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UNil"';P STAlES ~NVlRONMENTAL PROTfiCTION A<;ENCV 
REGION2 

"08ROADWAY 
NOW YORK. NY 10007·1060 

Mr. Christopher Pen~y 
Navy Technical Representative 
Insta!latlon Restoration Section (South) 
Environmental Program Br.mch 
Environmental Division, 

Atlantic Division (LANTDlV), Cod~ 1G2 
Nav"l facilities Engineering Command 
1510 Gilbert Street 
Norfolk, VA :23511"2599 ' 

I 
Re: Naval Station Roosevelt Roads" Sampling and Analysis RepOrt tor SWMUs 

#53 ;ond ;!54; EPA I D, ·Number PRP2170027203 ',: 
., 

Pear Mr. Penny: 

The United states Envlronmertol Protec~on Agency (EPA) Reglon ~has completed 
its review of the Sampling and Analysis Report for SWMLJs #53 an~ #54 ("the 
report") [which Includes an 11 page "Executive Summary"] submltl!ed on the NaVy's 
behalf by BakEr Environmental Incorporation's letter of Aprilll, 2001. The report 
was submitted p.Jrsuart to corrective action requirements of the 1994 RCRA final 
Permit for N<wal Station Roosevelt Roads. 

EPA has.the foil <>Wing comments on the report: 

1. In the first paragraph of Section 5,3.1 (Surface Soil r.,.ults for SWMU #54) 
on page 5·4 of the report and In the first paragraph M page ES-6 of the 
"'Executive Summary," It is stoted that 5 PAH compounds were detected and 
that "lt should be noted that all of these detections were below any of the 
screening criteria RBCs .•• • However It Is then stated In the following 
s!'ntence that "Except for bemo(a)pyrene which was detected ,.,bove the · 
residential RBC .... • These two statements conHict, EPA requests that the 

. , longuage In Section 5.3.1 of the repat and on page ES-5 ofthe"Executlve 
'Summary," as well as elsewhere In the report or"Executlve Summary,• as 
necessary, should be revised to. co erect such Inaccurate or conHictlng 
language. In addition, to be more fully accurate, Section 5.3,1 and page ES-
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6 of the "Executiv~ Summary" should be revised to also note that th~ 
detection limits for benzo(a)pyrene In all lB surface soli samples at SWMU 
54, except for perhaps one sample were above the Region 3 residential RBC 
screening values, and in that one sample (54SS07), benzo(a)pyrene was In 
fact detected at an estimated concentration of 580 ug(kg, well above the 
residential RBC of 87 ug(l<g. Also, the detection limits for benzo(a)pyrene 
were above the industrial RBC screening values In all but 3 of tlw surface soil 
samples at SWMU 54, but in those 3 sam pi"" the measured concentrations 
were below the industrial RBC. 

ln tile Conclusions for SWMU 53 on page 6·1 of the report and on page ~S-9 
of the "Executive Summary," there Is no discussion regarding the elevated 
lead detections In the surface soils (6 out of 9 samples exceeded EPA's 
Interim Soil Lead Guidance [July H, 1994] acceptable soil concentration of 
400 mg/kg lood, with o m~ximum detecleU Lunc~ntco~on or 3~00 mgJKg). 
Also arsenic, exceeded Its Region 3 residential carcinogenic risk based 
concentration (RBC) of 0.43 mg/kg In 15 out of 15 samples, with a 
maximum detected concentration of 5.6 mg(kg. These analytical results 
clearly Indicate that there has been a release of lead to the surface soils, 
since 4 of the 6 samples with elevated lead concentrations had 
concentrations of 2,200 mg/kg lead or more, which exceeds the [natural 
occurr"•ngj" average detected background" concentration of 7.515 mg(kg, by 
nearly 300 [exactly 293] times. The significance of the arsenic detection Is 
less clear, since the maximum concentration detected (5.6 mg(kg), only 
exceeds the [natural occurring] "average detected backgrolmd" concentration 
of 1.4 mg{kg, by four times. 

Likewise In the Recommendations for SWMU 53 on page 6-3 of the report 
and poge ES-11 ofthe"'Execu~ve Summary," It is stated tilata [full] Rfl 
should " ... be conducted at this SWMU to delineate the 4,4'-DDT 
contamination in the surface soils;" yet there IS no dlsctJsslon regarding the 
elevated lead and arsenic detections. EPA requests that within 45 days ol 
your receipt of this letter, the Navy submit a revised Conclusions and 
Recommendations for SWMU 53 (Pages 6-1 & 6-3 of the report and pages 
ES-9 and ES-U of the "Executive Summary") which acceptably address the 
elevated metal concentrations (especially the elevated lead, and to a lesser 
extent the arsenic) detected In the surface soils at SWMU #53. 

Also, as recommended In Section 6.2 (page 6-3) of the Report, within 45 
days of your receipt of this letter, please submit an Rfl work plan to fully 
characteri>:e the surface soils Impacted by releases of 4,4'-DDT from SWMU 
#53, and, as per tl1e above comments on the elevated metal concentrations, 
to also fullY characteri>:e the surface soils for Jead and possibly arsenic 
Impacts. 
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3. In the Conclusions for SWMU #54 (on page 5"2 of the Report and pages ES"9 
and 10 of the 'Executive Summary"), II Is stated that the results do not 
indicate that groundwater has been Impacted by SWMU #54, and that " ... the 
cont<imlnants detected In the ~mun<lwater are [clue /o reie~ses] from the 
Building 510 site that Is located upgradlent of SWMU #54. • EPA does not 
accept either conclusion, and has a number of concerns about these 
conclusions, Including: 

•I 

0) 

groundwater In t:hr<le wells Immediately south of SWMLI #54 has 
clearly been impacted by contaminant releases: well 510 PW-lhad 
benzene at 91 ugfl (MCL ~ 5 ug}L) and lsobutanol at 2900 ug/L 
(Region 3 RBC for T"P water~ 180 ug/L); well 51G MWS had 
Trlchlomethene at ~30 ugfl (MCL ~s ug/L); and well 510 MW3 had 
Trlchlotoethene at 5.9 ug(L (MCL ~s ug(L) and Chloroform at s.a ug(L 
(fle91on 3 R.BC ro,- To~ w~ler ~ O,J5 ug{L); 

the groundwater HoW patterns have not been adequately den ned 
across the SWMU 54/Building 510 area. ln Fact, the potentiometric 
map (Figure 3-1) submitted with the report, does not show Building 
510 to be upgradlent of SWMU 54. The measured water table 
elevation of 13.45 feet In well S10-MW4, the well closest to SWMU 
#54, IS clearly higher than the water table elevation of 7.50 feet In well 
510-MW2, located adjacent to the former location of Building 510. 
Therefore, well 510-MW4, the well closest to SWMU 54, Is apparently 
upgradlent, not down gradient of well 510-MWZ, the well tlosest to 
Building 510, Figure 3-1 shows a radial groundwater How pattern from 
the well 510-MWl area, which IS located southwest ofSWMU #54, 
wltll strong southerly gradient (I.e. direction of groundwater How) 
tow<rds the former location of Bulldlng 510, not away from It, as would 
be the case If It were upgradlent to SWMU 54. The cause of the radial 
groundwater How pattern, which Is quite anomalous, is not clear from 
Figure 3-1, nor discussed in the text, and the ov•rall SWMU 
54/Building 510 regional groundwater flow regime Is not depleted; 

c) the report (on page 2·2) and the 'Executive Summary" dte the "Site 
Charocterlzation for Site 510 developed [for the Navy] by Blasland, 
Bouck, and Lee [BB&L] .. " in 1995 as supporting the current 
conclusions regarding groundwater impQcts from Building 510. EPA 
has no record of the 1995 BB&L data ever being submitted to E:PA; and 

d) the Navy has never raported detection of a release from Building 510, 
as required pursuant to Conditions I.F.20, lli.C, and III.D of 
the 1gg4 Final RCRA Permit for Noval Station Roosevelt Roads (the 
Permit), nor has the Navy advised EPA that Building SlQ should be 
ldentiffed as a new SWMU [solid waste management unit], as required 



pursuant to Condition lll.C.1 of the Permit. 

For all the above reasons, EPA does not approve the no further action 
recommendiltlon for SWMU #54 as recommended In Section 6.2 (page 6"3) of the 
report and on page ES,11 of the "E~ecutive summary." Furthermon>, since the 
detection of releases from Building 510 has never been reported to EPA, or defined 
as a new SWMU, as required by the Permit, and since the two buildings are In close 
proximity to one another and It would be difficult to determine whether the 
constituents detected In the groundwoter were sourced by releases from Building 
1914 (SWMU #54) or Building 510, EPA recommends that Instead of defining 
Building 510 as o new SWMU, SWMU #54 should be redefined to indude both 
Building 1914 and the former Building SlO. 

Therefore, within 45 days of your receipt of this letter, please submit either: 

a) revised Conclusions and Recommendations for SWMU #54 (on pages 
10-1 through 6·3 of the report and pages ES-9 and 10 of the "Executive 
Summary") and other sections of the Sampling and Analysis Report ~s 
necessary, to reAect that SWMLI #54 has been redefined to Include 
any releases from either Building 1914 or Former Building 510, and 
that further characterl<atlon of the groundwater Is required, along with 
an RFI work plan for furthi:r groundwater characteri<ation of the entire 
SWMU 54 area (Including both Building 1914 and former Building 510), 
espedally north and northeast of well 51D-MW4, or ,, pursuant to Condition l!l.C of the Penni!, a new SWMLI notiAcation and 
a SWMU Assessment Report for Building 510, along with revised 
Conclusions and Recommendations for SWMU #54 (on pages 6"1 
througll 6-3 ol the Sampling and Analysis Report and pages ES·9 ond 
10 of the "Executive Summary"), to reftect that further 
characterization of the groundwater Is required for the area 
encompassing both SWMU 54 and the new SWMU which wllll1ave been 
defined for Building 510, and an RFI work plan For further groundwater 
characterization of the entire SWMU 54/Building 510 area, especial! y 
north and northeast of well 510,MW4 . 

In addition, within 45 days of your receipt of this letter, please submit two copies of 
the report M the "Site Characterization for Site 510 devoloped [for the Navy] by 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee [BBI>.U .. " In 1995. 



' 
11 you have anY qu~s~ons, please contact me at (212) 637· 4167. 

Sincerely, 

~¥:~ 
Timothy R. Gordon 
Remedial Project Manager 
RCRA Programs Branch 

cc' Ms. Madeline Rivera, Public Works Department, Naval Station Roosevelt 
Roads 

Ms, Alssa Colon, P.R. Environmental Quality Board 
Ms. KatlW Rogovln, Booz AJien & Hamilton 
Mr. Marl< Kim~, S.ker Environmental 
Mr. John Tomik, CH2MHrll 




