtd 

/~-



-

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

9. 

fl!o 

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

Photo 1: ~)\o-k, \ooktj {if -(-v<AJcv,JJ ./J..,i/,~ Zab. 

/lJu-Jf prel~/i1~ o.f bcrH l(f'€t:\, (U lr- fAA~/ 

Photo 2: 

b-r Jl>f Y-o roc!:.y A~ of. ...Jo~/ h~; . 
bjc y~ /f fl-a >-1-reoeJffi?y-k-l-r~, 

~Ao4o o-{ J) €' n~,.<eP ~J o_~ w 1 tt (\ a+ ~ 
~~f\<A.t 5 . t.-~~'fJ NNw ~-&j lo...n,l~, ~-

Photo J: ~f-.o<b A (VI r f'OV era c/q i ~ po. j Ef d~ I;..,. 

I ou k; ') --fv...;c.t.trJr !31J J ~. 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

SUJ (Y\U VV\.rlver} 

f '"''''ros--e ~ '-fltr 't;- 4 f)e<V JWPZA-

z. 
tV\.~~ 8 

r~J 16' l ;-.. Cf o o & rt--ar. . y{--4?_ f'f ~ I - (_ 

{J/1. etc r, f\itq r W/01-t ~ a:_,_ I k ~ Je- '--(t-e-..p 

\N~ A Jr~c" {v Jria'rf'o..y .fil~ '· 

\) (} JVK'f 

'P1f- bl&l ~ ( lDv. ~vf 

~ eCI\!) p·f ~ )rar'A 

N 

1. tv~ teat<; ~~ ev·;Jettcer o+ tJC'f r rte leo~-

J1. ?-e (GVAfAY.CJ {\JIJ /'~ fvt.- ' AJN-
(l \l,<- 7( ftl'\~/qf fbo.(<_ 



·-
-

...... 

-
-

), ') ):"-~u. \\u..- ( Q V\) c)~ COow r; (/' pre 0 ~ h +; cf'r- f1J D 

~ \cs- \ lfVl Wt0--5 

-- ol ( ~}eol: I th -J (q((w c czr-r f' o-f 0
' / Cro -;o) 

..ffutf. jt1/!"<1" r/u;X' d .f/wv / ?.-f -r <JAvtr ~-vs-i\M 

(f'o If { ea fP d~ rtd,o c{. ~(/f. 

2 so 14 at}./1 -totl\t Jierel 
'2 \1> 1 (! u4f ~vr r· !'-~ 

~\ 't-W- <A~ ... ~ l) ft"OJud ~ fv'b \,ly ~\\S Lf~Cl~v Sft.C." 

jd/YI;I~r ~rf ~ · bP ~ teCJf Cff..fy 57t~;e:; 
/ 

(p. X{ 

.'o-f Jv~CP Sv,·l Ja Pt/~f ) r- g fa ssy· a l'tb.__ £ 

foS"5;plf 

5eJI~~~ 

SvbsJra.. e-e §J~·I SIJCV1f~r a.r ~,~ve/1 ·os 

fuMf!eJ' +;ov?\ cPni"'/P ~ich.._, 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: juN.. 2{ ll'~J' 

Time: \)5o 

SWMU Number and Full Name: Swmu '23, 0\ \ srt t\ Se~~ \o..i\~f 
1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in 

detail. Sketch extent of release. 

~--~I ____-3 

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

...z..-1.. &t .. vVV'~ ( eU\tf\y) w {; Y' ~ . 

~ ~)' jtt I fo, I- VV""'f o{ c (eo rvJ 50,; beP1 + rdJ' ( ~ R' 

o. t>e \tro<.J) k t ":\--. "De IV'<> ( ( oco. 4.«1 55 r.=: cA (l/E { c--P"'t..-

o ~ rtro)) 

\\0 ~.;i~81(f ~- <[ ba. .!.k;I"'J \f\. 1-P lOV!J ~ ~~ lo(a-kcl ov w 0 + rJ- -

~ i((.\~( - -z.. ce~mri l-'-f ra~; N>* 1 f ..f{c,f4/ltvr"l,/eJ" rq j;'l4ef, 
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). 

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 Low -.!Lp r-

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. 

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

Photo 1: P~~ 

Photo 2: 

Photo 3: 

5~{~ ~r-e~ V-J/ f~~~ 
cl\ t r f)f ~~~P~v o+ Fot 



.~. Photo4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

?... So~ ~s-e \,J·t \·\- 1

{) c,h·~ccAt ~ 
&e~\~ ,, -\- I-\ CO--\fv-t_ ~~re_c:\ ( r +Vo ~J' . ft1 oy tTctH 

c~ .s~'"" pC).& clEO..v\t~~ ,.~ -\u iw c:r O't 

o* *~ 9tt~ 
"3 (of'--\-\ l'fruL 4 Sc)l I .A lY1jllll) -l (-..,"' 1/J 'lrr re ,.r.,, ,...,d m 

~cr at-eeL 

-





··~ 

-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: "J""~ Z-1 l qq i 

Time: 13 ((0 

SWMU Number and Full Name: Swtn\J '2-Y ; 0 I \ s ~,-. \1 0 d I ft.JCt+e r J er Itt~ 

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

~~ 

~ 
l) S o'M... ~h.\') rJ.JilJ-:..d ~; ~ o..f 

o t \ ( vu et W c;e fA en. \JK. "Duel' Vluf tJ (/eo" ...(.., 

~ 4roYY1 od/t?"-~ ~4evl ~ qk 
) n4e'j0-\y o\ 'iiJe --\a'l\t (he({ f) 'jw:J. M cr;act; 

'E?tJ\ eRe~~ 

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

<-( "-e~ 0-D'f fl upll2.rov) dtvtJtt iv % f!;J () l '{-t,.-f 

4ar-.t, lou+- ~r ttlrf ).(/ Ptty~( t' c~~~/1 br 

'v(-k'c9 ~ L{w 'fajf ~+ l1L"'e ~ J '-f:~ Cfett '-> 

Vf 5p//(>, 

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



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

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-rr- Low 11fJ1/ 

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

0JJ. 1&nlc Svm~~cP 'vy q:s-plvt (~ 



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 3: 



Photo 4: 

PhotoS: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendation~ etc. 
. . ( faf6·~) 

1 I '-rt~rt t5 . fA fttd cfo Cf~ S iAJ "--/ cf&-e 

Bv~"/ J;f rjv~ +wcie.r ftt/1:. ' fol {') 

hx~.;c .. ly Jtat'r-.el . {' vfYVvv-uf~Jl b( Qf/hct/( 

11~/'( d~er nof- o;rv ·*' .be Cf.J?'( H(eqft 

~ SumJvJ;/ 
I 

Sa r }~ J#e~/, \ u rarl\ (vc.-. 

I 

(a_./11 <::) v I ctlJ y. 

?_. ~t' 5WW\U rervt~j ('0 ~uV'hN.r a..c~~ 



I~ 

-~· 

-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: Svk. ; / {11 ) 
Time: <J<;--z> 

SWMU Number and Full Name: 5 (.)J (Y) u • 2.) f & ~. De (V10 ~.S{e 
. I 

Sl-aV'Gtje. 
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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

f\Acd e_v\~(~ 
( f..~vk~4Vf 

{u Vx U)~: 

bllrfulp e~;( 

V.e V\CL ··h .. ~ dJc t~ ( -e {-fc. 4-/c 
( 

-e-k r_~- a f}e 5 +of. 

- ~\R C{(,--e._ 4. tr:'- J'e_c,..~ <:9-.tv P) e; ~ V l\. k0c{MI1 (ol/1.-f:evtf-r. 

-~Sf? ho..Y€. be~ ~W\fl~ 4 ~Svlts- o.re d~ S"Oc.l"-

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). 

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

~0. 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High ____;:;(J_ f~t- Low 7/ f\-

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

y-e 5 t 

r //f} lt,o \e) ~.,. /~ 
J Y---·----·--Y:-·---T.-!71----

;v~oJ(Y ettC'lucled' 
cGrctcie u~ 

,lt\:h._ 

(oc.a.~'i:lY"\S C' \ __.. 

\,..lk.~ "'-~'"'l~ 
~~c:lvJ. 

8u-#.. c 0 rl'(/\. f fucu~d)f [lr!lf' 
/ :><: 

0 



-

-

~~ 

-

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

9. 

/' 

tVv. 

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

Photo 1: OL ) 
V flcitO o..( 51-e llJ?S W/ Svf/}e;. jl/o/,(:t> 

f/o ).:hft,"'P'f , ~V~vf\) ( ClJUI t!v< 'f,p/ 
S'rv<fe, ~e Ij~~/f ~~~~~. ~~....,~ 

Photo 2: {hu~ o-\- 1(1}/,J ~~ f )t-e IIA). il/b~ pto 

~l'~j- ~~'"! u;W-

Photo 3: 

. \V~\ r;JJ 
: 

/ r~ 
~\ 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

1. fk ) -.3 J~Nmr o-\ untru:wr'\ ccn-4-~~ S~o~t& ~e 
rncved 'lt-\o ~ S"L~ or \~ ~ {a.).£&1') uJN.ll\ 

~V'..o..\P'e .5 ~ "t"t "tecf t~ 

2~ -rk~ v.lo..5 "'fll 5~\1\.~') o·' ~ CCYX.~~ \i~ J;+ck 

'oe.~~'J L-SW). ~-t ~ ~~ ~~ .. 

3~ ON-~ ----{hit ·-;J.-5 J;v/J".~ P+- V~~lnew;"" con-krl ar-t 

~ ,-r s/-+e w, II -~& (! w~IR..- .JftC# 

.---·· 



-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: j ul"'L 4l l'tC'fJ 

Time: fZOo 
SWMU Number and Full Name: SV\:>f()v 0?~ f/k!/'!Ikl'e.J fUJ'N?.. 

1. 
( ~>t~\~ \,~1L!t'J ~) 

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., ~n site? If so, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

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). 

rJo_ 

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 .IJ ~ 
I . Low --!?.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). 



-
-

8. Are there ·any signs of stressed vegetation? H so, describe and sketch. 

ill.~. 

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

Photo 2: /)10 /-v r 

fd te . ( q rea_ JVJ up)... ;1Jd 
evt~ J f lfCf' 0 -~ b--e/.evet 

Photo 3: 

-------------------------------------



Photo 4: 

PhotoS: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

,_ ~ (;~U'f (iJ::. Sl;#\1 tJ- a_'t....f di\.JI"-5 av 

~ te~s-es. 

z. )4Utft7 ~ tA! ~~ 'fr'cr; -/r'o~ 
\ 

l'fcerfor;' XF /.5 

.iw- {&_ rAAf ( er . ~ct.~V foe /vY4cf' Cl~ c;lp 0-G 

tf >4-facf? f,o.f ~ t-f!WdY/..:cl {" nv.·v~) 



-

-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: :r '-' f-4- t 1 \ '{ q J 

Time: ll 3o 0-'f't- . 

SWMU Number and Full Name: SIN fV\V Z-9
1 

. flu.v'\\-. 
1. Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below ht 

detail. 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. 

/to~ Jhel'f /r ON.. /cP'J'f fe;J?f ar -c;/fr -(tta,f hfpr 

~ co c.J.s--l-(c . WGt./VIt~ 011 l't. f/'jo ~lc.r ~W' '~fr 

~t~w o~se~. ~ ero.cl- (G vAeCA --\r D f ~ 'ietJII /( 

0..\1'{ V\c-\- (~,- n~~ w: tl '-tvy 4-o ..p~ ov-1 whl-1 

~ c.oll\~ ~. 6-J:t.. 4a"-v& ~t ~""" '{'n.r. Or..Iri ~ . ~crl 

~ (~-.\et\~ OK d'p\6_~~~"obic J_~~e 5~f. (~·~ ') · ~rl' 
a..~ "'=> h,._~QJ~ ~~ts a..-\-~ s~ 

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

- SflvJ?..a«:( od..ovl Ov'l 'r ('/tO-ill" rJ.ry ~~d I \...c:.'-'I.A'-'"""v 



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

(\)) 

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: Higho/ 

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. 

-

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

Photo 1: Pho~ SkJ. 

Photo 2: f}Jo-6 o~ 

u\\~~· -
Photo 3: 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 



-

-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: I"' Nl- \ l l q 'i 1 

Time: ( \ SO c-.. \tv\ 

SWMU Number and Full Name: 

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

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

I 

~ 

- Zc0o 'r /lo~t.f -rft.i f 

t't~~Cil1!lP111cv.. 7/tlr YafJ/. 

(/1/a.r · 'f-o.. t:~ a,_;f- ..-var -s-h'{( d;?t'P'f,. 

h.Ja. r ;1o ov >'-kt/!t"J ~Vt~en-1 ~~. ~ 

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

/Vo. 



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

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 o ~;t­F . 

7. Were any holes dug for PID' readings? IC 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? H so, describe and sketch • 

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

Photo 1: p~ ~\- t ll ely'\ e.~~' l+~Clv{ l y v~-etoA~ q(f 

~~· fV; )t;nr of ~ tf/ea.;.f' CfJI!d /to 

~+rers-cJ v'1e~-fr'4A . 

Photo 2: fJ/zdf.o J + ClJc (Q wfr(y, 01~ ~ ~ ( '-lojft ~ 
~ 1 YlUt\ e ~ Y'fO. r f o(.().{~. f'Ja+e '-ftl\.{_ akf-rt¥( e 

o.\ fki;rtc/ti)~ ~ ~~·r. 

Photo 3: 

.{1ov1"' ~ ~carA-fr~PI. 

· / ..t jwJ f'Aa.;e. 



Photo 4: 

PhotoS: 

10. Miscellaneous commen~, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

fM 't€ f,{V\(;~ 4Vt><J'A -~ ~tX:P i r ~t ·1/ 
0/J\ - >i-f<7' -- sc ~tl ;J ~-{- . ;-r w /!1 f'/1) /x.Lby te~ci 

. Vv'~ ~ O...M?' ~ y\vW\.~ 1>-f 'i-av1i/ --4 bP rr='P'A~4 

-&-o;n ~oseve /~ ~J}, ~tr 'fa.w!r r-J1e;v/cf ~ 

re~ '-f;_.__ t'f(Qui+f"" Jfowltl h ~"""//J .,c 
0 t fio fekaff ~~ '-IN ~Yll ~ 



•I 

-

-
-
-

-

-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: J v~ ~, ICC1 '1 

Time: <? }o 0-&-

SWMU Number and Full Name: S"'-1 mu 3 i , V0C\. s-\-t C\ \ (I;) \\-€~i<>n ~\.. 
(. PN o . s~~e Y~rJ) 

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

2. 

{. 

2-

··".._ 

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

V'{_s ~ tva.r+<. 1 
'-{c.( ~)-~\\or. J-_~~5 o\- 0 \( ( +iNM ~ on ~N<cie•· Je_ppe~ 

/'-
/ 57J'-> ~!fc..., -.k;"'k v>ed -/(¥ v/i{f'ft( I u-f wofte oil ~IV' 

1/Q ~ t'cl.f_e )~p, 

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

yes c o--5'+-h>"'j ,ae-h-b ta.wr ~-



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

~€'). \\o~ \o(.(k.-\eJ.. .. 

Lo tt~ ,e&, ((..\ v ev ~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. 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High~YY' 

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). 

fr/o f>l{_ fad /r ccvtcre/P 1 ).A#f)c.Hcl/7 ctl'f!a t.r (J)r)Q!I~ 



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

/Vo. f{~ I~ flu v'e-k:fiGi" w} •n foo ya_.d\ 

er-' '\t~ f~ 
-

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

~l\ l. Photo 1: fho\..o CJ~ ~\Ncf ~5hal+ (oul:i'J So ... ~ 

- ~ ~\o~ B\~ ~oaa. 

~Photo 2: 'fho~ o-~ S\-6.:w~ ~\\- \ooU~ s;\1\.) o..lo/ 

~tS~ wz.:~, 

-z._ Photo 3: f~o~ 0 t. · ).tc..(~J ~s-~o..\-t {ocJ.i VJ ~' "-\-

~\&5 ~~a~. 



Photo 4: fh~-\o D~ e~*-t ch\Jil\.} C\~ f\ot'+ko_ i+ Ufil't II" 

o-t f3 ~J·,,(,'J Z.OfZ.-2--

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

. \ ~ <; f<:..-~f"-

7 \\_ \ ~ C(f)oSi- ~ ~ :). ~a..v\\y S-\o.:t. ~ . as~\\: . (o t. \I Sv-r(l)c..: 

t~· 



-

-

US Naval Station. Roosevelt Roads 

Date: :r v•"L z.., l<f<t J 

Time: ~ 5"D 
SWMU Number and Full Name: SW fY\ U "3 Z., B Cl .U.-try Co \ \-ec.:.\--ian ~ 

( fwO S\o(().~~J) 
~lJ Sw MV ~.r be~ (no~ -\-G1 IJu c~fr\QQ' o~ (]I~. Sl 

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

2. 

3. 

~-e. \<; 1'\o w\~e o-.s;. o... ~~se... ~ir SwM.u 

(ok4o.\~'5 ~ r ~''c-A. if a:C o\J ba.. ~\"I et5' ( -- 5o _ -efll.'\tfy"" 
+ p 'c. lb.-\- c~ b~ t{ev/EJ' 

~..._y Wt5+ ..) 

Ct~ .....v 2<:J ( {v ftJ, e~ " $ ys 

~~\ ~ "--\\€.r "i es- C~..'('f J...\R. ~- \,~ ~\c..~ed U (> -4eJ.c~y _ 

1/.tl-~ ,., q S7WJ{/ areq or FJer'rJcl so// ~ ~tor p~ a{' 

~ tfiJ f/1 t /octoe;- ~ li/Jy 3t. "fhiJ ar<:a. i5 ~ S'~ll (-vc~ 

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

r~r·· ...:.--
\."2--

I 

~ r(affr o·f 

~1/t~..f of 
o/J Jvr 6a-lkn'~J' (--3 o P~) 

.ftr~~eu~r (f- !f) 

3. -v /oo -((o 5'") /'(ICY' c;lw1111S of .:J{J-) cc-,;~~~(.IAr'ret~ 
So;( 'if ~~+ ~vf/\ (ld ~P bf oil/~ >"f/010~ 

DvvfrnJ ~-..~ of\ f4/et ffs, ;e~ P r/f'cl, {CP1diM r "'--~It;. So dctp. 

~ ft~fvf6 d/-P dr/fctfr cJVI (o,·r_ fob col1 cfP-/.P /oel.. 
Are there any odors? If so, describe. 

fto 

A"""'---------- ---------



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. 

6. 

7. 

Ambient Air PID readings: Low---1/" 

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). 

<r /7 L-J -~ 
/r /lib ;Pofdf,'Mr YB(/, 



-

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: -
·1_ Photo 1: P /16 fu tJ f (QiJ.J ho {/<zv1 1' oA tr' fq 1/ ~ &? 

- /~ SW. /1!~r ~o evt~Vlce o·( te ~se · 

-
1- Photo 2: fJ/Jufo t/.f of! f;a{/v1er ~c/7 Sw. 

{'Jo\f '{\u ..Q~\~(E' o-\ ~\eQ.)-€ , 

-
1.... Photo 3: /hoto 11-f · j()v ,... ((o 

- (q;t~ "";fl. C( fed 5c ,f f 

Srt~~v: 



Photo 4: ~~·fts 0 -\- fc.'-t~ S4e, r-J.e_ 
(1/F-

\ 

Photo s: Pnu ~ 
~{·~ 

/) \ S)lAQ !I area o{ ~ {~ )rJ (l/. 
) MI. (\o-{e baJ1cY1 &>{ d td I» i/&i e f. 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

f. I) f'vtfVj ShaviJ be r1f ()/I COf?Ctt/e ;tdcW Q~ 

?. #(l Jrv~M-c \f..l€r.A' 7~Cf· f pvl- Jealr1 

~ .~ p( ~,'reel <jJI., ~rXrr (J'e ty' )IU~ fl. 

'-\. ftt\4'-.\ ~'-{ci'cyQ ~ {)\qy ~ ((;~~JJ~('ft) tA )~r- et-\.e 

s (!Jl'{\0. 

). 



-
) . 

- --------· -

-
J.. 4. {oc.(.e"' ~().) #-+ ~rt COO {af1f of- U'll/tOv\ 

if' van'ot..S" iZ-z--eJ co4rre~ .. 

~-------------------··-~---~--~----



Date: Tv.~ L(: 1 I 'i 'i :S 

Time: <g 15 

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

SWMU Number and Full Name: Shlmu ~:S1 /)J /AD llozfl~.J Wasfe Ef..or:re 
Po:cf 

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

~W. ~~' --n~~ \5 ~ Sl'r--..~t\ ()_~ 1'-c/ 2' ;<?_' 

5~\~ ~t 0 t \· Thir <1L~ \.r '" ~ f.J\ttdclJif 
aC ~ V\0~ r\:'&e 0~ ~ ~ (C,rr 
f\ V'y'\ ~r (IJ.c:;,v , 

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. 

S~/f/li7-



-
-

-

-

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

~o. 

• 

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

6. . Ambient Air PID readings: ffigb-T 

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-. Ftvl/ ~ley \ve()-f ~- I t'VI <-ea.{~ ~icle of' 

~ p~· lk oY\1 r f\D ~cJir-, vvaf Xc--~ 

S~',Nd <Y~. \-\ rJv .t:. (.{ /ItA-. 



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: ~\'to-\., 0 I;. ~.J, . f.J~ \o..cJ<- II\ $-k_<lliJ 

o~ ~oc\. . l-oo t if) Svv. 

Photo2: ~ 

Photo 3: 



Photo 4: 

-

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

{. f_..fhi~ ~ \} '(\0 \0 ·"'1..Ry' u5eJ ~v UJuS:\-e 

~~ef 

:-~ L ~ ~\ \f\6 e~&~~c€ £}. te\-€~ 0-~--~ 

~) \f'b S~tV\c'j. 

~ ~~ ~~{ct( /NP14ro~ ' C.f~ 3. (f/1 
lf'.J . 

~~~ ~Fttf (/\fo( ~ vir;t~Ae J()r/Vj ~r t/Ly~c~u. 

.. ~·~. ______ _.:..._ _______ ·---



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: ~ v "'-- "-\ \ I'(~ ~ 

Time: 'fZO 

SWMU Number and Full Name: SwtnV S"? VC - s> IVvk ..Rv rcr..y-e It/ 

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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

- ~ Cfu - 5'0 ~( s;-- 9a. {{dl-- d-eo~~A-5 

o)'( 1 t('Af r~ o( ~ 2._( fa{'(A,_ ~ 

1P- s--. -~'t:, 

o .C Ayd f7JJ.)(/c 

a- lh f}( f\{) ') 
~i~ 
{CJJ.LI(/.(>¥1-·~ '-"fl'""'v. •rr. 

( 5CXJ- 9(( f/OV1 '1aflt 0~ 

f) ~ f"?.CI<;e£ fC!i\ (c 

:Jf- r .fc-t>/ 'ltr-Qf 
lf tA fad .Jiuy-e, 

f\JJ .t;/71t1~ 6 + leq t.> .. fja11C 1/1~ ;.fct ('It)-
3. Are there any odors? If so, describe. 



. ·--
-

-

-/~ 

4. 

s. 

6. 

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

~(}. 

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

Ala. 

Ambient Air PID readings:. Higb-vr Low --'11._1 f/VL, 

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. 

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

Photo 1: 

Photo 2: 

Photo 3: 

b ~ ta-l~ t\J~ice f(jJ 

..f-euceP t roo.ced ~ ~(~~ MtecO 
{ucrr-/. W ~ ~ 1?9Y !2Ff'l. 

dv'! d_ 
~IF ffa.v &.r r.J ~ •'= 
~J.fcM~ [oV1fr,;t l.P(ves. 1/;of-/c~ cto 

phcr~v( 
f )rgf-o p .(_ 

of fiter\PtY tkje {et-fr~ .. 



--

Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

1. A> te(o ~~ .\?y ~ ('i ~ eFt!/ ,4 CW~v _ 

~,. \ce~~ a.&.:D.e1 ~ '+'t\{r U'\ i·-h [i,u l/lr~ A~y 

c:.tl So ~"' lok) '\fl s',ze.g Z::-f IS ~ced J' h/~ 

& ~ tcY!a-e-ff lr (" 1ooc! &rdr~rk\ ev/ IJc 

C:CQ.ctr. 

~ ~~ 2- ovev-.f(u..v -w {o.es rlQ_'f.- ~ 

/W f'lde oi ~&.e r~~ 'rieff> ~t-V h/ed~ 

( v.Jj.'" f" ') . {., a J f!lli!O;Jl' c/r:Y.. J:-{ S'r.b//er 

W!if <-+o k ..JcleA 'fe tiect 4Gv t1 re/ey~ 
<-f<.-er slt'-O)v/tl ~ * t~~ ) A % )/fc;._ f,e£~ 
~-~~ 

?. wraf'\ 1cu~r ate )tu~ W-er artP -t:~ 

'1. flu · h+v . ~c.f-r~K-- recctM~ . 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: 

Time: 

SWMU Number and Full Name: Swt'Y)u. J'57 lltrcnJ.-H Vtosl) Get Otl/J.u~ 
Sef~ ~ ( VC- 5' V9.-c<} 

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. 

(I! a. 

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



-.~· 

4. 

s. 

6. 

Are ther any wells? If so, how many? What were the PID readings in eac:h 
(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. 

Ambient Air PID readings: High~ 

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? H so, describe and sketch. 

~0-

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

Photo 1: 6 ~ D iA ( NCA ~ )~a._t?J.-h J 

lt"- (D<..d:'ji1l"~. ~'"'J vV. 

Photo 2: pho~ b(. ~\.\5 o-\ d ·, ' jtJVti-. ~f' )( f'(,(_f~V, /}.)d /tr 

f.uvR_ 91)vJ.. D~ ( s-4.£,....s, bv-t- 0-~ l'~ JaoJ J~ 
N( /lo Cf//uv t:t{ t:Aa~ >r 

-

(~Ct..j • ~- rter 
Photo 3: ..u1}~ ~ (Jt'A f- 01\ ~ f {tt f'll£. 

\ ~)1\u\o ot v\ll !h~uw~ f"~Q fvoie /0-c(c o[ 

5~; "'~· r: . 
tv--cr'J ~~0 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

f. ~ 1\0 S1/t5 ~ £.~ ~(are. 

z . f/,0 -kv-t\.12.v a.c-k~ 
-,~ s, oci-(c;..__ 1f~ fee eS)o.;..Vr ~, s~ _.fvvf"V-ety 

I• 

Sod [tt wy; ( er ~(\.0 vtd bfL {)..,r~re d J7..-brv~/ ~~e~ 

O-w~J ia.vttc f )ed+"-An-f ~rv.-; /e) ~ ~ 
rJ {Ac' 1'-'b-Sf~ )r4c~ '}u ~ IV£ ot ~, j'~~~ -

Lf ~ tr n., · )~ ,, lry ()Y. ~ (}'J(J S' t,_ ~ C\M:J /Go!. . 
-



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: Tu~ ~, l<i'(J 

Time: f03o 
SWMU Number" and Full Name: swrnu 3C'o I Vf. ~\d~ \.Nets h '(C.G.c . .t:.. Oi \I v0l.~/ 

S~ftt~+vv 

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

fN_re i5 S-far/1 t'vt) (::,')) Of\. -~ s-i'd-eJ a--f 

V")o-. us o·~ ~ o \\ / (,Cicd-~.v 5~~ rtt-h.v, f+o~vt~ 

if ' Wrj gc~ ~t\.cl: h'o~. 'IVa Cflet..W Ob)~we.J. lf/1 

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? H so, describe. 

~ 

Cc:Acc-efeJ, 



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

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: 

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). 

0 f &.\ 



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/lo..f.o ef o iVwr;..{-u 

. a_v.;A.y ~"" ~ ~ 

f-f/a.a+ar -(qHJ:. 

0;ov~)~ 

Photo 2: ~ ~ .\.o o ~ S"'l ~ <:.>-'a...L' o-\ ~\f\. t ~ fu w V\0 

c~d-J '{'~S'~t'..+. he..·,~ Eas+. 

Photo 3: e~o~ a\· 'oe'~ \]00..~ 'lo<i-St~ w \..u,'t ~tLs· -

0..~ ~c...~\..QJ). Na~~ d t'0..'1 ~ t~ c~ct:·r 

~ 

'"" ~ fo.J. jV'o (' fa.t'/1 it; (jVC(f Vi rib le. {) rai·, 

3oeS" \~ 0~~ II)J~~ ~er~r '-f.«Vtt. 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

-

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

(. fhi 5 fW f)'tU ,~ ~ IV'! Jooc/ COn dl~~"« · 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: 

Time: (SOO 

SWMU Number and Full Name: 

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

2. 

3. 

M. Ver: c5·+tesf~ vr~'c;yt 
o~ p~oR @-y 2r fa~). 

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

v~s. 
~ex~--~_; 

~ sp-c; (vel 

Nu r{e ?ud 
- ()of\ \i'05vl~ ~ s-ie 
-. (}efJV ('(CAM 

(1 II Jivt,v.r etC~"' r" 
s C))'\-Q. 0 l J ( {Vlf~O~ 
tN ev _4c, ; "' r jlv 
bf~vn . 

Are there any odors? If so, describe. 

J' oac/ (ct~--cfr~/{)y-_ 

~r'rr b..,f /"'~ 
ff /eo JPI' <f-/ou.... 

odc:N.. ~~r~U1 ~~ir cC ~~~ :JfecfJ 

tert ~ 
~r+t tJ!( r~ 

'-}:~ ~ tvl~tr-f lJ'u::JJC~Pf p1J-e()O ~r/1"77 

rr ~ t/cl?A.. o/l(),r--.r_ 



-

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. 

fl!u 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High O(Jtr­
fii 

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). 

( 2-'xZ') 



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

&£ Yes f tt+ f\) £ CovN-.1 o4 lo<r~cl ~· 
-too r HtJv ~Ji ry ~'" Ju; 0o t~. c: 2<vo fJfl/l-. 

() (' ~~s«} \~~+1~ 
.~o..t'&l ..._ • I 

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

Photo 1: ~Ao-lu o-\ tc>."'-lfeJ 1 ~Cf~\ ~fAt..Pcl ~-
~~ ~~(ry f ar~fV ( · 

Photo 2: r 0 c{-e\1\ .:."./ 

(fl' .f (co V-

PJ •. I_ r. , ~ ... z,;'f 
Photo 3: {trrro 0 f ~VI 

t1.1 J ~r/-tr~ Or e~tf,/elfrp-I o rJYitt ft.-, t vC) -e til " - / 

r1f. ~ t e.~ re. 



.. ~. Photo 4: .fho~ 

PhotoS: 

-
10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

l· lv.aJ tcpK~~~ ~~ {ho-bv fool s;.;~ ~ 

"' ~te-t>-> f"'J ~-~. .. r 've..~ · ~"' ~ ~~~r 
{ '-\'~ { ~ J- tvvt\S' \,.V t[ f ~~ prt:Pvt'& (~ 

a.\ s-~ --\-( ~ ( u"' c(e~ ~'e)). . 

-
-

-erco..peJ be,-q,./ a~&. (St>pei~r) )ul rr 

a.~ d: ..fico v' o+ of cl ;Jv/;J,'J. 
(, 01' ( 0o( 

).f;/ ( vv/ ,;, 

s. ot\ c\o<lJ 

-



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: :rL-rQ 2, t<ifr 
Time: frtltJ!"hn-ev ~rcy.e 1/-req__ { j1.;ea(/ Bir.J, . Zcctz.)) 

SWMU Number and Full Name: /lac C J ~ 

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

2. 

~ . . : 

/'{loft r( fad ()~ ;r jwJ_.., /v r-k. ,'rer) IN I 0 ,/r. .,.! 

Are-x.r - 6rr r~tM<I C(rrv~pel/llf> ~ f r.Jl liar flverJA 
{)£~ O/\ CIJ Q'l (/ a f I;-ftef(4?J ffo}R{a.flcw ;, ;.J 

-~ t' r }1c sebc..'c V\ i V) eM pod C. . 
- ~~\e~ o" ~(.1-cl $'. SZJiM.t d-l:ft. 'o~\c~ Bf€Y'--

- ~ () ~<\.o.!N') (.,.:(-tttBr?) ~ ~5 
~e ~ny dru~, batteries, transformers, etc., on site? If so, how many, and 
Itemize each With any contents if possible. 

{J! ff f '-fn,11 ( o.k~he? uf'( lcarl~d ..,_ 1 bo 1 SE of ;1tcl /. /k Y a ~ 
V\ot {eq {c; '7 1 h.,+ ~H-t Of\ )o; / ~ V!vf Jv-- Q. ~~ 

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

011 



-

-

-

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

fJ)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. 

ft)o 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High~. Low 0#~ 
--7-;.~;,p 

7. Were any holes dug for pro· 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. 

0 

J 
g ~·ty 

f..f.a.i~ 

ilv.e~ ~{~ 
~-Of\ ~l 

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

Photo 1: /ho ~ cr f ~ vL' l Y . j'-fa_ c""'-J of~ f &r1 fJ~c/ j 

Photo 2: fho.Jv o ~ s4~<;"~Pd \J'.tl.r-+CJA(fN' , -fl!6 a. fo') IV ficlf 

6~ Petd 2-. fh\)s-i \Z~ety t\vf -\-d f 0 \e c! 1\'{ -{;a"" 

f'"J. 

Photo 3: o-f- ;ho)€ 

Noff ,,·( 

if\ )>.''P' ,-f lad l:.. CJn W~~Jf 
p ... ;;, ;'7 . dowll side .,.[ ~ tvr>(/ 



.. ~. 

-

-/~ 

-

Photo 4: Pnc4J 
.:hc.(J 

P~ s+re- _)~e I ~~-o.::ir~""" dJ''~ 

~v.J -=4o~~s ~t&a ~. 

Photo 5: 

10. · Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

(_ t&rt-JLy teCoM~~EC:) ~ 
o.._ c. v ~~ of\.~ '--tk. &¥.. cc--Q:+e 

kl~ llct'-1-t~l\_ a{ 

~~- ~lr f._<u 

b~~ c&o~ . 

~<;\f ~0<tlS 

f}\~. ~~~ 

.), :;Q_~p l€S' ( $1.t;4ce> . .So~ { ) J "-cvl& ~~ ~t~t-1 

0- lf'O<xxJ. ~~. ru.cJ .C (De.. t-e.r) rl (}NIYif 01/t 

\l ~ ~'9-{-k ' Esfeci«=\lly l{\ ~ ~ o-\ }l':.,e !Jed? 

rPf-e~~ Oil'-. a-+ fVF (.OY~ ot ~ pad( 



J. L\ f{aW'tJV.:Ak?(er ( q ~~{5 
- \ ~ \;vQ ~·~ o ,' ( ( ifP ;I: e, 5 {JJ4---? fv <-4:i~( o/ 1 'r- i-o 

() C[~ {{w tlvw'f e-·-\- ...f t M o-f '-tk /7--yerJ-,'bt..) ~ 

_,__ 2-0 Y1 1''-'(fo.t ~ of d€0\tA.~ (c--w-.1~ 

5 f2(/2~Y fory 
1 

{b /t-11 ·f lAA r.f-~ (]ovi -re7v b~ <Pe-J 

M ~ f ~ f- J J-v/, t!/(/ cJ;t,-/11/f t/!rt' ~~ /0~ 

Ld< )};fr 'w--- ( cA K J" . f4 /( .Nr_ jl-.erl !r /lC 

Sf)q( f</YJ ~rw ~. f.lo f'c-ttl~"«ce ,;( rde«-S""f 



LEGEND 

AOC LOCATIONS 
SWMU LOCATIONS 
ROAOS 
OIRT AOAOS 
RAIL AOAO 
NAVY PROPERTY 
OOUNOARY 

~SHORELINE 

~MANGROVE 
!··::"::.·.;.:.:-;..>! AIRFIELD PAVEMENT 

SWMUs NOT SHOWN INCLUDE: 
5 TRASH DUMPSTER 

38 SEWER DRAINAGE SYSTEM 

AOC 1 NOT SHOWN INCLUDE: 

\ 

0 NAVAL STATION OUTFALL$ 
E LOCAL DISPOSAL AREAS 

J j 

) 

[NS(N&O& H0N0& lAY 

~ 
C&OIIIT&S 
ISLAND 

~PIHcRIT& 
~ISLAND 

0 0000 1000 )Oo)l) 

11./' ...... '>L!: - ·-1 
SCI\1 f.· rEt I 

FIGURE I. LOCATION OF SWMUs AND AOCs AT U.S. NAVAL STATION, ROOSEVELT ROADS (REF. 53). 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: :r v ~ \ l \ <t \ ) 

Time: 14/D 

SWMU Number and Full Name: .StvMI..J SJ ~-\- &,._ -~ 5{-,:.ro../~ 
~\&J }tJ~) . 

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

No, No s=-htc'vt c'?. ~d ¢jd'r5 , 

'-([,.,. i> /tc /tY'rJR' t:~re/ ~ }e~/le~-y ~~p ~~ ck-

..Piamrrvlolef ;,rre.J. 

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

'b_: 
fz.. s--jed/01 CQe<) 6"f f...ydt<klrc ..(ltd (G!J1 .tJt.~.zr) 

G ~· 3o . (our o ( ~t~~ +l"-t'c/ 

L v o2. c af(j ~d rckt..- I -Po k tJ?N ~1"f' 

·z.z_ I r+ {CIP.f /tyduv~( 1-r,.,:(J? 

1lfl- ra,.., -z. cycff' PP7.,.;..., ot 'I 
c·( fkJ, r o+ tA-,P,c/c.t...,... c(RJp-e.- ..fr._, J 

Are there any odors? If so, describe. 

'-#-1'()~v 

{'rd5( ~ Jlt //"YI CCIPIC: o-f 



-

. ~. 

-

-
-

-

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

f'v0. 

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~~/'- 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). 



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: 

~l\ '2.. Photo 1: /lzofo o { fp.;;t/P ~{' S'f-ed ,. M . .fJ-k,~ r;. 
;!1h crac f.s. 

fho~ of )vvvn Jro VCr.ff foci ~v C/1 '(>. 
~ 1\ z... Photo 2: 

.-<...-- (Zo ~l""r ~~rPii, !1Jo1e fila )~/Ptt~ f . 

~~ ~WW'S Q.\l~ \V' . 9 ~ (<l~J~'i-iL'V) . ;Vt>!~ 
) 

(31J'1 3/f! ' b~c~~ 't-t7~+. \I' ()fl" 

~\\ 't.. Photo 3: 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

!... ~}.H:v /r tonCM. 1r. 

1/)·f (Jf f&.;v{,, No 

..f'uccP.rt\\.~ ~ q 

fY'~V'tCe{. 

.2. ~~ lf 0..... J.tvM ~~~e fC!-& \uc_o..~--. /)" r 

J;:(f 0~ tSiJi '31)r. . fJocf ir pe.-u-cl vv 1 _>4 &{ c~ 

VJf.,tj) .tf ~0~ '('&:t,t; MQ ~~- ~d ~ LC..ou ~~ (<ract)) 1'n 1"1.. 

~ ()~ ~ fZ.O ST ;ec ({I;J/f dwtvtr ~t: fO r...<.P'rJHf 5o 
/ / 

1vh-e ,,·/s , ~4-i {veezt' -P..f-c •. /lJu ~ v~'detttcf at }f/ffr 
ov {eat5, (l.JCI )r.bt/7rj . vVc1 afoV. {)11/J/;1)) 

. av-e rP 

~ovJ [crt ~ t{;ut'\ fho.r VJcPVI {- ~ ~~v""" f( 1~Q tee reev ~c.P 

/~ \J'-.1/o CVZte{C), ~~/f ' f€..CA- )w#.u :.·I ~\5 (f Q - t -
\) ~ r-J \ 

~~ qro-\:o 7_.,;-



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: 

Time: 

SWMU Number and Full Name: S'flvm V '{o 
I 

1. 

~\s SWW\v \> Y'cl \o~ tr\ €"(t~V'L(). 

Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? 
detail. Sketch extent of release. 

If so, describe below in 

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. 



-

4. 
/'·· 

5. 

6. 

7. 

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. 

Ambient Air PID readings: High __!1!/j; 
I 

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). 

fi/1 



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: 

Photo 2: 

Photo 3: 

~-



-
-

Photo 4: 

- Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

-
-~, 

-
-



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: 

Time: t'-1 3 o 

SWMU Number and Full Name: ~ ·mv 4.f f g_t V\'S.f ~ !Vee'-./ 
I I 

·s~b~ P..es--+iclJe ~--f' 
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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

~ 

'. 1 <;r -<Jet ltwt OWW\.. 0tos+ (y -€1\AfY· ~otl?e 

r -t.- I -.2/' t7~ s~ eN" '\?t~fbt... Ovvil". !Ao-) l;ee"' 
~ ..c.v CA. \J..J~\ te. ~f()s-4~) 

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

{Vo 



..... 

-

-
-
-

-

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

rvc 

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 cJ ~ 
I 

Low _.....;O'_,t'd f'\ 
/I" 

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). 

fVo.. 8/c f"'d ;r (cv?C~ e 5vYffJ~q} ~r Cif';?UQ II .. 



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: 

?u 11 2- Photo 1: f h<rb 
fo._cl. 

f2o I I 2- Photo 2: 

Photo 3: 

{lo 
( 

{11 



Photo 4: 

- Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. -
(. ~y If')(!•{\:\ ~ co\\~ $0-W\~l~T ~ ?~ 

54vvM &tO. tV' ~ ck~· ~ re \'€Cl. s .e. 

-~'· )--o ca:.\1 QV\ a£ ~ yyv.... J-w-\0.. V' : 

-
. J.tti (\ \" ~r~~ 

Sv 1\'.~ ~.rwrb . 
1\VE'<:t. 

. 
~i.J . 

1. ~lLJ ,., Y\o-\ (..U~~'-\ly \J\e& -

~ rJW cliV~"'r {en--/ fP1 f- 5hov/rJ f:Je 

~ 
I 

Offl!J frr'vkf f )e~ {f- (/'/;~ 



~, ~S'~[c,df t;-!-o ~e ~u~tJr'? ,'r (oct~-- tV" olAf<_ 

tr a Hov..ecP I lA , 64-r c:r re r v L +
1 

Co nJe-c--~·fr c 

8~ ctvt vhtM.QWA. fvf (/{) vp -~ ~vtf: ~~ 

J,.ttct o{ St--eJ- f\;o ceo..cP..cv/s: 

~ ShoJJid a /5o {oiled Y'~Wf/.0 ~~~-.. c/~t~;:n li1 

5' tl fr1 I . ~~ /' ~,.( 



-
-
-
-

-

-

US Naval Station· Roosevelt Roads 

Date: TC/f"L 4 , I~ J 

Time: /z>a 
SWMU Number and Full Name: SivtnU 'f2, No-lev Treo.+FN!Jf 

1
/fu./11. 

SJ v· '" e /...0-j ~ovt> 
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, bow many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

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). 

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: Higltvf/' 

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. 

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

Photo 1: ~A~+o 
-~. 

Photo 2: 

- Photo 3: 

~·· 



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

l. -;hrs ~\~{r &of'..r ro{ ?rr:ces> oAf fiqC:Q~f-

~s\eS'· \k\f Wi<a.) V\_o ~\f\t-fj I \{\0 

~4-ress.qJ tl~j t~+talA ClLcr-J re 5if )1 ( .r?"' cJ1Plj/ 

te-l~~-~ 

), R_ecc:il-t~J /l<J turfW ~e:A.t 
t 



- I 
I 

-



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: 

Time: 

SWMU Number and Full Name: _(c;v/Jit</ C{)_ J)f'bi'Q ~..e/ '1\A::i J'ltd 4<»11. ~, 
CX/l Ji·k' 3') 

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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

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). 

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

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High~ Low--Yr 

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). 

No !Jjc 15 



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: 

Photo 2: 

Photo 3: 

q lur.J /;,_, 'tch7 d1>a • 

a P1f :fk t/? '':/ · 



-
/-, Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

-



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: Tv~ Yt lt'l r 
Time: 13 SO Q.(. lkvtct { {Cfr-;e-1 Sjfl.pp11.J 

SWMU Number and Full Name: S'0!Y}v ~ a#o ~~ bulex.sf cf:vcopt ~ 
@=-ce s~-w i') · oro. ( '('0..7 e 7>,:~-cc..... 

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? ~f so, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

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



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

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: 

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

for- /lfr/lMaiflr In '-ft_<e /'tltcUIP of ~ 
fta-h>p r ~<Xf Uf »~ 5fdi~M/o7qe '4'"-f 

~ol:_ aYJ /(/fJv ~ctdt'/y· fi-Nv ~ocf //7~· _z-· 

51?'€ ((eJ ~ fh c.rfeV' /q 1 # ~ f fltJ f d 6!~ ....J.~ dec;('~ 
{;V~v QV flcJf ~ cr::f&v f1P r ~ . ~ Q lj~~-



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

!Vv I . 

l'~ 
{1\ 1 ' 

' )(\ 

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

Photo 1: 



-
Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

- 10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

·1~ I..( ~;y/f5 cJI--f. 4o ~ ~fey., 5weef Saf!it~(-e-y 

~~tJ be ~lcf:'U' ~(I' ~ J(-kc,' ~>U"-'-€~.V( 

*-~ tr flo €u\\Je.V\ce v·+ a ~{-eqft? 

~f, 

c_. ~ (ump'\t. qpe~f:xt.-r;· h rfWW;ry o// 

, f1 vo /t;t; fl(l.ci'J . ~ Jro 1'4 r o~ '--f:f;..L. ,;.,( /~ 
t;-q()(a<kv r+. tf e Mp-/tfi7 · Ol( t/t..fv r j d (/avo., 

QJII; h r,v/ttl~t-. aN. ~fA -'<; n.ut+·e(J.rrJ '-/.& rT ""j"t !fc"1 

J'IJ~>- £crer. ~vl~ <--fu..r5 . pvtt~ee c'r /A tit«:~ 

rv0 0 ·,t s~·{ "' v--tr-t> ,..kJ. 1."' ~ fH. 
-

~.ecoiV\ ~~ /Lv ~~ acJ-i?n 

~~ tftv1'_ t1/f f /lcWv~/ Cr;~r fiNd()~ a~c!c.~r · rr d;;k 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: ... hJY-A- \ l 11t'tJ 

Time: /o '-a l"' ~""' 

SWMU Number and Full Name: SIN 111V ~~ .['(Z 5(-k /r.:, f'Cd 

ea.,,,oo;iCi( Bv,'fcf,~ S8 
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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

"-IL ~ f/ _j_ --k_ ( {: '~ df"(_ /Jc,~r j'U. cyflt1c/e~'s d'/1 s/fe. -yo o 

~s ~nt> 0~ Ve!fiovf S'lzec, t1lma11 rr/1 q/l 

bci ~-e;;e Qte.: fl -.kw Plf.tt!eVfl . o,J~ --1ttv11f. 

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

·- ~I}Q_ \s o.n c~ \ / ~\~t od<V \.omit'tJ -Rvm !'t1.S /elf> 

8v;td. t~ ~~. l'k"\,((_ o..\\lt · (h o..m \o~-t>v'\ l o-don-- fuvn ~ 
6-.J~t&e. TW tn-\-~riur ot- fLdvli~ "tY I') ~ d,f+eiY}?I-
S~mv iCtan <-tW. ~~~c-,.)-r. 

/ 



-

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. 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: 

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

~s. 

1-oc.c~.~~ d 
Q;f't:~rc ~-t~ ~t:s 



8. Are there ·any signs of stressed vegetation? H so, describe and sketch. 

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

Photo 1: Pho'hJ e> t- eo"CN.te Pacl .fatc.1 11/u.J,. 1/Jo{e> ,kcl:.. 

0~ s~~" 'ry -o i\ c.e tlco-t~' j4(~ /f.J:J-1-e /o CQ</r ~" 0 -t~ 

b t- ~~• v~ · C f'-o~( ,.-:1. n , /_ -~ J. J)t,n ~ "fVT.. ~ ._,., 1-QJ ~ . .,--u.Pl f-l' 

Photo 2: 

Photo 3: IAato 



Photo 4: fk.-k o+- c~ lav'!te Cy l~·NtEv flt,v~e ract 
J-( ~If.~ al'f!. i 1t fi~. 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

I. : 5\~&u\~ Car~\lo 5-\e..~ ~-\ ~\) S""NMV i.r xWv!EtP 

-
-.~. 

-



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: ~\"'Q.. -z..., l<i\~ 

Time: r 0 Cf), 

SWMU Number and Full Name: S(,\..)rY)\J 4b 1 

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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

/W. 

t +rash .(an 

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). 

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~ 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) .. 

/HJ 8/L 
r-ele~re. 

v7~-la:-l-1t;A. 



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: ( /1D {o 

Photo 2: 1'/Jt) {; en --f(oc:;,/ ()..~ {ht:A.#t~J /70 ev,'clfl1rf 

CJ-t ~tvtr~ ff '{-'V'e ttbf€'rce d O¥~y d~/U~ 
./ 

C CJ(4a(~V5( -t-z,u.. V\c.Ce, I t'W rt e--+c r • 

Photo 3: 



-
Photo 4: 

-

- Photo 5: 

..... 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

-

-

-



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: .:r-\JV'Q... I \ (£{ t} 

Time: { ~4) '-{ f (L~~~ jc:t3 

SWMU Number and Full Name: ~. 5W M 1ile, era d_q_y oi' I f.l.or/e 
· ~vn;:JJ,_,c/ i~ h~t c>f 81~. ?to 2... 

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

2. 

3. 

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

I. /o <?~p+y clV0'1V'\ a lo1 
I"' co)~ ~\ o.. c:;1t cl fi 

ptuceJ {.,._ ~-

BlJ3. ~~ 4a ~ ~E>J 
<(~~~\~~J (u; ( (Qc... ~ 

""Z,.· !lo )> -lq /ItA/' p/rvf4;1J, E.rh/fy 1-nj/P ewrNt/), 

/JlllVyl?f ~ PRtnb ~ 

.5: /0 ))19(1~ 
(41c.k /t4tra<foJJ ~Ol l, 

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). 

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: Low~/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). 



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: fh~\o <!)-\ 1<._(('(\.q{y c\. VVM S bR.~\v-d '61~5' "S/Oc 
~ct:\ 0..~ v;etP ~ o-vy {CV\-b\IV"t\ 1/'C'A..~ So,~( _.. .. 

~'\- vy,tJ hi ~S"v\.-\ ~W' C't'fft'/1. 

Photo 2: !Jfu-k, of +rrjle fNOfhed )fV~ ~ k 6JUI/Jkf 

~ o~mo 

Photo 3: f}10 --h, 0~ o; { dVVM) £f 5o; ( (ovHaa,;~'frpJ 

)\V~\ ;ft)l'Jf .;t:ec.f(~ tR(!'(a.._ o~'~ tA frc J," /e 
bav ~ ~ w ~ref/.. (). r 1/1 4-vrn ~~- ~ td-R ~ 

(c"'c~{f 1uJ' f:;e~J 0// )t!J k;>· fU;k 

~' ;!e,iPf o~ 11 fak 

-



-

Photo 4: 

-
-

Photo 5: 

-

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

fiktk. f.o~ ~a.'f~ ~~ et~ . ~./t l\ e \Jef\~Q uv 
't>~--

-

-



~L '-(. .d-- Z.v tJ rJ h.f.kvt..cty b fl y& f!a--1-. Ci::ve~·.pcJ! 
tJ 4o;tecf Uf. tvltf ~I" fM;'Jftf ~ f!J~!PIQ 

~J ,'_n .odf b~r~~ e:t~q -(}f'. (OV!C~ fe ,_,. r. 

fev-,;.. /f 4-tq,/f d -I- >~,..d 6'7r. 



-
.. --... 

-

-
-

-

-

-
-

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: :r v~ 1 l'l't > 
Time: l ')CJQ "'\'\ e,.vJ f- ~~ {fc,/ ~ ) 

SWMU Number and Full Name: ~ ( ~ S\ . .u(Y\0 
1 

wa~-te G' c l ~t o" 

g-co Jq_ I lo"' 
w ~de ,,.{' Bl~ 3tSj 

L 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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

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). 

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: 

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). 

1vt 
Ytr 1 a1 vu fvt diSLh(.{vlfl /oc~un. 



..... 

8. Are there ·any signs or stressed vegetation? If so, describe and sketch. 

-
-
-

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

Photo 1: /);0 -/r; d {- -frt ct f_ 

o{ 1}/JJ ~Iff, 

Photo 2: 

Photo 3: 

-



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

I~ 



-

-

-
-

-
-~. 

-
-
-

-
-

Date: 

Time: 

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

-:s-\J~ \ \ \q '[ 3 

IS'""Z) . {Z-vJ(gtc.lq1 
so 

SWMU Number and Full Name: SW tv1 U ~r 5"-+o fa._cte ~~ 

Gt~ -s '"b 
Is there any visible staining or evidence of release? If so, describe below in 1. 
detail. 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. 

\f~s ·. 
L rr ~ <j"Gt\~ ~~ o~ ~\o..~tc;" {Otl fo /oif) 

S~ 

u 
f. 

'· 
3. 

S" .-54l \eo~~ (Q t.-..5 &-\ (Oo~ G? HV!~ 

-::;--1~1~ (QR\f 
0 { .(:(OCJV (!.....~( 

~ _
7
" f{cv, . {c,ttr o·f- (""'/,J-?'ra~f 

\- ~(IW' ctt~r ~ rf e~"'tf 
? fq~t?H", bl~ r~ ;~~ h 

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). 

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~P'"" Low __ ,//'-

7. Were any holes dug for PW 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. 

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

Photo 1: /Aolo o-f JJ/'v""'S f. (C?"-r b.eJ,~J l!c§ 
f/t, f<.- :. ~ ,·r /lc {'cl'f CH 1-e 

a.rt g;--#tiJ ofrrecl-1 y ~vt s~( I, 
-
...... Photo 2: /liP-/-,; rJ t /)/VMJ 

')I b c;, .faciry hv-ft..._. 

Photo 3: f/Jo fo c:rf 

- f{ 6' (qt-kpf.f. 

-



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. M"IScellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

f. OtvffAS ~ (QP..f ll!'f ;/ffrl-j 4r/ec-fly OJ"' · SO,/. 

INN ' -+Zot 'den(~ o+ d{ (/'f 1-e~ J' .f • CY)'t/-edfr-
J f tl& 

5Jt._01v//J b{ ;laced o.,.., ifJI'- c I7P1 c re-1--< ro1. 



--
-
-

<(. 

-
-

- I r. 

-/~. IL 

-
-
-

)~ ~iCt //oV1 

\.-\A~ 

( z_ s -<J4: (fa;, C'i ~ ~ t).J ~ri1t-R c;rv,J- rt-c/ 

~~(c~fj 

,r )-rqt~_ (Cl~ 

/hiS( /etrA-f rtl/X(' ~ 5" )J- :f41!<# cl~r. 
~ ( f.41 f::a-wtA M .feu N; 

? 2 ) - /4- flc.il1 ~f1..J' {; ll"V·~. vs ~ + 5' 1.£. 

c~rfVLV ~-f i$!cf; )1'-b, ·Tra.rw~r-r.-uT «n. nllr~ 

ov-- 11\.)Cic:~ ~ afpe(}.r ~ ~ N..u.J .. TifGt"'~~" 
0-~ to+ ~~~'1 ~ '-\"~\}~- 1r lJ\o "et.-(d. --en c-e a1 
~ te. t-e.ct.Se. .. 



US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: su~ Cf I If 7 r 
Time: ~~ r 

,.... 

e,VJl~(, Jc; 5 
s-l (g 

SWMU Number and Full Name: Stv/JIJ{) ~( /h N.w S'wiv,u rr) 

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

2. 

3. 

\k5. ~ C9V\C.~ f~ \~ \) ~\~ 1,0/ o;l 

tk fod · 'r S' t lt'i 1 ~ ~o.-t4.. E cu:~ ~o.t t ~~> (-fr cL..,)~ · 

~~f>.., \JO.We. c..t4_ 6..~a\t ~r )~(~ \(\ ~ u\c~,.. ((tr c:J 

~ o~.fc~ \JD..\LRs 

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

/f{ ))~jtf/IQ'\ diVfr'-S u.f.- tNQS~ or~fr /lrl1 f?c-hle/ 

Jv~ fk f f> \a. 4 ~ W::lt"'- ( pla>!-ic 'M lye& ~~ J V'f fbd<J,} /1/c:Jc_ 
. 7 

fv~~·~ Pe-trot~ L f()b8o), A11-lr He€-ce lw~w ~-k1 hyd-~l~c 

l \'-"J tf c,.d . ~s. e'"-~l ~etit'{ ca;tf c:rero)VI Jku)rl t'Qiiv 
. I 1. v · u 1 II· -"' 

t,vU-\te 1 SC/C"it-.Q.fr<- ~ftc_ f ft~itA +()JC:P S·h~ 

Are there any odors? If so, describe. 

_,., "( {../! 



-

-
-
-
-

-
-

-

-
-

-

/~. 

;~· 

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

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-4r- Low_o_rr~-

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. 
-~ 

/Vo. 

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

Photo 1: p~ 

Photo 2: ~~ot\, 0~ vo\v-t. wt S1jhS' o( ~teQ.se E 

~ ~«-) tov,(c ( ko-ti? )_ 'cVu +~ yJr d"t 
~ rJiec fl.; VRJ -to C(e~ Clf <;'/'/(. 

Photo 3: ~'f'o~. o( fl e ~~(w_; Lit(()(_ 



.~ •. Photo 4: Ll01e. up 
-

Photo 5: 

-
-
- 10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

-

-
-

-
-
.~· -

-



1o. \c Qeco~~ 50.(/1\. ( \L'r; 0~ v{~?.dlj-e tic~~ 

~ ck(fc ~v t~~+- O~c~J L vl-~~r;, 
~-

OIA 

l~ p~ 'fho~kP ~-{_ cle~ So ~-t- atAy 

0"'~-+tow 5 ~'+ ( o'-'.~ t tf' v-J v.. ~e c. 



-
-
-

..... 

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: 

Time: 

SWMU Number and Full Name: 

i-""el ~~~~h 1 
&N(Y\v $?--

IS I cJy 2.cA::J - i;JoJk (_g 1/ed-rdr. a """- q-/. 

. £0-r-+ 4?,.d a~ yvnwq_y. See 1Yop C:w bGt-{..,t>r, 

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, how many, ancll 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

t s-r-- rtr()/' dtAJr-- .t{ 5jt~~'~ Ul 
\ c-r -~q (01 oNv- of flo,il ~rCJ~"' ~~r . 
\ tr:~j - ~fi [ {cJ., J~ cf \AC( l"'ifCi.~·~cO L-et 

·Ecvr·ry ). \ '- \ I 
(__ ~) Cf(( f{;,v. jw"tv' qt T! ~ ~ ~ ( 

- (~lflltNh/Pf' (oc ~·k'~ - r;"4f~ 

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). 

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

. Ambient Air PID readings: High~,_ 

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). 

f/o. 



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: qh~ 0~ dV'l W'-.$' ~ fa: ~-ev 4~ct'~ flJ£. - /~ 

~[I etMf+r· /\Jo ()~ 5ta ; (/\ t'j. 

Photo 2: 

-
- Photo 3: 

-

---------------------------------------



Photo 4: 

Photo 5: 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

f. '--T1ir () a.. -\<e~ftJ at vy >+vi/?A.-,1!__, 

z_ Cr1_r~ \r-US Y\cA Dr PYlf /lAe{ I )1Nl4l u (/tl- ,. 

3, 
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US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

Date: :f v~ \ \ \ 't-=t 3 

Time: ;~ 

SWMU Number and Full Name: f\o C A , ~ -r ~J...o &.~f 

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, how many, and 
itemize each with any contents if possible. 

- \ (o -:~a..\~ &!Niv\ 

~\ ~~ ~~-t 
~\~}Q. 

' 'J \ "s-t e 

'i{L\\.{ 0..~ f\U~~ o1NM} t) t- O..~V\~N1 Otfo f:u.d Jr; 
tNo 1{-e vvoJA +tvid .pro,v... ~f"''? tTJfklo c411 fetnh~ reAl/ 

.q MI •. ·Ill( ~ 
--- ..j}Q a ~o.r ~~ pa.t:fd~ a~ l:J-ev~J ~ ~~ il' -f>YC-Rf(&'1t. 

~I'P.t~e. ~r~ t-fAI 1"6 ec,J·dmce ~+ ~f~Ie ~~ ~Fe q/'PCl-J. 
3. Me there any odors? If so, describe. 

!UJ. 



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. 

6. Ambient Air PID readings: High~ Low 0~""-

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). 

;1A; IJ /(. if~p..( 

re I e:Q.fP cf t1 It 

f(/tb/ffl('f' d f q 

/'A'f' ~P\ Co-e-t: ~ 



-
fho4v ,....-.., b~ ~hok o.t Dvu«' fa.c~ "ttf ! - at+ 8!Jr /Zto -

f~~ 1s e~.~ 
I o\ f]MC1 foe) Jt a4 oty:!if~ 

- &. )a y rJo WQ r~Jv,_v,~~ a !'lb.. .fha_,& ~~ ('F';c;ecl -f.d 

t t \ 1" ~ Ml~v axeu:Js: 

-'----------~ 



Date: .:r\J ~~ a. \ l Cf 9 1 

Time: fooo 

US Naval Station Roosevelt Roads 

SWMU Number and Full Name: ,A-oc .8, f;,-~v PIN 0 5fore~../..e lire-. 
( ~ .. ;td""J u) 

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

. ~l5 Swtvtv k~ ~~ a.~vvt~ lcr~. 't{A.e_~ tf 

0.. MO. ~-€ S1A ( {t- eoJ \[W'J~ 0)" ~ V;r'l c.!(: 'fb '~ 
fo-J ir ~ I) Xg;' 0~ \)-)~~ '-\:~ \,v',\c\'try 01\ CJ( ~J. 

tt.o.u~ i' ~e ~~ 5G-v-J. ~· lk-~ o..v-e H 
--- ~V VVA' o\ J.,~rd ~-el e v_vv-·, c"'"~ o \\. ~~¥Ct 

r}..Nm<; ~ ~ w( (J.. ~tf 

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

Yes -
I· l< 

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

~ -7Cf{[v"· 

c>{ ~ 



-

-

-

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. 

6. 

7. 

Ambient Air PID readings: 

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). 

:fl1 'fN S oPd v;ec/ c./-G 1.1 t ~~ b 0; f !e fPa.fP, 

()t Z ft::;..br vl"'c(t?p~~h .. 
I' 



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: 

:;5 Photo 1: @ho--6 

· I I • - 5 13 /ou~r/ 

J Photo 3: fnutu o.C . S46. ( Y"ld ao-eo... q 5tLvJ vseJ -+c, 

Sv"lc ol\ o~ 1ro~ wc;IJ tV., 



-

~ 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: fho \c 0 ~ \ ~~ v \ol' o \ \of f"Jo ~\ '-kl!1t ~~.p. 

c*~..(?' any ·~-el /Jo4e. ~ <A.~\J\ ~S\1'. ~~ 

. ~Si"" "t f il" trrce fletrf c&ct·!t~ ~:\ '{Y\a.y <;fill. 
NV' (.i2tc{c ~ 

Photo 2: 
~'y)o*o "'~ (o..,.cy..\of" 

Photo 3: 

tJo ~<t 9 Ou~ (uv\ J.. \ ~uV' 
~~ 

ot\o f=ve ( ji 

o.C -t~~tc ! V\c 

~~)v.P ~~, 

QvJ-€£liC-e" ..,.\ 

1/Jc £ of i/1)/drP of 6/~. %j2., 

f'./t:~r/P CJ/1 Nr ~i-oVCJP. !h~ o-r dtt//11S .,J. 

. Ctft~t,de tvarl.e uJV 11-l!s.r. ;U,~t:tl 'l1P1~ tlflt~ 

f/{/J/j ;Jc P/IJ ( [;~ 17A'(!T) r f17t 11{-/ /ttL ( o. ckrn -Fla. •. ), 

)4 II wd -+,;, c {e:tn '-/t?J'.f'~lo -€'7;j.p) • 5o evl- PV1J/·i~ 

0 ,/_ ftA I 'fr!RI cr of 0 fTo £ -(e:p I ( Ce r~c:tP1 ';;>' 



Photo 4: o+ c~(:_ t'" ·-f<7v;edo Jl-lC. rhcL-' 
C<J"'U.c {:.. I r Vto + s-·e ~~ I h vv-€ v.e.v. 

10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 
~v'\~ 

/. fuef f\ <;-*.v~f' ()b.,-_ (rc)JV /'nof\~t~ dalf Y. 

z. ... ~~~. yse_ ' ' 

~ cct~d~i:.JA. ~ h~ I) //I 

cvr<cfr IJ(! d~~( --------Jtlo t( /r +;e;l. !r /(L~ ~-J-r;;;J. 
ave ya/eJ. :SvY1/ /f t1()b +~.rhlr r,~-ee~ 
tf ~ tl'~ /lo OtJt;fr ;/!;l 

;., 61J1 /7Se>, 
~(v....J 

f&.r .. ~~ ~ J.NVV' ~c-Q<' ct.te {V' y(X)J 

cry~' fiP ct:YQc/=y 
I 

llt:~ ~/p?r'J. 

:Ji?r,J-r 81~ /730. ~a}'h ett"€C( I\ ~y~ 

(2 Q.V't dv+ ~ ~ {th t'lo [!he~. ~/ouv h~r lfo 

cca.c..f=-5 ~ i( 'lt)Y(P~. 

s, Fie< mmq,/e s+a va7 ~ I af:e,..-. 
~~ va vi~ Si Z:~J c~~-t~ '5". 

{ Qllffl rJAI t!vtpew .. S dtui'IA r _ 

/)"1ct-k ~ j(J /j I /1c ( uf e : ale cUC 

/Vt:' .e(/,;)e Vf~ o { OCA r 
(vbntCift/ p/11 /"'';1f; ~kl-1 • 

~~EO ~E'S'- f\Jv oJor5 Ylc. <;--k '•fll) 
f~,,~ .,.. 0 diJ'..D {.ec'lc~~ 

rc C~tZtcts. ~o-.. t'> 

.. 
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Photo 4: PhoJ.c o ~ ) ~(~ (forQ.t'S ~( VJ SE a~cty 
& fV'- PocR.s f (2 8 J . 

- 10. Miscellaneous comments, suggestions, recommendations, etc. 

f~ f?A,fo a/o"i 5' tv~(/ o + f{,d 3. /%oh. o( 

J/-reJJ?cl llo/e/-0.-k'aYI ~cJ'7 4/. 

- /. 11Ja/l.r {6ev-~r) of /a.d 3 a_~ Croc/-eol / A96? 

~J J ;s forte~ 

-fd z )/' fof Jfat~ M #tf C( s-)1/fu{/ 

hole • 
~.(?r~ w. )i'c/.e w/ 1)/ i .)/r., lp,~;, /PI 01/1. 

/ltj/,-i) I 

(C/fl/1117 
. )ot»J? Oci-1-J;/P tu;tl! 

3. /to.) I r 
t--Lae~//y J4atNcl. ,, 

L{. 'lkv--f aN -fhtef 'i-A 11f-k~ l¥"2~"f )1-et ye},'Y d)~el ~ 
"''' ~;'/. fhy ,::IN /J,d /t'l?.t/7 cf J.HcJ~ # 
flwt~J ;;a (/'Polo/~ d/'8t 

- 5 · ..sq_""i' \ i '} c ~ ~ so: U S ~rnv:.J~ ~l r <t ~ sf....,/r) 

~ .f:.':!y~· lf.~~ ";:r;e,J. S~vld .Ge {lea~>«< tf Yntt?.fl.,ti>-1-s 
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NJ-R31.APP 

APPENDIXB 

MAPS OF SWMUs WHERE SAMPLES HAVE BEEN 
AND/OR ARE PLANNED TO BE COLLECTED 

RECYCLED PAPER ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL 

TRC 
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BASE MAP SHOWING 
SWMU/AOC LOCATIONS 
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LEGEND 

•IA·EI 
·11-461 

AOC LOCATIONS 
SWMU LOCATIONS 
R040S 
OIRT ROADS 
RAIL A0A0 
NAVY PROPERTY 
80UNOARY 

~SHORELINE 

E·-:-:·:·:·S MANGROVE 
!:···:: . .-.-:.i'·>l AIRFIELD PAVEMENT 

SWMUs NOT SHOWN INCI.UOE: 
5 TRASH DUMPSTER 

38 SEWER DRAINAGE SYSTEM 

AOC 1 NOT SHOWN INCLUDE: 
0 NAVAl. STATION OUTFAI.I.S 
E LOCAl. DISPOSAL AREAS 

I I J I 

) 

[NS[IU04-

) 

~PIHrAtT4 
~ISLAND 

] 

0 oOOO !.000 """"' ........ ~.e::::::r·· - __ , 
SCAI f.· f"H I 

FIGURE.!. LOCATION OF SWMUs AND AOCs AT U.S. NAVAL STATION, ROOSEVELT ROADS <REF. 53). 
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FtgUre 3-4 

Navy 
Exchange 

Access Road 
__ (lmpassa~lle) . __ ...... 

........... ........ ....... . 
"'-..-...... ___ . 

ROUNDS 1 AND 2 SAMPUNG LOCATIONS AT SITE 5, 
ARMY CREMATOR DISPOSAL AREA 

I J 

) ) 

7. 8'"'·· ·'''· .... . ......... ;··: .. , .. ~ . \,,, ··'''·· . . .. ,.. ... ··"·· 
• . ..\\i,. . ··'''' .• • ••• ,:· •. ·, 

I . . •''· .• '·· . ,, ''· ··'''· . ' ''·· . . 
., ·''.'· ''''·· ··''· ..... 0 ·"'·· ·'''·· 

• ·'1'· ·"· • ,,, ..... Ensenada •· ·'''''·. ·''· '· ,,t,." .. ·'~ MANGROV~ . ··. ,,,;·''· 
'·· ··''''· _, • .,,.. ·''''t, •. ··"·· ··· ·· i Honda 

·'''''· ,,\J,. I \I;, .\ "• ,II, , 

'"'· _., 1.··~:;,,,,,·'.;,,,~ •· .• ,11;~ EXPLANATION 
· .••'!-· ··"~· .•II. fi\ Monilor Well 

I ·'"'· ·,,tlfl.l v:::.J 
•· 11, ··"·· >( Sodlmonl and Surfaco Walor 

· · '"'· ··•· Sample 

~ §m Disposal Anoa 

··''''· '\ ............_ ~ . ·-,_- ~······· ·'"'· ... ~ ~ .. ~., ...... ·- -· . . .. ,,.··· .... ;'-~ .. ..... ..... 
SSES .u.. '· ,, · ... ,,, ~......_......_ .. ,_ '· ......... ' 
ssws ''· "'''·· • .... ,., ,;, ·"· .. '· ...... 
•• ·''''·· ·"" • •lfl. •• '·· • • .. 

•• .~''· ... alt.. . • • "''·· ~u.-. •• • .• ....._ 
" .... ~ ...• ,, @. 

,, "' .... ,,, . : 
•• ..••11'·· •. • ... , SGWOS 'I.. 
··''''·· ·'"· . . . .. , . 0 • • •• ,,. • •• 

·'"'·· ··"· ·. ·'"'-:,, ··' ... .. . ...• , ' "" _/' '• 

.. ·'"'·· ··"'·--MANGROVE . 
' 5SE4 ··"·· ·''"'· 

5SW4 •• •'"'·· 

·''''· ··"'' 
·"··"' ,,r, .... f 

-400 200 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

0 <400FT. 

1 
SOURCES: NEESA, 1984b, ESE, 1905. 

CONFIRMATION STUDY 
U.S. NAVAL COMPLEX 

PUERTO RICO 

J 
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N 144000 

THE LOCATIONS INDICATED MAY BE 
SHIFTED TO THIS AREA. DEPENDING 
ON F'URTHER REVIEW OF' DOCUMENTS 
AND DISCUSSIONS WITH STATION 
PERSONNEL. 

JOO. 0 150 300 100 

1'-=• .. -=•"-===j' .. •'~----~' aker 

LEGEND 

e PLANNE:O SURF" ACE: SOIL SAMPLE 
LOCATION· 

1 inch = 300 ft. 

FIGURE 2·-3 
SAMPLE LOCATION MAP 

SITE 5, ARMY CREMATOR 
DISPOSAL SITE 

NAVAL STATION ROOSEVELT ROADS 
PUERTO RICO 
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SWMU2 
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EXPLANATION 
GE9 Suspected Extent Of Disposal 

... 
~ 

Figure 3-5 

(!) Monitor Well 

>( Sediment And Surtaca 
Water Sample 

@a94 

ROUND 1 SAMPUNG LOCATIONS AT SITE 6, 
LANGLEY DRIVE DISPOSAL SITE 

3-18 

····· : 
.. 
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?~ ... r~ 
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400 

Honda 

GRAPHIC SCALE~ 

0 200 

SOURCES: NEESA, 1984b, ESE, 1985. 

CONFIRMATION STUDY 
U.S. NAVAL COMPLEX 

PUERTO RICO 
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EXPLANATION 

• Composite Soil Sample From 0 To 1 Fl. Depth 

Composlle Soil Samples From o- To 1· Fl. Depth 
@ 1· To 2· Fl. Depth, And 2· To 3- Ft. Depth 

(Total 01 3 Sample:.; 

NOTE: Grid Spaclno For Soli 
Sampllno l.ocallont 11 
25Feet 

Figure 3-6 . 
ROUND 2 SOft. SAMPUNG LOCATIONS AT 
SITE 6, LANGLEY DRIVE DISPOSAL SITE 

3-19 

CONFIRMATION STUDY 
U.S. NAVAL COMPLEX 

PUERTO RICO 
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FIGURE 2-4 
SAMPLE LOCATION MAP 
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DISPOSAL SITE 
NAVAL STATION ROOSEVELT ROADS 
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Figure 3-8 
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ROUNDS 1 AND 2 SOIL AND GROUND 
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R 
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crap Metal Area 

EXPLANATION 
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Soli Sample 
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SAMPLE LOCATION MAP 

SITE 7. STATION LANDFILL 
NAVAL STATiON ROOSE'lELi ROADS 

PUERTO RICCI 

l 



-

SWMU4 

-

TRC 



t.J 
I 

t.J 

) 

. t 

I 

~. 
GRAPHIC SCALE 

0 400e=s==:'200~s~o ~~~~~·oo FT. 

Figure 3-9 
ROUNDS 1 AN0.2 SAMPUNG LOCATIONS AT SITE 8, 
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CONFIRMATION STUDY 
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Ensenada Honda 

INf11AL Assa!SSMI!HT STUDY 
NAVAL STATION 
ROOSIIVa T ROADS, PUeJi fO RICQ 
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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 lOB 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 lOB is numerated as "lOB" only, 
whereas Photograph lOA is numerated as "SWMU lOA." 
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SWMU lA 

SWMU2A 

SWMU2B 

SWMU2C 

SWMU3A 

SWMU3B 

SWMU3C 

SWMU3D 

SWMU4A 

SWMU4B 
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U.S. NAVAL STATION ROOSEVELT ROADS 
SITE VISIT 

PHOTOGRAPH LOG 

Photograph of metal object (foreground) and rusted metal (background). 
Rusted metal in background is a possibly a drum. The location of the:se 
objects is approximately 200 yards along the trail from the Army Pier 
Access Road. Photograph is taken looking south-southwest. 

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. 

Photograph of the thick, dense vegetation that covers the site. 

Photograph of trail plowed by a bulldozer for Baker when they performed 
their sampling. Photograph was taken facing southeast across Langley 
Drive. 

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 1taken 
facing east in the area of active landfill operations. 

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. 

Photograph of 5,000-gallon A VGAS 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. 

Photograph of the landfill facing north..:northwest. Note the location of the 
5,000-gallon A VGAS tank left of center. 

Photograph of the oil/water separator facing north-northeast Note the lack 
of staining. 

Photograph of the inside of the oil/water separator catch basin. Note the 
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-
SWMU6B 

- SWMU7A 

- SWMU7B 

SWMU9A 

- SWMU9B 

SWMU9C 

SWMU9D 

SWMU lOA 

- SWMU lOB 

SWMU lOC 
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drain, the lack of staining, and the absence of cracks in the concrete. 

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. 

Photograph of the bunker taken half way down the hall. Photograph was 
taken facing west. Note the lack of any containers. 

Photograph of oil on water at tank 1082 (diesel). Photograph was taken 
facing north-northwest. 

Close up of the diesel on the water at tank 1082. 

Photograph of two concrete pits located approximately 100 feet south­
southwest of tank 212. Photograph was taken facing north-northeast. 

Photograph of the inside of the tanks. Note the water at the bottom. 
Concrete is in good condition. 

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. 

Photograph of the top of tank 217. Note the area of stressed vegetation. 
Photograph was taken facing north. 

Photograph of very rusted 5-gal1on 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. 

Photograph of stained area located approximately 100 feet southwest of the 
fenced area. Photograph was taken facing north-northeast. 

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. 

C-4 

ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL 

TRC 



SWMU llA 

SWMU llB 

SWMU llC 

SWMU ltD 

SWMU 12A 

SWMU 13A 

SWMU 13B 

SWMU 14A 

SWMU 14B 

SWMU lSA 

SWMU lSB 
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Photograph of the storage pad located inside Building 38. Note presemce 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 comer 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 ftre training pit which is located approximately 200 
yards west of the new ftre 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. 

C-5 

ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL 

TRC 

~\, 

.~\ 



-
SWMU 16A 

- SWMU 16B 

- SWMU 17A 

SWMU 17B 

-
SWMU 17C 

SWMU 17D 

- SWMU 18A 

SWMU 18B 

SWMU 18C 

SWMU 19A 

-
SWMU 19B 

- SWMU 19C 

SWMU20A 

NJ-R31.APP 

RECYCLED PAPER 

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 comer 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 comer of building. Note the heavy staining and 
the presence of the vent that leads directly to the outside. Photograph was 
taken facing n'orth. 

Photograph of the grassy area 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 

SWMU24A 

SWMU 24B 

SWMU 25A 

SWMU 25B 

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!wate:r 
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 comer of the pad. 

Photograph of batteries on pallets and three storage cabinets. These are 
located at the northeast comer 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. 

SWMU 26A-C Panoramic view of the yard where the drums were located. Note the 
presence of numerous mounds. Photographs were taken facing west and 
south. 

SWMU 26D 
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Photograph of where Building 544 used to be (excavated area). Note the 
lack of staining or stressed vegetation. Photograph was taken facing west. 
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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 comer 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 stainilng. 

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 338 

SWMU 34A 

SWMU 35A 

SWMU 358 

SWMU 35C 

SWMU36A 

SWMU 368 
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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 oiVwater 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· oiVwater separator. Wails 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 northwest. Note the lack of any 
staining and the presence of the drains that flow to the oiVwater separator. 

Photograph of the oiVwater 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 oiVwater 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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Photograph of drums and cabinets immediately adjacent (southeast) of the 
pad. No staining. 

Photograph of stressed vegetation at the northeast comer 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 comer of Building 3152. Photograph 
was taken facing north. 

Photograph of an empty drum at comer of Building 3152. 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 

SWMU48C 

SWMU 49A 

SWMU 50A 

SWMU SOB 
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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 0 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 the 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 DRl\.10. 
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. 
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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. 

Photograph of the front of the pad facing northeast. 

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. 

Photograph of the stained asphalt under the southeast drain valve. 
Photograph was taken facing west 

Close up of the leak from the 500-gallon unleaded fuel tank. Tank is 
bermed with sand bags. 

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. 

Photograph of the interior of the torpedo fuel tank storage shed. Note the 
catch basin that would catch any fuel spills. Basin is in excellent condition 
with no cracks or stains. 

Photograph of the 10-gallon Otto Fuel II residue can. Note the good 
condition of the can and lack of any stains. 

Photographs of the inside of Building 832 where waste oil is stored. Note 
the drums of cyanide waste (UN#l935), mineral spirits, alcohol, HCN, OHo 
Fuel II, and Agentine. All are the result of torpedo cleaning. Note the lack 
of staining and the excellent condition of the concrete (no cracks). 

Photograph of cracks in the torpedo washdown pad. Cracks are minor. 

Photograph of entire torpedo washdown pad~ 

Photograph of the drum pad at Building 1730. Drum pad is bermed,. in 
good condition, and has no stains. 
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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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U.S. NAVAL STATION ROOSEVELT ROADS 
MEDIA SUBJECT TO CORRECTIVE ACTION/INVESTIGATION 

(LISTED BY SWMU/AOC) 

SWMU/AOC I GW* I son I SW** I Sed*** I 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)(1R Site No No No No No 
11) 

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)(1R 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 12l)(IR Site Yes No No No Borings 
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 
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I SWMU/AOC I GW* I Soil I SW** I Sed*** I Other /~ 
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 No 

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 

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 lUld follow 
1989 RFA recommendations. 

42. Waste Water Treatment Plant Lagoons No No No 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 Yes Underground tank 
investigation 

46. Pole Storage Yard Yes No No No No 

47. Local Disposal Areas No No No No No 
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A. Torpedo Shop 

B. Former PWD Storage Area (Building 25) 

C. Transformer Storage Area (Building 2042) 

D. Naval Station Outfalls 

48. 90-Day Storage Compound 

49. 500-Gallon Waste Oil Tank (Building 3188) 

50. Storage Area Behind Building 3166 

51. AIMD Hazardous Waste Storage Pad (New 
.. SWMU 33) 

52. Building 200- Waste Collection Area at East 
End of Runway 

· GW* = Ground Water 
SW** = Surface Water 

· Sed*** =Sediment 
ND =Not Determined 
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I GW* I Soil I SW** I Sed*** I Other I 
No No No No Repair minor cracks 

Yes No No No No 

Yes No No No Wipe and Chip samples 

No No No No Sampling as part of other 
SWMUs/AOCs. 

No No No No No ' 

No No No No No 

No No No No No 

Yes Yes Yes No Wipe and chip samples 

No No No No No 
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