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‘ QERTIFIED MAI
\ RETURN REQEIPT REQUESTED

S. J. Pena
_,Commander, CEC U.s. Navy
‘Public Works Offlcer v
U.Ss. Naval Station Roosevelt Roads
TSC 1008 Box 3001
Code NO
FPO AA - 34051- 3001

‘Re:'fAddendums 16& 2 to ‘the- draft RCRA Fac1llty Investlgatlon
"(RFI) Report - Operable Units 1,.6, & 7. ‘

B , U.S. Naval Statien Roosevelt Roads

Z"\ ' RCRA/HSWA Permlt No. PR2170027203

‘Dear.CommanderﬂPena:

The Unlted States Env1ronmental Protectlon Agency (EPA) Reglon II‘
has reviewed the Addendum 1 (January 28, 1997) and Addendum 2
(February 28, 1997) to the July 1996 draft‘Flnal RCRA,Facility
wInvestlgatlon (RFI) Report for Operable Units (OUs) 1, 6, & 7
submltted in response to EPA’s deficiency comments glven in our
‘letter. of November 8, 1996.  The two Addendums were transmltted,
on behalf of the Navy by Baker Environmental, Inc.'s letterscofp
January 28 and February 28, 1997 respectlvely e ;

HoWeVer, ‘EPA has not completed 1ts review of the data valldatlon
“reports for the analytical results 1ncluded with the July 1996
- draft Final RFI report. ' EPA's comments are predicated on the
assumption that the analytlcal results included with the RFI
W‘report for OUs 1, 6, & 7 will be ‘judged usable follow1ng EPA'Ss
‘data validation review. Accordlngly, EPA reserves the right to
revise and/or add to our comments based. upon a complete review of
the valldlty of the analytlcal results '
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Addendum 1 i espg ge and Rev;s;g s tg RFI Rgpgrt tg addregg
» ’ eyl tey . 8 lfL)..

EPA does not apprbve Addendum #l as. submltted EPA's spe01ch~

' comments on Addendum #1 to- the RFI report are. glven below,‘and 1n3]'

- order for EPA to evaluate the’ adequacy and representatlveness of e
the background data, ‘Addendum-1 must be rev1sed to 1nclude a
- dlscus31on of the follow1ng ~

;Enclosure #1 (A T. Kearney Technlcal Rev1ew)

;ml Though the background constltuent concentratlons glven for““ SRS
. surface and subsurface so;ls,,and groundwater (ln Tables 4~ ‘1l and oL
4- 2 respectively of the Addendum) are frequently cited to. support’ .
no further actlon recommendatlons, nelther the locatlons, nor the‘;]“'
-‘sampllng program to. establish: background condltlons were approved“'

by EPA (nor even submitted to EPA for: 1ts prlor rev1ew) In:

a). where the- background samples were collected (descrlbe thevf
locatlon(s) and show them on a fac111ty map),;-'~'

b) llthologlc and completlon logs for all’ the background
k.wells and/or soil borlngs, 1nclud1ng the depths of all
:'sampled 1ntervals, / S
' c) the. number of data p01nts/samples upon whlch the

‘Background concentratlons given in. Tables 4-1, 4-2, and 4 3

‘for each medla (surface s01l subsurface s011 “and

'groundwater) -are based and a tabulatlon of the full

background data set SR i

v*d) why these background sample locatlonsj :
. selected, 'and the bas1s for determlnlng thelr representatlvewk'
of background P ,Mr__\,‘,,, L : '

‘«e) and whether the locatlon of the background samples may
have. been 1mpacted by contamlnatlon from act1v1t1es at the
5rfac1llty AR T
”f) a: d1scuss1on of the steps taken, . :
 the background area(s) had’ not beenglmpactedfby
k_contamlnatlon from act1v1t1es at the 'bas "

’ndllntervals were -



.—:3;:‘”

,2. In order for EPA to evaluate the Navy s request that no . el
-further’ 1nvest1gatlon be requlred for the SWMU #G/ADC B -area;- EPA
requests the Navy to submlt ‘the follow1ng o

, ':a) Well logs for the newly 1nstalled RFI wells ACBMWOl and
= ACBMW03 and for ex1st1ng IR program well IRlOGWOB

“b)- L:Lthology logs for SOll borlngs ACBSBOl and 02 ACBMW02
68B01, 02 and 03 hp L : : ,
) The most recent groundwater analytlcal data from wel]f.

IR10GWO3 “If such: analytlcal data is not avallable, the:r .
Navy must 1nstal and sample a third groundwater well for AOC

- B pursuant to the orlglnal requlrements of the September;““'-

’l1995 approved RFI work" plan - - S

.d) Concurrent groundwater elevatlon measurements for wells
. ACBMWOL & 02, and IRlOGWO3 ~and a determination of
‘ groundwater gradlent dlrectlon based on that data

e) A Human Health RlSk Assessment (HHRA) evaluatlon for
':current on- s1te worker exposure'’ through acc1dental 1nge;tlon
- and dermal contact of the accumulated/standlng water sampled

in bulldlng 145/AOC B, where mercury was measured at: a- :

concentratlon of 22 ug/l © The HHRA submltted w1th the July

*1996 draft RFI report only cons1dered exposure to subsurface"

s01ls ~“The rlsks calculated for: exposure to the-
accumulated/standlng water must be added to the other on—

gite’ worker exposure risks at. thlS AOC. If a potentlal r1sk~’

to current on-site worker exposure is 1nd1cated ‘the Navy

 ‘must submlt a clean up plan for the 1nterlor of - building: 145"”"'

"(AOC B)i- 1nclud1ng not only the accumulated/standlng water,
but also the walls and floors of the: structure (s1nce the i
: ksource of. the mercury 1n the accumulated/standlng water’ has :
,jnot been deflned) : : : .

“f) The total 1ncremental llfetlme cancer rlsk (ILCR) and
total hazard 1ndex xHI) calculated for adult and young- _
chlldren future res1dent1al exposure to surface s01ls ar-AOC=
»B/Bulldlng 145" (refer to Table 5-4) )" sllghtly exceed EPA’
f.acceptable rlsk levels.s Furthermore, as dlscussed for
current’ on- s1te workers in ‘e) above, .ICRs and HIs must also
'be calculated for;fu ure re51dent1al exposure (acc1dental




1ngestlon and dermal contact) to the accumulated/standlng
water in Bulldlng 145 (AOC B). ‘If.a: potentlal risk to.
future res1dent1al populatlons is 1nd1cated for both medla,

' the Navy. may submit. elther an clean -up. plan for: both the \ 2
surface 501ls at AOC B and the: 1nterlor of bulldlng 145/AOC o
B [as dlscussed in e) above],‘or documentatlon that -

‘ permanent non- res1dent1al usage restrlctlons are/w1ll be
uplaced on thlS area ‘ SRR REOR - g

ﬁg) The statement 1n the flrst paragraph on page 5 6 that fora'*
risk: assessments for surface s01ls at the 'SWMU.. 6/AOC B area
“Ind1v1dua11y, these COPCs resulted in rlsks ‘within. EPA‘

acceptable risk range” is ;rrelevant leew1se for footnotef”l

- {2) of Table 5-4, that “However, the 1nd1v1dual ILCRs for

these ‘COPCs are within USEPA’'s’ acceptable target risk.
'range .” EPA guldance 1nd1cates that the risks from _
,dlfferent COPCs/exposure scenarlos for the same medla must
'be summed Both- statements should be deleted

",,h) Also,,the statement in paragraph 2 on page 4-3 regardlng
AOC B that “it is’ llkely that the detection of . the -
pest1c1des in the 1solated location is the‘result of

'

, concentrated pestlclde appllcatlon and notLrelated to solld B

' waste management act1v1t1es” is 1rrelevantvand must be
jdeleted - First, pursuant to requlrementsfof the 1994 ,
RCRA/HSWA Permit, the fac111ty is required to- cleanup aLl

','contamlnatlon resultlng from releases of hazardous waste and

‘l.hazardous constituents, not Just that resulting from “solld'

Ai; waste management activities”. . Secondly, ‘based-on past
- practlces at the SWMU . 6/AOC B area, 1t is far more llkeLy

the release: resulted from uncontrolled storage of hazardous
-~ constituent contalnlng products and" wastes, rather than ’
'“concentrated pest1c1de appllcatlon”d; The;text,mustkbe

' rev1sed or deleted. : ' - e

i) leew1se, the statement in the flrst paragraph on page 5—”?‘
6; regardlng surface gsoilg at the ‘SWMU: 6/AOC B area, that

' “Since it is very common to detect PAHs in such areas- [wherel;'

' trucks and heavy equlpment vehlcles are parked], it is-
highly" unllkely that these PAHs are the result of waste

‘vmanagement act1v1t1es" is not acceptable Flrst due tollts‘f;,:”'

© slope. the area. around BAOC B 1s not .an area where vehlcles R
.vare expected to, be parked Secondly, PAHs result from many,



v'/

'act1v1t1es bes1des 1nc1dental vehlcle parklngc‘ Thlrd
‘pursuant to requlrements of -the. 1994 RCRA/HSWA Permit; fhe

facility is requlred to cleanup all contamination resultlng SRR
ffrom releases of hazardous waste and hazardous const1tuents,~; i
not just ‘that- resultlng from “waste management act1v1t1ts" f?:f

' The text must be rev1sed or deleted

aj) ‘In addltlon the statement on’ page “4-4 regardlng metals
exceedlng the “screenlng crlterla” for groundwater at AOC B
must be. rev1sed tor 1nclude chromlum since. ‘the. concentrarlon

(:\of 168 ug/l in- well ACBMWOl exceeded the MCL: of | 50 ug/l andV' v

‘}vanadlum, ‘since: 1ts concentratlons 1n both wells ACBMWOl and"'

- 03 (790 ug/1. and 326 ug/l respectlvely) ‘exceeds the RBC for lv;:hﬁ‘

, Tap Water of 260 ug/l The text must be revlsed

' k) Also, the statement on page 4-4 in the AOC B groundwateru e

section that MCLs are - “more stringent” [than tap water RBCs] .
is not correct and must’ be revised.  For example the MCL for -

arsenlc is 50 ug/llter, yet the Tap Water RBC is 11 ug/l for3*-

noncarc1nogen1c effects- and 0.038. ug/l for: carc1nogen1c
effects.u ‘The statement should be deleted -0xr” rev1sed

' Addltlonal deflclency comments glven in Enclosure #1 (A T.

Kearney Technlcal Rev1ew) must also be addressed by the Navy

Def1c1ency comments on the actual addltlonal 1nvestlgatlon work

- proposed by the Navy are given in Enclosure #2 (A.T. Kearney :
\Technlcaerevlew),.‘These_def;c1encles_mgst be addressed by thef"”

Navy'.

. Also, EPA. notes that two areas where addltlonal 1nvest1gatlon
‘were either prev1ously requested by EPA (1n our letter of - :

'gNovember 8, 1996), or- recommended by the ‘Navy in the July 1996
'draft RFI report have not been 1ncluded in- Addendum 2.

v Spec1f1cally, ‘Addendum 2 does not: include addltlonal surface: and
_subsurface SOll and groundwater sampllng at the AOC B/SWMU 6 area'

as requested in EPA’s letter of - November 8, 1996. [However, EPA -

Wwill re-consider the Navy s request for no further 1nvestlgatlon,{rff'

based on full subm1551on ‘of the data requested above under our
Addendum 1 comments] “In addltlon,,the July 1996 draft RFI -

f report had recommended addltlonal sedlment sampllng for those AOCi*



| ‘ D (marlne sedlments) areas assoc1ated w1th poss1b1e releases from ?u

“SWMU 2 (Langley Drive Dlsposal Area), yet no such’ sampllng 1s :
1ncluded in Addendum 2.

o_Please submlt a full written response and/or rev1sed Addendum(s)
address1ng all the comments given above ‘and’ in Enclosures #1 and
-~ #2, by June 6, 1997. Please contact Mr. Tim- Gordon of my staff
,at (212) 637~ 4167 if you have any questlons.f' : B

Slncerely yours,.

Nl bj .

'Nlcoletta DlForte
Chief, Carlbbean Sectlonv‘”
,RCRA Programs Branch

EncloSures (2}_?

o= - cc: Mr. Israel Torres, EQB, with encl, S ‘

/’/P\ ‘ .~ Mr. Christopher T. Penny, LANTDIV cOde 1822 Wlth encl.
-Mr;.Tom'Fuller, Baker Env1ronmental Inc., with encl
Mr. Doug Sullivan, A. T Kearney, Inc. w/o encl "
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Reglonal Progect Officer

) U S. Env1ronmental Protectlon Agency

: » Reglon 20 L S
290 Broadway, 22nd Floorﬁ,ﬁﬁ,_
New York NY 10007 18860jjfﬁ

ff.Tnf Submltted by
A, T Kearney, Inc b
Kearney/Centaur Division e R
One Wall Street Court"“Ri?Rﬂfwfif,fjifgf
New York New York 10005}ﬁfj0”* ‘ ,

R e
AR

1997

Mare 10,




VSectiénA"'

INTRODUCTION . .o\ o vt v e o vt o o

EVALUATION OF JANUARY 1997

‘,‘?’MRCRA FACILITY INVESTIGATION REPORT
FOR ;
PHASE I INVESTIGATIONS AT Ex
OPERABLE UNITS 1, 6 "AND 7.

NAVALL GTATION ROOSEVELT ROADS’";ffqu“,fi;r

CEIBA PR

. ﬁ.‘TABLE OFyQQNTENTS f&f%ﬁ.:,foI

METHODOLOGY . .. % . 't iiv v i v w i vivo .,

.';.EVALUATIONEOF RESPONSEZTO*USEPA‘REGION'II.COMMENTS ;f}‘;

EVALUATION OF RESPONSE TO THE KEARNEY TEAM COMMENTS

'1“4 1 General Comments‘A}‘ﬂ-. . ;_,1.-,-.-.

4.2 ”Page-specific-CdmméntéIv.', R .;,.;',j;f;‘f_!7}“




1.0 INTRODUCTION Lft'],!j¢¥,;Yfi<{tﬁ 7#¥wﬂﬁq'

fThe U S Env1ronmental Protectlon Agency (EPA) has requested that
~the A, T Kearney Team (Kearney ‘Team)- prov1de ‘support to ‘the -

Agency under Work Ass1gnment No.kR02020 for technlcal review of‘ﬂ'

'_documents assoc1ated w1th the RCRA Fa0111ty Investlgatlon (RFI)
of the U.S. Naval Statlon Roosevelt Roads (NSRR) 1ocated in. "
,Celba, Puerto RlCO. g :

g

j"‘The NSRR is located on the east coast of Puerto RlCO in" the

i .mun1c1pa11ty of Celba,‘approxlmately 33 mlles southeast of San"'p
_»guJuan The prlmary mission of “NSRR" 1sﬂt0~prov1de full support for
" the Atlantlc Fleet weapons tralnlng and¢ development act1v1tles

“NSRR 1s currently operatlng under a’ Draft RCRA Correctlve Actlon
 Permit that 1ncludes varylng degrees of .work at 28 Solld Wast ‘

'Management Unlts (SWMUs) and three Areas of Concern (AOCs) i*@d \'i(,

'EPA requested the Kearney Team to rev1ew the Draft Addendum RCRA
'Fac111ty Investlgatlon Report for. Phase I Investlgatlons at:
'Qperable Unit 1, 6, and 7, January 1997, prepared by Baker o
Env1ronmental Inc The Baker document is. de31gned to addres
"EPA comments regardlng the flndlngs and conc1u51ons of the Draft

'z,RCRA Fa0111ty Investlgatlon (RFI) Report for Phase I

o

_ Investlgatlons at Operable Unlt 1, 6, and 7 July 1996

The Kearney Team s report presents evaluatlons of the Navy
uresponses to both USEPA Reglon II and Kearney Team comments to
the Draft RFI report Sectlon 1.0 of this report dlscusses the
"scope of thls evaluatlon of the response to comments _ Sectlon
2.0 identifies the methods and objectlves of. thlS evaluatlon \‘,‘

Sectlon 3.0 presents thevevaluatlon of. responses to USEPA Reglon

IT comments Sectlon 4.0 presents evaluatlon of responses to
Kearney Team comments.~‘._m,; ’ '

'\12;0m'METHOD6L0GY

&

’Pursuant to the EPA Work Ass1gnment Manager s (WAM’s) request

“the Kearney Team rev1ewed the draft addendum. The Kearhey ‘Team’ sﬂ.'>

. review focused on evaluatlng technlcal adequacy of the responses,
expan31on of dlscuss1ons,rand new lnformatlon and/or . conclus1ons

'"presented in the response to comments Only outstandlng 1ssues or f';,fj7

T



.“;comments whlch have not been completely or adequately addres ed;f"
';fvare dlscussed 1n the Kearney Team document. gx;.,;@, o ~*

HEVALUATION OF RESPONSE TO USEPA REGION II COMMENTS :

’fﬂl The response is adequate The Navy w1ll need to prov1de-fﬁ
- approprlate documentatlon that. the land use restrlctlons have",

- _been 1mplemented

q2: The Navy should prov1de 1nformat10n pertalnlng to theifo¥~55
V;number, locatlon, and’ concentratlons of the background samples s

© - .and’ statlstlcal analyses used to determlne background levels..

faVerlflcatlon that SWMU:6/A0C B is restrlcted to 1ndustr1al useﬁ‘fuu

o needs to be prov1ded

”ﬂ3 Background concentratlons w1ll need to be verlfled by EPAsym'
“-prlor to concluding that surface and subsurface s01l at SWMU o
“6/AOC B have been adequately characterlzed

ﬂs 7 Background concentratlons Wlll need to be verlfledl

by EPA ‘prior to concludlng that groundwater at SWMU '6/A0C B

huhas been adequately characterlzed ‘There are no addltlonal‘

<’scomments on the rev1sed ‘tables which are. presented 1n theﬁli
-f»Addendum | DU e ’>} L .

2y

o3y

'approprlateness. Lo S

~7The response does not’ adequately address the comment since: the

requested: 1nformatlon regardlng the proposed work plan was not?_’
‘ contained in the’ document 'The 1nformatlon presented as,/f
Section 7 has been recelved. under separate cover and is -

currently belng 'rev1ewed for technlcal adequacy and

The response does not adequately address the co ent s1nce thea*1ﬂ~
requested 1nformatlon regardlng the proposed workfplan was: nots;i
lcontalned in the document.. This information' has been received
and is currently being rev1ewed for technlcal adequacy and.

' “approprlateness ~The last sentence of paragraph 2 on page ‘4- 5,?

vﬁ_detected in"thehbsurfacei s01l samples 1
" concentration of ‘these same metals 1n;the ‘ba k 0 o
;-s01l samples“" The word “well” should be del ted s1nce theref

. of Section 4. 2 2 of the rev1sed text . should be 'eworded to say

and berylllump-’
: below “the:

und surfacepf



is no statlstlcal 31gn1f1cance to the phrase ﬂIn'addltlonpv”

‘the last part of the sentence- should be deleted 81nce there is -

insufficient data’ to support the conclu81on that the metals
- are not 1nd1cat1ve of - 31te contamlnatlon to SWMU 26 ‘

. 4-9Y The 1nformatlon planned for 1nclus1on 1n the addltlonal

/.workplan contalned in Sectlon 7 is currently belng revrewed":
- for technlcal adequacy and approprlateness.;”*

4.0 EVALUATION OF RESPONSE TO THE KEARNEY TEAM COMMENTS ~ = '° .

*;431’ General“Commentsi

SWMU 13 through AOC D S T ' R ~ :
~The response does’ not adequately address the comment s1nce the
‘requested 1nformatlon regardlng the proposed work plan was not

contained in the document. “This 1nformatlon is currently belng .

rev1ewed for techn1cal adequacy and approprlateness

4.2 Page-Spec1f1c,Comments‘-'“

2_ Sectlon 4.0 and Flgure 4- 16

- The Navy ‘should obtaln the two sedlment samples Wthh were '
‘prev1ously deleted between sample locations 3SD01° and 3SD04.

8 Currently, the- lack of data between the two locatlons ‘represents a

data gap. There is no, 1nformatlon from which to determine whether
uthe northeastern part of ‘the landfill maybe actlng as. a: potentlal
source v1a leachate outbreaks or percolatlon to groundwater

Page 5-13, 96, Sectlon 5 2. 1 5

Although toxic equlvalent d10x1n RBCs were prov1ded in the rev1sed,l
- tables, the Region III RBC values for 1ndustr1al/re81dent1al soils .
‘are 1ncorrect " The. tableS“Should be. rev1ewed ‘and- revised as

appropriate.. The correct/’alueS‘should be 0.04 and 0. 004 pg/kg forf“”
‘1ndustr1a1 and res1dent1al 011s, respectlvely U

'.Page 5-38, ﬂl Sectlon 5. 3.,.4351?uv S LT SRR b
The Navy should clarlfy why these samples contalned w1th1n WMU'2
are 1ncluded in OU 3/5 1nvestlgat10ns s1nce page 1 -3 of the Draft
RFI Report - 1nd1cates “‘tha
included in OU 7. '




' Table 5- 9, Table 5-24, Table 5- 39, and Table 5- 42, ‘Page 2" .
‘\Although toxic equlvalent dlox1n RBCs were prov1ded in the: rev1sed
‘5tables, the Reglon III RBC values for 1ndustr1a1/res1dent1al s01ls*~!'
are lncorrect _ The tables ‘should- be: revaewed ‘and revised as
._approprlate The correct values should be 0.04 and O 004 ug/kg for "
’1ndustr1a1 and res1dent1al s01ls, respectlvely E S o

Section 5 Tables e T TR T AR IR Y
This response is adequate, however,. revised tables presented in

Appendlx B .of the Addendum did’ not reference the source. of the RBCS%,Z _
“for phenanthrene and benzo (g;h; 1)perylene The“tables should be*;““”‘
: rev1ewed and rev1sed as approprlate.l‘ :

-kTable 5.2 . I = f’ N

- The text should be. rev1sed to indicate that the table appears in
f~Append1x B not Appendlx A; as 1nd1cated o '

'Page 6 7, ﬂz Sectlon 6 2.2.1

Addltlonal justification will need to be prov1ded to support the

statement that surface s011 exposure is assumed to be 1ns1gn1f1cantf;-

for a. constructlon worker when. compared to subsurface s011"

exposure. . The. assessment approach. appears - 'unreasonable ‘since o
vconstructlon workers would " be expectad to be exposai to bothw” '
,'surface and subsurface s01l - - ;‘“ :

Page 6- 16/Table 6-8

. The response does not adequately address the orlglnal comment s1nce;f
"~ the reference for each absorption value has not been prOV1ded

Table 6-8 w111 need to be expanded to 1nd1cate the reference for
each absorptlon value . ST o o :

V,Table 6~ 1 : S o ’ e
- The : Navy . dld _not prov1de a. response to "the request -for -
f,justlflcatlon -as to why dlox1ns ‘were not retalned as COPCs for AOC;K

B soil. However, dlox1ns were 1ncluded as COPCs for SWMUs 13 and\‘"

31 as>requested:

L

‘,Page 7 - 9 1[2 Sectlon 7. 1 9, AN : : ,
The addltlonal work plan. dlscussed in. the- response is currently :
"belng rev1ewed for technlcal adequacy and’ approprlateness

'\Pagef?-zo ﬁ 4 Sectlon 7 3. and Page 7 22 ﬂm4) Sectlon 7.3

R



'ﬂThe Navy should justlfy the ratlonale for deferrlng assessment of. i

SWMU 2 to the QU 3/5. 1nvest1gat10ns 81nce page 13, ‘of the Draft RFIth
’1ndlcates that" sedlments adjacent to SWMU 2 are 1ncluded in OU 7. n': s

- The" assessment regardlng ‘the need for addltlonal sedLmentﬁVﬂﬂwt”“f

characterlzatlon will need to.be: rev1ewed to ensure that adequate;»h

i 1nvest1gat10n has been performed
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o j1.0. v INTRODUCTION

k The U.S. Envrronmental Protectron Agency (EPA) has requested that the AT. Kearney Team e
g (Keamey Team) prov1de support to EPA under Work Assignment No: R02020 for technical -
-~ review of documents associated with the RCRA Facility Investigation, (RFI) of the U.Ss. Naval
; "Statron Roosevelt Roads (N SRR) located in Ceiba, Puerto Rico. EPA requested the. Kearney
- Team to review the Final Addendum 2 RCRA Facility Investzgatzon Work Plans Additional :
- Investigations at. Certain Operable Unit 1, 6, .and 7 SWMUs, prepared by Baker Env1ronmental .,

Inc. (Baker) dated February 28, 1997. The Work Plan Addendum was prepared in response tO

L EPA and A T. Keamey Comments to the RFI Report dated November 1996

o 'viThe NSRR 1s located on the east coast of Puerto R1co in the mumcrpalrty of Ce1ba i :

' approxnnately 33 miles southeast of San Juan. The primary mission of NSRR is to provrde full ¢
support for the Atlantic Fleet weapons trarmng and development activities. NSRR is: currently =~ + -
~ operating under a Draft RCRA Corrective Action Permit that includes varying degrees of work at f
- 28 Solid Waste Management Umts (SWMUs) and three Areas of Concern (AOCs) '

‘Tlns Kearney Team report presents an evaluation of the Navy s Work Plans for the addltlonal ‘ L
- investigative activities: . The method and objective of this evaluatlon is presented in Section 2 0, ..o

general comments regardmg the work plans are presented in section 3.0, and speclﬁc comments

: regardlng the work plans are detalled in sectlon 4. 0 by AOC/SWMU
20 METHODOLOGY R |

. Pursuant to the EPA Work Assrgnment Manager s (WAM s) request the Kearney Team

' reviewed the final work plan addendum ‘The focus of the Keamey Team’s review was centered _
on ensuring that EPA comments to the RCRA Facility Investlgatron were adequately: addressed Lo

The Kearney Team also focused on the scope and rational for addltronal investigations at certain = %
"operable unit 1, 6, and 7 SWMUEs..‘Only work plans for certaln areas which have not been ‘

completely or adequately addressed are drscussed in the Kearney Team document

: ;3 0 GENERAL COMMENTS

‘ The Addendum should be revrsed to present clearer 1nvest1gatron ratlonales and samplrng o

locations for SWMUs 10, 26, 46, and AOC C. Also, the Addendum does not address EPA’s -

. ‘request for addltronal sampling at AOC B/ SWMU 6 and AOC D/SWMU 2. Baker ‘must address
 EPA’s request for add1t1ona1 samplmg at these SWMUs EE , .

- '4.0 DETAILED EVALUATION OF WORK PLANS

. SWMU 10 (Substatmn 2-Building90) G :
. The Work plan proposes mstallatron and samplmg of two temporary momtormg wells however



“ . EPA’s orlgmal comment requested mstallatlon of three bedrock momtonng wells. The: work

plan needs to be revised to fully address EPA’s comment Addltlonally, momtormg well o
llnstallatlon methods need to be prov1ded L :

* The ratlonale section should be expanded to support the proposed locatlons of the temporary
- wells. . S

,SWMU 26 (Burldmg 544 Area) R : : : -
o Frgure 2-2 should be rev1sed to mclude the locatlons of all three background samples from thlS <

© SWMU 46 (Pole Storage Yard Covered Pad)

The work plan does not include sorl sample collectron 1mmed1ately north east -and west of the -
area formerly des1gnated “Contarmnated Soil' Area”. The Work plan should include samphng :
immediately north, east, and west of the area, partlcularly when arsemc was prevrously detected

= -m one of the bormgs conducted in the des1gnated area.

The work plan states 15 ﬁfteen surface samples w111 be collected in the area of SWMU 46

" however, only 11 are shown on Figure 2-4. Flgure 2-4 should be modified to present surface and

N subsurface sampling locations with different symbols to drstmgulsh eacm and updated to include - B
all 15 surface soil sample locatlons . : :

K AOC C (Transformer Storage Pads)

The work plan proposes 14 subsurface soil samples to be collected in the area of AOC C;
however, only 10 are apparent on Figure 2- 4 The Flgure should be modlﬁed to present all 14

e subsurface soil sample locatrons

. AOC D (SWMU 13 and SWMU 11/45) ' -
The total organic carbon content of each sedunent sample should be 1nc1uded asa sample analyte:
to characterize the broavarlablhty of organic contaminants wrthm the sedlments “The Keamey

Team recommends the 1nclus1on of thls parameter for all sedlment samples collected at SWMUS i

13 and 11/45

Pg. 2-17, Sectlon292 ‘ e '
* The work plan states EPA Region I Data Vahdatlon Standard Operatmg Procedures (bOPs) and e
. analytical methods presented in the Final RCRA Facility Investzgatzon Naval Station Roos evelt "

‘Roads, Puerto Rico Work Plans will be used to validate all analytical results. However, the

analytical methods referenced in the stated plan are SW-846 ‘methods. The EPA Region II Data | |

- validation SOPs are applicable to the CLP. Statement of Works, not SW—846 methods. The -
original SOPs presented for data validation in Appendlx D of the Fi inal RCRA Facility

dlnvestzgatzon Naval Station Roosevelt Roads Puerto Rico. Work Plans must be utlllzed and

referenced in tlns work plan. - - : '



