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Z has completed

ite revlew of the Sampling and Analysls Report for SWMLUs #53 and #54 (“the
report™ [which Includes an 11 page "Executive Summary™] submitied on the Mayy's
behalf by Baker Envirenmental Incorpoeratlon’s letter of Aprl 11, 2041, The repart
was submitted pursuant to corrective action requirements of the 1994 RCRA Final

Fermit far Naval Station Roosevelt Roads.

EPA has.the follewing comments on the report:

i. In Lthe first paragraph of Sectlon 5,3.1 {Surface Seil results for SWHLU #54)
on page 5-4 of the repart and In the Arst paragraph on page ES-6 of the
"Executive Summary,” It is stated that 5 PAH compounds were detected and
that "It should be nated that all of these detections ware below any of the
screening criteria RBCs.,.” Howevaer [t is then stated In the following

. sentence that. “Except for benzo({a)pyrene which was detected above the.
residential RBC...." These bwo stakerments conflict, EPA requesks that the

language in Sectlon 5.3.1 of the report and on page ES-6 of the  Exacutive

Summmary,” ag well as elgsewhere [n the report or YExecutlve Summary,” as
MECessary, shoufd be revised to carrect such.Inaccurate or conficting
Ja_nguage. In addltion, to be more fully accurate, Section 5.3.1 and:page ES-
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G of the “Executive Summary” should be revised to also note that Ehe
detection limits For benzo(a)pyrene In ail 18 surface sofl samples at SWHLU
54, excepl for perhaps one sample were above the Reqglon 3 resldential RBC
screening values, and in that one sample (345507), benza{a)pyrene was in
fact detected ak an estimated concentratlon of 580 ugfkg, well ahove the
rasidantlal RBC of 87 ug/ltg. Also, the detectlon limits for benzofa)pyrene
were above the industrlal RBC screening valuzs 1n all but 3 of the surface solf
samples at SWMU 54, but in these 3 samples the measured concentrations
were below the industrial RBC.

In the Conclusions For SWMU 53 on page &-1 of the report and on page ES-9
of the "Executlve Summary,” there is no discussion regarding the elevated
lead detectlons i the surface soils (G out of 9 samples excesded EPA's
Interim Seil Lead Guldance [1uly 14, 1994] acceptable sofl concentration af
400 mg/fkg lead, with & maximum detected concentration of 3200 mgskg).
Also arsenis, exceeded |ts Region 3 resldential carcinagenic risk based
concentratlon {RBCY of 0.43 rgfko In 15 out of 15 samples, with a
maximum detected concentration of 5.6 ma/fkg. These analytical results
tlearly Indlcate that there has been a release of lead o the surface solis,
slnce 4 of the & samples with elevated lead concentrations had
concentrations of 2,200 mg/fka lead or more, which exceeds the [natural
accurting] "average detected background” concentration of 7.515 mo/kg, by
nearly 300 [exactly 283] dmes. The =ignificance of the arsenic detection [5
less clear, since the maximum concentration detected {5.6 mo/ka), only
exceeds the [natural occurdng] "average detected background” concentration
of 1.4 mgfka, by four times.

Likewise [n the Recommendations for SWMU 53 on page -3 of the report
and page ES-11 of the "Executve Summary,” It is stated that a [full] RFI
shaould “...re conducted at this SWMU to delln2ate the 4,4'-D0T
contamination in the surface soils; ™ yet therg 1s no discusslon regarding the
elevated lead and arsenlc detectlons. ERA reqguests. that within 45 days of
vaur recelpt of this letter, the MNavy submlit 2 revised Conclusigns and
Recommendations for SWHMU 53 {Pages 6-1 & 6-3 of the report and pages
ES-9 and E5-11 of the “Executlve Summary®} which acceptahly address the
elevated rmetal concentrations {especlally the clevated lead, and to a lesser
extent the arsenic) detected In the suface solls ot SWMU #53,

" Also, as recommended |n Section 5.2 {page &§-3) of the Repert, within 45
days of your recefpt of this |etter, please submit an RFI wark plan ta fuily
characteriz® the surface solls Impacted by releases of 4,.4°-0D0OT from SWML
#53, and, 85 per the above comments an the elevated metal concentrations,
e also fully characterize the surface solls for l2ad and possibly arsenic
frpactks.
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In the Conclusions for SWMU £54 {on page 6-2 of the Report antd pages ES-0
and 10 of the "Executlva Summary™), It [s stated that the results do not
indicate that groundwater has bzen impacted by SWHMU #54, and that “..the
contaminanks detacted in the groundwater are [due to releases] from the
Buwilding 510 sita that Is located upgradient of SWML #54,“ EPA does nat
accept glther conclusion, and has a number of concarns about these
coneluslons, Including:

a)

b)

)

d)

groundwater In three wefls Immediately south of SWMU #54 has
clearly been impacted by contaminant releases: weall 510 DW-Ihad
benzene at 91 ug/L {MCL = 5 ug/L) and [=obutanol at 2900 ug/L
(Reqlon 3 RBC for Tap water = 180 ugfL); well 510 MWS had
Trichlnroethene at 230 uaft (MCL =5 ugfL); and well 510 M3 had

Trichloroethene at 5.9 ug/L (MCL =5 ug/fL) and Chicroform at 5.8 ugfL
{Reglen 3 RBC for Tap water = 0,15 UgFLY;

the groundwater Aow patterns have not been adequately defined
across the SWMU 54/Buiiding 510 area. In fact, the potentlometric
map (Figure 3-1} submitled with the report, does not shaw Bullding
510 to be upgradlent of SWMU 54. The measured water table
eleyation of 13,45 feet [n well S10-MW4, the wall closest to SWMU
#9594, Is clearly higher than the water table elevatlon of 7.50 feet n well
510-MW2, located adjacent to the former location of Building 510,
Therafore, well 510-MW4, tha well closest to SWMU 34, is apparently
upgradient, not down gradient of well S10-MW2, the well closest to
Bulfding 510, Flgure 3-1 shows & radlal groundwater flow pattern from
the well 510-MW1 area, which Is located southwast of SYWHMU #54,
with strong seutherly gradient (I.e, direction of groundwater Aow)
towards the former location of Butlding 510, not away from [t, as would
be the case If it-were upgradfent to SWMU 54, The cause of the radial
groundwater fiow pattern, which Is quite anomalaus, is not clear from
Figure 3-1, nor discussed in the text, and the overall SWML
54/8ullding 510 reglonal groundwater flow reglme [s not deplcted;

the report (on page 2-2} and the "Executlve Summary” ¢lte the "Slte
Characterlzation for Slte 510 developed [for the Navy] by Elasland,
Bouck, and Lee [BB&L],." in 1995 as supparting the current
conclusions regarding groundwater impacts from Bullding 510, EPA
has no record of the 1995 BE&L data ever belng submitted to EPA; and

the Navy has never reported detectlan of a release from Building 510,
as required pursuant to Conditions I.F,.290, III.C, and LLL.D of
the 19294 Final RCRA Permit for Naval Stetlon Roosevelt Roads (the
Permit), nor has the Mavy advised EPA that Bullding 510 should be
identified as a new SWMU [solld waste management unlt], as required
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pursuant to Condltlon II1.C.1 of the Permlt.

Far all the above reasons, EPA does not approve the no further action
recommendation far SWMLU #54 as recommended In Sectlon 6.2 {page 6-3) of the
report and an page ES-11 of the "Executive Summary.” Furthermere, sihce the
detectlon of releases from Bullding 510 has never been reported to ERFA, or defined
as a new SWMU, as required by the Permit, and since the two bulldlings are it close
proximity to one another and 1t would be difffcult to determine whether the
constituents detacted In the groundwater were sourced by releasas from Building
1914 (EWMU #54) or Bullding 510, EPA recommends that Instead of defining
Bullding 510 as a new SWMU, sWHMU #54 should be redefined to include both
Bullding 1814 and the former Bullding 516,

Therefore, within 43 days of your recelpt of thls letter, please submit either:

a) rev|sed Concluslons and Recomrmendatians for SWHMU #54 (on pages
G-1 through 6-3 of the report and pages E5-9 and 13 of the "Executive
Surnmary”) and other sections ef the Sampiing and Analysls Report as
mecessary, to reflact that SWslU #54 has been redefined ta Include
gny refeases from elther Building 1914 or former Bullding 10, and
that further characterizatlon of the groundwater [s requlred, along with
an RFI work plan for further groundwater characterization of the entire
SWMU 54 area {including both Bullding 1214 and former Bulfding 5103,
espedally north and nartheast of well 520-MWd, or

i) pursuant to Condition IT1.C of the Permit, & new SWMU notiflcation and
3 SwWiU Accessment Report for Bullding 510, along with revised
Conclusians and Recommendations for SWiilU #3534 {on pages &-1
through 6-3 of the Sempling and Analys's Report and pages ES-9 and
10 of the YExecutive Summany™), ta reflect that further
characterization of the groundwater |s required for the area
encampassing both SWMU 54 and the new SWMLU which will have besn
defined for Building 510, and an RFI work plan for further groundwater
characterizatlon of the entire SWHMU S4,/Bullding 510 area, especially
north and northeast of well 510-MW4 |

In addition, within 45 days of your receipt of this letter, please submit bwo copiles of
the report on the "Slte Characterizatlon for Site 510 developed [for the Navy] by
Blagland, Bouck, and Lee [BEAL].." In 1995,
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If you have any quesklons, please contact me at (212) 637- 4157,

Slncaraly,;

Timoethy R. Gordon
Remedlal Project Manager
RCEA Programs Branch

gcr Mg, Madellne Rivera, Public Works Departrnent, Naval Statlon Roosevelt
Raads
M=, Alssa Colon, P.R. Environmental Quallly Board
M=, Kathy Rogovin, Booz Allen & Hamllton
Mr, Mark Kimes, Baker Environmentai
Mr. John Tomik, CH2MHI





