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Re: Tow Way FUel jFarm (SWMU 17) • Prae Product Recavary System 
o.s. Naval S~ation ROOievelt Roa4a 
RCAA/HSWA Pa~it No. PR2l70027203 

I 
Dear Co'l'DJI\anclar Pe~a: ·. 

The United Stet•• ~~nvironmental Protection Afancy (EPA) Region II 
has eomplated its review of tbe M&ft~ly Fraa Product Recovery 
reports for Janua~ li96 an4 the Fabruar,y 1996 transmitted 
respectively ~Y M%4. :s. Castillo 1 a ( DirectgJ;, Environmental 
Enqineerinq Oivia~on, Publio Works Department, Naval station 
Roosevelt Roads) ~et~ara of February 14, 1996 (received 
February 26, 1996)1 an~ March 12, 1996. E~A has serious concerns 
with effactiven••• of the tree prodUQt pro9ram aa currently bain9 
implemented, and its ability to pravan~/inhibit ~!;ration ot the 
t~ee product plum~. . 

J, 

EPA does not unaeJatand the juatitication for utilizing only the 
seven recently (S~~ember 1995) installed recovery walls (PW·l, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, an4 MM-1), clu~ped tcqether 1n close proximity to 
one another, and ~raaantly containi~q thin to no free product 
layers. The thi~ass of the tree pro~uot layer meaaure4 in the 
seven current rec vary well• (baaed on February 28, l99S . 
measurement• with,.pumps off) ranqes from zero in recovery wells 
PW-1, 3, and 6 tc a maxi~um ot only 1.4~ teet in well PW-s. 

I 
Yet, at the same ~im•, nume~ous wells on the elongated 
(indicatinq apreading/migration) southeast flank of the plume, 
with tree produet1layers ranqinq from 9.80 feet in wall UGW-12 to 
1.08 feet in UGW-21 (also 8.2l teet in UGW•13, 6.25 teet in UGW• 
17, and 3,23 feetlin UGW-19) have no recovery operAtions near 
them. In additio~. at the northwest flank of the plume, tar 
removea f~om the ~even active recovery wells, wall DGW•3 contains 
4.80 feet of treajproduct and UGW-25 contains 1.68 teet. All the 
above thieknesses.were measured on February 28, 1996 with pum~s 
off. 
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:It smoulc:1 be not~ that in the sapeember 1995 Monthly raport, 
{which was not received by EPA·~ntil January 23, 1996, though 
transmitted by Mr~ s. caetillo•s letter dated December 28, 1995, 
which •lso transmitted the· 3uly &~4 Auqust 19gs Monthly repo~), 
the Navy's consultant, Terra Vac, ·stated that • ••• ~r•• product in 
oGW-25 has slowlyi inaraaaea over the pa&t 9 months ••.• [and] '!'he 
installation af alracovery system should. he evaluated at this 
time as a method to halt the a4vancing tree product plume in this 
[UGW-25] ·area." 'PA requQsts an explanation o! why this 
recommendation has net been implemente4 to date. 

Further, it .shoul~·be noted that the locations of tbe seven 
present recovery ¥ells do not conform with ~ recove:y well 
looations ~ecoam•$dad in the (~QB approved) September 1994 
Corrective ActioniPlan (CAP) •. The CAP propoae4 a wider 
distribution for .he a recovery wells recommended Csae figure s
~), with 3 reeovef¥ wells reoo .. ended for the southeastern flank 
of the tree produ~t plume, where currently there are.none. Priorr 
to September 1995~ the distribution of seven wells then being 
utilized as free~roduct recovery wells was similar to that 
recommended in th CAP. However, without advisinq or consulting 
IP~, this distri tion pattern was abandone4, an4 replaoa4 in 
September 1995 ~y

1
the pr•••nt seven recavary walla, clumped 

~ogether in clo•• ~roximity to ona another (IPA did not .ven 
learn ot this· u~~ 1 attar January 23, 1tt6, when we received the 
Septem~er 1995 mo+thly report). 

Aa discussed in m~ February 23, 1996 letter ~c eap~~in K.W. 
· Martello (EPA ack&ow1edqes receipt, via fax, of your March 20, 

1006 respon$e letier) Condition·!.4 of Module III ot the November 
1994 RCRA/HSWA op$rating Permit required su~mission and approval 
of an Interim cortective Measures (ICMs) work ~lan tor free phase 
hydraearbon ~amav.l 'at Tow Way .ruel Farm (SWMO f7). However, 
pursuant to Condition 1.4 ot the permit, EPA, by ~y latter of 
Ju1y 19, 1995 tc you, accepted, ttter the fact, tba September 
1994 CAP (Which vas already beinq implenantad by the Navy) as the 
approved work pld' .' subject to restraootions/conditions given in 
my letter. There ~ter, aubaaquant aajor unilateral revision• in 
the free product eoovery syste• at Tow Wey FUel Far-m (IWMD t7), 
without·!PA appr al, are violations in tulfil11n; the approved 
work ~lan, and, t eratcre, the terms ot the 1994 RCRA/HSWA 
Permit. ; · 

I , 

I 

~n addition, aa d~scussed during the March 22, ~996 telephone 
call between Mr. ~im Malct or Terra vac (the Navy•s consultant 
tor tree produet teoovery at'Tow Way Fuel Fa~) and M%. Tim 
Gordon of my staf~. EPA stronqly recommends that.the Navy perform 
graundwat•~ ~ode~~ng to g~ide the desigh and implamentation of 
free phaae hydroc.rbon recovery at the Tow Way •~Ql Pa~ (SWHU 
i7). EPA had prayiously auvw••t•4 the nead for auch aodaling in 
the ~nalosure at~~4'to my latter of 3uly 2?, 1995 to Mr. s. 
Cast~lla of you~ •taft. 

j 

I 

r 



~PR . .'-e·s· 96(MON) 12:50 
081"1214.1'90 0?:37 

LANTDIV. 18 TEL:32248-
NAVSTA SRDS PWDI"EED ~ LANTDIU W CA~TER 

&.C• U·l ."· L_'; ... : .• 
: ~-96-1'396 rara:sJ 

--I - 3 -
I 

P. 005 
N0.750 PI2Jia5 

P,04/134 

BPA has just recei~ed th4 repo~t on the extensive multi-phase 
well testinq ca~1·4 out at th• Tow Way ruel Farm CSNMD #7) 
durinq September a'd October 1995. The ~avy baa &ubmitted this 
report (after sevefal extensiona ware requested due to bud9etary 
aftd contract inte~~ptiona) in ra•pon•• ~o EPA's JUly 27, 19t5 
commen'ts on the 'l'O'f:Way PUel Pam tzoee product recovery ayatam aa 
operated from Janu•ry throuqh May 1995, prior to the eztan•ive 
cbanqes implementel }:)y tbe Navy, which are·tha aubject of this 
letter. EPA received the complete multi•pha&a wall test data 
report on Ap~1l 1,!1996 (along vitb an advanced copy ot the text 
faxed by Mr. PedrofRuiz ot your ataff on Karch 26, 1996), but 
wi~l not complete its review of this report until approximately 

I 
May 10, 1996. ! 

i 

Thou9h our commanta in thia letter may be impacted· by the results 
ot the multi•phaselwell testinq 4ata just submitted, tboy are 
nevertheless su!ti+iently 1n4apen4ent ot the new data, that EPA 
requests submissio •• withi~ 30 days from tha d~ta.of this letter, 
a written reaponaelto all our above comments (including the need 
fo~ qroundwater mo.elin~). Tha Navy'• response shauld 
ingorporate, as ap;ropriata, information/conclu•ions from the 
just submitted repcbrt on the extensive -multi-phase wall 1:estinq, 
and give specific recommendations to improve the effectiveness of 
the free product r$davery proqram, especially ae reqards its 
ability to preventitnhibit turther ~iqratian of the free product 
plume. ! 

I 
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Please contact Mr. I Tim Gordon of my staff, .• at (212) ~J7-41157 if 
there are any quee~ions. 

Sincerely yours, ~ 
! 
i 
I 

Anclrew .Bellina, P."t. 
Chief, Hazardous Waste Facilities Branch 

I 

cc: Mr. sindult:o· ~at11lo·, NAVS'l'A Rooaave1t 
Mr. -~s~&el To~res,·PREQB · 
Mr. Art Wellal LANTDIV Co4 •. 1823 · 
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Mr. ~dan Ba;o~h, ~~C Bnvir~nmental 
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