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: DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY / R‘E%

PACIFIC DIVISION

NAVAL FACILI'I;IIVI;:/S\KEAI\:-(EI;\IAIE'EFI:I)NG COMMAND JUN - 9 1997
PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII 96860-7300 5090A14
‘ ser 1821/L92%7
30 MAY 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

In accordance with Sections 117 and 120 of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, the replacement pages to the draft final
Sampling and Analysis Pian (SAP) for Phase 2 Remedial Investigation (RI) for Red
Hi11°0ily Waste Disposal Facility, Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl
Harbor “are enclosed. Please remove the appropriate pages of the draft final SAP
and replace with the enclosed pages. The resultant document will then be

' considered the revised final SAP. Also enclosed are the review comments to the

draft final plan as well as our responses to these comments.

Should you have any questions concerning the document, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching of the Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
at (808) 474-4513.

Sincerely,

- MELVIN Z. WAKI
Director
Environmental Division

Encl: (2 cys)

(1) Replacement pages of Apr 97
to the Draft Final SAP for
the Phase 2 RI Red Hill 0ily
Waste Disposal Facility FISC
Pear] Harbor, Hawaii of Jan 97

(2) Review Comments to the Draft
Final Plans

(3) Response to the review comments

Distribution: (see page 2)

carrolicox.com. Box 4202, Mililani, HI 967862 7 €29






Distribution:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
H-9-4

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX :

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Steven Armann

Hazard Evaluation and
Emergency Response Office

State of Hawaii

Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814

Copy to:

Mr. Donald J. Gruber, R.E.A.

URS Consultants, Inc.

2710 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 250 North
Sacramento, CA 95833-3504

Dr. Bruce Anderson (w/o encl)

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbowl Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813
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NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND . IR T | I
(MAKALAPA, Hi)
PEARL HARBOR, HAWALII 96860-7300
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—

5090-AL4
Ser 1821/ 3’7

' 31 JAN 1997
CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

In accordance with Section 7.7 of the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) for
the Pear1 Harbor Naval Complex and Sections 117 and 120 of the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, the draft final Sampling
and Analysis Plan (SAP) and Health and Safety PTan (HSP) for Phase 2 Remedial
Investigation (RI) of the Red Hi1l Oily Waste Disposal Facility at Fleet &
Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl Harbor are enclosed. Also provided as
a part of the SAP are the review comments to the draft plans as well as our
responses to these comments.

In accordance with Section 7.8 of the FFA, these draft final documents shall
serve as the final document if we do not hear from you within 30 days of your
receipt.

Should you have any questions concerning these documents, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching of the Environmental Restoration Branch at (808) 474-4513.

Sinceqe]y, .
(Ml - Aebe

MELVIN Z, WAKI, P.E.
Director
Environmental Division
Encl: (2 cys) Acting
(1) Draft Final SAP for the
Phase 2 RI Red Hill Oily
Waste Disposal Facility, FISC
Pear1 Harbor, Hawaii of Jan 97
(2) Draft Final HSP for the Phase
2 RI Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal
Facility, FISC Pearl Harbor,
Hawaii of Jan 97 -

Distribution:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
H-9-4

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 9$¢§§8l3
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" DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY | fu

PACIFIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND

(MAKALAPA, HI) W
PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII 96860-7300
| \ 5090.A15
Ser 18717 4842
18 NOV 1395

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

Feﬂegal Facilities Cleanup Office
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Mr. Mitani: _
Subj: NAVY’S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

In response to your letter of November 4, 1996, we acknowledge your written
notification for a 30-day extension for your review of the draft Remedial
Investigation Planning Documents (Phase 1I) for the Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Facility at FISC Pearl Harbor. We will be expecting your review
comments on or before December 6, 1996. Should you need additional time for
review, please submit your request for an extension in accordance with Section
g of]the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) for the Pearl Harbor Naval

omplex.

Should you have any questions, please contact Ms. Dariene Ige of the
Environmental Restoration Branch at (808) 474-4520. '

Sincerely,

-_—

/W

ERIC W: TORNGREN, P.E.

Director
Environmental Division

Copy to:

: Mr. Steven Armann

Hazardous Evaluation and

Emergency Response Office

State of Hawaii

Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honoluiu, HI 96814

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789 107 g15
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‘ DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY - IOCT 'I_\

PACIFIC DIVISION W
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND o
(MAKALAPA, Hi)
PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII 96860-7300
5090.A15

Ser 1821/ Q..
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15 0CT 1998

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY’S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

In accordance with Sections 117 and 120 of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, the draft final Removal Action Decision
Document (RADD) for the Red Hi1l Stilling Basin at the Fleet and Industrial
Supply Center, Pearl Harbor is enclosed.

~The final Remediation Verification Report (RVR), which was an enclosure to the

draft RADD, has been revised to address comments. In the interest of reducing
the volume of paper being transmitted, we have enclosed only the revised
sheets and cover of the revised final RVR. Please replace the appropriate
sheets and cover of the final RVR with these revised sheets and cover. Also
enclosed are the review comments to the draft RADD and final RVR as well as
our responses to these comments.

Should you have any questions concerning the document, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching of the Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
at (808) 474-4513.

Sincerely,
2
ERIC W. TORNG , P.E. :
Director

Environmental Division

Encl: (2 cys)

(1) Final RADD for Removal
Action at Red Hill
Stilling Basin, Fleet
and Industrial Supply
Center Pearl Harbor of
30 Sep 96

(2) Revised Sheets & Cover
for Revised Final RVR
Closure & Removal of
Red Hil11 Stilling Basin,
Fleet and Industrial
Supply Center Pearl
Harbor of 20 Sep 96

(3) Review Comments to the
Draft Report

(4) Response to the Review
Comments

jo18t
Copy to: (See page 2)
carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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Distribution: (w/encls)

Steve Armann

Hazardous Evaluation and
Emergency Response Branch

State of Hawaii

Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814 ’

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Rededial Project Manager

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
H-9-4

U.S Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

»
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State of Hawaii

Department of Health

Hazard Evaluation & Emergency Response
Attention: Mike Miyasaka

919 Ala Moana Blvd., Room 206
Honolulu, HI 96814

Subject: Transmittal of Department of the Navy and EARTH TECH
Standard Operating Procedures, Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal
Facility, FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER PEARL
HARBOR, OAHU, HAWAII

Telephone

Dear Mr. Miyasaka:

808.523.8874 !

At the request of Mr. Wesley Ching ( Department of the Navy (DON), Pacific Division),
we are submitting the attached DON and EARTH TECH Standard Operating Procedures

to you. 808.523.8950 !

Facsimile :

Please note one correction in the draft SAP. On page 5-8 of the Field Sampling Plan
(FSP), the reference call out should be I-F instead of FP-D-5. The text will be corrected
with the final SAP.

Should you have any questions, please contact either Mr. Wesley Ching (DON, Pacific
Division) at (808) 474-4513 or me at (808) 523-8874.

Very truly yours,

EARTH TECH, Inc.

7 ez

S. Wade Kirby, PE, CPG
CTO Manager

attachments

cc: Wesley Ching
File (12.2.1.3)

carrollcéxfom] Bo@)Z’, Milil&ni,"HI 96789; o~ g2y






CTO 8 - FSP DON SOP CITATIONS

Reference | Description Whose | Location Page No. | Use
I-A-5 Site Reconnaissance DON 5.1 Subsurface Clearance | 5-1 Geophysical Survey
Survey
1-A-6 Utility Clearance DON 5.1 Subsurface Clearance | 5-1 Geophysical Survey
Survey
1-B-9 Air Monitoring and DON 5.2 Field Monitoring 5-1 Field Monitoring
Sampling Practices
I-B-1 Soil Sampling DON 5.2 Field Monitoring 5-1 Field Monitoring
Practices
I-B-1 Soil Sampling DON 5.3 Field Screening 5-2 Immunoassay
Analysis
I-B-1 Soil Sampling DON 5.3 Field Screening 5-2 VOC Analysis
I-B-1 Soil Sampling DON 5.4 Surface Soil 5-2 Soil Sample
: Sampling Collection
I-B-1 Soil Sampling DON 5.5 Soil Boring 5-3 Monitoring Well
Instatlation
I-B-1 Soil Sampling DON 5.5 Soil Boring 5-3 Core Sampling
I-E Soil and Rock DON 5.5 Soil Boring 5-3 Soil Sample Logging
Classifiacation
I-E Soil and Rock DON 5.5 Soil Boring 5-3 Core Sample Logging
Classifiacation
I-C-1 Monitoring Well DON 5.6 Monitoring Well 5-3 Monitoring Well
Installation Construction and Installation
Development
1-C-2 Monitoring Well DON 5.6 Monitoring Well 5-3 Monitoring Well
Development Construction and Development
Development
I-C-3 Monitoring Well DON 5.7 Ground Water 5-4 Ground Water
Sampling Sampling Sampling
I-A-9 Sample Naming DON 5.8 Sample Designation 5-4 Sample Labeling
III-F Sample Handling, DON 5.9 Sample Shipping 5-8 Sample Shipping
Storage, and Shipping Procedures
Procedures
FP-D-5/1-F Equipment ET 5.10 Decontamination 5-8 Decontamination
Decontamination ’ Procedures

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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CTO 8 - QAPjP DON SOP CITATIONS

Reference | Description Whose | Location Page No. | Use
I-B-1 Soil Sampling DON 2.1 Sample Collection 2-1 Soil Sampling
Methods Methods
I-C-3 Monitoring Well DON 2.1 Sample Collection 2-1 Ground-Water
Sampling Methods Sampling Methods
III-E Recordkeeping, DON 2.3 Sample Logs, 2-1 Guidelines for
Sample Labeling, and Labeling, and Chain-of- Recordkeeping,
Chain-of-Custody Custody Sample Labeling, and
Procedures Chain-of-Custody
I-F Equipment DON 2.4 Decontamination 2-3 Decontamination of
Decontamination Procedures Soil and Water
Sampling Equipment
III-F Sample Handling, DON 2.5 Sample Handling, 2-3 Sample Handling,
Storage, and Shipping Transport, and Storage Transport, and
Procedures Storage Procedures
II-E Recordkeeping, DON Section 3 - Sample 3-1 Sample Custody
Sample Labeling, and Custody Procedures
Chain-of-Custody
Procedures
I-C-3 Monitoring Well DON 5.1 Field Analyses 5-1 Water-level
Sampling Measurements
I-C-3 Monitoring Well DON 5.1 Field Analyses 5-1 Ground-Water Sample
Sampling Measurements
1I1-B Field QC Samples DON 6.1 Field Quality Control | 6-1 QC Sample
Checks Procedures
II-A Laboratory QC DON 6.2 Laboratory Quality 6-2 Laboratory QC
Samples Control Checks Sampling Procedures
II-A Data Validation DON Section 11 - QA/QC 11-1 Data Validation
Procedure Reports Procedures

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789 078374






CTO 8 - QAPjP EARTH TECH SOP CITATIONS

Reference | Description Whose | Location Page No. | Use
IV-A-2 Quality Assurance ET Section 1 - Introduction 1-1 QAPjP Development
Project Plans Procedures
V-A Data Statistical ET Section 7 - Data 7-1 Statistical Assessment,
Assessment, Statistical Assessment, Validation, Reduction,
Validation, Validation, Reduction, and Reporting
Reduction, and and Reporting Procedures
Reporting
IV-A-6 Laboratory ET Section 8 - System and 8-1 System and
Management Performance Audits Performance Audit
Procedures
Iv-C-1 Assessment Program | ET Section 8 - System and 8-1 System and
Performance Audits Performance Audit
Procedures
Iv-C-2 Laboratory and Data ET Section 8 - System and 8-1 System and
Management Audits Performance Audits Performance Audit
Procedures
IvV-C-3 Data Quality ET Section 8 - System and 8-1 System and
Corrective Actions Performance Audits Performance Audit
Procedures
IV-A-4 Nonconformance ET Section 10 - Corrective 10-1 QC Nonconformance
Actions Procedures
IV-A-5 Corrective Actions ET Section 10 - Corrective 10-1 QC Nonconformance
Actions Corrective Actions
vV-C-3 Data Quality ET Section 10 - Corrective 10-1 To Mitigate Data
Corrective Actions Actions Quality Problems
IV-A-6 Laboratory ET Section 11 - QA/QC 11-1 Explains Contents of
Management Reports Monthly Reports and
Contract Laboratory
Program Data
Packages

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
. (MAKALAPA, HI)
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30 AUG %555

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQﬁESTED

To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY’'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

Enclosed is our draft Phase II Remedial Investigation (RI) Sampling and
Analysis and Health and Safety Plans for the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal
Facility at the Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl Harbor. The
submission of these documents is in accordance with the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 which requires federal agencies to
coordinate closely with the regulatory agencies during Installation
Restoration (IR) investigations.

These documents reflect the installation of three wells to sample groundwater
as agreed to during meetings between personnel from the Navy, Region IX of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and State of Hawaii Department of Health
on July 22 and 24. However, the members of our Restoration Advisory Board, on
August 27, were uncomfortable with the installation of these wells based on
cost, increased potential for contamination and need for data based on the
current unused status of the groundwater. We ask that you continue to work
with us on this issue to further address these public concerns.

We respectfully request that you review these documents and forward your
comments to us within 60 days as required by Section 7.7 of the Pearl Harbor
Naval Complex Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA).

Should you have any questions regarding these documents, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching of our Environmental Restoration Branch at (808) 474-4513.

Sincerely,
MW

bast i oS OTI IRV R o
3 (TR S0 L i S

wrwd hdision

Encl: (2 cys)

(1) Phase II Remedial Investigation
(RI) Sampling and Analysis Plan
(SAP) (Draft) for Red Hill .0ily
WasteDisposal Facility Fleet &
Industrial Supply Center (FISC)
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii of Aug 96

Encl: (Continue on page 2). . —
1078 2%
carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789






Distribution:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

Feﬂera1 Facilities Cleanup Office
-9-4

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Steven Armann (w/o encl)

Hazard Evaluation and
Emergency Response Office

State of Hawaii

Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814
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SENT RY:PACDIV ENV RESTORATION: 8-29-96 ; 2:53PM ; 80847445}9" 8085864370;#% 1/ 2
{ {

Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command

Environmental Restoration Branch . DSN: 471-8410
Code 182 Comm: (808) 471-8410
Pearl Harbor, HI 96860-7300 Fax: (808) 474-4519
E-

Mail: wching@efdpac.navfac.navy.mil

450 8RN SR

August 29, 1996

FACSIMILE # (808) 586-4370 # of Pages =2

To: Mike Miyasaka, Department of Health, HEER Branch, (808) 586-4698
From: Wesley Ching, RPM/NTR, PACDIV Code 1821WC, (808) 474-4513

Re: Removal Action Decision Document (RADD) for Closure and Removal Action at the
Red Hill Qily Wastc Disposal Facility, Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pcarl
Harbor, Hawaii

Ref:  (a) DOH (M. Miyasaka)/ PACDIV (W. Ching) Phone conservation of 28 Aug 96

Encl: (1) E-Mail of 28 Aug 96 (1 sht)

1. Per reference (a), sending you enclosure (1) for your use and infotmation.

2. Lewis has agreed to the extension of the SMP due date for the subject RADD.

3. Should you have any questions on this matter, call or fax me.

Thanks,

4

Wes Ching

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hi 96789 © 7 & AG
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To: smtp[mitani.lewis@epamail.epa.gov]
gc: Darlene Ige@Cade 18@NAVFAC EFDPAC
CC:
From: Wes Ching@Code 18@NAVFAC EFDPAC
Subject: Red Hill Removal Action RADD SMP Due Date
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 1996 13:53:03 HST
Attach:
Certify: N
Priority: Normal
Defer until;
Expires:

Forwarded by:

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

Lewis,

EPA made comments on the final Remediation Verification Report (RVR) which is
an enclosure to the Removal Action Decision Document (RADD) for the Red Hill
Stilling Basin Closure and Removal Action. Although EPA comments on the RADD
were addressed, the RADD can not be finalized until the comments on the RVR is
addressed and a revised final RVR is submitted to us. Unfortunately, the RVR,
which was written by removal contractor. was archived on the maintand and has
to be retrieved before we address the RVR comments. Consequently, we will not
be able to meet the 9/5/96 SMP due date for the RADD. We request to postphone
the SMP due date for the RADD to 10/17/96. If you concur, just E-mail me by
COB tomorrow so I can confirm the revised date in writing.

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789 ) 07 & A,
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CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

Enclosed are the meeting minutes for DQO Meetings of 22 and 24 July 1996. The
meetings were held in conjunction with preparation of draft planning documents
for Phase 2 of the Remedial Investigation (RI) for the Red Hill Qily Waste
Disposal Facility at the Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl

Harbor.

These minutes are forwarded for your information and records. We have also
provided copies by separate correspondence to the State of Hawaii Department

of Health.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mr. Wesley Ching of our
Environmental Restoration Branch at (808) 474-4513.

Sincerely,

SOy
LEIGHTOM €3, b, WONG
Head '

Environmental Besiasctien Bronch
Encl: (2 cys)
(1) Mtg Minutes for DQO
Mtg of 22 Jul 96
(2) Mtg Minutes for DQO
Mtg of 24 Jul 96

Copy to:

Mr. Donald Gruber

URS Consultants, Inc.

2710 Gateway Oaks Dr., Suite 250 North
Sacramento, CA 95833-3504

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 9678QIO e






Distribution:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

Federa14Fac1]1t1es Cleanup Office
H-9-

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Steven Armann

Hazard Evalluation and
Emergency Response Office

State of Hawaii

Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814
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Meeting Minutes (Draft) _ CTO 0008

4

Date: ' 24 July 1996, 1100 hrs )
Point of Contact: Wesley Ching, PE, Code 1821
Participants: Wesley Ching, Code 1821

Harry Hui, FISC

Lewis Mitani, EPA

Don Gruber, URS

Doug Hazelwood, EARTH TECH
‘Wade Kirby, EARTH TECH

Minutes prepared by Wade Kirby, EARTH TECH on 24 July 1996

Wesley opened the meeting by stating that the Navy still needed clarification and discussion on the
Decision Rule developed during the 22 July 1996 meeting. 'In particular; the Navy wanted
clarification and a proposed endpoint for Scenarios 2 and 3 of the Decision Rule. The agreement
of each scenario is discussed below.

Scenario 2

If groundwater samples collected from the basal aquifer detect contamination below action levels,
then long-term monitoring will be required. Two rounds of samples will be collected as the initial
phase of monitoring. The first round will be collected no earlier than two weeks after development
of the monitoring wells. The second round will be collected no earlier than four weeks after the first
round. Then a round of groundwater samples will be collected each quarter after the second round
of sampling. Groundwater samples will then be collected annually for two years, then the last round
will be collected two years from the time the last annual sample was collected. Results from the
samples will be used to perform a trend analysis and if it is demonstrated that the contaminants have
reached steady state or are diminishing and the concentrations are below action levels, then the EPA
will agree that No Further Action is needed for the site.

Scenario 3

If the groundwater samples are above action levels, then additional characterization will be required.
‘An additional downgradient monitoring well will be installed. This-well may have to be installed
beyond the boundaries of the DQO selection (Step 4 of the DQO process). With this additional
downgradient data point, groundwater modeling can be performed to predict contaminant movement
and the “0" concentration point. As part of the removal action, a downgradient well will be installed
to verify the “0" point. EPA agreed that the final action will not include further delineation of any
plumes detected in the basal aquifer. EPA requires justification if well head treatment cannot be
performed.

e 7 _ |
carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789 7078f7






Meeting Minutes (Draft) CTO 0008

4

Date: ' 22 July 1996, 900 hrs
Point of Contact: Wesley Ching, PE, Code 1821°
Participants: Wesley Ching, Code 1821
, Harry Hui, FISC
Jerry Yogi, COMNAVBASE

Lewis Mitani, EPA

Don Gruber, URS

Michael Miyasjka, DOH

Doug Hazelwood, EARTH TECH
Barbara Brooks, EARTH TECH
Wade Kirby, EARTH TECH

Minutes prepared by Wade Kirby, EARTH TECH on 24 July 1996 - -

Wesley Ching opened the meeting concerning the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility (OWDF)
by introducing all participants. He then turned the meeting over to EARTH TECH. Doug
Hazelwood made a brief introduction of the objectives of the meeting. EARTH TECH then gave
a 30 minute presentation of using the DQO process to develop the groundwater investigation. The
objective of the presentation was to demonstrate that adequate data had been collected to support No
Further Action at the site.

Although data collected indicated that contamination had not penetrated the confining clay layer, the
EPA felt that $omie investigation in the basal aquifer was necessary. EPA’s experience was that
contamination could leak through clay. Additionally, the EPA will not accept institutional control
as a means to protect receptors from exposure without characterization of the basal aquifer. EPA
also stated that modeling is not acceptable without verification. In summary, the EPA is mandated
to protect the drinking water sources and they are insistent that some type of sampling program be
performed in the basal aquifer.

Jerry Yogi suggested an afternoon session to discuss restructuring of the DQOs and the type of
monitoring program that would satisfy the EPA.

Participants of the meeting broke for lunch from 11:30 until 12:30.
Before the afternoon session began, the EPA agreed that the decisions, made on the investigative
approach for the OWDF will be site-specific and will not set precedence for investigation at other

sites. The DQO program for the groundwater investigation was revised as follows:

Step 1: State the Problem
Determine if the basal aquifer is contaminated.

Step 2: Identify the Decision
If the basal aquifer is not contaminated, then No Further Action is needed; but if it

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789 - (0T L7






Meeting Minutes (Draft) CTO 0008

Step 3

Step 4:

Step 5:

Action Items:

1) Attempt to
2) Attempt to

4

is contaminated, then a new course of action is needed.

: Identify Inputs to the Decision
. Water Samples
. Characterize Aquifer
. Action Levels
- VOCs - MCLs
- SVOCs - State Criteria
-TPH-TBD
Study Boundary

Confine investigation to within the OWDF boundary.

Develop a Decision Rule ,

The possibilities of using the Red Hill Shaft as a background well will be explored.
Three wells will be installed within the confines of the OWDF boundary into the
basal aquifer. Two wells will be installed downgradient of the location of the former
Stilling Basin. A third well will be installed upgradient so that the groundwater
gradient can be established. Three scenarios will be used as follows:

Scenario 1: If no contamination is found within the two downgradient monitoring
wells, then No Further Action is warranted.

Scenario 2: If contamination is found but it is below action levels, then long term
monitoring will be required to verify that impact to the basal aquifer is not
increasing.

Scenario 3: If contamination is found above action levels, then one to two additional
downgradient monitoring wells will be installed into the basal aquifer. A
groundwater model will then be developed to predict future movements of the
contamination.

obtain data from monitoring wells installed by the Army at Tripler Hospital.
obtain data from Halawa Shaft and Red Hill Shaft.

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789











Dr. Keith Kawaoka

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency
Response Office

State of Hawaii, Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC DIVISION :

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND

258 MAKALAPA DR,, STE, 100 _ C&

PEARL HARBOR Hl 96r86073‘ )

ST B090.A14
oy ' Ser ENV1821/ 847
PREIT R OR00 1 sy oo

Dear Dr. Kawaoka:

SUBJ: REQUEST NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION FOR THE RED
HILL OILY WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY

Our letter of April 13, 2004 requested your concurrence with a No Further Action (NFA)
determination for unrestricted use at the Red Hill Former Oily Waste Disposal Facility
(OWDF) site. However, Mr. Michael Miyasaka of your staff indicated that neither of the
tables enclosed with our letter included information specifically pertinent to the Removal
Action performed for the Stilling Basin at the OWDF site and that information must be
included for an unrestricted use NFA determination in accordance with the
requirements of Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR), Chapter 11-451: Hawaii State
Contingency Plan (SCP) (DOH 1997) and the Technical Guidance Manual (TGM)

(DOH 2000).

The attached Table 1 has been revised to include information on the Stilling Basin
Removal Action. The Site-Specific Response column includes the Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbon (TPH) cleanup goal of 100 mg/kg for the Stilling Basin soil Removal
Action. A large majority of the TPH confirmation soil samples collected after the
Removal Action were below 100 mg/kg. All samples were below the 5,000 mg/kg TPH
DOH Tier | Action Level as required by the SCP.

Table 2, which addresses TGM Section 9 criteria for closure of sites impacted by
petroleum hydrocarbons, and describe the site conditions that justify closure with
respect to each criterion, is unchanged. - As indicated in Tables 1 and 2, the combined
investigation results demonstrate that the SCP and TGM closure criteria have been
met. Therefore, the Navy requests that the DOH concur on a NFA determination for
unrestricted use at the Red Hill Former OWDF site in accordance with the requirements
of HAR, Chapter 11-451; SCP and the TGM.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Wesley Ching
of our Environmental Restoration Division at (808) 472-1422.

Sincerely,

St 107879
carrollcox.com, Box AfléﬁfTWﬁamwlqng%

Environmental Engineering Department






5090.A14

Encl:

(1) Site Map

(2) Table 1 — State Contingency
Plan Criteria

(3) Table 2 — Technical Guidance
Manual Criteria

Copy to:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
SFD-8-3

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Richard F. Howard
TechLaw Inc.

1211 H. Street, Suite E
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. Laurence Lau (w/o encl)

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbowl! Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 9678Sl)07 8 }‘8
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Table 2: Technical Guidance Manual Criteria for Petroleum-Impacted Sites and Site-Specific Responses,
AST, Red Hill Former OWDF

Criterion

No. Criterion Site-Specific Response

1 The contaminant source area has been TPH-diesel was detected at isolated discrete soil sampling
characterized, and the extent of the impact has locations, indicating that the lateral and vertical extent of TPH-
been defined. diesel in soil is not continuous. A TPH-diesel concentration

above the DOH Tier 1 SAL was detected in only one sample (at
10 feet bgs) at the Former AST Area. The investigation resuits
indicate that TPH-diesel concentrations above the site-specific
characterization level requested by the DOH (25 mg/kg) are
limited to depths between approximately 5 and 25 feet bgs.

2 The impacted soil does not create nuisance The investigation results indicate that TPH concentrations above
problems (odor). 25 mg/kg are limited to depths of 5 feet bgs or deeper, and no

odors or other nuisance problems have been observed around
the area.
3 The facility ensures that residual petroleum does The investigation results indicate that TPH concentrations
not migrate off site (i.e., via groundwater) and greater than 25 mg/kg in soil are limited to depths between
negatively impact adjacent properties, groundwater | approximately 5 and 25 feet bgs in the Former AST Area, away
extraction wells, or surface water bodies. from the site perimeter. No surface water exists at the site, and
potential for surface runoff from the site is low (Earth Tech
2000). Results of the hydrogeologic investigation (Earth Tech
2000) strongly support the conclusion that there is little or no
potential for downward transport of constituents to the basal
aquifer. This conclusion is supported by the groundwater
monitoring data (Earth Tech 2000): No sheen, product, TPH, or
fuel-related constituents have been detected in the basal
groundwater, and no sheen or product has been detected in the
perched groundwater at the OWDF (Earth Tech 2000).
4 The following TPH values are not exceeded: 5,000 | With the exception of one sample (collected at 10 feet bgs in the
mg/kg for TPH as oil or TPH as diesel, and 2,000 Former AST Area) TPH concentrations detected in all soil
mg/kg for TPH as gasoline. samples collected during the investigation were below the DOH
criteria (Earth Tech 2002a).

Based on recent discussions between the Navy, The following evidence demonstrates that each criterion has

DOH, and EPA, it was agreed that the TPH been met:

concentrations listed in Criterion 4 should be used | The vertical and lateral extent of TPH contamination has been

as screening criteria for delineation of petroleum characterized and delineated according to the DOH Tier 1 SALs,

contamination, but that cleanup to these levels is the site-specific TPH-diesel characterization level requested by

not required if the following criteria are met: the DOH (25 mg/kg), and the agreed-upon SAP (which

The contaminant source area has been documents the investigation approach and data quality

characterized, and the vertical and lateral extent of | objectives) (Earth Tech 2002b).

contamination has been delineated in accordance

with an agreed-upon SAP.

Free-phase product is removed from the water No free-phase product was detected in the borings for

table to the extent practicable in accordance with monitoring wells RH-MW08, RH-MW06 and RH-MW09 or any of

the TGM SCP (DOH 1997). the other borings advanced in the Former AST Area during the
Phase Il Rl and TPH-diesel characterization investigations. No
sheen or free-phase product was observed in any of the
groundwater samples collected from existing monitoring welis
after the OHM remedial action in 1995 (Ogden 1996, Earth Tech
2000).

Risk assessments conducted in support of site Human heaith and ecological risk assessments were conducted

characterization are consistent with DOH Tier 1, 2, | for both Rl phases in accordance with USEPA methodology

or 3 RBCA methodology, consider both the direct (EPA 1989a, 1989b, 1991, 1997) to evaluate the potential

contact pathway and potential threats to threats represented by detected soif and groundwater

groundwater or surface water bodies, and concentrations. The risk assessments demonstrated that no

demonstrate that no unacceptable risks to human unacceptable risks to human health or the environment are

health or the environment are associated with the associated with the petroleum hydrocarbon compounds or any

TPH of the other chemicals detected at the OWDF

bgs below ground surface RBCA risk-based corrective action

EPA Environmental Protection Agency, United States SAL soil-action level

mg/kg  milligram per kilogram SAP sampling and analysis plan

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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PACIFIC DIVISION ) &/
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13 APR 2004

Dr. Keith Kawaoka

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency
Response Office

State of Hawaii, Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814

Dear Dr. Kawaoka:

SUBJ: REQUEST FOR NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION FOR THE RED
HILL OILY WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY

Thank you for your letter of January 13, 2004 indicating that you have no comments on
the 8,000-Gallon AST Area Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon-Diesel Characterization
Report (December 2003) (hereafter referred to as the “TPH Report”), and that the
Hawaii State Department of Health (DOH) agrees with the TPH Report
recommendation of No Further Action (NFA) for unrestricted use at the Red Hill Former
Oily Waste Disposal Facility (OWDF) site, as shown on the enclosed map.

In accordance with the Federal Facility Agreement (FAA) (DON1994) and subsequent
partnering agreements between the Navy, EPA, and DOH, Navy sites in Hawaii that are
impacted solely by petroleum hydrocarbons can be closed after meeting the SCP
requirements.

The attached tables summarize the Hawaii State Contingency Plan (SCP) (DOH 1997)
criteria and Technical Guidance Manual (TGM) (DOH 2000) Section 9 criteria for
closure of sites impacted by petroleum hydrocarbons, and describe the site conditions
that justify closure with respect to each criterion. The SCP criteria are addressed in
Table 1, which covers the entire OWDF site and presents in the Site-Specific Response
columns the data and information that were documented in the Removal Action Report
and the Phase | and Phase Il Rl Reports for the Red Hill OWDF (OHM 1995, Ogden
1996, Earth Tech 2000) and the TPH Report (Earth Tech 2002); the TGM Section 9
criteria are addressed in Table 2, which are the data and information documented in the
TPH Report. As indicated in Tables 1 and 2, the results of the combined investigation
demonstrate that the SCP and TGM closure criteria have been met. Therefore, the
Navy requests that the DOH concur with a NFA determination for unrestricted use at
the Red Hill Former OWDF site in accordance with the requirements of Hawaii
Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-451; SCP and the TGM.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Wesley Ching
of our Environmental Restoration Division at (808) 472-1422.

Sincerely,

Mo 2 de 107897

carrollcox.com, Box 4202NMiWaii,FEl 96789
Head
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Encl:

(1) Site Map

(2) Table 1 — State Contingency
Plan Criteria

(3) Table 2 — Technical Guidance
Mannual Criteria

Copy to:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
SFD-8-3

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Richard F. Howard

TechLaw Inc.

1211 H. Street, Suite E

Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. Laurence Lau (w/o encl)

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbowl Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813

5090.A14 _ _ _
Ser ENV1821/ 641

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, H@Bﬁ%‘i
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Table 2: Technical Guidance Manual Criteria for Petroleum-Impacted Sites and Site-Specific Responses,
AST, Red Hill Former OWDF

Criterion

No. Criterion Site-Specific Response

1 The contaminant source area has been TPH-diesel was detected at isolated discrete soil sampling
characterized, and the extent of the impact has locations, indicating that the lateral and vertical extent of TPH-
been defined. diesel in soil is not continuous. A TPH-diesel concentration

above the DOH Tier 1 SAL was detected in only one sample (at
10 feet bgs) at the Former AST Area. The investigation results
indicate that TPH-diesel concentrations above the site-specific
characterization level requested by the DOH (25 mg/kg) are
limited to depths between approximately 5 and 25 feet bgs,

2 The impacted soil does not create nuisance The investigation results indicate that TPH concentrations above
problems (odor). 25 mg/kg are limited to depths of 5 feet bgs or deeper, and no

odors or other nuisance problems have been observed around
the area.
3 The facility ensures that residual petroleum does The investigation results indicate that TPH concentrations
not migrate off site (i.e., via groundwater) and greater than 25 mg/kg in soil are limited to depths between
negatively impact adjacent properties, groundwater ; approximately 5 and 25 feet bgs in the Former AST Area, away
extraction wells, or surface water bodies. from the site perimeter. No surface water exists at the site, and
potential for surface runoff from the site is low (Earth Tech
2000). Resulits of the hydrogeologic investigation (Earth Tech
2000) strongly support the conclusion that there is little or no
potential for downward transport of constituents to the basal
aquifer. This conclusion is supported by the groundwater
monitoring data (Earth Tech 2000): No sheen, product, TPH, or
fuel-related constituents have been detected in the basal
groundwater, and no sheen or preduct has been detected in the
perched groundwater at the OWDF (Earth Tech 2000).
4 The following TPH values are not exceeded: 5,000 | With the exception of one sample (collected at 10 feet bgs in the
mg/kg for TPH as oil or TPH as diesel, and 2,000 Former AST Area) TPH concentrations detected in all soil
mgl/kg for TPH as gasoline. samples collected during the investigation were below the DOH
criteria (Earth Tech 2002a).

Based on recent discussions between the Navy, The following evidence demonstrates that each criterion has

DOH, and EPA, it was agreed that the TPH been met:

concentrations listed in Criterion 4 should be used | The vertical and lateral extent of TPH contamination has been

as screening criteria for delineation of petroleum characterized and delineated according to the DOH Tier 1 SALs,

contamination, but that cleanup to these levels is the site-specific TPH-diesel characterization level requested by

not required if the following criteria are met: the DOH (25 mg/kg), and the agreed-upon SAP (which

The contaminant source area has been documents the investigation approach and data quality

characterized, and the vertical and lateral extent of | objectives) (Earth Tech 2002b).

contamination has been delineated in accordance

with an agreed-upon SAP.

Free-phase product is removed from the water No free-phase product was detected in the borings for

table to the extent practicable in accordance with monitoring wells RH-MW08, RH-MW06 and RH-MWQ09 or any of

the TGM SCP (DOH 1997). the other borings advanced in the Former AST Area during the
Phase Il Rl and TPH-diese! characterization investigations. No
sheen or free-phase product was observed in any of the
groundwater samples collected from existing monitoring wells
after the OHM remedial action in 1995 (Ogden 1996, Earth Tech
2000).

Risk assessments conducted in support of site Human health and ecological risk assessments were conducted

characterization are consistent with DOH Tier 1, 2, | for both RI phases in accordance with USEPA methodology

or 3 RBCA methodology, consider both the direct (EPA 19893, 1989b, 1991, 1997) to evaluate the potential

contact pathway and potential threats to threats represented by detected soil and groundwater

groundwater or surface water bodies, and concentrations. The risk assessments demonstrated that no

demonstrate that no unacceptable risks to human unacceptable risks to human health or the environment are

health or the environment are associated with the associated with the petroleum hydrocarbon compounds or any

TPH of the other chemicals detected at the OWDF

bgs below ground surface RBCA  risk-based corrective action

EPA Environmental Protection Agency, United States SAL soil-action level

mg/kg  milligram per kilogram SAP sampling and analysis plan
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JOHN WAIHEE
GOVERNOR OF HAWAII
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STATE OF HAWAII
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

P. 0. BOX 3378
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801

In reply, please refer to:
EPHSD/HEER

19 January 1990 REDHILL .MEM/BFS1

MEMORANDUM

TO: Chief, Safe Drinking Water Branch
Chief, Solid and Hazardous Waste Branch

FROM: Manager, Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response

SUBJECT: Site Characterization Phase I, Red Hill 0ily Waste
Disposal Pit Site, Pearl Harbor, Oahu, Hawaii.

Please find attached, one set of the draft planning documents
(Work Plan, Sampling and Analysis Plan, Health and Safety Plan, and
the Community Relations Plan) for the Red Hill 0Oily Waste Disposal
Pit for your review and comment. We are particularly interested
in RCRA, UST, SDWA and ground water protection concerns. The
attached form has been developed to simplify your review efforts.
Please provide your comments on the rev1ew form and return it to
our office by 9 February 1990.

Please call me or Mr. Bruce Schlieman at x8256 if you have

any questions.
<i> 42;§£L4<Zé;h// -
J/MA.RK INGOSZ}U(

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI Sb@/@ﬁBO

JOHN C. LEWIN, M.D.
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH






COMMENT . 1PR/BFS1

INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM (IRP)
DOCUMENT REVIEW AND COMMENT FORM

NAME OF DOCUMENT(S): Site Characterization Phase I, Red Hill Oily
Waste Disposal Pit Site, Pearl Harbor, Oahu, Hawaii.
The set of draft planning documents includes one copy each of the

following: Work Plan, Sampling and Analysis Plan, Health and
Safety Plan, and the Community Relations Plan.

DATE DOCUMENT RECEIVED:
TARGET DATE FOR RETURNING COMMENTS TO HEER: 9 February 1990.

Attached is a brief summarvy of the work plan (Comments can be
handwritten if more convenient)

COMMENTS:
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REDHILL.R1/BFS1
SUMMARY OF RED HILL OILY WASTE PIT WORK PLAN

The Naval Supply Center Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Pit site is
located within the boundaries of the Red Hill Fuel Depot, Pearl
Harbor Naval Base, Oahu, Hawaii. The site is located about 3,300
feet west of the Red Hill underground fuel storage tanks, about
700 feet southwest of the Red Hill fresh water pumping station,
and about 50 feet east of South Halawa Stream.

History of Operation
The original pit was constructed and operated from 1943 to 1948,

and was unlined. This pit had a basal area of 1,250 square feet,
a surface area of 3,150 square feet, and was 14 feet deep. From
1949 to 1972, the disposal pit was not in operation, though the
site was apparently used to collect and store waste materials.
From 1972 to 1987, a new asphalt/concrete lined pit was constructed
and operated at the site of the original pit, though with a
different orientation. The new pit has a base area of 1,750 square
feet, a surface area of 3,850 square feet, and is 10 feet deep.

The two pits were utilized for treatment and disposal of oily
wastes. The pits received oily wastes and sludges that were
generated from the cleaning of sixteen to twenty 3000,000 barrel
(12.6 million gallon) underground fuel tanks at the Red Hill fuel
depot. These tanks were used primarily to store Navy Special Fuel
0il, in addition to jet fuel (JP-5), aviation gasoline, and diesel
fuel. From an underground pipe system, wastes could be routed from
the underground tanks into the old pit or into bypass piping which
discharged into South Halawa Stream.

Treatment at the disposal pits consisted of separation into water,
oil, and sludge components. Water was evaporated and/or delivered
to South Halawa Stream, and the oil was skimmed for re-use. On at
least one occasion, sludge residues were burned with other
miscellaneous materials, including tires and diesel fuel.

Off-site surface soil contamination has occurred periodically.
During the early 1980s wastes were pumped from the pit and dumped
on the ground via a hose. During the 1970s, sludges removed from
the asphalt lined pit were dumped on the soils west of the pit.
In the 1940s, a 1.2 million gallon fuel spill contributed to off-
site soil contamination.

Contaminants

Five potential contaminant sources at the site have been identified
(old pit:; new pit; associated system of sumps, piping, and above
ground storage tanks; discharge to South Halawa Stream; and
unauthorized discharges to the ground) as well as three major
contaminant migration pathways (air, surface water, and subsurface
transport). Suspected contaminants at the site include waste fuel
constituents, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PNAs), phenols,
metals, solvents, and possibly dioxin from the burning of wastes.

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 9678;90783@






Exposure to the contaminants could include: inhalation, ingestion,
and direct contact (dermal contact). General receptors may include
area residents, aquatic and terrestrial biota, and site visitors.

Transport Pathways for Contaminants

Air transport is assumed to be significant for the volatilization
of contaminants from the new waste disposal pit.

Surface water flow is assumed to be significant since the piping
system for the discharge of fluids directly into South Halawa
Stream still exist and since surface water runoff from the
northeast portion of the site appears to drain into South Halawa
Stream.

Subsurface transport is assumed to be significant for all five of
the potential contaminant sources. Subsurface transport of the
contaminants may occur horizontally through the perched water table
zone until discharged as stream base flow, or vertically until
eventually impacting the basal aquifer.

Phase I Field Investigations
Soil (surface and subsurface) samples will be collected in the

vicinity of the old/new pit and analyzed for the range of expected
contaminants. Subsurface sampling will be accomplished by conduct
of vertical borings to a depth of 60 feet, and by angle borings
designed to collect soil samples from beneath the new pit. Three
monitoring wells will also be installed near the pit and ground
water samples will be compared to background values.

Goals for Phase I include the following:

1. Establish background metals concentrations in site soils,
surface water, and ground-water quality.

2. Evaluate the surface water migration pathway by obtaining
sediment and water quality data.

3. Evaluate the air migration pathway by obtaining site-specific
air meteorology data and by performing ambient air monitoring.

4. Evaluate the potential for contamination associated with the
above and below ground service piping.

5. Verify the nature of contamination at the end of the pit

discharge pipe, and at the unauthorized waste discharge area, by
collecting and analyzing surface and trench soil samples.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
258 MAKALAPA DR., STE. 100
PEARL HARBOR, HI 96860-3134

5090.A14

s

Ser ENV1821/2448

Dr. Keith Kawaoka ‘ 921 JUN 2002

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency
Response Office

State of Hawaii, Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814-4912

Dear Dr. Kawaoka:

Subj: FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN, CHARACTERIZATION OF TOTAL
PETROLEUM HYDROCARBON (TPH) - DIESEL AT THE FORMER 8,000-
GALLON ABOVEGROUND STORAGE TANK (AST) AREA, RED HILL OILY

WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY

The final Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for the characterization of total petroleum
hydrocarbon (TPH) - diesel at the former 8,000-gallon aboveground storage tank (AST)
area of the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility has been completed and is forwarded
for your information and file. This final SAP has incorporated comments discussed with
a member of your staff at a meeting on November 17, 2001.

A concentration of 25 rhg/kg (ppm) will be used as the delineation point for
TPH - diesel at the request of State of Hawaii Department of Health (DOH). Use of this
concentration does not imply Navy's acceptance for use at other sites, which will be

determined on a "case by case" basis.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Wesley Ching
of our Environmental Restoration Division at (808) 471-9186, extension 258.

Sin§ rely,

LEIGHTON G. M. WONG

Head

Environmental Engineering Department
Acting

Encl: (See Page 2)

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789 . ,
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Encl:

(1) Sampling And Analysis Plan,
Characterization of Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbon (TPH) - Diesel at the
Former 8,000-Gallon Aboveground
Storage Tank (AST) Area Red Hill
Oily Waste Disposal Facility Halawa,
Oahu, Hawaii of May 02

Copy to:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
SFD-8-3

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region X

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Richard F. Howard
TechLaw Inc.

1211 H. Street, Suite E
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. Gary Gill

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbowl Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813

5090.A14 -~
Ser ENV1821/£"4@78
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC DIVISION

e 5000 A4
PEARL HARBOR, HI 96860-3134 Ser ENV1821/ 25'¢'7
To: Distribution ) 1 Nov 2001

Subj: NAVY'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

Enclosed is our Draft Remedial Investigation (RI) Sampling and Analysis Plan for the
Characterization of TPH-Diesel at the former 8,000 Gallon Aboveground Storage Tank
(AST) at the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility. Due to the State of Hawaii
Department of Health (DOH) concern that total petroleum hydrocarbons exceed DOH |
Tier 1 Action Levels, the Navy has agreed to perform an additional investigation to
further evaluate the extent of contamination in the area of concern. This plan describes
the work planned for this additional investigation.

The submission of this document is in accordance with the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 which requires federal agencies to coordinate
closely with the regulatory agencies and Federal Natural Resource Trustees during
Installation Restoration (IR) investigations.

We respectfully request that you review this document and forward your comments to
us within 30 days of your receipt of our letter. If we do not receive a response from you
within the 30-calendar day review period, we will finalize the document based on
comments received from other agencies during the allotted review period. - If you
disagree with our planned actions, please let us know immediately.

Should you have any questions regarding this document, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching of our Environmental Restoration Division at (808) 472-1422.

Sincerely,
Pl 5, MN

MELVIN Z. WAKI, P.E.
Head
Encl: Environmental Engineering Department
(1) Draft Remedial Investlgatlon (RD
Sampling and Analysis Plan
Characterization of TPH-Diesel at
the Former 8,000-Gallon AST.
Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility Mt WY
Halawa, Oahu, Hawaii of Oct 01 : S
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Distribution:

Dr. Keith Kawaoka

Hazard Evaluation and
Emergency Response Office

State of Hawaii, Dept. of Health

919 Ala Moana Bivd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814-4912

Mr. Gary Gill

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbow! Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
SFD-8-3

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Laurie Sullivan

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration — Haz Mat

USEPA SFB-8

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Paul Henson

U. S. Department of Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service

Pacific Islands Office

300 Ala Moana Blvd., Suite 3-122
Honolulu, HI 96850

5090.A14 _
Ser ENV1821/25¢"¢

2 .y .
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

DT
N « I REGION RE
Z& 75 Hawthorngﬁégtrﬂifcf IVEp
KT ¢
o 6«63 san Francisco, C@W‘%(;ls FHEA LTH
L PR _b A’

X

.. HEEg 1,
1 November 2000 FEICE

Ms. Darlene ige

Department of the Navy ’
Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
058 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-31 34

Ref: Informal Dispute for Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility, Remedial Investigation

Dear Ms. lge:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received Navy letter Ser
ENV 1821/2696A dated 10 October 2000 regarding the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal
Facility, Oahu, Hawaii. We have reviewed the Navy’s response to EPA’s comments on
the Remedial Investigation (R!) for Red Hill and we are in disagreement over the
recommendations of the RI. Therefore, EPA invokes informal dispute per Section 12.2
of the Dispute Resolution Section of the Pearl Harbor Naval Complex (PHNC) Federal

Facilities Agreement (FFA).

All parties to the FEA should make their best efforts to informally resolve the
dispute at the project managers Or immediate supervisor level. lf resolution cannot be
achieved informally, the formal dispute process may be invoked per Section 12 of the
PHNC FFA. During the period of informal dispute the schedule to finalize the Red Hill
Rl is suspended and document shall not be finalized until the outstanding issues are

resolved.

If you have any questions please give me a call at (415) 744-2412.

Sincerely,

J
/w Lo & W7 %

/ 7

\_Lewis Mitani
Remedial Project Manager

CC: Leighton Wong, PACDIV
Michael Miyasaka, DOH

[©7 8 3¢
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
258 MAKALAPA DR, STE. 100

PEAngﬁfgﬁbﬁﬁ;mmsomu

DEPARTMEHT OF HEALTE 5090A14 ‘
2000 NOV -3 A 9 Ub Ser ENV1821/ 25386 A

Mr. Lewis Mitani HEER OFFICE 10 ocT 2008

U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region IX .

75 Hawthorne Street, Mail Code H-9-4

San Francisco, CA 94107

Dear Mr. Mitani:

Subj: GROUND WATER CLASSIFICATION AT THE U. S. NAVY RED HILL OILY -
WASTE DISFOSAL FACILITY, OAHU, HAWAII

This letter is in response to your review comments dated May 31, 2000 on the draft final
Remedial Investigation Report for the Former Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
(OWDF), located at Halawa Valley. The Navy accepts the conclusions and
recommendations documented in the revised Draft Final Report for the Red Hill OWDF
Phase || Remedial Investigation (RI). Two prior versions of this report have been
reviewed by Region IX of the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA Region IX)
and revised in response to comments. The latest revision of the report was submitted

to EPA Region IX on September 5, 2000.

The RI report presents the findings of the remedial investigation and site conditions at
the OWDF following removal actions conducted in 1995. The report also addresses
comments received from EPA Region IX and State of Hawaii Department of Health
regarding the draft report. In these comments, EPA Region IX indicated that perched
groundwater found at the site should be classified as a "potential source of drinking
water" in accordance with federal guidelines. Such classification would require that
national and state drinking water standards (non-zero MCLGs/MCLs) be met. This
letter reemphasizes that the drinking water classification and standards are not
applicable to perched groundwater at the site. '

Site-specific conditions and alternative regulations and guidance should be considered
to evaluate future potential use of the perched ground water source and the
§300.400(g)(2) criteria. These include: 1) Environmental Protection Agency’s definition
of an "underground source of drinking water," "public water system,"” and "exempted
aquifer" promulgated pursuant to the SDWA under the federal underground injection
control (UIC) program (see 40 CFR 146.3, 141.2 and 146.4, respectively); and 2) state
groundwater protection regulations and standards (See attached).

Evaluation of these regulations and criteria with site-speciﬁc conditions at Red Hill
indicate that perched groundwater at the site will not be developed for public or private
drinking water purposes in the future. The attachment summarizes the applicable state

regulations and site-specific conditions.
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We strongly urge you to reconsider the classification of perched ground water at the
Red Hill OWDF and the applicability of drinking water standards based on the site
conditions and regulations cited. We also look forward to working with you to formulate
" a reasonable and site-specific strategy for determining ground water classification at

other Navy CERCLA sites.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mr. Wesley Ching of our Environmental
Restoration Division at (808) 474-4513. '

Sincerely,
b ke
Y“&[éruyv\. . <
gy T AT PR
{;.;:vav'.: e rndt | NgIESITE Department
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Federal Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program

Unlike the federal groundwater classification guidelines which are not ARARSs, the UIC
program definition of an munderground source of drinking water,” may be considered an

ARAR at the site. The definition is "relevant and appropriate” in that it is "criteria

promulgated under federal environmental laws that address problems or situations
sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site" (see 40 CFR 300.5). ltis

emphasized that the goal of the UIC program to protect underground sources of

drinking water from contamination are consistent with the goal of CERCLA. Therefore,

it is reasonable to conclude that the UIC groundwater classification criteria are

adequately protective of underground sources of drinking water at CERCLA sites.

Since MCLGs/MCLs are sromulgated under the SDWA, itis also reagonabla tc

c use the

definition of an munderground source of drinking water” promulgated pursuant to this
Act. Site observations and well monitoring data collected at the OWDF indicate that the
perched ground water is not a potential "underground source of drinking water” as

. defined in the UIC program regulations.

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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Recent EPA Guidance

Recent USEPA guidance (that supercedes the NCP preamble) states that "where
available, potential future ground-water uses should be determined from a Core
Certified State Groundwater Protection Program (CSGWPP) that has been endorsed by
USEPA and has provisions for site-specific use determinations” (see Rules of Thumb
(EPA 540-R-97-013) and The Role of CSGWPP in EPA Remediation Program (OSWER
~ Dir. 9283.1-09). Although the State of Hawaii has not completed the development of its
CSGWPP, the state has groundwater protection program regulations and criteria that
can be used to determine where future potable ground water development is restricted
based on site-speciﬁcconditions. Evaluation of these regulationsand criteria with site-
“specific conditions at Red Hill indicate that perched groundwater at the site will not be
developed for public or private drinking water purposes in the future.

Unlike the federal groundwater classification guidelines which are not ARARs, the UIC
program definition of an munderground source of drinking water,” may be considered an
ARAR at the site. The definition is "relevant and appropriate” in that it is "criteria
promulgated under federal environmental laws that address problems or situations
sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site" (see 40 CFR 300.5). ltis
emphasized that the goal of the UIC program to protect underground sources of
drinking water from contamination are consistent with the goal of CERCLA. Therefore,
it is reasonable to conclude that the UIC groundwater classification criteria are
adequately protective of underground sources of drinking water at CERCLA sites.
Since MCLGs/MCLs are promulgated under the SDWA, it is also reasonable to use the
definition of an »underground source of drinking water” promulgated pursuant to this
Act. Site observations and well monitoring data collected at the OWDF indicate that the
perched ground water is not a potential "underground source of drinking water" as

dafined in the UIC program regulations.
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Summary of Applicable State Regulations

Well permitting requirements adopted pursuant to the Hawaii Administrative Rules
(HAR) and Hawaii State Water Code require that public and private wells "be located
so that they are minimally exposed to known sources of pollutants” or to “flood,
drainage, or runoff areas.” In addition, "wells to be constructed for potable use
should be located a minimum horizontal distance of 50 feet from any sewer line,
1,000 feet of any subsurface sewage leaching field, and a 1/4 mile of any injection
well" (see DLNR Hawaii Well Construction and Pump Installation Standards,
Section 2.3(a) and (b); HAR 11-20-29). - The perched groundwater is sited within a

- half-mile radius and hydraulically downgradient of an animal quarantine center,
sewage treatment plant, industrial park, cement quarry, security prison, highway
construction staging facility, freeways, underground sewage lines, fuel lines, fuel/oily
waste storage, stream, and habitat for feral animals. The majority of these facilities
are identified as presenting a "high" or "very high” potential for contamination under
the Hawaii Source Water Assessment Program. The site is also located within
1,000 feet of the former sewage sludge bed and 1/4 mile of the state's UIC line
delineating where injection wells are permitted. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that
the state would permit a potable well to be constructed at the OWDF.

The OWDF is located on federal Navy land used for limited industrial purposes. The
Navy maintains and controls activities on the property. The Navy has no plans to
lease or transfer this land to the state or a private party. There are also no plans to
change the use of the property or to develop water resources on the property.
Access to the site is restricted by fences and other security measures that limit the

likelihood of illegal well development.

Perched groundwater development on the federal property is unlikely considering
that other existing and adequate sources of potable water supply (i.e., Red Hill and
City and County Board of Water Supply shafts) are located near the facility.
Additionally, the perched groundwater has not been identified by the state as a
potential drinking water source (see Aquifer Identification and Classification for
Oahu: Groundwater Protection Strategy for Hawaii, 1990).
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND Rg—' E!V ED
258 MAKALAPA DR,, STE. 100

PEARL HARBOR, HI 96860-3134 [JE PARTMENT OF HEALTH

1003 FEB - $0BD.A14b
Ser ENV1821/ 245
HEER U‘SFIK’J:AN 2003

‘To: Distribution

Subj: ADDITIONAL CHARACTERIZATION OF TPH-DIESEL AT THE FORMER
8,000 GALLON ABOVEGROUND STORAGE TANK (AST) AREA, RED HILL
OILY WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY, HALAWA, OAHU, HAWAIl

Enclosed is our draft 8,000-Gallon AST Area (hereinafter referred to as the “Former
AST Area”) Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) - Diesel Characterization Report at the
Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility (OWDF). This report summarizes the additional
characterization of TPH - Diesel conducted at the Former AST Area where TPH - Diesel
was detected at or above the Department of Health (DOH) Tier 1 Soil Action Level
(SAL) of 5,000 milligrams per kllogram (mg/kg). A concentration of 25 mg/kg was used
for delineation of this site.

The characterization of the vertical extent of TPH - Diesel in soil supports the Phase |
RI conclusions that TPH - Diesel contamination in the Former AST Area is limited and
there is little or no potential for contaminant transport and downward contaminant
migration to groundwater. Accordingly, the report recommends that the Former AST
Area and the overall Red Hill OWDF be granted a status of No Further Action.

The submission of this document is in accordance with the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 which requires federal agencies to coordinate
closely with the regulatory agencies and Federal Natural Resource Trustees during

~ Installation Restoration (IR) investigations.

We respectfully request that you review this document and forward your comments to
us within 60 days of your receipt of our letter. If we do not receive a response from you
within the 60-calendar day review period, we will finalize the document based on
comments received from other agencies during the allotted review period. If you
disagree with our planned actions, please let us know immediately.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Wesley Ching
of our Environmental Restoration Division at (808) 471-9186, extension 258.

Sincerely,

Loy,

LEIGHTON G. M. WONG
Encl: (See Page 2) Head

carrollcox.com, Box 42@}2rowqtaaﬁ?"?-ﬂeﬁwpa”mem

ﬂm“’o\’\,(/\






Encl:

(1) Draft 8,000-Gallon AST Area Total
Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) — Diesel
Characterization Report, Red Hill Oily
Waste Disposal Facility, Oahu, Hawaii
of Nov 02

Distribution:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
SFD-8-3 _

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dr. Keith Kawaoka

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency
Response Office

State of Hawaii, Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Bivd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814-4912

Ms. Laurie Sullivan

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin
Office of Response and Restoration

USEPA SFB-8

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Paul Henson

U. S. Department of Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service

Pacific Islands Office

300 Ala Moana Blvd., Suite 3-122

Honolulu, HI 96850

Copy to:

Mr. Richard F. Howard
TechLaw Inc.

1211 H. Street, Suite E
Sacramento, CA 95814

(cont. on page 3)
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Copy to:

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
State of Hawaii

1250 Punchbowl Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813

5090.A14
Ser ENVT821/ 24.5
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
.7 1%/ 1258 MAKALAPA DR., STE. 100
PEARL HARBOR, HI 96860-3134

5000.A14 . _
W ECie P o2y ser ENV1831/ 2430

R S T
Lo UiviLr

16 DEC 2003

Subj: ADDITIONAL CHARACTERIZATION OF TPH-DIESEL AT THE FORMER
8,000 GALLON ABOVEGROUND STORAGE TANK (AST) AREA, RED HiLL
OILY WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY, HALAWA, OAHU, HAWAII

To: Distribution

In accordance with Sections 117 and 120 of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, the draft final 8,000-Gallon AST Area (hereinafter
referred to as the “Former AST Area”) Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) - Diesel
Characterization Report at the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility (OWDF) is
enclosed. Also included in Appendix E of the enclosure are the review comments to
the draft report.

The characterization of the vertical extent of TPH - Diesel in soil supports the Phase |i
RI conclusions that TPH - Diesel contamination in the Former AST Area is limited and
there is little or no potential for contaminant transport and downward contaminant
migration to groundwater. Accordingly, the report recommends that the Former AST
Area and the overall Red Hill OWDF be granted a status of No Further Action.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Wesley Ching
of our Environmental Restoration Division at (808) 471-9186, extension 258.

Sincerely,

LIANE K. ROSEN

Encl: Head
(1) Draft Final Characterization of Environmental Restoration Division
TPH-Diesel at the Former 8,000- Acting

Gallon AST Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Facility Halawa, Oahu,
Hawaii of Dec 03

Distribution:

Mr. Lewis Mitani (2 cys)

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
SFD-8-3

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789]07 857






Distribution:

Dr. Keith Kawaoka (2 cys)

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency
Response Office

State of Hawaii, Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814-4912

Mr. Richard F. Howard
TechLaw Inc.

1211 H. Street, Suite E
Sacramento, CA 95814

Ms. Laurie Sullivan

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin
Office of Response and Restoration

USEPA SFB-8

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Paul Henson

U. S. Department of Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service

Pacific Islands Office

300 Ala Moana Blvd., Suite 3-122
Honolulu, HI 96850

Copy to: (w/o encl)

Mr. LLaurence Lau

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbowl Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER
BOX 300
PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII 96860-5300 IN REPLY REFER TO:
5090

Code 701HH
28 oCT 1894

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Ms. Pierette Arroyo

Hazardous Evaluation and
Emergency Response Branch

State of Hawaii

Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814

Dear Ms. Arroyo:

SUBJ: NAVY'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

In accordance with Sections 117 and 120 of the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, the Final Plans and
Specifications for the proposed Closure of the Red Hill Stilling
Basin, Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl Harbor,
Hawaii are enclosed. Also enclosed are the review comments to the
draft documents as well as our responses to these comments.

Should you have any questions concerning these documents, please
contact Mr. Wesley Ching of the Pacific Division, Naval Facilities
Engineering Command at 471-8410.

Sincerely,

D. A. GINS

Commander, U.S. Navy
Director, Fuel Directorate
By direction of the
Commanding Officer

Encl: (2 cys)

(1) Final Plans & Specifications
for Closure of Red Hill Stilling
Basin Red Hill, FISC Pearl Harbor
Oahu, Hawaii of August 1994

(2) Review Comments to the 100% Plans &
Specifications

(3) Response to the review comments

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 967890 7838






Copy to: (w/encl)

Mr. Donald J. Gruber, R.E.A.

URS Consultants, Inc.

2710 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 250 North
Sacramento, CA 95833-3504

Mr. Jeffrey Zelikson

Director

Hazardous Waste Management Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Pierette Arroyo (w/o encls)

Hazardous Evaluation and
Emergency Response Branch
State of Hawaii

Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
RECEI 0 REGION IX

g M {ENT OF 175 Hawthorne Street
% G«éé’ San Francisco, CA 94105

2 p B9 WL 12 P Jug

AGENO"

9 July 1999

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Makalapa, Hawaii)

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Dear Darlene:

Enclosed are the comments of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to the Draft Phase Il Report Remedial Investigation Report for Red Hill
Oily Waste Disposal Facility.

If you have any questions please contact me at (415) 744-2412.

Sincerely,
/

zééu} / 7/"“

Lewis Mitani .
Remedial Project Manager

enclosure

cc:  Mike Miyasaka, DOH
Adam Klein, TLI
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REVIEW COMMENTS
DRAFT PHASE Il REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT
FOR RED HILL OILY WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY
DATED JANUARY 1999

Specific Comments - Executive Summary

1.

Page ES-3, third complete paragraph (Groundwater). A reference to existing data
indicating the absence of COPCs and TPH in the basal aquifer would also help to
support the conclusion that the potentially complete groundwatertransport pathway
from the OWDF to this potable water source is insignificant. Estimating the
potential leachate concentrations for representative PAHs (pyrene and
benzo(a)pyrene) in the potable aquifer is appropriate in the absence of sufficient
data, but there are other contaminants present in the OWDF, such as TPH that
could enter the basal aquifer causing the water to be unpalatable (i.e., taste and
odor) and essentially unuseable as a potable source of drinking water without
appropriate treatment. Although the presence of TPH at low concentrations in a
drinking water source may not necessarily constitute a quantifiable human health
hazard, a drinking water source in the area would be impacted. Impacts to
groundwater are commonly determined based on the potential for human exposure
to carcinogens and other toxicants known to cause adverse human health effects.
However, contaminants not considered toxicants at low concentrations can
introduce unpleasant odors or taste and make an existing drinking water source
virtually unusable, usually at levels above the TPH taste and odor threshold of 100
ppb. The issue of taste and odor requires further evaluation.

Page ES-3, seventh paragraph, second sentence. The “EPA fixed levels of
allowable risk” for residential and industrial land use should be identified in the
summary. The document should reflect the cumulative risks are within, or below
the risk range for the different land uses.

Comments Section 4.0 - Nature and Extent of Contamination

3.

Section 4.6. Suggest the date or time of year each sampling round took place so
the reader will have a sense of the anticipated seasonal water level.

Section 4.6.3.3, last Paragraph. All the detected chemicals can easily carried
through the risk assessment. Include the VOC data in total. Overall, this will not
drastically increase the risk values, however, if this is laboratory contamination, why
is it only a problem in the basal aquifer sampling and not the others? This may
raise a question of adequate characterization.
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Specific Comments - Section 5.0 - ARARS and TBCS

5.

Page 5-4, second paragraph, second sentence. The text states the perched
groundwater is of limited extent and is not classified as a current or potential source
of drinking water. As such, the federal drinking water standards are not applicable
or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARsS).

Current groundwater monitoring data indicates no communication between the
perched aquifer and the basal aquifer. While the perched aquifer may not be a
current or future source of potable water, leakage from the perched zone to the
basal aquifer has not been completely demonstrated. However, quarterly
groundwater monitoring is continuing to validate this information. Until sufficient

monitoring data is available to validate no communication between these two
aquifers, the drinking water standard should be evaluated for its relevance or
appropriateness for the perched aquifer. Consequently, the application of federal
drinking water standards would appear to be both relevant and appropriate to the
perched aquifer. The federal drinking water standards may be an ARAR for the
perched aquifer. Page 5-4, fourth paragraph, fourth sentence. The text states the
Hawaii Department of Health (DOH) recommended soil action levels do not
supersede the underground injection control (UIC) criteria. The comparison of the
DOH guidance with the UIC regulations implies that the UIC regulations are
applicable or relevant and appropriate to this site. Since the recommended soil
action levels do not supercede the UIC criteria, it would appear that this sentence
is stating the UIC requirements are also ARARs. Please explain if this sentence is
meant to indicate that the UIC standards are also ARARs. If this is not the purpose
for this statement, please clarify.

Page 5-2, second paragraph. As required by the federal Clean Water Act, the State
of Hawaii has a general policy of water quality antidegradation (11 HAR §54-01.1).
This policy states that water “...whose quality are higher than established water
quality standards shall not be lowered in quality unless it has been affirmatively
demonstrated to the director that the change is justifiable as a result of important
economic or social development and will not interfere with or become injurious to
any assigned uses made of, or presently in, those waters.” This would appear to
be applicable to this action and attainment of the requirement should be
documented.

General Comment - Section 6.0 - Contaminant Fate and Transport

7.

It appears that soil analytical data collected from the bottom of the excavation
during the Removal Action were not included in the data set used to evaluate
contaminant fate and transport. These data represent levels of contaminants left
in place after completion of the RA. Itis recommended that these data be included

2
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in this section.

Specific Comments - Section 6.0 - Contaminant Fate and Transport

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Page 6-2, first paragraph, second bullet item. Transport of soil contaminants
through storm water runoff is dismissed due to low measured rainfall, dilution, and
low flow in a receiving waterway, Halawa Stream. However, measured annual
rainfall of 20 to 24 inches on Oahu, Honolulu and Waikiki respectively, appears to
be sufficient to result in some heavy runoff from the OWDF and a potentially
significant transport pathway. Information on storm water discharge (quality and
quantity) and outfall(s) would help to support the conclusion that transport by
surface water is insignificant.

Page 6-2, second paragraph. It is unclear what constitutes an “insufficient
concentration” to allow transport. This rationale for dismissing VOCs, metals,
PCBs, pesticides and herbicides from further consideration should be clarified.

Page 6-4, third complete paragraph, last sentence. It is unclear why
benzo(a)pyrene and pyrene are considered surrogates or indicator compounds (ICs)
for TPH as diesel fuel. The PAHs are toxicants that represent potential health risks
to exposed populations, but are they representative of straight run middle distillates
in the 10 to 20 carbon chain range which are commonly composed of 21 percent
aromatic hydrocarbons? Perhaps napthalene, or one or more of the straight- or
branched-chain aliphatics (decane, dodecane, tridecane, heptadecane, etc.) would
provide a more representative surrogate for TPH-diesel. Further discussion
supporting the use of the two PAHs as ICs for TPH appears warranted.

Page 6-8, next to last paragraph, first sentence. As discussed above (see
Comment 9), the appropriateness of benzo(a)pyrene and pyrene as surrogates for
the fate and transport of TPH should be discussed further.

Page 6-9, Table 6-2. The calculated leachate concentrations for pyrene atthe UPD
appearto be incorrect. Assuming the maximum soil concentration of 2.4 mg/kg, the
leachate concentrations for the average and minimum TOC content should be 4.21
and 12.63 pg/L, respectively. Please correct.

Page 6-12, fifth paragraph, second sentence. The leachate concentration for
benzo(a)pyrene was calculated using the single detected concentration of 0.085
mg/kg, not 0.22 mg/kg, which was the UDA concentration. Please correct.

Page 6-12, sixth paragraph, second sentence. The discussion in Subsection
6.4.3.1 (p. 6-11) indicates that the highest pyrene concentrations detected in UDA
soil during the Phase | and Phase Il Rl were 0.5 and 0.38 mg/kg, respectively.
Furthermore, as discussed above, the average and maximum calculated leachate
concentrations presented in Table 6-2 do not reflect a soil concentration of 2.4

3
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15.

16.

mg/kg.

Page 6-13, fifth paragraph (Phase | Rl Samples), second sentence. It is assumed
that TPH was detected in soil borings at concentrations ranging from 200 to 8,400
mg/kg. If these are groundwater data, the units should be pg/L or mg/L.

Page 6-15, second paragraph. It should be noted that the two monitoring wells,
MWO04 and MW 05, which had elevated VOC and PAH concentrations during Phase
| sampling, were not sampled during one or both rounds of Phase Il sampling due
to insufficient water. In addition, the detection limits for the VOCs during the Phase
Il sampling were elevated and in some cases above TBCs.

Specific Comments - Section 7.0 - Health Risk Assessment

17.

18.

Page 7-4, second paragraph. As discussed above in Comment 15, VOCs (1,1,1-
TCA, 1,1-DCA, 1,1-DCE, chloromethane) were detected in MWO05 (and duplicate
sample), and PAHs (benzo[a]pyrene, chrysene, fluoranthene, fluorene) in MW04
during Phase | Rl sampling. It should be noted that during Phase 1l Rl sampling the
detection limits for VOCs were elevated, and no samples were collected in MW04
during either of the two subsequent sampling events or in MWO05 during October
1998 sampling due to insufficient water. Consequently, the list of perched
groundwater COPCs presented in Table 7-1 may be incomplete due to missing or
inadequate data for the two monitoring wells. Please address this issue in the text
and present recommendations for subsequent sampling to confirm the absence of
these COPCs in the perched groundwater.

Page 7-5, first paragraph (EPCs). It should be noted for future reference that
although the use of the H-statistic to estimate the 95% UCL on the arithmetic mean
is recommended in EPA guidance, some recent issue papers have cast doubt on
this approach, particularly when the data appear to be highly skewed. Recent
studies by EPA’s Technology Support Center (TSC) at numerous hazardous waste
sites concluded that while the H-statistic UCL is theoretically sound, it is
questionable in environmental applications (EPA/600/R-97/006). The TSC found
that other procedures, including jackknife, bootstrap and Central Limit Theorem
(CLT), were more accurate and recommended that the following steps be used
instead of the H-statistic to compute a UCL of the mean of COPCs:

1. Plot histograms and perform a statistical test. Don’t assume the distribution
to be normal if the coefficient of variation (CV) is less than 1 (i.e., the CV-
test).

2. If a normal distribution provides an adequate fit, use the Student t approach

4
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19.

to calculate the UCL of the mean.

3. If alognormal distribution provides an adequate fit, use the lognormal theory-
based formulas for computing the Minimum Variance Unbiased Estimate
(MVUE) of the mean and standard deviation; then either use these MVUEs
with the jackknife or bootstrap methods to calculate a UCL of the mean, or
use the Chebychev approach. Do not use the H-statistic, especially when
sample numbers are less than 30.

4. If the distribution is neither normal or lognormal, use the nonparametric
versions of the jackknife or bootstrap methods to calculate the UCL of the
mean. The nonparametric methods are recommended even when the
lognormal distribution seems to provide a reasonable fit, and if there maybe
evidence of a mixture of two or more subpopulations, or if outliers are
suspected. ' .

Nevertheless, the key is that the data be representative of the site and the potential
exposure pathways being considered in a risk assessment. If thisis guestionable,
then it is preferable to over- rather than under-estimate actual exposure point
concentrations (EPCs). This is commonly the case with the H-statistic, which is
designed to protect against the error of not capturing the true mean within a given
UCL interval. Consequently, use of the H-statistic for a conservative or screening
level risk assessment that would tend to avoid a Type 1 decision error, such as is
the case for this PRE, does not appear to be inappropriate but should be discussed
in the uncertainty analysis.

Page 7-7, fourth complete paragraph, last sentence. Since there are no industrial
groundwater PRGs to compare to the groundwater COPC EPCs, it is unclear how
it will be determined when an OWDF-specific PRE is necessary. It is assumed that
the perched groundwater COPC EPCs will be compared to tap water PRGs, not
industrial PRGs, as indicated in the text. Please revise or clarify.
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20. Page 7-7, last paragraph, third sentence. The authors are referred to a document
prepared by the TPH Criteria Working Group (TPHCWG)', a consortium of state
and federal agencies, industry (petroleum, power, transportation), and consulting
firms. The TPHCWG document presents a technical basis for the development of
TPH fraction-specific reference doses and concentrations (RfDs, RfCs) to assess
the potential health effects of petroleum hydrocarbons. The methodology uses a
combination of data on individual compounds (e.g., carcinogenic indicators) to
which the receptor is exposed individually, and, if the indicators are not present or
below levels of concern, the remaining TPH mass is evaluated using fraction-
specific surrogates. Does this contradict the reviewed doc?

21.  Page 7-10, Table 7-4. The PRG for chrysene is 5.60E+01, not 5.60E+00, and the
risk for both the maximum and RME EPC should be 7.14E-09. Please correct the

table accordingly.

22.  Page 7-14, Table 7-8. As discussed above (see comments for pp. 7-4 and 6-15),
VOCs(1,1,1-TCA, 1,1-DCA, 1,1-DCE, chloromethane) were detected in MWO05 and
PAHs (benzo[a]pyrene, chrysene, fluoranthene, fluorene) in MWO04 during Phase
| Ri sampling. The detection limits for VOCs during subsequent Phase Il sampling
were elevated and no samples were collected in the two wells during one or both
sampling events. Consequently, the perched groundwater COPCspresentedinthe
table may be incomplete due to missing or inadequate data for the two monitoring
wells. This should be noted. In addition, the tap water PRG for pyrene is 180 pg/L,

not 1,500 pg/L. Please correct.

23. Page 7-21, first paragraph, second sentence. Actually, there are PRGs for
acenapthene. The correct PRG values for acenaphthene (2.6E+03 mg/kg for
residential soils and 2.8E+04 mg/kg for industrial soils), not naphthalene, were used
in Tables 7-3, 7-4, 7-10, and 7-11 to estimate cancer and HQ values. Please

correct the text.

24. Page 7-21, fourth paragraph (ASTs), first sentence. Table 7-2 accurately indicates
that the RME excess cancer risk for AST surface soils is 5.0E-06, not 5.6E-06.

Please correct the text.

In addition, the reference to, and use of, an excess cancer risk of 1E-04 as a trigger
level for remediation is an issue that has been raised in previous comments. The
impression that this gives is that estimated risks less than 1 E-04 are of no concern,
which may or may not be the case. EPA Guidance, as per the Don R. Clay
memorandum (OSWER Directive 9355.0-30), notes that the upper boundary of the

1Development of Fraction Specific Reference Doses (RfDs) and Reference Concentrations (RfCs)
for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH). 1996. Toxicology Technical Action Group, TPHCWG.

Ambherst Scientific Publishing.
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25.

26.

27.

risk range is not a discreet line at 1E-04, although risks around 1E-04 may be
considered acceptable if justified based on site-specific conditions. However, a risk
manager may ultimately decide that a risk less than 1E-04 is unacceptable due to
site-specific conditions and that remediation may, in fact, be warranted. Site-
specific conditions and weight-of-evidence classifications (e.g., Class A, B-1, B-2,
C) for carcinogenic COPCs are more important considerations in a risk assessment
than a “remedial action trigger” which may trivialize estimated risks less than the
“trigger” value. It is preferable to simply define the risks and allow the risk
manager(s) to determine the need for remedial actions based on COPC- and site-
specific considerations presented in the RI, CSM, and risk assessment.

Page 7-21, next to last paragraph (UDA), last sentence. Itis unclear how the areal
extent and thickness of impacted soil is considered in the DOH Tier 1 Risk-Based
Corrective Action (RBCA) process for the assessment and remediation of TPH-
contaminated sites. Although no RME TPH concentrations in UDA soils exceeded
the Tier 1 Action Level of 5,000 mg/kg, maximum concentrations did, including
8,300 mg/kg of TPH-residual fuels in surface soils and 18,000 mg/kg of TPH-middle
distillates in subsurface soils. Is it appropriate to apply the Tier 1 Soil Action Level
on an average (i.e., RME) site-wide basis at the UDA, or should it be applied to
each "hot spot” or maximum TPH concentration detected in UDA surface or
subsurface soils? Please clarify whether the use of the RME rather than maximum
TPH soil concentrations is consistent with the use of a DOH Soil Action Level.

Page 7-22, first complete paragraph (Perched Groundwater). As discussed above
(see Comment 21), 1,1,1-TCA, 1,1-DCA, 1,1-DCE, and chloromethane were
detected in MWO05, and PAHs (benzo[a]pyrene, chrysene, fluoranthene, fluorene)
were detected in MW 04 during Phase | Rl sampling. The detection limits for VOCs
during subsequent Phase Il sampling were elevated, and no samples were collected
in the two wells during one or both sampling events. This should be noted.

Perhaps the threshold odor concentrations (TOCs) or taste thresholds for TPH
should be considered as TBCs for groundwater (at least groundwater used as a
potable drinking water source) since they provide criteria to define the acceptability
of a domestic water supply. The TOCs, based on McKee and Wolf (1963)?, although
somewhat qualitative, would include 100 pg/L for TPH-diesel, and 10 pg/L for
commercial or TPH-gasoline.

Page 7-23, first paragraph (top of page), second sentence. It should be noted inthe
text that the data for the perched groundwater, as noted above (see Comment 25),
may be incomplete. There may still be carcinogenic COPCs (1,1-DCE,
chloromethane), albeit at low concentrations, in the perched groundwater.

2 McKee, J.E. and HW. Wolf. 1963. Water Quality Criteria. Publication 3-A (Reprinted July

1978). California State Water Resources Control Board. Sacramento CA
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28. Page 7-23, sixth paragraph (Subsection 7.2.2.3). As discussed above (see
Comment 19), there are toxicological data available to estimate potential health
risks associated with TPH. The Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection (MADEP 1994)° and the British Columbia Environment (BCE 1995)* have
also developed methods to evaluate the health risks of TPH.

29. Page 7-25, first paragraph, last bullet item (Perched Groundwater). As discussed
above (see Comment 25), the list of perched groundwater COPCs may be
incomplete due to missing or inadequate data. VOCs (1,1,1-TCA, 1,1-DCA, 1,1-
DCE, chloromethane) and PAHs (benzo[a]pyrene, chrysene, fluoranthene, fluorene)
were detected in samples collected from MW04 and MWOS5 during earlier sampling.
Data from the two wells during subsequent Phase Il Rl sampling are limited or
totally absent. The issue of the potential presence of these COPCs in the
groundwater or vadose zone at the OWDF must be addressed.

30. Page7-26, second paragraph. As discussed above (see Comment 23), itis unclear
whether it is appropriate to compare RME TPH concentrations to DOH Soil Action
Levels orto use “hot spot” or maximum TPH concentrations in this initial screening.
Maximum TPH concentrations in surface and subsurface soils at the UDA exceed
the DOH Soil Action Level. In any event, it appears that the concentration of TPH
in surface and subsurface soils at the OWDF EAOCs warrants a Tier 2 or
comparable assessment of soil contamination to determine the need for further
action. Please address this issue.

Specific Comments - Section 9.0 - Conclusions and Recommendations

31. Page 9-1, second paragraph (9.1.1 Soil), last sentence. It should be noted that
: TPH-middle distillate was detected at a concentration of 19,000 mg/kg in surface
soils during Phase | UPD area sampling. This significantly exceeds the DOH Tier

1 Action Level of 5,000 mg/kg and is considered elevated based on this criterion.

32. Page 9-1, fourth and fifth paragraphs (9.1.2 Perched Groundwater). Phase | data
indicated the presence of various contaminants in MWO04, including TPH-diesel
(3,400 pg/L), benzo(a)anthracene (0.11 pg/L), and other PAHs. There were also
several VOCs detected in MWO05, including 1,1-DCE (0.44 pg/L). During the Phase

3 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection. 1994. Interim Final Petroleum
Policy: Development of Health-Based Alternative to the Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) Parameter.

Boston MA

4 British Columbia Environment. 1995. Recommendations to B.C. Environment for
Development of Remediation Criteria for Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Soil and Groundwater. Victoria

B.C.
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33.

34.

35.

36.

Il sampling, MW 04 was not sampled, and MWO05 was sampled only during the first
round (March 1998), when the VOC detection limits were elevated. Consequently,
the data presented in the Phase Il Rl may not fully characterize the extent of the
TPH, PAH or VOC contaminants present in the perched groundwater.

Page 9-2, fourth paragraph, third sentence. The method for estimating leachate
concentrations used benzo(a)pyrene and pyrene as surrogates or ICs for TPH as
diesel fuel. Although the estimates are calculated using a conservative screening

- method and assumptions, it is unclear why these two PAHs, which represent

potential health risks to exposed populations, are representative of straight-run
middle distillates in the 10 to 20 carbon chain range, which are commonly
composed of only 21 percent aromatic hydrocarbons. Alternative ICs with lower K,,
values that could be used as surrogates include napthalene and the straight- and
branched-chain aliphatics. Further discussion supportmg the use of the two PAHSs
as ICs for TPH appears warranted. .

Page 9-2, sixth paragraph, third sentence. As discussed above (Comment 31),
virtually all of the contaminants detected during the Phase 1 Rl were in samples
collected from MW04 and MWO05. Since there were no samples collected from
MWO04 during Phase Il sampling, and only one sample was collected from MWO05,
the conclusion that contaminants were significantly reduced after the RA is clearly
premature in the absence of a complete set of data from MW04 and MWO05.

Page 9-4, first paragraph, first bullet item. The recommendation should include
implementation of future land use restrictions and the awareness that subsequent
excavation of contaminated soils for disposal or re-use may be subject to federal
and/or state regulatory requirements.

Page 9-4, first paragraph, second bulletitem. The recommendation should provide
for another round of sampling to determine whether the PAHs and VOCs previously
detected inthe perched groundwater are still present in monitoring wells MW04 and
MWO05.

General Comments - Section 4.7, Appendices H, |, and J - Quality Control Samples,
Analytical Data Validation Reports, Performance Evaluation Sample Results, PARCC
Summary Report

37.

The analytical procedures for both on-site and fixed laboratory analyses ditfer
greatly from those described in the Sampling and Analysis Plan, yet full
explanations of the variances are not provided. One variance and a brief rationale
were provided - that for the onsite laboratory analyses in place of the immunoassay
screening. Description of the modified SW8270 analysis using selective ion
monitoring was not provided in the text, nor did any of the validation reports or the
PARCC sections mention this modification to the method. All deviations from the
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SAP should be discussed fully within this document.

38. The rationale for the new onsite methods is that they would “provide more
defensible data”; however, no discussion of the quality of that data in any form was
provided in the document. Data review was apparently not performed, no field QC
samples were collected, and no comparison to the associated fixed
laboratory results was supplied. Therefore, these data are currently not defensible
and may have not contained enough quality controls to ever be considered
defensible. The use of these results for “evaluating extent of COPCs at the Phase
It RI EAOCs" requires some way of determining the quality of the data. Data are not
considered defensible unless the quality of the data is known. Please provide
sufficient information regarding the quality of this screening data and why it is
sufficient for “evaluating extent of COPCs at the Phase |l RI EAOCs.”

39. The validation reports and PARCC summary reports were clearly taken from a
template. This is acceptable IF all template language is reviewed relative to the
data being validated. This does not appear to be the case for these reports.
Statements such as the following bring up concerns regarding the accuracy of the
reports for issues other than those that can be clearly identified.

“All target compound identifications were within validation criteria.” “All
compound quantitation were within validation criteria.”

These statements are found in validation reports where no identifications
were reported.

“The application of the blank qualification rule does have implications on the
comparability of the analytical data, which is discussed below.”

This statement is found in many of the PARCC sections following discussion
of blanks, all of which have no detections.

“The laboratory used standard analytical methods for all of the analyses.”
Method 8270-SIM is NOT a standard method.

“Some samples were qualified due to low-level blank contamination (as
discussed in Section 3.3), which raised the effective detection limits for the
suspected blank contaminants in those samples.”

This is found in the PARCC sections for VOCs and PAHs by GC/MS. The
blank sections state that no qualifiers were applied to sample results.

The above examples call into question the other statements made regarding to
quality control sample results. It is recommended that an independent party
validate 10% of this data to verify the validation results.

Specific Comments - Section 4.7, Appendices H, I, and J - Quality Control Samples,
Analytical Data Validation Reports, Performance Evaluation Sample Results, PARCC

10
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Summary Report

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47

Numerous statements in Appendix J are made without any rationale. One of these
statements is “The result associated with the above listed exceedances ... is
considered to have minimal imprecision.” Another is “The %D exceedances may
create a bias in the data relative to the other quality control information generated,
but it is not evident that an absolute quantifiable bias exists in the data.”
Statements like these have no basis. Rationale should be presented to support
these conclusions.

Page 4-3, second bullet at the top of the page. The text states that PAHs were
analyzed using Method 8270. However, Method 8270 is unable to attain detection
limits of 0.023 mg/kg, as listed in Tables 4-4 and 4-5. Further explanation of this
method is required. Also, Appendix J (PAHs by GC/MS section) states that the
methods used were SW 846 8270C and SW 846 8270-SIM. The first method is not
able to reach these limits but the second may be. Section 4 should specify which
samples were analyzed appropriately to achieve the low detection limits listed in
these tables and which were not.

Table 4-9. There appears to be an error in the entries for benzo(a)pyrene. There
are only two detections, yet the number above criteria is 3. Please correct.

Page 4-63, Section 4.7.2.1, first paragraph, last sentence. The explanation for low
benzo(a)pyrene and anthracene results is flawed. If the acceptable surrogate
recoveries are low and other samples exhibit similar recoveries, then this event may
not be isolated, but due to the difference in expected accuracy between method
requirements and the vendor PALs. The heterogeneity issue would also be evident
in the results from the laboratories that were used to develop the PALs. Alow bias
factor of 3 is significant in determining risk. Please address the effect of this low
bias on the conclusions of this investigation.

Page 4-63, Sections 4.7.2.2 and 4.7.2.3. The second-round water PE sample
results were not all within the PALs. 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane and fluoranthene
were recovered below the PALs. Please revise these sections and discuss the
effect on the data.

Section 4.7. Please provide the field audit results specified in the SAP and discuss
the effect of any findings on the data quality.

Page 4-64, Section 4.8. This section should also address the comparability of the
onsite laboratory results and the associated fixed laboratory results.

Page 4-64, Section 4.8, Representativeness and Comparability. This text is
inaccurate. Quality control sample frequency (method blanks, field duplicates and
field blanks) defines contract compliance not representativeness and comparability.

11
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48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

This section must be clearly thought out, researched, and rewritten.

Appendix H. Please provide a table in Section 4.8 that lists the total number of
samples for each method and matrix, the number fully validated, and the percent
validated. This table should verify the 10% Level D validation specified in the SAP.
Based upon a cursory review, 10% Level D has not been reached for some
methods and matrices.

AppendixH. Validated Volatiles Soil Data, SDG 803039. Although itis ideal tofully
validate the first SDG of the field effort as was done here, a full validation of this
SDG does not provide an assessment of the analytical data quality of any
environmental samples collected at this location. All samples in this SDG are
quality control samples where there are no detections (because they are field
blanks). Many issues such as analyte identification cannot be verified when no
environmental samples are validated. These should not be used when plan
compliance frequency is determined. Please provide full validation frequency for
all methods and matrices. '

Appendix H, TPH-D Soil Data, SDG 804004. The Form Is are stamped U.S. Navy

- PACDIV IRP Validated Level. In fact, they are Level E validated. Please revise.

Appendix |, page 5, PAH table. Please verify that the upper PAL for pyrene is
actually 11.4 ug/kg.

Appendix J, page 6, Section 2.1.1. Please verify that 30 sets of MS/MSDs were
analyzed for a total of 30 VOC samples.

Appendix J, page 7, Section 2.2. Please correct the error in the sentence. As
previously stated, MS/MSDs were analyzedin all 7 SDGs.” Section 2.1 states there
were 10 SDGs.

Appendix J, page 7, Section 2.2.1. Please present the QC limits in this section as
they are presented in the sections for other analyses.

Appendix J, page 11, Section 3.1.2. An assessment of field duplicate sample
differences should also include those with a detection in one sample and no
detection in the field duplicate. Afield duplicate pairin SDG 803059 shows a hit of

200 ng/kg of acenaphthene in one sample and a non-detect at 23 pg/kg in the
other. Data associated with this sample should be qualified for imprecision.

Appendix J, page 16, Section 4.2.1. Table VI shows 10 %R exceedances for the
LCS/LCSD samples. Please correct appropriately.

Appendix J, page 20, Section 5.2.2. Please explain the initial calibration procedure

12
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58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

for Method 6010. Generally, a single calibration point and a blank are used to
calibrate for metals.

Appendix J, page 22, Section 6.1.1. Please explain why a RPD of 200 does not
constitute rejection of associated data.

Appendix J, page 23, first paragraph. Please explain whyimprecisionis considered
minimal when the RPDs are so high. Also, qualify data associated with the field
duplicates in SDG 803059. One sample was 340 mg/kg for TPH-D and the other
was non-detect at 13 mg/kg.

Appendix J, pages 31 and 33, Sections 8.3 and 10.3. Representativeness of the
analytical results is affected also by holding time exceedance. Please include a
discussion in this section.

Appendix J. All holding time exceedances listed in Table IV should be discussed
in the text of Appendix J.

Appendix J. The wet chemistry section should include nitrogen qualifications.
Appendix J, page 32, Section 9.0. The laboratory did not use standard analytical
methods for 8270-SIM. Please present the variances to the method or the
laboratory SOP.

Appendix J, page 34. The two TPH-gasoline rejected data points are not included
in Table Il. Please correct.

13
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PACIFIC DIVISION

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY @) \ﬁ/ 'L?ECE/
V&

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND A/ 4
(MAKALAPA, HI) 5
PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII 96860-7300 Iyy;
5090.Al4
ser 1821/ 1882
29 MAY 1387

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

We previously provided you with documents related to the Navy’'s environmental
investigation and cleanup efforts at the Pearl City Peninsula Landfill.
Enclosed for your information and retention is a revised Addendum to the
Sampling and Analysis Plan. The only significant change made from the
previously submitted Addendum to the Sampling and Analysis Plan is in the
wording of the discussion in the Data Quality Objectives section. This change
had no effect on our field work. The results of our field investigation are
reported in the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis which was distributed to
you earlier. The submission of this document is in accordance with Sections
117 and 120 of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986
which requires federal agencies to coordinate closely with the regulatory
agencies during Installation Restoration (IR) investigations.

Should you have any questions regarding this document, please contact
Ms. Ann Tanaka of our Environmental Restoration Branch at (808) 474-4504.

Sincere]y, \
fﬂ¢ﬂmﬂj gD.Zﬁwhuz

MELVIN Z. WAKI
Diractor
Environmental Division

Encl:
(1) Addendum to the Sampling
and Analysis Plan (which
includes an Addendum to the
Quality Assurance Project Plan)
for the Pearl City Peninsula
Landfill EE/CA, Public Works Center,
Pear1 Harbor, Hawaii,
Revised February 19, 199/

Distribution: (See page 2)
107 87|
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12 October 2000

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134

Dear Ms. Ige:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Navy’s Response
to Comments (RTC) to the Revised Draft Final Remedial Investigation Phase II, Red
Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility, Halawa, Oahu, Hawaii. In general, the Navy’s RTC
contained in appendix M of the Rl Report adequately addressed EPA’s comments.
However, there appears to be several unresolved issues related to the shallow caprock
(perched-zone) aquifer and the deeper basal aquifer at the Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Facility (OWDF). These issues are discussed below.

1. The Navy continues to recommend site closure, without any additional
groundwater monitoring. As discussed during the August 8, 2000
teleconference, the data presented in the Rl Report indicates that there is
residual total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) contamination in both the vadose
zone and the perched-zone aquifer at the OWDF. Subsequent to the interim
removal action performed in 1995, there have been only two groundwater
sampling events performed at the OWDF. Three of the four perched aquifer
monitoring weiis were sampied i the first round {March 1998) and two of the
four perched aquifer monitoring wells were sampled in the second round
(October 1998). The remaining perched aquifer monitoring wells were not
sampled because there was insufficient water in these monitoring wells to collect
groundwater samples. Without additional rounds of groundwater monitoring
data, it is not clear that the OWDF has been adequately characterized. Two
rounds-of groundwater monitoring data are insufficient to verify that TPH
concentrations in groundwater are not changing over time at the OWDF, and
therefore the Navy’s recommendations to abandon the monitoring wells and
close the OWDF may not be sufficiently protective of human health and the
environment.

0784 %
carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789






2.

Monitoring well Iy "-05 appears to have been complet it a depth (28 feet
below ground sur.uue) that is too shallow to allow for m.. iitoring of the perched-
zone aquifer, and it is necessary to install another monitoring well at this location,
in order to provide adequate groundwater monitoring data. The Navy’s
contention that extending the depth of MW-05 presents the potential for
penetrating the confining layer for the basal aquifer is not supported by the data
presented in the Rl Report. The perched-zone aquifer monitoring wells are
installed to depths of approximately 30-45 feet below ground surface (bgs). The
basal aquifer monitoring wells are installed to depths of approximately 110-140
feet bgs. Monitoring well MW-07 was installed to a depth of 113 feet bgs, and
was subsequently abandoned, because the Navy determined that perched-zone
groundwater was flowing into this monitoring well. Based upon the data
presented in the RI Report, it appears that the perched-zone aquifer extends
below 33 feet bgs at the location of MW-05. If penetrating the confining layer is
a concern, then the Navy may wish to consider drilling a continuously cored pilot
boring, to evaluate the appropriate depth for the well installation, before drilling
the well boring.

The Navy indicates that because of the groundwater pumping from the basal
aquifer at the PWC pumping station, basal aquifer monitoring well MW-8 and the
PWC pumping station are located hydraulically downgradient from subsurface
contamination detected at the OWDF. Additionally, the Navy has stated that
groundwater samples collected fromthe PWC pumping station wells are
regularly monitored for Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) constituents. During
the August 8, 2000 teleconference, EPA concurred with the Navy’s
recommendation to not monitor the basal aquifer groundwater monitoring wells,
but requested that the Navy incorporate TPH analyses into the PWC pumping
station monitoring program. Additionally, because of concerns expressed by the
Navy regarding the potential for other contaminant sites to impact groundwater
extracted from the PWC pumping wells, EPA recommended that the Navy not
abandon MW-8, in order to demonstrate that any future contamination of the
PWC pumping station wells was not due to migration of contaminants from the
OWDEF. However, the Navy has not incorporated either of these
recommendations into the Rl Repont.

Based upon these unresolved issues, EPA has the following recommendations:

. Install an additional monitoring well near MW-5, at a depth that is
sufficient to allow for the collection of perched-zone aquifer groundwater
samples from this location.

. Continue periodic groundwater monitoring to verify that concentrations of
TPH in groundwater are not changing over time. Groundwater samples
and water level measurements should be collected from all of the
perched-zone aquifer monitoring wells that yield sufficient water to collect
groundwater samples. -
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. Add TPH tu the list of analytes for the PWC pumping station well sample
analyses. Additionally, monitoring well MW-8 should not be abandoned,
in order to provide a future sampling location to evaluate basal aquifer
groundwater quality at the OWDF, in the event that TPH contamination is
detected in the PWC pumping station samples.

We believe the disposition of Red Hill cannot be finalized with EPA concurrence
until these issue are resolved. The EPA recommendations can be implemented as a
post-decision document actitivity. The data will be necessary to establish as trend line
to validate the results of the Rl and assure the protection of the basal aquifer. If you
have any questions, please give me a call at (415) 744-2412.

Sincerely,

L Lewis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

CC: Michael Miyasaka, DOH
Adam Klein, TLI
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Y4, ppote® 75 Hawthorne Street
7 San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
March 10, 1997 ‘ ' OFFICE OF THE

REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Makalapa, HI) ‘
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Re:  Draft Final Phase II Remedial Investigation Sampling and Analysis Plan for the
Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility at the Fleet & Industrial Supply Center,
Pearl Harbor

Dear Darlene:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received the Draft Final Phase II
Remedial Investigation (RI) Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for the Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Facility at the Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl Harbor, dated January
1997. We have reviewed the aforementioned document and the Navy’s responses to our
December 3, 1996 comments. The Navy's responses addressed most of our concerns, except for
the enclosed comments which were not fully addressed. The final version of the Phase I RI SAP
for the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility should have the replacement pages addressing the
enclosed comments.

Also, it appears that focusing on the groundwater should address any further concerns
about the site. The Navy did indicate the existing replacement monitoring wells (completed in
the perched zone) will be sampled prior to installing the basal aquifer wells. It is recommended
that the Navy forward these results to EPA prior to mobilizing in the field. If significant
contamination is present in the perched zone, it would be important to address the perched zone '
during drilling of the basal wells, since the basal wells are located at the perimeter of the site.

If you have any questions, please lcontact Xuan-Mai Tran at (415) 744-2386.

Lewis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

Sincerely,

Enclosure

cc:  Mike Miyasaka, DOH | /07 84y
Donald eglh%lmcom, BOX 4202, M'Illanl, HI 96789 Printed on Recycled Paper
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL PHASE 11 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN :
AND
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN
FOR RED HILL OIL WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY
FISC PEARL HARBOR OAHU, HAWAII

EPA’s December 3, 1996 comments are presented in bold type, and evaluations of the Navy’s
response to comments are presented in normal type.

FIELD SAMPLING PLAN:

Specific Comment No. 16A, Section 4.1.1, Data Quality Objectives:

This section does not discuss the procedures by which data quality will be evaluated, nor
does it discuss how data acceptance will be determined. Rather, only project objectives are
stated. A discussion of the data quality goals should be presented, and should include, but
not be limited to, the following:

o Precision, accuracy, and completeness objectives for field screening
results, off-site confirmation analyses, and offsite analyses;

o Statements of comparability and representativeness should be
provided for all procedures; and '

0 Acceptable false positive and false negative error rates for onsite field
screening data (relative to offsite confirmation data) should be
addressed.

- The FSP should at least reference the various data quality indicators that will be used to
assess data quality’. The details of the proposed data quality assessment could be
presented in the QAPP and referenced by this section of the FSP.

This comment has been partially addressed. Section 1.2 of the QAPP states that precision goals
are presented in Table 1.2-4 of the QAPP. However, Table 1.2-4 includes accuracy goals for
matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD) and laboratory control samples (LCS) but does
not include precision goals as relative percent difference (RPD). Section 1.2 includes statements
of comparability and representativeness. However, the discussion regarding acceptable false
positive and false negative error rates (i.e., acceptable percentages) for immunoassay analysis

as presented in Section 5.3 of the FSP should be clarified. The discussion (see page 5-2) relating
false negative rates to two times the limit of detection and false positive rate at 0.5 times the limit
of detection should be expanded.

1 The use of single- or double-blind performance evaluation should be considered as key data quality
indicators of accuracy.

1 .
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Section 4.0 of the FSP j)rovides site-specific information for five steps of the seven step DQO
process. It is recommended that step six, Specify Tolerable Limits on Decision Errors, be
addressed in this section for each site.

QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN:

Specific Comment No. 1C, Section 1.1, Project Background:

This section should address the proposed use of TPH immunoassay test Kits that are
mentioned in the FSP. In particular, the method for estimating the precision and accuracy
of the field test kits should be addressed. The procedure for evaluating the confirmation
results should also be addressed along with the number of false positive and negative
resulfs that can be tolerated given the ensuing decisions that will be made at the site.

This comment has been partially addressed. The response to this comment states that Section 1.3
describes the proposed immunoassay field testing procedures and compares them to the
laboratory methods. Section 1.3 provides only limited information regarding calibration, PES
analysis for estimation of accuracy, and other QC procedures. Section 1.3 does not specifically
address estimation of field precision, it is recommended that field duplicate analysis be -
performed to address this concern. ‘

1t should be noted, however, that se@tion 6.1, Field Quality Control Checks, proposes the use of
field duplicates but not PES, therefore, it is reccommended that these two sections (1.3 and 6.1) be
revised to reflect both types of QC samples (i.e., field duplicates and PES.)

Specific Comment No. 7, Page 1-6, Table 1.2-2:

This section presents only detection limits, and should actually address the estimated
quantitation limits that are planned for data collection. In general, Section 1.2 should

- provide some discussion of the higher quantitation limits which would be expected for the
field screening method relative to the offsite confirmatory method. This sensitivity issue
relates directly to a discussion of an appropriate confirmation frequency, which should be
addressed somewhere in the SAP. ‘

This comment has been adequately addressed. However, the 100 mg/kg detection limit specified
in Table 1.2-2 for TPH by EPA Method 4030 is inconsistent with the 500 mg/kg detection limit

specified in Section 5.3 of the FSP, Immunoassay Analysis. Also, note that the detection limit
for total dissolved solids (TDS) in Table 1.2-2 should be 10 mg/L instead of 10 ng/L.

2
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QA objectives are not presented in this table for many target compounds. Itis
recommended that precision and accuracy goals be established based on the sampling
design and the decisions that will be made with the data. This is especially true for
compounds of potential concern discussed in Appendix A of the FSP.

This comment has been partially addressed. Accuracy goals are provided in Table 1.2-4, but
precision goals are not included. : _ ‘

Additionally, there are discrepancies concerning targét analyte lists among sectioné of text and
tables of the FSP and QAPP. The following identify some of these specific discrepancies:

[QAPP Table 1.2-1, Soil and Water Matrix - Analytical Methods; Table 1.2-2, Laboratory
Reporting Limits] Tables 1.2-1 and 1.2-2 list specific metals, including mercury.

[QAPP Table 1.2-4, Analytical Quality Assurance Objectives] Table 1.2-4 does not
include mercury, though it does include other specific metals.

[QAPP Table 6.1-1, Soil and Waste Matrix - Summary of Field Sampling Requirements;
'FSP Table 4.4-1, Groundwater Sampling And Analysis Summary - Perched Aquifer; FSP
Table 4.4-3, Groundwater Sampling and Analysis Summary - Basal Aquifer; FSP Table
4.5-2, Groundwater Sampling Summary] QAPP Table 6.1-1 and FSP Tables 4.4-1, 4.4-3,
and 4.5-2 do not include general chemistry parameters like total alkalinity, TDS,

surfactants, chloride, and fluoride (as proposed in section 1.1 of the QAPP.)

Specific Comment No. 10B, Pages 1-7 and 1-8, Table 1.2-3, Data Quality Obiecﬁves:

Pages 1-7, and 1-8, Table 1.2-3, Laboratory Control Samples. It is recommended that
analytical accuracy be monitored through the use of independent single- or double-blind
spikes (i.e., performance evaluation [PE] samples). Preferably, PE sample would be
coordinated by a government official, but could also be implemented by the "CTO Senior
QA/QC Reviewer." PE sample accuracy objectives would be included in the "LCS"

column of Table 1.2-3.

This comment has not been adequately addressed. The response to this comment states that one
PE sample will be submitted and analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) during the
project to evaluate accuracy. Since the main focus of the analytical effort is TPH/TFH analyses,
it is not clear why PE samples are only to be submitted for VOC analysis. PE samples should be

submitted for all analytical parameters.

3
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Specific Comment No. 13. Page 4.1:

The calibration and analytical procedures that will be used for the immunoassay test Kits
should be discussed in the section, or the appropriate SOP should be referenced. Several
immunoassay test kit SOPs developed by EPA Region 9 have been provided for reference
when addressing this concern.

This comment has not been adequately addressed. The response to this comment references
Sections 1.4 and 4.0 of QAPP. Neither of these sections discuss calibration of the immunoassay
test kits other than to reference the manufacturer's instructions. The manufacturer and calibration
and QC instructions for each test kit to be used should be attached to the QAPP.

Specific Comment No. 14, Page 6-1:

It is recommended that some form of standard reference material be used to evaluate both
the field and laboratory results for TPH in soil (e.g., 2 PE sample). This will allow for a
comparison for on-site screening and off-site confirmation analysis.

This comment has not been satisfactorily addressed. The response to this comment states that
duplicate field screening and laboratory analyses will be performed to evaluate the accuracy of
the results and that a performance evaluation (PE) sample will be included in the program.
However, while duplicate analyses provide information regarding the precision of analysis, it
does not provide accuracy information. Section 6.2 indicates that the PE samples will be
submitted for laboratory analysis for VOCs, but does not indicate that a PE sample will be
submitted for field screening analysis of TPH/TFH.

Specific Comment No. 17. Page 8-1:

Currently, it is not clear what will be done at the site regarding systems and performance
audits. This section should be revised to include a discussion of the systems and '
performance audits that are planned for subject plan. The use of site specific performance
audits are recommended. :

This comment has been partially addressed. The response to this comment states that the text has
been modified in response to this comment. Although Section 8 indicates that one field audit is
proposed during the project, discussion is limited to referencing four standard operating
procedures (SOPs), for laboratory management, assessment program, laboratory and data
management audits, and data quality corrective actions. It is recommended that the text be
revised to provide for audit reports to be submitted to EPA Region 9.

4
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
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\){),“N.\OHVWQ

July 17, 1997

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Makalapa, HI)

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Re:  Draft Final Phase II Remedial Investigation Sampling and Analysis Plan for the
- Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility at the Fleet & Industrial Supply Center,
Pearl Harbor

Dear Darlene:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received the replacement pages for
Draft Final Phase I Remedial Investigation (RI) Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for the Red
Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility at the Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl Harbor,
dated January 1997. We have reviewed the Navy’s responses to our March 10, 1997 comments.
The Navy's responses have addressed our concerns and we will consider this document as a final.
It should be noted, however, that although this SAP contains site-specific information in the data
quality objectives (DQO) steps presented, the information provided (specially in Step #6) does
not adequately address the need to establish acceptance criteria for the data set that will be
generated. Additionally, it is not clear how the data users will determine the level of confidence
{or using or accepting that the data set is representative of site conditions.

For sampiing designs which are not statistically based, it may not be possible to
determine "confidence" and "power" quantitatively; in these events, the data users may need to
rely on professional judgement and past experience to gauge how reliably environmental
decisions can be supported by the data set at hand. However, there is danger in abusing
"professional judgement" to rationalize the use of data because such decisions will be more
susceptible to challenge and may not be directly defensible.
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Y & ~ REGION IX '
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

December 3, 1996

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Makalapa, HI)

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Re:  Draft Phase I Remedial Investigation Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Red
Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility at the Fleet & Industrial Supply Center, Pearl

Harbor

'Dear Darlene:

‘The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received the Draft Phase II
. Remedial Investigation (RI) Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for the Red Hill Oily Waste
" Disposal Facility at the Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl Harbor, dated August
1996. We have reviewed the aforementioned document and our comments are enclosed.

If you have any questions, please contact Xuan-Mai Tran at (415) 744-2386.

Sincerely,

1 —

Lewis Mitani
Remedial Project Manager

Enclosures

cc: Mike Miyasaka, DOH
Donald Gruber, URS
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT PHASE I REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN
AND
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN
FOR RED HILL OIL WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY
FISC PEARL HARBOR OAHU, HAWAII

GENERAL COMMENTS/QUESTIONS - SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN:

1.

The SAP appears to use data collected only during the Phase I Investigation. Significant
soil analytical and lithologic data were collected during the removal of the Stilling Basin.
These data included confirmation soil analytical data from beneath the Stilling Basin,
from beneath the underground piping system, and from the replacement monitoring well
boreholes. It is recommended that these data be incorporated into the SAP to provide a
more focused and comprehensive SAP.

As expected, the confirmation soil analytical data from the removal action indicate that
significant soil contamination (up to 22,000 mg/kg TFH) was not excavated and remains
beneath the Stilling Basin. Given that the perched groundwater beneath the site is
contaminated and the vertical extent of soil contamination has not been defined,
additional “deep” (between approximately 40 and 100 feet below ground surface [bgs])
soil analytical data appear to be required to define the vertical and lateral extent of soil
contamination. Although groundwater analytical data from the proposed monitoring
wells in the basal aquifer will address the groundwater pathway, it appears additional soil
analytical data are required. The total investigation depth is approximately 40 feet bgs.
Considering that the depth to the basal aquifer is anticipated to be approximately 100 feet
bgs, soil data between 40 to 100 feet bgs may be useful for predicting future impacts on
groundwater, if any. At a minimum, soil analytical and geotechnical data should be
collected from the proposed basal aquifer monitoring well boreholes between
approximately 40 and 100 feet bgs. However, it should be understood that the proposed
well locations “step-out” near the site boundaries and given the past disposal activities at
the Stilling Basin, "deep” soil contamination may not be observed near the site
boundaries. ’ '

Did the results of the soil analytical data from the replacement monitoring well boreholes
provide any useful information on the lateral extent of contamination from the Stilling
Basin? Additionally, are any of these data useful for the proposed investigation for the
unauthorized discharge area (UDA) and the underground piping and oil waste delivery
system? ‘

Although the plan provides a thorough discussion of the past history at the site, and
presents the acquired chemical data from past sampling activities in detail, the rationale

1
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for conducting only total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) analyses is not explained in
sufficient detail. Based on the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARSs) discussed in Section 3, the collection of compound specific data appears to be
appropriate, at least on a limited basis. It is recommended that some samples be
submitted for compound specific analysis at a frequency comparable to that for TPH.
This concern is directed mainly at the compounds that have been previously identified at
the site (see Appendix A of the FSP). The soil analysis methods proposed in the FSP
(i.e., EPA Method 4030 and the California EPA Method for total petroleum hydrocarbons
as diesel [TPH-d]) could possibly be used to aid in the selection of samples for compound
specific analyses. This will at the least add confidence to the recommendation for no
further action relative to these constituents. ’

Section 2.0, Site Background and Initial Evaluation. This section needs to include the
results of the removal of the Stilling Basin. As previously mentioned, additional soil
analytical data were obtained subsequent to the Phase I Rl report. This data (see General
Comment - Sampling and Analysis Plan Comment No.1) should be used to further justify
or eliminate any data needs. For example, confirmation soil sampling was performed
during removal of the underground piping system; however, these data are not discussed
in the SAP. Additionally, soil data from the replacement monitoring well boreholes may
be useful for further defining soil conditions in the vicinity of the underground piping, the
UDA, and the Stilling Basin. These sampling efforts should be included on figures, as
appropriate, throughout this section.

Section 4.0, Field Investigation and Analysis Program Criteria. The proposed
investigation approach of terminating the subsurface soil investigations when
concentrations are below 5,000 mg/kg of TFH may not be suitable at the site. Previous
soil analytical results from bodings at the site (Figure 2.4-1) indicate that high
concentrations are observed at depth and can be preceded with relatively lower (< 100
mg/kg) concentrations at shallower depths. This pattern of migration may be attributed to
site-specific lithologic conditions. As such, terminating the sampling depth using the
proposed approach may not define soil quality conditions and is considered to be more
applicable to collection of confirmation samples during a removal action. Since the
Phase II RI may be the final action at the site, it is recommended that the proposed
subsurface sampling extend to a reasonable depth (for example, terminated after three
consecutive samples from 5-foot interval show levels of contamination at least an order
of magnitude below 5,000 mg/kg). As indicated (Specific Comments - Sampling and
Analysis Plan Comment No. 3) soil bodings, as recommended in the Phase I Report, are
considered to be a more acceptable approach. Some of these bodings should be advanced -
below the total investigation depth of approximately 40 feet to fully characterized the
lateral and vertical extent of soil contamination associated with either the EAOC:s or the

Stilling Basin.
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The FSP does not address sampling of the perched groundwater at the proposed
monitoring wells. It is recommended that at least depth-discrete groundwater samples
(i.e., HydroPunch®) be collected and analyzed from the perched groundwater during
drilling of these wells. This needs to addressed in the SAP.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS - SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN:

1.

SAP should contain a signature approval page as recommended in referenced documents.
The signature page should include signature blocks for all appropriate officials.

Section 1.0, Introduction:

2.

Figure 1.1-2. The sources block of this figure references a project at "Halawa, Ewa,
Oahu, Hawaii," which should be revised to "Halawa, Oahu, Hawaii." The same source
reference occurs in several other figures through out the SAP.

Page 1-9, first paragraph. It should be noted that even though the basal aquifer was not
investigated as part of the Phase I R, a leaching calculation presented in Section 5 of the
Phase I RI report estimated a soil health based level (HBL) of 3,130 mg/kg for TFH for
groundwater-protection purposes. On this basis and the observed site conditions,
recommendations for installation of 4 monitoring wells in the basal aquifer and three
borings at each of the three EAOCs were made in the report. Generally, this appears to
be the most prudent approach for purposes of determining the impact on the basal aquifer
and evaluation of lithologic and soil quality conditions between the total investigation
depth of approximately 40 feet bgs and the top of the basal aquifer.

The Navy has committed to drilling 3 wells: 2 downgradient and 1 upgradient to
investigate the basal aquifer. We agree with the data needs described in Section 2.4.2.2
that two wells need to be installed downgradient to meet the data needs. Thereisa
degree of uncertainty associated with the groundwater flow direction in the basal aquifer.
The Navy should be prepared to address this possibility (see Specific Comments -
Sampling and Analysis Plan Comment No. 20).

Section 2.0, Site Background and Initial Evaluation:

4.

Page 2-47, Table 2.3-1. Typographical error in the table heading: replace "Deteections”
with "Detections."”

Page 2-61, Section 2.4.1.1, Phase I RI Results, it is recommended that at least some
samples be analyzed for constituents such as dissolved oxygen, sulfate, nitrate, iron, etc.,
to allow for an evaluation of the potential for natural attenuation at each exposure area of
concern (EAOC). Dissolved oxygen measureinents are usually conducted at the well
head. '
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Figures 2.2-2,2.2-5, 2.3-2, and 2.4-1. It is recommended these figures be updated to
include results of the Stilling Basin removal action. Soil analytical data from the removal
action would be useful to guide any additional sampling. Confirmation soil samples were
collected from at least nine locations after removal of the slop lines shown on Figure 2.2-
5. Why aren’t these results presented on the figure? This figure or the other above-
referenced figures should also show the limits of the excavation, results of confirmation
soil from the excavation, and results from the replacement monitoring well boreholes.
Since additional sampling is proposed west of the Stilling Basin (at the UDA) and
northeast of the Stilling Basin (at the truckfill stand), the additional information/data
would allow the reviewer to assess the adequacy of the proposed sampling.

Page 2-72, Section 2.5.2, Phase I RI results. This section appears to be incomplete.
There is no discussion of results for TPH, TFH, VOCs and SVOCs. Please complete this

section.

Section 3.0, Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements:

8.

10.

Page 3-6, Table 3.2-1, Potential Federal ARARs and TBCs. In the first column, third

* row, under the heading Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, replace "Maximum

Contaminant Level" with "Maximum Concentration of Constituents for Ground-water
Protection.” '

Page 3-13, first complete paragraph. The text states secondary maximum contaminant
levels (SMCLs) are not enforceable and are not ARARs. SMCLs are not promulgated
and the analysis of this requirement is correct; however, this requirement‘ may still be
identified as to-be-considered (TBC) guidance. While not enforceable, SMCLs are
consistently used and provide the best available standard to evaluate water quality and
consumer acceptability. For contaminants without risk-based PRGs, SMCLs may be
relevant to establishing sample quantification limits for this FSP or cleanup standards for

future remedial action. The SMCLs should be reviewed and considered for contaminants -
which have no other ARARS or risk-based standard.

Page 3-14, last paragraph. EPA Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs)
Second Half 1995 are referenced in this FSP. Subsequent to the development of this FSP,
EPA Region IX PRGs (August 1996) were issued which provide more current toxicity
information. Also included with the recent EPA PRGs, are the soil screening levels.
(SSLs) for groundwater protection. Although SSLs may not be provided in this EPA
document for the contaminant of concern, the SSL may be derived using the EPA Soil
Screening Guidance (EPA/ 540/R-95/128 and EPA/540/R-96/018). The ARARs in the
FSP should be updated to reflect the recent EPA PRGs and SSLs.
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1.

12,

13.

14.

15.

Page, 3-16, Table 3.3-4. The table provides EPA Region IX PRGs. A cursory review of
the PRGs documented on Table 3.3-4 do not correspond to the values provided in the
EPA PRGs (August 1996). After reviewing the more current values presented in the EPA
document, Table 3.3-4 can be modified (see Comment p.3-14).

Page, 3-16, Table 3.3-4. The table provides the HDOH Tier 1 Action Level of 5,000
mg/kg for total fuel hydrocarbon (diesel and middle distillate range). The HDOH TPH-
diesel soil action level was empirically developed to prevent potential off-site free
product migration from the soil via groundwater as stated in the text and through DHOH
policy (DHOH Policy Update; January 4, 1996). However, the HDOH action level was
not intended to prevent TPH soil contamination to groundwater. This appears to conflict
with SMCLs and the Hawaii anti-degradation policy which may also be potential TBCs.
The SMCLs are not eénforceable but do establish a threshold odor number (TON) which
will hinder use of the aquifer as a drinking water supply. In the case of the Hawaii anti-
degradation policy, this state policy was developed to maintain water quality. Allowing

~ the degradation of the aquifer below consumer acceptablity would be a direct conflict

with the Hawaii policy. It is recommended that these TBCs be reviewed for consistency
and inclusion into the FSP.

Page, 3-18, first bullet. The text identifies the requirements of the Coastal Zone
Management Act (CZMA) (16 USC 1451) to include a consistency determination which
includes a detailed description of the activity. The CZMA does require each federal
agency activity affecting any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone to
be conducted consistent with the state coastal zone management plan (16 USC §1456.c).
Notwithstanding this citation, the CZMA appears to consist of administrative
requirements irrelevant to the FSP and remedial action. Please clarify what other CZMA
substantive requirements are being applied to this site.

Page 3-18, last bullet. The text summaries the Hawaii CZMA requirements to require
that activities consider the ecological, cultural, historic, aesthetic, recreation, scenic, open
space values, and coastal hazards. The substantive requirement description appears to
establish limitations or restrictions to the CERCLA activities. However, their is
insufficient specificity to evaluate how the requirement will apply to the FSP or remedial
action. An explanation of the coastal zone criteria that would restrict the CERCLA action
should be presented.

Page 3-18, last paragraph. Action-specific requirements are not presented in the FSP.
Since the objective for early ARARs/TBCs guidance evaluation is to promote early
support agency communication and field activity planning, ARARs identification should
include all potential site-specific requirements identified by early communication with
the support agencies. Additionally, action-specific ARARSs/TBCs are relevant to the FSP
(e.g., monitoring well construction, well abandonment, hazardous waste containment,
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investigation-derived waste management). Presentation of the potential action-specific
ARARS\TBCs for this FSP should be presented.

Section 4.0, Field Investigation and Analysis Program Criteria:

16.

17.

Section 4.1.1, Data Quality Objectives.

A) This section does not discuss the procedures by which data quality will be evaluated,
nor does it discuss how data acceptance will be determined. Rather, only project
objectives are stated. A discussion of the data quality goals should be presented, and
should include, but not be limited to, the following:

- Precision, accuracy, and completeness objectives for field screening analyses, off-site
confirmation analyses, and off-site analyses; .

- Statements of comparability and representativeness should be provided for all
procedures; and '

- Acceptable false positive and false negative error rates for onsite field screening data
(relative to offsite confirmation data) should be addressed. '

The FSP should at least reference the various data quality indicators that will be used to
assess data quality The use of single- or double-blind performance evaluation should be
considered as key data quality indicators of accuracy. The details of the proposed data

quality assessment could be presented in the QAPP and referenced by this section of the

FSP.

B) The rationale for screening samples by EPA Method 4030 and then selecting only ten
percent of the samples for off-site confirmation should be provided. This confirmation
frequency will result in only two and three offsite confirmations at the 8,000 gallon above
ground storage tank (AST) and the unauthorized discharge area, respectively. Itis
recommended that more offsite confirmations be performed, and a rationale for the
number proposed should be provided. In addition, it may be appropriate to collect some
compound specific data from the samples collected, at least on a limited basis.

C) Soil and groundwater analyses for chemicals like sulfate, nitrate, and iron may help
assess the potential for the natural attenuation of contamination at the site. Itis
recommended that collection of this type of data be considered, thus allowing for an
evaluation of the potential for natural attenuation alternatives at the EAOCs.

Page 4-12, Section 4.2.1, Data Quality Objectives, first bullet. There is insufficient
information in the SAP to support this objective. Please include the necessary data and
figures to support this objective.

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789






18.

19.

20.

21.

Page 4-12, Section 4.2.1, Data Quality Objectives, third bullet. This objective is
necessary; however, it should be applied to all the EAOCs including the Stilling Basin.
Based on the proposed “shallow” sampling plan, this objective will not be achieved. See
Specific Comments - Sampling and Analysis Plan Comments No. 3 and General
Comments - Sampling and Analysis Plan Comment No. 4. -

Page 4-13, Section 4.3.1, first bullet. There is insufficient information in the SAP to
support this objective. Please include the necessary data or figures to support this
objective. ' -

Page 4-27, Section 4.4.2.2 Monitoring Well Installation. No information has been
provided to indicate the general groundwater flow direction in the basal aquifer. It
appears the proposed monitoring well locations are based on the measured flow direction
in the perched water zone. It is very likely that the flow direction in the perched and
basal aquifer are different. It is recommended that RH-MWO06 be relocated
approximately 800 feet further west to southwest and RH-MW07 be relocated
approximately 400 feet west. Based on the proposed basal monitoring well locations and
the uncertainty of the flow direction, it appears a fourth monitoring well located along the
west/southwest site boundary may be required to meet the data needs.

Page 4-27, Section 4.4.2.2 Monitoring Well Installation. It is indicated that 5-foot core
samples will be collected from each borehole at the top of the aquifer and evaluated for
fractures and aquifer characteristics. Please indicate in the SAP how the samples will be
evaluated for these parameters.

Section 5.0, Field Methods and Procedures:

22,

23.

Page 5-3, Section 5.5 - Soil Boring. During drilling of the monitoring well boreholes, it
is recommend to switch sampling methods from every 5 feet to continuous coring when
near the anticipated depth of the clay layer. Continuous coring should be performed until
the clay layer has been fully penetrated. The continuous coring should allow evaluation
of the clay layer consistency. Obviously the first section of coring will be performed
prior to installation of the conductor casing and then completed after the conductor casing
is installed. ‘

Figure 5.6-1. It is unclear on the ﬁguré how the steel conductor casing will be installed

- and sealed. Generally a cement grout seal is installed between the outside of the steel

conductor casing and the borehole wall. Please explain the installation procedure or
correct the figure.
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GENERAL COMMENTS/QUESTIONS - QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN:

1.

Sections 7 through 11 are not site-specific and mostly refer to SOPs. These SOPs are
somewhat vague. Project-specific information should be included in these sections, along
with references to the general SOPs. For instance, will performance evaluation samples

be submitted or audits be performed for this field effort? The frequency of both systems
and performance audits are not addressed in the SOPs.

The analytical methods listed in the various tables of this document are not complete.
The last paragraph of Section 1.1 specifies that metals, total alkalinity, chloride, fluoride,
surfactants, and total dissolved solids analyses will be performed also. The FSP also
indicates that an immunoassay test for TPH will be performed for soils. Please include
these in all QAPjP tables (except Table 2.4-1) and the immunoassay test in the QAP;jP.

Please submit GC/MS and GC data stored on magnetic tape to the Navy for potential
future data review. :

What laboratory will be performing the analyses? Pre-award audits should be conducted
for laboratories new to the program. Audit reports and corrective actions should be
presented to the regulatory agencies. Please provide an outline for audit reports. ~.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS/QUESTIONS - QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN:

L.

Section 1.1, Project Background.

- A) The specific modifications to the "TPH diesel" méthod should be clarified or

referenced in this section. In particular, the method of calibration and quantitation should
be clarified, and the appropriateness of using only diesel as a calibrant should be
evaluated. Since TPH results will be used to make key decisions regarding the site, the
method of calibration and quantitation is an important aspect of data quality. EPA
Method 8015B could be used as guidance (see Attachment 1). In addition, the use of the
term TFH is unclear, and should be defined or deleted. ’

B) It is recommended that groundwater analyses for sulfate, nitrate, iron, and dissolved
oxygen be considered. This may help to assess the natural conditions that can affect the
fate and transport of the chemicals of concerns at the site. For dissolved oxygen, well
head analysis is recommended.

C) This section should address the proposed use of TPH immunoassay test kits that are

. mentioned in the FSP. In particular, the method for estimating the precision and accuracy

of the field test kits should be addressed. The procedure for evaluating the confirmation
results should also be addressed along with the number of false positive and false
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negative results that can be tolerated given the ensuing decisions that will be made at the
site.

Page 1-3, Section 1.1. This section refers both to TFH and TPH. The footnote on page
1-9 of the FSP indicates the difference between these analyses however, the reference to
these methods in the QAPjP is not consistent with the FSP definition. Please correct.

Page 1-3, Section 1.2, Data Quality Objectives. The second sentence of this section
refers to an EE/CA. Isn’t this Phase II of an RI?

Page 1-4, first full paragraph, third sentence. This sentence is incorrect. Dilution is
required if the analyte concentration is above the maximum of the calibration range.
Please correct.

Page 1-4, second full paragraph. Theoretically this is a good idea. How does it apply to
this project? Which results, if any, have been previously affected by matrix interferences,
necessitating a change in methods? If none, then alter the paragraph to be project-specific
(i.e., “The same methods used for the Phase I RI sample analysis will be retained for use
durlng the Phase II RI to facilitate the comparison of Phase I data to Phase II data.” end

of paragraph).

Page 1-5, Table 1.2-1. The field methods presented in Table 1.2-1 should reference the
appropriate standard operating procedure, unless the use of the referenced EPA methods
is actually planned. This comment also applies to Tables 1.2-2, 1.2-3, and 2.2-1.

Page 1-6, Table 1.2-2. This section presents only detection limits, and should actually
address the estimated quantitation limits that are planned for data collection. In general,
Section 1.2 should provide some discussion of the higher quantitation limits which would
be expected for the field screening method relative to the offsite confirmatory method.
This sensitivity issue relates directly to a discussion of an appropriate confirmation
frequency, which should be addressed somewhere in the SAP.

Page 1-6, Table 1.2-2. There is only one number here for each matrix and analyte, yet the
title states that both laboratory detection limits and quantitation limits are provided.
Please clarify. Are these the only analytes to be analyzed for and reported? If so0, please
provide the rationale for not reporting the full CLP analyte list. Also, include the project
ARARSs on this table next to the limits for comparison.

Page 1-7, Table 1.2-3. The fourth column indicates “Surrogate Accuracy Criteria.” No

" surrogates are listed in the table. Revise the table to include the surrogates for
appropriate methods. Also, other methods (metals, chloride, fluoride) require MS/MSDs
and should be included in this table. '
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10.

11

12.

Pages 1-7 and 1-8, Table 1.2-3, Data Quality Objectives.

A) QA objectives are not presented in this table for many target compounds. It is
recommended that precision and accuracy goals be established based on the sampling
design and the decisions that will be made with the data. This is especially true for
compounds of potential concern discussed in Appendix A of the FSP.

B) Pages 1-7 and 1-8, Table 1.2-3, Laboratory Control Samples. It is recommended that
analytical accuracy be monitored through the use of independent single- or double-blind
spikes (i.e., performance evaluation [PE] samples). Preferably, PE samples would be
coordinated by a government official, but could also be implemented by the "CTO Senior
QA/QC Reviewer." PE sample accuracy objectives would be included in the "LCS"
column of Table 1.2-3.

Page 1-9, first bullet. Completeness should be calculated as the percent of the amount of
acceptable or valid data to the total amount of data required in the SAP. 1f “locations and
numbers of samples have been selected to ensure the acquisition of sufficient data to meet
the RI objectives,” then the failure to collect samples (for whatever reasons) should affect
completeness towards the RI objectives. Also, if sample bottles or vials break during
shipment or analysis, this should lower the completeness, even though this is not a part of
the “total amount of data analyzed.” Please revise this bullet. '

Page 1-10, Figure 1.3-1. A quality assurance officer who is a government employee
should be identified in the organization chart. The responsibilities of all project
personnel should be included in Section 1.3 '

Section 4.0, Calibration Procedures, and Section 5.0, Analytical Procedures:

13.

Page 4-1. The calibration and analytical procedures that will be used for the
immunoassay test kits should be discussed in the section, or the appropriate SOP should
be referenced. Several immunoassay test kit SOPs developed by EPA Region 9 have
been provided for reference when addressing this concern (see Attachment 2).

Section 6.0, Field Quality Control:

14.

15.

Page 6-1. It is recommended that some form of standard reference material be used to
evaluate both the field and laboratory results for TPH in soil (e.g., a PE sample). This
will allow for a comparison of on-site screening and off-site confirmation analyses.

Page 6-1, Section 6.1, first paragraph, last sentence. Table 6.1-2 does not exist. Please
revise table reference.

10
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Section 7.0, Data Statistical Assessment, Validation, Reduction, and Reporting:

16.  Page 7-1. Please summarize the frequency of data review and data validation for this
project. Full data validation should be performed for at least 10 percent of the samples
analyzed, increasing in frequency if errors affecting data quality are identified.

Section 8, Systems and Performance Audits:

17.  Page 8-1. Currently, it is not clear what will be done at the site regarding systems and
performance audits. This section should be revised to include a discussion of the systems
and performance audits that are planned for subject plan. The use of site specific
performance audits are recomme_nded. -

Section 10, Corrective Actions:

18.  Page 10-1. This section should reference the more recent QAPP guidance "Quality
Assurance Project Plans, EPA QA/R-5. Interim Final, August 1994.

Section 11, Quality Assurance/Quality Control Reports:

19.  Page 11-1. Please provide an outline of the QA/QC section of the Phase II report.

11
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ATTACHMENT 1:

EPA Method 8015B

ATTACHMENT 2:

EPA Region 9 Field Analytical Services Program (FASP) Standard Operating Procedures for
Field Immunoassay Tests.

12

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789











(€0 sr4r€m { {

S
n ‘ - .
g - % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
7‘% é\og REGION iX
* PRot ‘ 75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
18 November 1996

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Makalapa, HI)

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Re:  Draft Final Removal Action Decision Document for the Red Hill Stilling Basin at
the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Pear] Harbor, Hawaii

Dear Darlene:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received the Draft Final Removal
Action Decision Document (RADD) for the Red Hill Stilling Basin at the Fleet & Industrial
Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii dated September 30, 1996.- We have reviewed the above
document and your responses to our 27 June 1996 comments regarding the Draft RADD are
satisfactory. Therefore, we have no further comments regarding the aforementioned document
and now consider the document as a final.

If you have any questions, please contact Xuan-Mai Tran at (415) 744-2386.

Sincerely,

Remedial Project Manager

cc: Mike Miyasaka, DOH
Donald Gruber, URS

| |07 847
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Y Pmﬁoﬁ REGION IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
4 November 1996
Ms. Darlene Ige
Department of the Navy
Pacific Division _
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Makalapa, HI) ,

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300
Re:  Request for an extension to review the Draft Phase I Remedial Investigation

Sampling and Analysis for the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility at the Fleet &
Industrial Supply Center, Pearl Harbor.

Dear Darlene:

The purpose of this letter is to request for a 30 days extension, as required by Section 9 of
the Pearl Harbor Naval Complex Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA), to review the Draft Phase II
Remedial Investigation Sampling and Analysis for the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility at the
Fleet & Industrial Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, dated August 1996. We are still waiting for the

review comments from EPA Quality Assurance Program. We will submit our review comments
for the above mentioned document on or before Friday, 6 December 1996.

If there are ény questions, please contact Xuan-Mai Tran at (415) 744-2386.

Sincerely,

Wv// /UM —
Lewis Mitani
Remedial Project Manager

cc:  Mike Miyasaka, DOH | ' , oy

0719849
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27 June 1996

Ms. Darlene lge
Department of the Navy
Pacific Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Makalapa, HI)
~Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Re: Draft Removal Action Decision Document for the Removal Action at Red
Hill Stilling Basin, Fieet and Industrial Supply Center, Pearl Harbor,
Hawaii

Dear Darlene:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received thé Draft
Removal Action Decision Document (RADD) for the Removal Action at Red Hill Stilling
Basin, Fleet & Industrial Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, dated March 1996. We
have. reviewed the above document and our comments are enclosed.

If you have any questions, please contact Xuan-Mai Tran at (415) 744-2386.

Sincerely,

" Léwis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

cc: ike Miyasaka, DOH
Donald Gruber, URS

i O 7 8%6‘7Pn'm.ed on Recycled Paper
carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789






REVIEW COMMENTS FOR :
DRAFT REMOVAL ACTION DECISION MAKING FOR
REMOVAL ACTION AT RED HILL STILLING BASIN
FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER
PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII

The Draft Removal Action Decision Document (RADD) appears to cover the
essential elements when reviewed against the Remedial Action Report/Operable Unit
Completion Closeout Procedures for National Priorities List Sites. Although more
detailed information regarding the Removal Action (RA) can be found in other
references, the RADD should include a summaries with sufficient information to aliow
a reader unfamiliar with the site to understand the steps undertaken for this removal
~action. Also future we suggest future RADDS include the following:

1. A list of acronyms is recommended for the reader's convenience.

2. Introduction:

This section provides a general description of the site and remedy implemented
(i.e., site location and description, history, components of the selected remedy,and
specific contaminants of concern). Sufficient information should be specific provided
to allow a reader unfamiliar with the site to understand the information presented in
the RADD. The RADD already covers most of the above items, except for a
summary of the components of the selected remedy. Also, a site map such as Fig 2-1
from the Final Remediation Verification Report should be included.

3. Chronology of Events:

This section provides a summary of the major events associated with this RA (i.e.,
the date the design documents was approved, etc.). Suggest information from the first
complete paragraph, p. 3, (i.e., public review, documents submittal, etc.) can be
moved to this section. .

4. Performance Standards and Construction Quality Control:

This section is the most important section of the RADD. Performance Standards
are the criteria or requirements the RA contractor should meet to complete the project.
Performance Standards include cleanup levels, quality criteria, and other substantive
requirements. Each Performance Standard should be addressed by providing the
standard, the maximum level permissible, the results of field sampling, the basis for
the determination that the standards was met, and the location of and frequency of the
tests.
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This section of the RADD should also provide a summary of the implementation of
the construction quality control plan and provide an assurance that the RA is
complete. A table should be included that lists the types of samples taken and
provides a comparison of test results with the specified standards to be achieved by

the RA.
5. Construction Activities:

This section is a narrative description of the construction activities undertaken for
the RA. Quantities excavated, cleanup levels achieved, and materials and/or
equipment used should be addressed in this section and may be presented in tabular
format in support of the narrative. The name and specific role of the major design and
RA contractors should be provided.

This is also the section where information on "lesson learned" should be provided.
While a major portion of this narrative will deal with problems encountered during the
construction, successes should be documented as well. Included in the discussion of
problems should be the options considered, the process used to select a final solution,
and the causes of any delays encountered. The discussion of successes should
include time or cost savings measures employed or the use of innovative solutions to
problems encountered. -

6. Final Inspection:
This section documents the pre-final and final inspections conducted by the Navy

and the contractor at the completion of this RA. This section should contain a
summary of the confirmation results and a list of attendees at the inspections(s).

7. Certification that Remedy is Operational and Functional:

For this RA, the ceritification will be an affirmation that performance standards
have been met. The basis for the determination should also be provided.

8. Operation and Maintenance:

This section should discuss the highlights of the operation and maintenance plan,
as well as provide insight to potential problems/concerns (i.e., the maintenance of the
low-permeability cap to minimize the potential downward migration of residual
contamination to the underlying basal aquifer).
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9. Summary of Project Costs:

This section should provide the final costs for the project and compare them to the
original RA estimate. Presentation of this information may be in tabular or narrative
form. The need for and cost of any modifications during the RA should be noted in

this section.
10. Data Validation:

This is an important section and should provide a summary of the data validation
process. Information on data analysis should also be summarized (i.e., percentage
accepted, percentage rejected, etc.). Any environmental decision relies on the quality
of the data. Under EPA ORDER 5360.1 implementing the NCP, data must be of

known quality.
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COMMENTS ON SECTION 5 AND APPENDIX C OF
THE REMEDIATION VERIFICATION REPORT
RED HILL STILLING BASIN PEARL HARBOR

General Comments:

1.

The exceedance of preservation temperature is more severe than discussed. All
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and TPH-gasoline non-detect results should
have been rejected. Detectable VOC results and pesticide, semivolatile results
may be biased low, but potentially too low to be usable. The corrective action for
this problem would be to resample for all analyses, and identify and rectify the
reason for the exceedance. However, this corrective action was not taken since
samples collected in January and February exhibited this problem and the problem
was not resolved during July sampling activities.

The method of assessing analytical data quality is not clear. Quality control
samples were collected and analyzed as required; however, the QC acceptance
criteria is not specified. i is not acceptable to indicate that either "EPA or
laboratory-established acceptance limits" were used (Section 5.4.4). These criteria
must be identified within the report. In addition, the actual QC results and
statistical summary should be listed (preferably Table C-7); the current Table C-7
is insufficient. EPA cannot adequately review this document for acceptable data
quality without this information. ‘

The evaluation of data quality indicators (Section 5.4.6) contains some erroneous
statements. Iflaboratory relative percent difference (RPDs) are outside acceptable
limits due to matrix heterogeneity, then this same phenomena would affect field

‘duplicate results as well. Field duplicates incorporate both field, matrix, and

laboratory precision; matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD) comparisons
only incorporate matrix and laboratory precision. Also, it is not clear what type of
RPDs are out of control (MS/MSD?). It is more likely that the RPD exceedance
is sporadic, although all RPDs should be reviewed for systematic occurrences.

Substantiation of the accuracy conclusion should be presented. If actual
recoveries were presented, then this statement may be acceptable (see comment
No. 2). It should be noted that just because recoveries do not meet acceptance
criteria due to demonstrated matrix effect (and the LCS is okay), the data is not
necessarily usable. Very low recoveries which cannot be overcome using
accepted methods (due to no fault of the laboratory) may still be unusable data.

The completeness should be recalculated when the temperature preservation
problem is included and the above observations are resolved.
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The data validation packages need to be included in the report. Otherwise, it
should be indicated when and were the analytical data sheets and associated data
validation summary reports will be presented. The report is considered incomplete
until this information is provided.

The conclusions drawn in Section 5.3.7 regarding the lack of analytical results for
three of the samples is insufficient. In particular, Aroclor 1260 cannot be
eliminated as a contaminant based upon TPH-diesel results. Other sample results
indicate that the presence and concentration of this analyte is not related to TPH-
diesel results. However, the conclusion could be drawn for PAHs and metals
based on the history of the site. If the source of the Aroclor 1260 contaminant is
identified, the lack of PCB results for these samples may be acceptable. Also, the
statement about the "relatively low concentrations of TPH in comparison to the
maximum TPH results" is misleading: 2,900 mg/kg is not low compared to 4,200
mg/kg.

Specific Comments:

1.

Section 5.2, page 5-2: The PARCC discussions appear to have come from a
sample plan, not a summary of resuits. Please state the goals and provide a brief
discussion in each PARCC subsection whether the goals were achieved for the
project.

Section 5.3.2, page 5-5. The analytical results also contain toluene and
ethylbenzene; please add these to the discussion in this section.

Section 5.3.5, page 5-6. Full analytical confirmation should be clearly defined.

Section 5.3.8, page 5-7: Pfovide a discussion of soil sample results, to be
consistent with all other similar sections.

Section 5.3.9, page 5-8. Table 5-8 cannot be located in Appendix C.

Section 5.4.5, page 5-11: Table 5-10 cannot be located in Appendix C.

Section 5.4.5, page 5-11:  Why was motor oil used as the spiking constituent
instead of diesel fuel. Which type was seen more often in the samples? Can

motor oil recoveries be used to indicate diesel recoveries?

Table C-2, page 1: There are no results for Aroclors 1254 and 1260. Please
provide this data.
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3 April 1996

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Makalapa, HI)

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Rc;: Draft Final Phase I Remedial Investigation, Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal
Facility, Fleet & Industrial Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

Dear Darlene:

The U.S: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received the Draft Final Phase I
Remedial Investigation, Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility (OWDF), Fleet & Industrial
Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, dated January 1996. We have reviewed the above
document and your responses to our 22 November 1995. Your responses to our 22 November
review comments addressed most of our concerns, except on one comment, EPA's general
comment on Section 7.0 (Human Health Preliminary Risk Assessment) which was not fully

addressed. =

We have concerns regarding the approach used in the Preliminary Risk Evaluation
(PRE). The approach was difficult to follow. The site specific health-based levels (HBLs)
that were calculated and used in place of the Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals
(PRGs) remain suspect, it is still unclear whether a 1E-06 target cancer risk level was used to
calculate the HBLs. In addition, questionable rationale was used for dismissing a number of
chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) (e.g., insignificant concentrations below the 1E-04
risk trigger level, typical Navy installation contaminants, and infrequent detection).
Consequently, the results of the PRE are not convincing and some doubt remains as to
whether or not further action may be warranted. In any event, there is still a question as to
whether there are areas at the Red Hill OWDF, where chemical concentrations are at levels
that would require further investigation; and any further investigation has been dismissed in
some of the exposure areas of concern (EAOCs) as unnecessary because of the results of the

PRE.
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EPA and the Hawaii Department of Health have been using the Region IX PRGs for
screening risk at Superfund sites, as well as DOD in the Risk Assessment Primer. We
recommend the Navy use the latest PRG Table to carry out the PRE at Red Hill OWDF. In
a telephone conversation between Wesley Ching of your staff and Xuan-Mai Tran of EPA on
29 March 1996, EPA understands that Phase IT RI will be performed at the Red Hill OWDF
by another contractor. We expect the-Navy to address EPA's concerns either prior to or as
part of the Phase IT work. The Navy should be aware that Phase IT work may have to include
an expanded COPCs to address the issue as well as re-examine areas dismissed based on the

HBLs.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 744-2412 or Xuan-Mai Tran at
(415) 744-2386.

Sincerely,

J '
7//5/2’24 W 4/&45/
te . S

ewis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

cc: Mike Miyasaka, DOH
Donald Gruber, URS

| [0765 A
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Ms. Darlene Ige ' g /1

Department of the Navy
Re: Draft Project Work Plans for Closure and Removal of the

Pacific Division '
Naval Facilities Engineering Command

Red Hill Stilling Basin, Red Hill Navy Reservation,
Oahu, Hawaii.

(Makalapa, HI) }
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Dear Darlene:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received the
Draft Project Work Plans for Closure and Removal of the Red Hill
Stilling Basin, Red Hill Navy Reservation, Oahu, Hawaii dated
November 1994, which was prepared by OHM Remediation Services.
We have reviewed the above document for consistency with the
Revised Final of the Specifications for Closure of the Red Hill
Stilling Basin, Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, August 1994,
which was prepared by Ogden Environmental and Energy Services.

The review of the November 1994 Draft Project Work Plans
indicated this document is generally consistent with the August
1994 Specifications for Closure of the Red Hill Stilling Basin.
However, the Scope of Work of the Draft Project Work Plans should
clearly specify the level of contaminated soil excavated be the
same as in the Specifications for Closure document: "Soil
excavation shall continue to the maximum limits or until all
visually impacted soil has been removed, photoionization detector
and organic vapor analyzer readings indicate that background \
ambient levels have been attained, and chemical sampling and
analysis indicates that cleanup levels have been reached". The
removal of the Red Hill Stilling Basin should also include a
Close Out Report to recap all activities and deliverables.
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If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 744-2412
Xuan-Mai Tran at (415) 744-2386.

Sincerely,

Py
N /)
St C Al

Le#is Mitani
Remedial Project Manager

cc: Pierette Arroyo, DOH
Donald J. Gruber, URS
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC DIVISION “LTH
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
258 MAKALAPA DR., STE. 100 .
PEARL HARBOR, HI 96860-3134 £i I 5
5090:A14 .. -
Ser ENV1821/ 444
, 2004
Dr. Keith Kawaoka J{ (X 10 MAR
Hazard Evaluation and Emergency e ¢ -

Response Office 5‘
State of Hawaii, Department of Health - V\Q

919 Ala Moana Bivd., 2nd Floor 3 mﬁm 2 s

Honolulu, HI 96814 o ,
waok e B
Dear Dr. Kawaoka: %’&ﬁ/ i

SUBJ: REQUEST FOR NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION FOR THE RED
HILL OILY WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY

Thank you for your letter of January 13, 2004 indicating that you have no comments on
the 8,000-Gallon AST Area Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon-Diesel Characterization
Report (December 2003), and that the Hawaii State Department of Health (DOH)
agrees with the TPH Report recommendation of No Further Action (NFA) for
unrestricted use at the Red Hill Former Oily Waste Disposal Facility (OWDF) site.

Mr. Michael Miyasaka of your staff recommended that the Navy prepare a letter
requesting DOH concurrence on a NFA determination for unrestricted use in
accordance with the requirements of Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-451:
Hawaii State Contingency Plan (SCP) (DOH 1997) and the Technical Guidance Manual
(TGM) (DOH 2000). Therefore, the Navy requests that the DOH grant a NFA
determination for unrestricted use at the Red Hill Former OWDF site.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Wesley Ching
of our Environmental Restoration Division at (808) 471-9186, extension 258.

Sincerely, \
Pl 2 ek
MELVIN Z. WAKI, P.E.
Head

Copy to: Environmental En

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office

SFD-8-3
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

gineering Department

07857
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Copy to:

Mr. Richard F. Howard
TechLaw Inc.

1211 H. Street, Suite E
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. Laurence Lau )

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbowl Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
258 MAKALAPA DR., STE. 100
PEARL HARBOR, HI 96860-3134

5090.A14 —. _ .
Ser ENV1821/11.34

3 7 MAY 2001

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED .
Dr. Keith Kawaoka
Hazard Evaluation and
Emergency Response Office
State of Hawaii, Department of Health
919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor
Honolulu, HI 96814

Dear Mr. Kawaoka:

Subj;: PETROLEUM CONTAMINATION AT NAVY'S INSTALLATION
RESTORATION (IR) SITES

This letter documents an agreement reached between Region IX of the uU. S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA Region IX), and the State of Hawaii Department
of Health (DOH) during a Partnering Session held on April 10 and 11, 2001. At these
meetings, all parties agreed to handle investigations for all Pearl Harbor IR sites found
to be impacted solely by petroleum hydrocarbons outside of the FFA. These sites will
be handled under the Hawaii State Contingency Plan (SCP). The two initial sites
affected by this agreement are the Ewa Junction Fuel Drumming Facility (EJFDF) and
the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility (Red Hill OWDF).

Investigations conducted at the EJFDF and OWDF have concluded that only petroleum
hydrocarbons are present:

a. Two phases of remedial investigations conducted during the 1990s at the OWDF
indicate that this site is contaminated only with petroleum hydrocarbons resulting from
the handling of oily wash water generated by the cleaning of the Red Hill aboveground
fuel storage tanks. :

b. Two phases of remedial investigations conducted during the 1990s at the EJFDF
have revealed that this site is contaminated only with petroleum hydrocarbons from a
one-time, 300,000-gallon gasoline, third-party release by vandals that occurred in the

early 1970s.

Therefore, in accordance with the recent partnering session among the parties,
jurisdiction for future response actions at these two sites and other petroleum
hydrocarbon-impacted sites will no longer be conducted under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act. These investigations will be
handied under the Hawaii Environmental Response Law (HERL).

oy 5,58
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Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching of our Environmental Restoration Division at (808) 472-1422.

Copy to:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office

U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street, Code SFD-8-3

~ San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Richard F. Howard

TechlLaw Inc.

1211 H. Street,.Suite E

Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. Gary Gill

Deputy Director for Environmental
Health

1250 Punchbowl! Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813

2
carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96789507

Sincerely, .
MELVIN Z. WAKL, P.E.

Head

Environmental Engineering Department
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND, PACIFIC
258 MAKALAPA DR., STE. 100
PEARL HARBOR; HAWAII 96860-3134

5090.A14--

Dr. Keith Kawaoka "1 0 DEC 2004

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency
Response Office

State of Hawaii, Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Fioor

Honolulu, HI 96814

Dear Dr. Kawaoka:

Subj: REQUEST FOR NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION FOR THE RED
HILL OILY WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY

Our letter of May 13, 2004 requested your concurrence with a No Further Action (NFA)
determination for unrestricted use at the Red Hill Former Oily Waste Disposal Facility
(OWDF) site. However, Mr. Michael Miyasaka of your staff indicated that neither of the
tables enclosed with our letter included information that fully addressed petroleum
contaminated areas where the Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) concentrations
were above the 5,000 mg/kg DOH Tier | Action Level at the OWDF site and that this
information must be included for an unrestricted use NFA determination in accordance
with the requirements of Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR), Chapter 11-451: Hawaii
State Contingency Plan (SCP) (DOH 1997) and the Technical Guidance Manual (TGM)
(DOH 2000).

On July 9, 2004, we submitted a memorandum entitled Summary and Conclusions
Supporting No-Further Action Recommendations, Eleven Exposure Areas of Concern,
Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility, Halawa, Oahu to Mr. Miyasaka for his review.
Mr. Miyasaka requested that a meeting be held to discuss DOH concerns on how the
Navy is addressing TPH concentrations that were above the 5,000 mg/kg DOH Tier |
Action Level. On July 16, 2004, we met with Mr. Miyasaka to review the conclusions
and recommendations presented in the memorandum, discuss DOH concerns, and
evaluate potential resolutions. DOH agreed with the Navy’s NFA recommendations for
9 of the 11 Exposure Areas of Concern (EAOCs). However, DOH expressed concern
that NFA may not be warranted for 2 EAOCs: the Underground Piping and Oily Waste
Delivery System Area (UPD) and the Unauthorized Discharge Area (UDA). DOH
indicated that additional information and evidence would be required before they can
agree with the Navy’s NFA recommendations for these two EAOCs.

The attached Table 1 addresses the SCP criteria for the entire OWDF site and presents
in the Site-Specific Response columns the data and information that were documented
in the Removal Action Report and the Phase | and Phase Il Rl Reports for the Red Hill
OWDF (OHM 1995, Ogden 1996, Earth Tech 2000) and the TPH Report (Earth Tech
2002). Table 2 addresses TGM Section 9 criteria for closure of sites impacted by
petroleum hydrocarbons, and describes the site conditions that justify closure with
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respect to each criterion. The Summary and Conclusions Supporting No Further Action
Recommendation for Two EAOCSs provides the evidence supporting NFA for the UPD
and UDA areas as discussed during the July meeting. As indicated in Tables 1 and2
and the Summary paper, the combined investigation results demonstrate that the SCP
and TGM closure criteria have been met. Therefore, the Navy requests that the DOH
concur with a NFA determination for unrestricted use at the Red Hill Former OWDF site
in accordance with the requirements of HAR, Chapter 11-451: SCP and the TGM.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Wesley Ching
of our Intergrated Product Team Hawaii Environmental Restoration Division at
(808) 474-0918.

Slncerely,

MELVINéN Kl, P.E.

Business Line Manager
Environmental
Encl:

(1) Site Map

(2) Table 1 — State Contingency
Plan Criteria

(3) Table 2 — Technical Guudance
Manual Criteria

(4) Summary and Conclusions Supporting
NFA Recommendation for Two EAOCs

Copy to:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
SFD-8-3

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Richard F. Howard
TechLaw Inc.

921 11th Street

Eighth Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. Laurence Lau (w/o encl)

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbowl Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813
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Table 2: Technical Guidance Manual Criteria for Petroleum-Impacted Sites and Site-Specific Responses,
AST, Red Hill Former OWDF

Criterion

No. Criterion Site-Specific Response

1 The contaminant source area has been TPH-diesel was detected at isolated discrete soil sampling
characterized, and the extent of the impact has locations, indicating that the lateral and vertical extent of TPH-
been defined. diesel in soil is not continuous. A TPH-diesel concentration

above the DOH Tier 1 SAL was detected in only one sample (at
10 feet bgs) at the Former AST Area. The investigation results
indicate that TPH-diesel concentrations above the site-specific
characterization level requested by the DOH (25 mg/kg) are
limited to depths between approximately 5 and 25 feet bgs.

2 The impacted soil does not create nuisance The investigation results indicate that TPH concentrations above
problems (odor). 25 mg/kg are limited to depths of 5 feet bgs or deeper, and no

' odors or other nuisance problems have been observed around
the area.
3 The facility ensures that residual petroleum does The investigation results indicate that TPH concentrations
not migrate off site (i.e., via groundwater) and greater than 25 mg/kg Iin soil are limited to depths between
negatively impact adjacent properties, groundwater | approximately 5 and 25 feet bgs in the Former AST Area, away
extraction wells, or surface water bodies. from the site perimeter. No surface water exists at the site, and
potential for surface runoff from the site is low (Earth Tech
2000). Results of the hydrogeologic investigation (Earth Tech
2000) strongly support the conclusion that there is little or no
potential for downward transport of constituents to the basal
aquifer. This conclusion is supported by the groundwater
monitoring data (Earth Tech 2000): No sheen, product, TPH, or
fuel-related constituents have been detected in the basal
groundwater, and no sheen or product has been detected in the
perched groundwater at the OWDF (Earth Tech 2000).
4 The following TPH values are not exceeded: 5,000 | With the exception of one sample (collected at 10 feet bgs in the
mg/kg for TPH as oil or TPH as diesel, and 2,000 Former AST Area) TPH concentrations detected in all soil
mg/kg for TPH as gasoline. samples collected during the investigation were below the DOH
criteria (Earth Tech 2002a).

Based on recent discussions between the Navy, The following evidence demonstrates that each criterion has

DOH, and EPA, it was agreed that the TPH been met:

concentrations listed in Criterion 4 should be used | The vertical and faterat extent of TPH contamination has been

as screening criteria for delineation of petroleum characterized and delineated according to the DOH Tier 1 SALs,

contamination, but that cleanup to these levels is the site-specific TPH-diesel characterization level requested by

not required if the following criteria are met: the DOH (25 mg/kg), and the agreed-upon SAP (which

The contaminant source area has been documents the Investigation approach and data quality

characterized, and the vertical and lateral extent of | objectives) (Earth Tech 2002b).

contamination has been delineated in accordance

with an agreed-upon SAP.

Free-phase product is removed from the water No free-phase product was detected in the borings for

table to the extent practicable in accordance with monitoring wells RH-MW08, RH-MWO06 and RH-MWQ9 or any of

the TGM SCP (DOH 1997). the other borings advanced in the Former AST Area during the
Phase Il Rl and TPH-diesel characterization investigations. No
sheen or free-phase product was observed in any of the
groundwater samples collected from existing monitoring wells
after the OHM remedial action in 1995 (Ogden 1996, Earth Tech
2000).

Risk assessments conducted in support of site Human health and ecological risk assessments were conducted

characterization are consistent with DOH Tier 1, 2, | for both Rl phases in accordance with USEPA methodology

or 3 RBCA methodology, consider both the direct (EPA 1989a, 1989b, 1991, 1997) to evaluate the potential

contact pathway and potential threats to threats represented by detected soil and groundwater

groundwater or surface water bodies, and concentrations. The risk assessments demonstrated that no

demonstrate that no unacceptable risks to human unacceptable risks to human health or the environment are

health or the environment are associated with the associated with the petroleum hydrocarbon compounds or any

TPH of the other chemicals detected at the OWDF

bgs below ground surface RBCA  risk-based corrective action

EPA Environmental Protection Agency, United States SAL soil-action level

mg/kg  milligram per kilogram SAP sampling and analysis plan
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Summary and Conclusions Supporting No-Further Action Recommendations
For Two Exposure Areas of Concern,
Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility, Halawa, Oahu, Hawaii

The Navy recently submitted a letter “Summary and Conclusions Supporting No-Further Action
Recommendations, Eleven Exposure Areas of Concern, Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility,
Halawa, Oahu’ to the Hawaii Department of Health (DOH) on the July 9, 2004. Representatives
of the DOH; Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC), Pacific (Navy); and Earth
Tech, Inc., (Earth Tech) met on Friday, 16 July 2004 to review the conclusions and
recommendations presented in the letter, address DOH comments, and evaluate potential
resolution to these comments. Meeting participants were: Mike Miyasaka (DOH), Wes Ching
(Navy), John Fern (Earth Tech), and Wendell Wen (Earth Tech).

The DOH agreed with the Navy’s NFA recommendations for 9 of the 11 Exposure Areas of
Concern (EAOCs). However, DOH expressed concern that NFA may not be warranted for two
EAOCs: the Underground Piping and Oily Waste Delivery System Area (UPD) and the
Unauthorized Discharge Area (UDA). DOH indicated that additional information and evidence
would be required before they can agree with the Navy’s NFA recommendations for these two
EAOCs. DOH comments and concerns regarding the UPD and UDA areas are summarized
. below.

BACKGROUND

UPD. The Phase I RI (Ogden 1996) reported TPH-diesel concentrations (19,000 mg/kg and 6,300
mg/kg) above the 5,000 mg/kg DOH Tier I soil action level for two surface soil samples collected
in 1991. Although no TPH concentrations above the action level were detected at the UPD Area
during the Phase IT RI (Earth Tech 2000), DOH is concerned that TPH concentrations above the
action level may still exist in surface soil at this EAOC. DOH agreed that the UPD area has been
fully characterized for TPH and that the absence of elevated TPH detections during the Phase II
RI (Earth Tech 2000) supports the conclusion that elevated TPH concentrations are very limited.
However, DOH commented that the Phase II RI results are not sufficient to demonstrate that TPH
concentrations in surface soil at the two Phase I RI exceedance locations are now below the DOH
Tier I soil action level unless additional evidence is provided.

UDA. In 1991, TPH-diesel was detected at concentrations (29,000 mg/kg and 19,000 mg/kg)
above the DOH Tier I soil action level in two Phase I RI surface soil samples. A TPH-residual
fuels (>C24) concentration above the action level was detected in one Phase II RI surface soil
sample (8,300 mg/kg) (Earth Tech 2000). DOH agreed that the UDA area has been fully
characterized for TPH, and noted that the Phase I Rl sampling results (DOH Tier I soil action
level exceedance in only one sample) support the conclusion that the extent of elevated TPH
concentrations is very limited at this EAOC. However, DOH commented that the Phase II RI
results alone are not sufficient to show that TPH concentrations in surface soil at the two Phase I
RI exceedance locations are now below the DOH Tier I soil action level. In addition, a small
amount of soil was relocated from the former Stilling Basin to the UDA area during a removal
action (OHM 1996). DOH is concerned about potential environmental impact to the UDA area
due to relocation of this soil. DOH requested additional evidence to address their concerns
regarding this EAOC.

carrollcox.com, B&#4262 Mililani, HI 96789 5L
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Table 1: Evidence Supporting NFA for the UPD and UDA

TGM Criteria (DOH 1997)

UPD Area

UDA

1. The contaminant source area has
been characterized, and the extent of
the impact has been defined.

TPH concentrations above the 5,000 mg/kg DOH Tier 1 SAL
were detected in two surface soil samples collected during
the Phase | Rl (Ogden 1996). Additional sampling was
conducted during the Phase Ii Rl to fully characterize the
source area and define the extent of contamination (Earth
Tech 2000). All TPH-diesel concentrations detected in the
Phase |l Rl samples were well below the 5,000 mg/kg DOH
Tier 1 SAL (Earth Tech 2000).

TPH concentrations above the 5,000 mg/kg DOH Tier 1 SAL
were detected in two surface soil samples collected during the
Phase | Rl (Ogden 1996). The extent of contamination was
delineated during the Phase Il Rl (Earth Tech 2000). A TPH
concentration (8,300 mg/kg) above the 5,000 mg/kg DOH Tier 1
SAL was detected in one of the Phase Il Rl samples (a surface
soil sample). TPH was detected at 130 mg/kg in a subsurface soil
sample collected 5 feet below the location of the exceedance. No
TPH concentrations above the method reporting limit (48 mg/kg)
were detected in any other soil samples collected at this EAOC
during the Phase Il Rl. The results indicate that the extent of
impacted soil is extremely limited both vertically and horizontally

2. The impacted soil does not create
nuisance problems {odor).

No odors or other nuisance problems have been observed.
PID testing of all samples indicated no organic vapors in the
headspace

No odors or other nuisance problems have been observed. PID
testing of the sample with the highest TPH concentration (8,300
mg/kg of TPH-residual fuels) detected no organic vapors in the
headspace.

3. The facility ensures that residual petroleum
does not migrate off site (i.e., via groundwater)
and negatively impact adjacent properties,
groundwater extraction wells, or surface water
bodies.

No surface water exists at the Red Hill Oily Waste Facility
site, potential for surface runoff is low, and little or no
potential exists for migration to the basal aquifer (Ogden
1996, Earth Tech 2000). This conclusion is supported by the
groundwater monitoring data (Earth Tech 2000): No sheen,
product, TPH, or fuel-related constituents have been
detected in the basal groundwater, and no sheen or product
has been detected in the perched groundwater at the
OWDF (Earth Tech 2000).

No surface water exists at the Red Hill Oily Waste Facility site,
potential for surface runoff is low, and little or no potential exists
for migration to the basal aquifer (Ogden 1996, Earth Tech 2000).
This conclusion is supported by the groundwater monitoring data
(Earth Tech 2000): No sheen, product, TPH, or fuel-related
constituents have been detected in the basal groundwater, and
no sheen or product has been detected in the perched
groundwater at the OWDF (Earth Tech 2000).

4. The following TPH values (DOH Tier 1 SALs)
are not exceeded: 5,000 mg/kg for TPH as oil
or TPH as diesel, and 2,000 mg/kg for TPH as
gasoline.

The Phase Il Rl (Earth Tech 2000) data indicate that TPH
levels in soil at this EAOC are below the 5,000 mg/kg
threshold for TPH as oil or diesel.

An exceedance of the 5,000 mg/kg DOH Tier 1 SAL was reported
for only one of the samples collected during the Phase Il RI:
TPH-residual fuels were detected at 8,300 mg/kg in a surface
soil sample (TPH-diesel was detected at 3,200 mg/kg in this
sample). All other TPH concentrations detected during the Phase
11 Rl were below the DOH criteria (Earth Tech 2000).

5. As indicated in the 2001 TPH Issue Paper
prepared by the Navy, DOH, and EPA, it was
agreed that the TPH concentrations listed in
Criterion 4 should be used as screening criteria
for delineation of petroleum contamination, but

Not applicable—the Phase 1l Rl (Earth Tech 2000) data
indicate TPH concentrations are below the levels listed in
criterion 4.

The following evidence demonstrates that each criterion has
been met:

The vertical and lateral extent of TPH contamination has been
characterized and delineated according to the DOH Tier 1 SALs,

Page 3 of 6
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TGM Criteria (DOH 1997)

UPD Area

UDA

reporting limits.

4. Site conditions have changed. After the removal action
in 1996 (OHM 1996), the surface of the UPD was paved
with asphalt. The locations where elevated TPH
concentrations were detected are now covered with
pavement; therefore, neither human nor ecological
receptors are likely to contact soil at these locations, and
no odor or other nuisance problems are associated with
these locations.

5. No TPH was detected in any of the monitoring wells
screened in basal groundwater at the site. The Phase Il
Rl geologic and hydrologic investigation results indicate
that the potential for transport of petroleum
hydrocarbons from surface soil to the basal groundwater
is insignificant or negligible (Earth Tech 2000).

Conclusion: NFA is justified under the TGM (DOH 1997)

the maximum surface soil TPH concentration, indicating that
the soil does not pose nuisance or odor problems.

6. Although a small amount of soil from the former Stilling Basin
was relocated to the UDA during the removal action (prior to
the Phase Il Rl), the extent of contamination in soil at this
EAOC was thoroughly characterized, and found to be
extremely limited.

7. Comparison of the Phase | and Phase Il Rl results indicates
that TPH concentrations in surface soil decreased
significantly (e.g., 19,000 mg/kg to 8,300 mg/kg) over the
seven-year period from 1991 to 1998. These resuits strongly
suggest that natural attenuation has occurred (i.e.,
biodegradation, evaporation, photo-oxidation—please see the
following section: “Natural Attenuation of Fuel Oil in Surface
Soil'). The data indicate an average annual attenuation rate
greater than 1,500 mg/kg/year. Assuming that natural
attenuation has continued over the 6-year period since 1998,
an average annual attenuation rate of only 550 mg/kg/year
would be sufficient to reduce the concentration from 8,300
mg/kg to the 5,000 mg/kg DOH Tier | soil action level. The
data therefore suggest that current TPH concentrations in
surface soil are likely to be well below the action level.

8. No petroleum contamination was detected in any of the basal
groundwater monitoring wells, and the Phase Il Rl geologic
and hydrologic investigation results indicate that the potential
for transport of petroleum hydrocarbons from surface soil to
the basal groundwater is insignificant or negligible (Earth
Tech 2000).

Conclusion: NFA is justified under the TGM (DOH 1997)

mgkg  milligram per kilogram Rl Remedial Investigation

bgs below ground surface SAL Soil action level

DOH Hawaii Department of Health SAP sampling and analysis plan

EAOC  Exposure area of concern TGM Technical Guidance Manual (DOH 1997)
EPA Environmental Protection Agency, United States TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons

NFA No-further-action recommended OWDF  Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
PID photoionization detector
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Document Title

Description I ' e \
Date to HEER | 12132004 DueDate: | : Correspondence Log Numbers | | \
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY in

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND, HAWAI{I

400 MARSHALL ROAD /
PEARL HgREBgR HAWAII 96860- 3139 [//67
DEPARTFr Y)EBL
IEALTH
gy 5090
30 P J: 33 Ser OPEV3/0073

Lrmeem January 24, 2007

Dr. Keith Kawaoka

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency
Response Office

State of Hawaii, Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814

Dear Dr. Kawaoka,

SUBJECT: RED HILL OILY WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY HALAWA, OAHU,
HAWAII

As requested, the Well Abandonment Technical Memorandum for
the Red Hill 0Oily Waste Disposal Facility (OWDF) is forwarded as
enclosure (1). The Memorandum documents the monitoring well
abandonment activities performed at Red Hill OWDF and describes
the rationale for the well abandonment. The well abandonment
was completed in July 2006.

Should you have any questions, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching of our Environmental Restoration staff at
471-1171, extension 361.

Sincerely,

AARON ¥. POENTIS

Business Line Coordinator
Environmental

By direction of the
Commanding Officer

Enclosure: 1. Well Abandonment Technical Memorandum Red Hill
Oily Waste Disposal Facility Halawa, Oahu, Hawaii
of Aug 06 (2 cys)
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COVERRCR OF HAW AT

CHIYONE L. FUKING, R.D,

CIRECTOR OF HEALTH

LHDALINGLE

STATE OF HAWAY N
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH Fie: EMAMEER Office
2.0 Box 3378 51800t
HONOLULL, HAWA 968073378 05-180-mm
Aprit 11, 2005

Ms. Darlene lge

Department of the Navy

Naval Facllities Engineering Command, Pacific
258 Makalapa Drive, Suile 100

Pearl Harbor, Hawail 96880-3134

Dear Ms. ige:

Subiect: Reguest for No Further Action Determination for the Red Rill Olly Waste
Disposal Facility

The Hawaii Department of Health Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office
has reviewed the Naw's letter request for a No Further Action determination for the Red
HilE Oily Waste Disposal Facility. DOHM also reviewed the information in the Phase | and
Phase li Remedial Investigation Reports and the Remediation Verification Report that
were compieted to address and remediate the oll releases that occurred at the Red Hill
Uity Waste Disposal Facility.

Based on the information of the soil and groundwater oif contamination conditions
orovided in those documents, DOH concurs that the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal

Facility ol release site meets the requirements for no further action in accordance with
E—zawa Administrative Rules, State Contingency Plan, Chapter 11-451-10 criteria for no
further action.

Should you have any guestions, please contact me at 586-4653.

S%m&miy

g?i?;hﬁﬁ%:in MIYASAKA
Remaedial Project Manager
Hazard Evaluation and gmergez’acv Response Office

ce. Mr. Lewis Mitani, EPA Region IX
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CHIYOME L. FUKINO, M.D.

LINDA LINGLE
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

GOVERNOR OF HAWAN

v Jui 22 P w30
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

P.0_BOKTS HEES Uoriie hbsee
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801-3378 . -
June 10, 2004 U0B010RT
CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7002 2410 0003 0561 1622 NOTICE OF VIOLATION
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

Mr. Darren Uchima

Navy Region Hawaii

Regional Environmental Department, N465
517 Russell Avenue, Suite 110

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-1884

Dear Mr. Uchima:

SUBJECT: Red Hill Tank Complex
Facility ID 9-102271 / Release IDs 990051, 010011 & 020028

During the telephone conference between representatives of the Department of Health
(DOH) and the Navy on December 11, 2003, a number of issues were discussed,
including the documentation requested in DOH’s letter of October 10, 2003.

To date, DOH has not received the requested documentation from the Navy, or the
required quarterly progress reports.

The first confirmed underground storage tank (UST) release for the Red Hill facility was
reported on October 28, 1998. Since that time, two additional confirmed releases have
been reported and logged. Under the UST laws, the Navy should have submitted
twenty-one (21) quarterly progress reports. DOH has received none.

Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR) section 11-281-80.1 requires owners and operators
to submit quarterly progress reports that set forth all response actions taken in
response to the release and a plan for future response actions. Failure to submit the
reports is considered a violation of the UST laws and could lead to the assessment of
penalties by DOH pursuant to Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS) sections 11-281-8 and
11-281-10. In light of the Navy's failure to submit the progress reports, DOH is
requesting that the Navy submit the progress reports pursuant to the authority of Hawaii
Revised Statutes (HRS) section 342L-7(a) which provides:

For the purpose of developing or assisting in the development of any rule,

conducting any study, taking any release response action, or enforcing this
chapter, any owner or operator of an underground storage tank or tank system,
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Mr. Darren Uchima
June 10, 2004
Page 2

and any person involved in response actions relating to any releases from these
tanks or tank systems, upon the request of any duly authorized representative of
the department, shall:

1. Furnish information relating to the tanks or tank systems, including tank
equipment and contents and any response actions relating to the release
from the tanks or tank system;

2. Conduct monitoring or testing; and

3. Permit the designated representatives at all reasonable times to have
access to, and to copy all records relating to the tanks or tank systems.

In accordance with HRS §342L-7(a), DOH hereby requests that the Navy submit: (1) all
overdue quarterly reports to DOH; (2) an explanation as to why the reports were not
submitted when due; and (3) the documentation DOH requested in its letter of

October 10, 2003 (attached), within twenty-one (21) calendar days after your

receipt of this letter.

Pursuant' to HAR § 342L-10(b)(2), if the Navy fails to provide the information requested
herein, DOH may assess fines against the Navy up to $500 for each day it fails to
provide the information. The Navy's response to this request for information should be

sent to:

Mr. Richard Takaba

Project Officer

Solid and Hazardous Waste Branch
"Hawaii Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 212
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814

Pursuant to HRS 92F, HRS section 342L-7, and 342L-15, DOH is required to make any
records, reports, or information that you submit available to the public, absent a
satisfactory showing of confidentiality. If you believe that any information you are
submitting in response to this letter is entitled to confidential treatment, please submit a
cover letter at the time you submit the information to DOH identifying: (1) the particular
information that you believe should be kept confidential; and (2) any reason(s) why the
information is entitled to confidential treatment under HRS chapter 92F. Failure to
make such a request may result in the information being released to a third party.
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Mr. Darren Uchima
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DOH appreciates your prompt attention to this request for information. If you have any
questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Richard Takaba of our Underground
Storage Tank Section at (808) 586-4226.

Sincerely,

STEVEN Y, HANG, P.E:; IEF
Solid and Hazardous Was ranch

Enclosure

c: Matt Small, U.S. EPA Region 9
Barbara Brooks, Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office
Clarence Callahan, Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office
William Wong, Safe Drinking Water Branch
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BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO
GOVERNOR OF HAWAL!I

LAWRENCE MIKE
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

\\N.,r ;

STATE OF HAWA" In reply, please refer to:
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH HEER OFFICE
P.0.B0OX 3378

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801

November 15, 1995

Mr. Leighton G. M. Wong

Director

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Makalapa, HI)

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Dear Mr. Wong:

Subject: Comments on the "Draft report for the Phase I Remedial
Investigation (RI), Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal
Facility, Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC),
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii.

The Hawaii Department of Health (DOH), Hazard Evaluation and
Emergency Response (HEER) Office has reviewed the draft RI report
and has provided the following general and specific comments.

GENERAL COMMENTS

DOH have found this report, "Phase I remedial Investigation
Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility, Fleet and
Industrial Supply Center Pearl Harbor, Oahu Hawaii", to be quite
comprehensive and generally appears to be thorough and
scientifically valid. The surface and subsurface soil and
sediment sampling and analysis appears to be especially thorough
and quite adequate. DOH agree with the final conclusion that the
basal groundwater pathway is of potential concern and requires
additional investigation. However, I have some questions about
the preliminary assessment of the basal groundwater, the Dense
and Non-aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLs), and a few general
comments on the contents of this report.

BASAIL, GROUNDWATER AND DNAPLs

The report does not give any reason why more effort was not
expended on a preliminary investigation of the basal groundwater
contamination during this phase I investigation. Sampling of the
existing basal groundwater wells in the vicinity of the
contaminated site for groundwater contamination, or at least an
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inventory of these existing basal wells at the site would have
been helpful. Was such type of investigation ruled out in the
scope of work for the Phase I study? Also, the report does not
mention the presence of DNAPls in the groundwater. If any of the
potential groundwater contaminants are DNAPLs, then this should
be considered as the potential contaminant transport pathway, as
DNAPLs may not follow the expected groundwater pathway. Other
specific comments are discussed in detail in the following
paragraphs.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Section 5.4.1.1 Groundwater Pathway (Stilling Basin)

The report uses Attenuation factors of 10 and 100 as the
lower and the upper limit respectively for the groundwater
pathway beneath the Stilling Basin. The Attenuation factor
represents the attenuation and retardation associated with the
transport of contaminants in the subsurface. It can be seen in
Appendix C, that the low permeability clay layer (Silty Clay) in
Boring 04 (RH-B04 [MW-03]) is limited to less than 10 feet.
Where as in other borings, it extends beyond 10 feet:. Since all
the borings around the Stilling Basin do not encounter a low
permeability tuff and since the low permeability clay layer in
all these borings is of variable thickness, DOH recommend an
attenuation factor of 10 for the Stilling Basin site. An
attenuation factor of 100 may result in misleadingly low
contaminant concentration values.

Also, compounds such as Total Fuel Hydrocarbons (TFH), 1-1,
Dichloroethene (1,9-DCE), Benzolalanthracene (B[a]lA), and others
are some of the compounds that occur in perched groundwater, in
concentrations of concern to environment and health. These
compounds should also be of concern to the basal groundwater
because the tuff which causes the perched groundwater is not
really continuous, as can be seen from the boring logs (Appendix
C) taken from the borings constructed around the stilling basin.
Hence, the concentrations entering the basal water where the tuff
is not present could conceivably be the same as those observed in
the perched groundwater.

Appendix C Ogden Exploratory Borings Logs

As can be seen from the boring logs in Appendix C and the
Figure 2-4, the borings around the Stilling Basin encountered
tuff at about 25-35 feet below ground surface (bgs), except for
boring B04 and the background boring B-01. The boring B04 is
less than 100 feet from all the other borings and boring B0l is
about 25 feet upslope of the other borings. I presume wind laid
tuff deposited over the entire area. But, the presence of tuff
in all but two of the borings indicate a localized distribution
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LAWRENCE MIIKE
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO
GOVERNOR OF HAWAII

STATE OF HAWA" In reply, please refer to:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH HEER OFFICE
P.0.BOX 3378

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801
96-334-MM
October 4, 1996

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Dear Ms. Ige:

Subject: Phase II Remedial Investigation Sampling and Analysis
Plan (Draft) for Red Hill 0Oily Waste Disposal Facility
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

The Hawaii Department of Health Hazard Evaluation and Emergency
Response Office has reviewed the subject sampling and analysis
plan and has the following comments.

1. In addressing the chromium contamination in the soil at the
AST, underground piping and oily waste delivery system and
unauthorized disposal area (sections 2.1.2.5, 2.2.2.5, 2.3.2.5 ),
the plan cites the chromium PRG of 30 mg/kg, which is for
chromium VI. It then compares this chromium VI PRG with "total
chromium" concentrations found at the sites and concludes that
the PRG was exceeded. The plan then states that although the
chromium concentrations exceeded the PRG, they were below the
background levels for chromium which was 435 mg/kg. This
background level of 435 mg/kg was from one soil sample (S14)
which was 61 feet below ground surface and much higher than the
highest chromium concentrations found at the three sites (183,
226, 232 mg/kg). Table 3.3-4, Potential Chemical-Specific ARAR
and TBC Criteria for Soil, shows the EPA Region IX PRG for
chromium (total) at 210 and 450 mg/kg for residential and
industrial. This evaluation of the chromium contamination found
at the sites has some problems which need to addressed.

2. In Section 4, Field Investigation and Analysis Program
Criteria, the plan calls for the use of SW 846 Method 4030, Soil
Screening for Petroleum Hydrocarbons by Immunoassay. What brand
of immunoassay kit will be used for this soil screening? What
will be the screening or detection level set up for the
immunoassay kit for this petroleum soil screening? These items
need to be addressed in the SAP. Also the plan calls for
confirmation analysis of Method 4030 for TFH by the CDOHS
Modified EPA Method 8015. Since Method 4030 does not distinguish
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between different hydrocarbon fractions and Method 8015 does,
this would create a problem in confirming the petroleum
concentration in the diesel range for the petroleum contaminated
soil,

3. Section 4.4.2.2, Monitoring Well Installation, states that two
wells will be installed downgradient of the stilling basin area
and the third will be installed upgradient with Figure 4.4-1
showing the location of the upgradient and two downgradient
wells. With no basal groundwater gradient data available for this
site, what reasons or how was it determined as to where the two
downgradient wells would be located? Please explain.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 586-4698.

Sincerely,

Ww/f%ymné_)
Michael K. Miyasaka
Remedial Project Manager

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office

c: Lewis Mitani EPA Region IX
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BRUCE §. ANDERSON, Ph.D.

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO

GOVERNOR OF HAWAII DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

in reply, please refer to:
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH HEER OFFICE
P.O.BOX 3378
HONOLULU, HAWAI! 96801

April 9, 1999

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Dear Ms. Ige:

Subject: Draft Phase Il Remedial Investigation Report for the Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Facility

The Hawaii Department of Health Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response
Office has reviewed the subject Rl report and has the following comments.

1. The Phase Il remedial investigation identified some moderate levels of
petroleum soil contamination in the Aboveground Storage Tanks Area with
TPH levels at 6800, 7620 and 11300 mg/kg and in the Unauthorized
Discharge Area at 8300 mg/kg. In this investigation, the Department of Health
(DOH) Risk Based Corrective Action (RBCA) and Decision Making Tier 1
Guidelines were identified as a To Be Considered (TBC) item. The DOH
RBCA policy has an action level for petroleum (TPH) contamination at 5000
mg/kg. With several areas at the site having TPH contamination levels
exceeding the 5000 mg/kg action level, the Navy needs to take action to
address this contamination issue.

2. With the continuos operation of the PWC water pumping station, the ground
water beneath the Oily Waste Disposal Facility flows to the northeast direction
as indicated in Figure 3-7. As a result, the locations of the monitoring wells
are not adequate for evaluating and monitoring the contaminate transport
from the facility.

3. The use of a CD ROM to present information in this report proved to be
cumbersome, time consuming and restrictive to review. Having to view the
analytical data and figures in sections because it was not readable in the full
page view made it difficult to get a perspective of the contamination situation.

o o2 990 ’
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Also, printing a page off the CD ROM was extremely slow. With these
problems, we don't support the use of the CD ROM for this type of information

4. Section 2.9, Basal Aquifer Water Level Monitoring, states the water level
measurement data are discussed in Section 3.7. There is no Section 3.7.

5. Figure 4-4, Elevated Confirmation Detections of TPH in AST Subsurface Soil .
Samples, 4.5 to 8.0 feet, shows the TPH contamination level at 7400 mg/kg at
sampling point AB189. Laboratory analytical result shows TPH level at
7620mg/kg.

6. Figure 4-5, Elevated Confirmation Detections of TPH in AST Subsurface Soil
Samples, > 8.0 feet, shows TPH contamination level at 11000 mga/kg at
sampling point AB216. Laboratory analytical result shows TPH level at 11300
mg/kg. :

7. It would be more effective to show all the TPH and PAH detections in Figures
~ 4-1 thru 4-5 for the soil samples, instead of just the ones above action levels.

8. Section 6.4.3, Unauthorized Discharge Area, states that the concentrations of
TPH were detected in the 36 surface and subsurface soil samples analyzed
during the Phase Il RI, but none exceeded the DOH recommended soil action
levels. This statement is in error as sample AB102 had a TPH residual fuels
concentration of 8300 mg/kg.

9. Section 9.3, Human Health PRE, states that elevated TPH concentrations
occur sporadically, that analyses of immediately adjoining samples typically
demonstrate very low detected concentrations and that collective data
indicates the elevated TPH concentrations are anomalous spot
concentrations and the evidence suggests that TPH impact at the EAOCs is
not widespread or significant. The soil sampling data in the AST area does
not support these conclusions. Surface soil samples AB113, AB193 and
AB198 have total TPH levels of 7600, 9100 and 5046 mg/kg. The samples
are adjacent to each other and encompass an area of about 300 square feet.
Subsurface soil samples AB189, AB211, AB185 and AB216 which are
adjacent to each other have total TPH levels of 8420, 5440, 3950 and 12,700
mg/kg. Samples are at depths of 5 to 15 feet below ground surface and
encompass an area of about 250 square feet.

Should you have any questions, please contact me directly at 586-4653.

Sincerely,

PWehiacl €. 77’3(41' oo
MICHAEL K. MIYASAKA
Remedial Project Manager
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LINDA LINGLE
GOVERNOR OF HAWAI

CHIYOME L. FUKINO, M.D.
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

STATE OF HAWAII

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
P.0. BOX 3378 In reply, ploasa refer lo:
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801-3378 File: EHAIHEER Office

March 23, 2004

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division ‘
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134

Dear Ms. lge:

Subject: Request for No Further Action Determination for the Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Facility

The Hawaii Department of Health Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response
Office has reviewed the Navy's letter request for a no further action determination
for the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility. DOH has found the request letter to
be incomplete as it does not contain information to support the NFA
determination by DOH for all of the petroleum contamination issues on the site.
The Navy needs to present all of the petroleum site contamination issues and
provide a comparison to the SCP NFA criteria to support the NFA request.

DOH requests that the Navy resubmit the letter request for NFA determination
including the supporting information for the NFA.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 5686-4653.

Sincerely,

MICHAEL K. MIYASAKA
Remedial Project Manager

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office

cc. Lewis Mitani, EPA Region IX
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: CHIYOME L. FUKINO, M.D.
LINDA LINGLE DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

GOVERNOR OF HAWAII

STATE OF HAWA" In reply, please refer to:
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH File: EHAHEER Office
P.0. Box 3378 05-180-mm
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801-3378
April 11, 2005

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134

Dear Ms. Ige:

Subject: Request for No Further Action Determination for the Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Facility

The Hawaii Department of Health Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office
has reviewed the Navy’s letter request for a No Further Action determination for the Red
Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility. DOH also reviewed the information in the Phase | and
Phase |l Remedial Investigation Reports and the Remediation Verification Report that
were completed to address and remediate the oil releases that occurred at the Red Hill

Oily Waste Disposal Facility.

Based on the information of the soil and groundwater oil contamination conditions
provided in those documents, DOH concurs that the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal
Facility oil release site meets the requirements for no further action in accordance with
Hawaii Administrative Rules, State Contingency Plan, Chapter 11-451-10 criteria for no
further action.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 586-4653.

Sincerely,

W@J K PViafas ada__
MICHAEL K. MIYASAKA
Remedial Project Manager

Hazard Evaluation and Emergenby Response Office

cc. Mr. Lewis Mitani, EPA Region IX
[O4G3
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BRUCE S. ANDERSON, Ph.D., M.PH.
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO
GOVERNOR OF HAWAII

STATE OF HAWAII
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
P D O "R OFFIGE
HONOLULU, HAWAIl 96801

May 5, 2000

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
258 Makalapa Drive Suite 100

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134

Dear Ms. Ige:

Subject: Draft Final Report Phase Il Remedial Investigation (RI) for the Red Hill
Oily Waste Disposal Facility, Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Pear
Harbor, Hawaii

The Hawaii Department of Health Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response
Office has reviewed the subject Rl report and has the following comments.

1. The Navy's response to the DOH comment No.8 on Section 6.4.3,
Unauthorized Discharge Area, stated that the text was revised to reflect the -
comment. The text in this draft final report has not been revised.

2. - The Navy's response to DOH comment No. 1 has not fully addressed our
concern. It is evident that there has been a release of fuel oil at the AST Area
with the discovery of TPH contamination in surface soil. The phase Il Rl
sampling investigation also showed that the TPH contamination had migrated
down into the subsurface with TPH contamination levels above the DOH Tier
1 TPH soil action level found in the subsurface soil at 5, 10 and 15 feet below
ground surface. The phase Il RI sampling investigation did not determine the
full extent of TPH contamination in the subsurface soil as the soil samples
with the high levels of TPH were collected at depths where the sampling
probe met refusal. Phase Il ground water analysis from MWO03 showed TPH
contamination in the perched ground water. This TPH contamination in the
perched ground water at MWO3 is a new development as the ground water
analysis for the former MW03 monitoring well did not detect any TPH
contamination. These phase Il Rl sampling results seem to indicate that the
TPH contamination in the AST Area has possibly migrated down to the
ground water. With this in mind, the Navy should continue monitoring the
perched and basal ground water and further investigate the AST Area to fully

| (O e )
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characterize the extent of the TPH contamination, especially in the vertical
plane.

3. The Navy’s response to DOH comment No. 2 has not addressed our
concern. Three (August 10, 1998, September 3, 1998, July 31, 1998) of the
four ground water flow directions shown in Figure 3-7, Estimated Direction of
Basal Ground Water Flow, Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility, would
generally prevent monitoring well MWO08 from acting as a down gradient
monitoring well and monitoring the contaminate transport from the facility.
Without knowing the ground water flow direction at the times that the two

" rounds of basal ground water samples were collected, you would not be able
to confirm that MWO8 was properly serving as a down gradient well. Were
ground water flow directions determined when basal ground water samples
were collected for the two rounds of sampling?

Should you have any questions, please contact me directly at 586-4653.

Sincerely,

Ikchail K 9plupmndon

Remedial Project Manager
Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office

cc. Mr. Lewis Mitani, EPA Region IX
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BRUCE S. ANDERSON, Ph.D., M.P.H.
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO
GOVERNOR OF HAWAIL

STATE OF HAWAII
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
P 0. BOX 3878 R OFrcE
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801

October 6, 2000

Ms. Darlene ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134

Dear Ms. Ige:

Subject; Revised Draft Final Phase || Remedial Investigation Report for Red
Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

The Hawaii Department of Health Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response
Office has reviewed the subject revised Rl report and your September 27, 2000
letter response to our comment concerning characterization of petroleum oil
contamination in the AST area of the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility.

The Navy's response to the DOH comment requiring the Navy to further
investigate the AST area to fully characterize the extent of TPH oil contamination,
especially in the subsurface soil vertical plane, has not addressed our concern.
As previously stated in our comment, there has been a release of fuel oil in the
AST area which has migrated down through the subsurface soil to at least 15
feet below ground surface. The Navy has no other information that identifies the
vertical extent of the TPH oil contamination in the subsurface soil. Without this
information, it would not be possible to determine the threat that this TPH
contamination has on getting into the perched ground water or even the basal
ground water. The TPH contamination newly found in the perched ground water
from monitoring well MWO3 may indicate that the TPH has already migrated
down into the perched aquifer. As has been seen in the old stilling basin, the
petroleum oil released did migrate down through the subsurface soil to
contaminate the perched ground water aquifer.

Until the issue involving the characterization of the extent of TPH contamination
in the subsurface soil in the AST area is resolved, the DOH does not support the
recommendations in this Rl report of no cleanup for soil at the UDA, UPD and
AST areas and that the site monitoring wells be abandoned and sealed.
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Should you have any questions, please contact me at 586-4653. |
Sincerely,

Wehatd K PV eepans atoo

MICHAEL K. MIYASAKA

Remedial Project Manager
Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office

cc. Mr. Lewis Mitani, EPA Region IX
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CHIYOME L. FUKINO, M.D,
LINDA LINGLE DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

GOVERNOR OF HAWAIl

STATE OF HAWAII

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH ,
PO BOX 3378 in reply, please refer lo:

HONOLULU, HAWALN 96801-3378 Fiie: EHA/HEER Offlce

January 13, 2004

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134

i

Dear Ms. Ige: .
!
Subject: Final 8,000-Gallon AST Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon-Diesel
Characterization Report, Red Hill OiII{/ Waste Disposal Facility

The Hawaii Department of Health Hazard Evailuation and Emergency Response
Office has reviewed the subject diesel characferization report and has no further
comments. DOH agrees with the recommendation in the report for No Further

Action for the site.

Should you have any questions, please contq%ct me at 586-4653.

Sincerely,

i acl K Tl pnsado
MICHAEL K. MIYASAKA

Remedial Project Manager
Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Responsef Office

cc. Lewis Mitani, EPA Region IX

104967
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LINDA LINGLE
GOVERNOR OF HAWAIl

STATE OF HAWAII
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

P.O. BOX 3378 . In reply, please refer to:
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801-3378 Flle: EHAIHEER Office

April 2, 2003

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134

Dear Ms. Ige:

Subject: Draft 8000-Gallon AST Area Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon-Diesel
Characterization Report, Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

The Hawaii Department of Health Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response
Office has reviewed the subject draft TPH characterization report and has no

comments.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 586-4653.

Sincerely,

%@%%ﬂkﬂﬁwwméu
MICHAEL K. MIYASAKA
Remedial Project Manager

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office

o 10308y
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X-cs:

From: Self <EHANVL1/MMIYASAKA>

To: ChingWW@efdpac.navfac.navy.mil

Subject: Draft SAP for Characterization of TPH-diesel at Former AST Area Red Hill
Date: Thu, 29 Nov 2001 14:04:13 -1000

Wes,

In response to our discussion as to the level of TPH-diesel
concentration in soil that is required for the delineation of TPH
contamination on a site, the Department of Health uses 25 mg/kg,
the method reporting limit for TPH-diesel in soil analyzed by EPA
SW-846 Method 8015B.

With this in mind, the Navy needs to change its sampling and
analysis plan for the characterization and delineation of the extent
of TPH-diesel contamination in the subsurface soil from the 5000
mg/kg level down to the 25 mg/kg level.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 586-4653.

Mike Miyasaka

O 31})o

Mike Miyasaka - HEER -1 - Thu, 29 Nov 2001 14:48:51
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BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO
~GOVEANOR OF HAWAII

BRUCE S. ANDERSON, Ph.D., M.P.H.
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

STATE OF HAWAII
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH '
PO, BOXars | "R OFFicE
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801

July 15, 2002

Ms. Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100 _

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134

Dear Ms. Ige:

Subject: Sampling and Analysis Plan for Characterization of TPH-Diesel at the
Former 8,000-Gallon AST Area, Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility,
Halawa, Hawaii

The Hawaii Department of Health Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response
Office has reviewed the subject sampling and analysis plan. The revised SAP
has adequately addressed most of the DOH concerns with the draft SAP.
However, the revised SAP does not indicate that the subsurface soil boring
material will be screened for TPH contamination and that samples will be taken
to characterize the TPH contamination levels in the soil. Also, the SAP does not
indicate that perched water will be sampled should it be encountered in the
boring. Is the Navy planning on accomplishing these tasks in the characterization
effort at the AST area? Please confirm.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 586-4653.
Sincerely,
MICHAEL K. MIYASAKA

Remedial Project Manager
Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response Office

cc. Lewis Mitani, EPA Region IX
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER
BOX 300 IN REPLY REFER TO:

PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII 96860-5300
5090

Code 06
01 AUG 1988

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. P 918 275 347
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

From: Commanding Officer, Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor
To: Hazardous Waste Program Administrator, State of Hawaii
: Department of Health, Honolulu, Hawaii

Subj: INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) STUDY

Encl: (1) Site 6 - Naval Supply Center Pearl Harbor Red Hill 0ily Waste
Disposal Pit

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in accordance with Section 117 and 120 of the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986. The report of the site
6 inspection concludes that the soil underlying the site is contaminated with
petroleum products and it is recommended that additional samples be collected
and analyzed. This will be performed in late FY88/89 timeframe.

2. The Aqua Terra Technologies under contract with the Pacific Division,
Naval Facilities Engineering Command (PACNAVFACENGCOM) prepared this report
and should you have any questions concerning the report's findings and
recommendations, please contact Mr. Clyde Yokota of the PACNAVFACENGCOM
Environmental Branch at 474-4510 or 471-3948.

£ T di

E. J. LANDERKIN
By direction

o jobot’
carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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RECEiVED

JUN -4 1997
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
(MAKALAPA, HI)
PEARL HARBOR, HAWAI! 96860-7300 5090A14 7
. ser 1821/1.92¢
30 MAY 197

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

 To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR).PROGRAM

In accordance with Sections 117 and 120 of the Superfund Amendments and
Reautharization Act (SARA) of 1986, the replacement pages to the draft final
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for Phase 2 Remedial Investigation (RI) for Red
HiT10ily Waste Disposal Facility, Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC),. PearT
Harbor “are enclosed. Please remove the appropriate pages of the draft final SAP
and replace with the enclosed pages. The resultant document will then be

" considered the revised final SAP. Also enclosed are the review comments to the
draft final plan as well as our responses to these comments.

Should you have any questions concerning thé document, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching of the Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
at (808) 474-4513.

Sincerely,

- Ml B Bk

= MELVIN Z. WAKI
Director
Environmental Division

Encl: (2 cys)

(1) Replacement pages of Apr 97
to .the Draft Final SAP for
the Phase 2 RI Red Hill 0ily
Waste Disposal Facility FISC
Pear1 Harbor, Hawaii of Jan 97

(2) Review Comments to the Draft
Final Plans

(3) Resgponse to the review comments

Distribution: (see page 2)

| oSS
carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 9678910("
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INTRODUCTION

The report, "Phase I remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Facility, Fleet and Industrial Supply Center Pearl Harbor, Oahu Hawaii", presents
the results, interpretations, and conclusions of the data gathered at the Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Pit Facility,.located within the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center(FISC), Red Hill
Fuel Storage Facility, Oahu, Hawaii.

The United States Navy began constructing the Red Hill Fuel Storage facility in
1938, and by the time the construction ended, the facility had 20 large Underground _Storage
Tanks (UST), each with a capacity of about 12.6 million gallons. 'fhese tanks were used to
store Navy special fuel oil (NSFO), diesel fuel, jet fuel (JP-5), aviation gas (AVGAS), and
~motor gasoline (MOGAS). A system of tunnels with access portals known as Adits, were
constructed to connect the USTs to each other and also to the aésociated Naval facilities.

The Red Hill Oily Waste Pit Facility was constructed as an oily waste reclamation
and disposal facility during the early 1940s and was connected to the Red Hill Fuel Storage'
Facility USTs. The original oily waste pit was active from 1943 through 1948. Later, a
Stilling Basin was constructed approximately at the same site in 1972, and was intermittently
used through 1986, to deposit oily waste such as bottom sludge and rinse water generated
from cleaning the USTs and also the leaks in valves and pipes within the Adit system.

The investigation included ten Exposure Areas of Concern within the site confines
and also an adjacent parcel owned by the United States. Coast Guard. The entire site area
lies directly over the Pearl Harbor Basal Aquifer, which is a major drinking water source

for the island éf Oahu.
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GENERAL COMMENTS

Our reviewers have found this report, "Phase I remedial Investigation Report (Draft)
Red ﬁill Oily Waste Disposal Facility, Fleet and Industrial Supply Center Pearl Harbor,
Oahu Hawaii", to be quite comprehensive and generally appears to be thorough and
scientifically valid. The surface and subsurface soil and sediment sampling and analysis
appears to be especially thorough and éuite adequate. We agree with the final conclusion
that the basal- groundwaterr pathway is of potential concern and requires additional
investigation. However, we have some serious questions about the prelimip_q_ry assessment
of the basal groundwater, the Dense and Non-aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLs), and a few
general comments on the contents of this report.
BASAL GROUNDWATER AND DNAPLs |

The report does not give any reason why more effort was not expended on a
preliminary investigation of the basal groundwater contamination during this phase 1
investigation. Sampling of the existing basai groundwater wells in the vicinity of the'
contaminated site for groundwater contamination, or at least an inventory of these existing
basal wells at the site would have been helpful. Was such type of investigation ruled out
in the.sco'pe of work for the Phase I study? Also, the report does not mention the presence
of DNAPIs in ’the groundwater. If any of the potential groundwater contaminants are
DNAi’Ls, then this should be considered as the potential contaminant transport pathway, |
as DNAPLs may not follow the expected groundwater pathway. Other comments are
discussed in detail in the following paragraphs.-

As requested by Mr. Shakil Shaikh, of the Hazard Evaluation and Emergency |
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Response office of the Department of Health (telephone conversation, dated 08/04/95), we
have focussed our review on Section 5, Contaminant Fate and Transport, of the above

mentioned report.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Section 54.1.1 | Groundwater. Pathway (Stilling Basin)

The report uses Attenuation factors of 10 and 100 as the lower and the upper limit
respectively for the groundwater pathway beneath the Stilling Basin. The Atgg_r}uatiog factor
represénts the attenuation and retardation associated with the transport of contaminants in
the subsurface. It can be seen in Appendix C, that the low permeability clay layer (Silty
Clay) in Boring 04 (RH-B04 [MW-03]) is limited to less than 10 feet. Where as in other
borings, it extends beyond 10 feet. Since all the borings around the Stilling Basin do not
encounter a low permeability tuff and since the 16w permeability clay layer in all these
borings is of variable thickness, we recommend an attenuation factor of 10 for the Stilling'
Basin site. An attenuation factor of 100 may result in misleadingly low contaminant
concentration values.

Also, compounds such as Total Fuel Hydrocarbons (TFH), 1-1, Dichloroethene (1,9-
DCE), Benzo[a]anthracene (B[a]JA), and others are some of the compounds that occur in
perched grovundwater,' in:concentrations of concern to environment and health. These
compounds should also be of concern to the basal groundwater because the tuff which

causes the perched groundwater is mot really continuous, as can be seen from the boring

logs (Appendix C) taken from the borings constrﬁcted around the stilling basin. Hence, the
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concentrations entering the basal water where the tuff is not present could conceivably be

the same as those observed in the perched groundwater.

Appendix C Ogden Exploratory Borings Logs

As can be seen from the boring logs in Appendix C and the Figure 2-4, the borings
around the Stilling Basin encountered tuff at about 25-35 feet below ground surface (bgs),
except for boring B04 and the background boring B-01. The boring B04 is less than 100
feet from all the other borings and boring B01 is about 25 feet upslope of Fhf__ other borings.
Our reviewers presume wind laid tuff deposited over the éntire area. But, the presence of
tuff in all but two of the borings indicate a localized distribution of the tuff. There is a
possibility of a stream laid tuff in the area. The tuff acts as a low permeability confining
layer and 7if the presence of this localized distribution of the tuff is true then the leaching
of contaminants into the basal groundwater will be enhanced. Also, this localized

distribution will be a potential groundwater contaminant pathway.

Section 54114 The Groundwater Exposure Pathway (Coast Guard Parcel)
The report repeatedly refers to Section 5.4.3.4for details regarding Benzo[a]pyrene
B[a]P concentrations in the leachate. But there is no Section 5.4.3.4in the report. This
inconsistency should be | corrected and reflected in the final report. Also, inspite of
obtaining the calculated concentrations of compounds such as Total Fuel Hydrocarbons and
Dieldrin, at or near the Health Based Levels (HBLs) or the Standard Qﬁantitation Limits

(SQL), at the point of-entry into the basal groundwater, the report conciudes that the
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groundwater exposure pathway is insignificant. This conclusion is contradictory to the
results. The groundwater exposure pathway should be considered important and is of

concern. It should be further investigated.

Section 5.4.12.2 Surface Water Exposure Pathway

The report concludes that due to the limited frequency and duration of flooding
events and the effect of dilution by rain water, the surface water exposure pathway, for all
the sites, via runoff to Halawa Stream is insignificant. The report does ot provide any
quantitative evidence to support this conclusion. This conclusion is probably true, but it
must be supported by quantitative data, especially for the Site Runoff Area, where the
maximum arsenic value detected in surface soils was 28.3 mg/kg. This value is about five
times the maximum background value detected ( Section 5.4.7 Site Runoff Areas).
Calculations that can justify this conclusion must be presented. Furthermore, the report
does not mention anything about the transport of contaminated sediment to the Halawa'
stream. This issue also must be evaluatéd. Is the Halawa Stream channelized all the way
to Pearl Harbor? Are there any potential sediment traps along the ‘way to Pearl Harbor?
We recommend that these questions be considered and appropriate answers be presented

in the final report.

Section 7.1.4 Quantitative Human Health Preliminary Risk Evaluation
On page 7-47, second paragraph, the report quotes from the USEPA Risk

Assessment Guidance For Superfund (RAGS) manual that "theSite does not warrant cleanup
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if: (1) the Site-specific cumulative excess carcinogenic risk is equal to or less than 10° and )
the Site-specific cumulative HI (Hazard Index) is equal to or less than 1. Remedial action must
be justified if: (1) the Site-specific cumulative excess carcinogenic risk is between 10° and 10*
(2) the Site-specific cumulative HI is equal to or less than 1.- The site may pose a significant
risk to human health and warrant cleanup if (1) the Site-specific cumulative excess carcinogenic
risk is greater than 10%; or (2) the Site-specific cumulative HI, segregated by toxic effects or
mechanisms or action, is much greaterthan 1". On page 7-65 and 7-70, the report states that
the cumulative health risks for the future residential settings at the Coast Guard Parcel, with
increases in exposure frequency and duration, and the additional potential for the exposure
of children indicate a higher excess cancer risk of 8 X 10°, and a noncancer HI of 1.3.
These figures are véry near to the EPA limits. Hence, the site requires further
investigation. If these figures are considered non-significance, then the report needs to fully
discuss the rationale for that conclusion and should provide a stronger justification for no

further action.
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BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO
GOVERNOR OF HAWAII

LAWRENCE MIKE
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH

003 - B

STATE OF HAWA" in reply, please refer to:
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH HEER OFFICE
P.0.BOX 3378

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96801

October 4, 1995

Mr. Leighton G. M. Wong, Director 95-324-8S
Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command

(Makalapa, HI)

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300

Dear Mr. Wong:

Subject: Draft report for the Phase I Remedial Investigation
(RI), Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility, Fleet &
Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl Harbor, Hawaii.

Enclosed is a copy of the review and comments of the report

entitled "Phase I Remedial Investigation (RI)" by our contractor

University of Hawaii (UH).

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this report,
please call me at 586-4652.

Sincerely,

Shakil Shaikh

c: Mr. Lewis Mitani, EPA Region IX

[065p4
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COMPACDIV REVIEW COMMENTS

COMPACDIV 182 (1/94)

pae: 18 Dec 95 paee 1 o 1
PROJECT TITLE: phase I Remed-i a'| Draft/Final  PA/SI Drft/Fnl  Risk As
Investigation, Red Hill
0ily Waste Disposal X | vraft RIS
Facility
wcrvit:  Fleet and Industrial Supply
Center, Pearl Harbor REVIEWERS
LOCATION . Red H'l]], Oahu, HI Install Restr Section Facility Restr Section
Code: 182HC Code: 1822
Sec. No./Para Comnt Comment e — -
No. or Dwg No. No. )
General 1 As previously discussed, double side the text of
this report to reduce the thickness.

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789

i~/ -






Response to U.S. Coast Guard Review Comments

Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

Reviewer: R. M. Diehl

Item Review Comment Response to Comment
No. Reference
1 Section 8§ Paragraph 8.2.11 summarizes the results of chemical tests of soil samples
Page 8-10, 8-16 collected from the Coast Guard Parcel. These results indicate that there are
contaminants present on the parcel. Paragraph 8.4.11 is a conclusion based on
the results of the Preliminary Risk Evaluation (Section 7, PRE), specifically
page 7-65, last paragraph and continuing in the first two paragraphs of page 7-
70, and the risk estimates calculated in Table 7.1-35. Paragraph 8.4.11 states
that “Contamination detected at this EAOC does not represent a significant
threat to human health or to the environment.” The rationale given on pages
7-65 and 7-70 provide the basis for this statement. Note also that values given
in paragraph 8.2.11 are maximum concentrations, as opposed to the reasonable
maximum exposure (RME) concentrations used in calculating risk in the PRE.
2 Section 4 It is true that the maximum test results given in 4.3.11 are in some cases higher
Page 4-149 through than the regulatory limits. In general, when the maximum detected
4-151. concentration of a chemical exceeds regulatory levels, that chemical is

considered a contaminant of potential concern (COPC) and is evaluated further
to assess the risk associated with that chemical. An RME concentration is
calculated based on the results of all samples collected at an EAOC in a
particular medium of interest. The RME value is greater than the mean value
95 % of the time. See Section 7.1.1.4). The RME value is then used to
estimate the risk.

The main regulatory levels utilized for metals in soil were taken from the EPA
Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs). PRGs are used as first
order screening values to identify which chemicals must be evaluated further.
Depending on the particulars of each case, the PRG values are often 10 to 100
times more conservative than actual cleanup values (see Section 7.1.4.2).

In the case of the Coast Guard Parcel, the main risk driver is estimated to be
arsenic, but its appearance is not believed to be related to site activities. Itis
noted that arsenic is a natural constituent of volcanic soils and is seen at
elevated levels in background samples.
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Response to DOH Review Comments
Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

Reviewer: Frank Peterson

Item Review Comment

No. Reference Response to Comment

1 General Comment | Originally, it was proposed that ground-water monitoring wells would be
installed to monitor the basal aquifer during the current phase of the RL
However, based upon comments received from the Hawaii Department of
Health, it was decided that monitoring wells would not be installed into the
basal aquifer until more information related to site contamination was
obtained. The HDOH was concerned that the investigation could possibly
result in degradation of the basal aquifer and suggested not to drill the wells as
a precaution until more information related to on site contamination was
obtained. The Navy currently analyzes ground-water samples from nearby
wells, including the Red Hill shaft (the closest drinking water extraction point
to the site). To date, no site-related contaminants have been observed in
samples obtained from these wells.

2 General Comment | Dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLSs) are generally not a concern at the
site; however, 1,1-DCE was tentatively identified (flagged “N” during data
validation) in a routine sample and its duplicate from the ground-water sample
obtained from RH-MWO04, at concentrations of 0.44 ng/l and 0.46 pug/l,
respectively. If present in its pure state, 1,1-DCE would behave as a DNAPL
based on its density of 1.2 g/cm’. Tt is very unlikely that large quantities of
1,1-DCE are present in its pure state because it is not expected based on
historical site activity. Results from the sampling which occurred on January
24 and 25, 1995 prior to monitoring well abandonment indicated that no 1,1-
DCE or other VOCs were detected; however, RH-MW04 was not sampled due
to insufficient ground water present in the well. The Navy is aware of the
possibility that DNAPLs may be present at the site, and will consider this
possibility during the next phase of investigation at the site.

4 Appendix C It is possible that the tuff and the confining layer represent stream-laid
deposits. As noted, stream-laid deposits may be more localized in the
subsurface associated with past and current stream beds. This may indicate a
greater risk of site contaminants migrating through the subsurface unimpeded
by the confining clay layer evident in the borings located in proximity to the
former Stilling Basin. This is additional rationale for installing the monitoring
wells into the basal aquifer at the site (as recommended in the RI Report) and
implementing a long-term sampling and analysis program during the next
phase of work. :

It should be noted that the four soil borings drilled for the construction of the
four replacement wells also encountered the perched water system and
confining clay layer at varying depths. These borings were placed outside the
former Stilling Basin removal action excavation. Their locations are given on
Figure 3-1 of the Closure and Removal of the Red Hill Stilling Basin RVR
[Remediation Verification Report], December, 1995,

5-1 Page 5-22 Comment acknowledged. A range of attenuation factors was given to provide
a qualitative feel for the calculations given. It is assumed that a good estimate
of the attenuation probably falls somewhere between these two factors. As
such, it is advisable to view the most conservative number as the worst case
scenario,
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Response to DOH Review Comments
Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

Reviewer: Frank Peterson

. Revi
Item eview Comment Response to Comment

No. Reference

5-2 Section 5.4.1.1 Comment acknowledged. It is more likely; however, that additional
attenuation will occur as the leachate migrates through the approximately 60
feet of subsurface material which lies between the perched water system and
the basal aquifer.

5-3 Section 5, Surface | Comment acknowledged. Unfortunately, the construction details of the South

Water Pathways Halawa Stream (the “Stream”) channel make the impact of surface water run-
off from the site on the Stream very difficult to quantify with any acceptable
degree of accuracy. There currently exists a raised concrete curb ranging
from three to six inches along the southern bank of the stream that acts as a
barrier to surface water flowing into the stream. Water may pond in low spots
along the Stream banks, percolate down through the aggregate liner placed
between the concrete channel wall and the earthen stream bank and ultimately
be dispelled into the concrete channel through weep-holes placed in the lower
edges of the channel wall. During extremely heavy rains, surface water may
run down the edge of the concrete curb until it reaches a low spot in the curb
and flow over the wall into the channelized stream bed. Methods to quantify
these effects are not well established, therefore confidence in values derived
from such calculations is unacceptable. Qualitatively, these effects can be seen
to lessen the impact of potentially contaminated surface water on the Stream.

Whether surface water run-off from the site currently impacts the Stream
through the transport and deposition of contaminated sediment into the lower
portions of the Stream is the point of concern. Based on the professional
judgment of the investigator, this does not appear to be a significant problem
for the following reasons.

1) Low concentrations of surface soil contamination onsite.

2) The ground surface is generally covered with asphalt or grassy vegetation,
both which act to inhibit the transportation of surface soil.

3) The Stream is channelized from above the site to about a quarter of a mile
below the site. The curb which runs along the southern bank of the
channelized portion of the Stream acts as a barrier to water and sediment
entering it.

In addition, it is difficult if not impossible to determine the source of potential
chemicals which might be detected in sediment traps downstream because of
the numerous non-point sources that exist both above and below the site,
including Halawa Prison and H-3 construction. A potential sampling plan may
include collecting actual surface water run-off flowing into the Stream during
the infrequent flooding events.
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Response to DOH Review Comments
Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

Reviewer: Frank Peterson

Item

Review Comment
Reference

Response to Comment

5-4

Section 5.4.11.4

Two factors add to the overall assessment of the significance of the impact of
TFH and dieldrin detected at the Proposed Coast Guard site on the underlying
drinking water aquifer. First, leachate potential was calculated from maximum
detected concentrations, and therefore are inherently conservative. The
average TFH concentration from 25 samples was 227 mg/kg versus a
maximum of 3,000 mg/kg. Dieldrin was only detected in two samples out of
23. In addition, maximum concentrations for both compounds were detected
in surface soil while subsurface soil samples showed much lower
concentrations of TFH (maximum of 32 mg/kg) and dieldrin was not detected.
This indicates that these compounds originated from a surface release and are
tightly sorbed to surface and near surface soil particles

7-1

Section 7
Page 7-65, 7-70

In the Superfund context, the regulatory levels of concern are the risk levels
typically used as trigger levels of remediation. These are a cumulative excess
cancer risk of 1E-04 and a cumulative hazard index (HI) of 1. In the
paragraph noted, the regulatory level of concern is the noncarcinogenic risk
associated with an HI of 1. As stated, the calculated cumulative HI of 1.3 is
unrealistically high when the non-additive characteristics of the chemical risk
drivers are accounted for,

Subtracting the health risks posed by arsenic and thallium, which are expected
to be representative of background, the remaining excess cancer risk and HI
under the residential scenario is 3E-05 and 0.6 (contributed by benzo(a)pyrene,
Aroclor-1260 and others), respectively. These risk levels do not warrant a
remediation for the soils, although benzo(a)pyrene and Aroclor-1260 may be
present at low concentrations at the site.
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Response to EPA Review Comments

Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

FISC, Pear] Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item
No.

Review Comment
Reference

Response to Comment

1-1

General Comment -
Section 1

A discussion related to the general response action related to the Red Hill
Geographic Study Area (GSA) is included in the Pearl Harbor Naval Complex
(PHNC) Site Management Plan (SMP). As indicated in the SMP, “It was
agreed by all parties to the PHNC [Federal Facilities Agreement] FFA during a
meeting on May 9, 1995 that...” the Red Hill GSA will not require a Site
Evaluation or a Site Summary Report (i.e., further evaluation). The rationale
in the SMP for this is that the Red Hill GSA is comprised of a single site that
is currently being studied under the provisions of the FFA (i.e., the Remedial
Investigation (RI) of the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Pit Facility Site). A
statement regarding the fact that this site is located in the Red Hill GSA has
been added to Section 1 of the RI Report. In addition, the Draft Final (July
1995) PHNC SMP was referenced in this section.

1-2

Specific Comments
- Section 1, Page 1-
4, Fig. 1-2

Text indicating the location of South Halawa Stream has been added to this
figure. The dark bold line on the figure marks the facility boundary, which
coincides with the Red Hill GSA boundary. This has also been clarified on
this figure.

1-3

Specific Comments

- Section 1, Page 1-

7, Figs. 1-4,6,7, 8,
11

These figures do not show where the discharge point of the former slop line
into South Halawa Stream is located. Based upon information gathered during
the RI, the location of the slop line has not changed over time. As a result, this
issue will not be addressed in the RI Report.

1-4

Specific Comments
- Section 1, Page 1-
6, Sect. 1.1.2.1

Text describing activities that occurred between the period of 194$t2nd 1972
was originally included in the Work Plan (WP) for this RI. This text has been
incorporated into this section of the RI Report. It should be noted that the two
8,000 gallon above ground tanks were used to store the oily waste generated
during cleaning of the Red Hill USTs during this time period.

1-5

Specific Comments
- Section 1, Page 1-
12, Sect. 1.1.2.3

Fuel was transferred from this pit to the 8,000 gallon aboveground tanks via a
series of underground pipelines. This section of the report has been updated to
reflect this information.

2-1

Specific Comments
- Section 2, Page 2-
8, 1stq, 2nd sent.

Comment acknowledged. The word vertical has been replaced with “areal.”

2-2

Specific Comments
- Section 2, Page 2-
26, 1stq

The “background” sampling location for this site was selected based upon the
fact that it is topographically and hydraulically upgradient of the site. In’
addition, based upon a review of historical records observations made during
visits to the site, this area was not suspected to have been impacted by site
activities associated with hazardous substances.
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Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)

Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item Review Comment
Response to Comment
No. Reference
4-1 General Comments - | Based upon an extensive review of historical site operations and observations

Section 4, Item # 1

made during the R, these 11 exposure areas of concern (EAOCs) were
identified. As described in the WP and the Draft RI Report for this site,
sampling locations were selected based upon suspected releases to the surface
and subsurface around the site (i.¢., purposive sampling in the areas with the
highest concentrations of contaminants). Using the data from this initial
sampling, a determination as to the significance, based upon potential risk to
human health and the environment, of contamination at these BAQCs was
made (see Section 7.0 of the Report). The preliminary risk evaluation
presented in the RI Report incorporates very conservative assumptions
regarding the potential for risk from each of the EAOCs. The potential that
low concentrations of contaminants may be present away from the sampled
“hotspots” should not significantly increase the exposure risks calculated for
the site. Random or systematic sampling in areas where no evidence of a
source exists can be expected to lower the risk calculated from purposive
sampling. As aresult, all of the data for the entire site will not be presented
for the soil data. As indicated in Section 8, the Navy is recommending that
ground-water monitoring wells be installed to monitor the drinking water
aquifer underlying the site. Information from these wells should indicate
whether the overall site has had an impact on the basal aquifer.

In addition, there is no evidence that the area between the Stilling Basin and
South Halawa Stream has been impacted. As stated, random or systematic
sampling in this area would not be expected to increase the site exposure risk.
If evidence to the contrary becomes available, additional sampling in this area
may be warranted.
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Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)

Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item

Review Comment
Reference

Response to Comment

42

General Comments -
Section 4, Item # 2

A second set of ground-water samples was collected from the monitoring wells
prior to their abandonment as part of the Red Hill Stilling Basin Removal
Action. The results from the analysis of these samples is included in the
Closure and Removal of Red Hill Stilling Basin, Draft Remediation
Verification Report, (dated December 1995). This report will be provided to
the EPA and the Hawaii Department of Health as an attachment to the
Removal Action Decision Document (RADD) for the Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Pit Site. Information collected during past studies of the site will be
evaluated in the RADD and a determination regarding the necessity for further
work at the site will be presented in this document. A draft version of the
RADD is scheduled to be submitted to the regulatory agencies in February of
1996. It should be noted that replacement ground-water monitoring wells
were installed following completion of the Red Hill Stilling Basin Removal
Action (i.e., after installation of the impermeable cap) so that the perched
aquifer underlying the site may continue to be monitored as deemed necessary.

Ground-water level measurements were collected from the wells prior to their
abandonment. This information has been added to Table 3-2 of the report for
reference. These data, along with historical water level data and observations
made during drilling were used to assist in the installation of the replacement
ground-water monitoring wells.

5-1

General Comment -
Section 5

The expressed purpose for Section 5 is to evaluate the characteristics of
chemicals detected onsite media with respect to their ability to persist in, or
migrate to, a potential exposure point medium. In addition, simple analytical
models were used to evaluate the potential impact of chemicals detected in the
soil at each exposure area of concern (EAOC) on the drinking water aquifer
which underlies the site at approximately 100 feet below ground surface (bgs).
The information derived from these models is used to provide a general
conceptual understanding of the degree that each EAOC may potentially affect
drinking water, both now and in the future. Based on this understanding,
recommendations have been made regarding further action at each EAOC.,
These actions are in addition to the ground-water monitoring that is obvious to
the reviewer, The last sentence of the reviewers comment states this quite
well.
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Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)
Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item Review Comment

to C t
No. Reference Response to Commen

6-1 General Comment - | According to CERCLA Compliance With Other Laws Manual, Part 1, 8 Aug.
Section 6 88, Executive Summary page XV, subheading Using ARARs :

Different ARARs that may be applied to a site and its

remedial action should be identified at multiple points in the

remedy selection process. During the scoping of the RI/FS

and the site characterization phase, the list of potential

ARARs in Exhibits 1-1, 1-2, and 1-9 and the appropriate

regional and state programs should be consulted to

determine what ARARs may apply to the site. At this stage,

potential chemical- and location-specific ARARs should be

identified.
As stated above, defining ARARs for a site is a process that begins during site
scoping, and is continually refined as more information is gathered. This
refining process should not be considered redundant or confusing, but a
general method to determine chemicals of concern at a site at each phase of
work. Using this problem solving method, the FS and EE/CA, would provide
the most refined set of ARARSs, including action -specific ARARs associated
with each proposed alternative. Design documents for the accepted remedial
action must ensure the attainment of these final ARARs.

6-2 General Comment - | Comment acknowledged.
Section 6
6-3 Page 6-1, 1st Please note that the cited text does not seek to summarize the statutory
paragraph, last conditions for ARARs waivers, but only to introduce the concept that
sentence requirements may be waived under SARA and specific requirements cited

therein. As stated, complying with these conditions in order to waive ARARs
is only warranted if the protection of human health and the environment is
assured. There has been no effort made to waive potential ARARs in this
document. If necessary, it is anticipated that waivers will be documented in
the FS, with the applicable guidelines and conditions necessary for their

invocation.
6-4 Page 6-1, 2nd As stated on page 6-9, first partial paragraph, the PRGs utilized as screening
paragraph, 1st values for the perched water system are strictly associated with concentrations
sentence of chemicals which pour directly from the potable tap of a residential drinking

water system. As such they are very conservative when applied to the non-
potable perched water system sampled during the RI. Because they are health-
based values, they are utilized as very conservative screening values for
potential risk. In setting quantitation limits, MCLs and various other criteria
were used in conjunction with the technical standard methods associated with
SW-846 and CLP protocol. These criteria are described in the final sampling
and analysis plan entitled Site Characterization, Phase I - Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Pit Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Sampling and
Analysis Plan (SAP), Part Il - Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) (Ogden
1992), Section 1.2 Data Quality Objectives.
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Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)
Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
FISC, Pear]l Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

i ment
Item Review Commen Response to Comment

No. Reference
6-5 Page 6-2, 3rd No baseline risk assessment (BRA) was performed for this RI. The health-
paragraph, last based levels (HBLs) calculated in Section 7, Preliminary Risk Evaluation
sentence (PRE), are very similar to the EPA Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals

(PRGs) with the exception that they are calculated using site-specific
parameters and therefore are more realistic then PRGs. The PRE HBLs use
identical toxicological parameters as PRGs, generally only receptor exposure
frequencies and durations and site geometries are changed in the calculations.
Because they are used to evaluate the potential impact of chemicals detected
onsite to human health, and are based on EPA accepted toxicological
parameters, as well as derived from EPA- approved formulas, PRE HBLs are
included as screening values to be considered (TBCs). It is unclear why this is
not a proper use of the term TBC.

Section 6 is used to introduce and identify ARARs and TBCs used in Section
7. This is not meant to be redundant or confusing, but to introduce the
chemical levels of concern used to evaluate the data onsite.

6-6 Page 6-4, Table 6-1 | TSCA regulations regarding PCBs are not applicable to the site because they
specifically reference storage and disposal of PCBs at concentrations greater
than, or equal to 50 ppm. As such, TSCA regulations are action-specific and
will be evaluated, if necessary, during the FS and/or EE/CA documentation.

6-7 Page 6-7, Table 6-2 | Comment acknowledged, table and associated text have been changed to
address this oversight.

6-8 Page 6-9, 1st EPA Region IX has specified that current EPA Region IX PRGs should be

paragraph, 2nd used for risk screening purposes. PRGs are used because they are health-based
complete sentence | values which allow the quantification of risk, especially for carcinogens.
Calculations of PRGs utilize the toxicological parameters from the latest IRIS
and HEAST databases, as well as concepts and formulas put forth in RAGS.
PRGs utilize default exposure parameters and site geometry, therefore only
provide approximate results. In general, they are accepted as sufficiently
accurate to use as screening values prior to performing a risk assessment in
which the risk from multiple contaminants may be summed.

Establishment of remedial goals is not the purpose of the Phase I RI technical
report. Its main purpose is to characterize the nature and extent of the detected
chemicals, provide a conceptual understanding of the toxicological, fate and
transport behaviors of the detected chemicals, provide a preliminary evaluation
of the risk to human health and the environment, and make recommendations
for further action. Establishment of remedial goals will take place , if
necessary in the FS and/or EE/CA.

carrollcox.com, Bex4204, Mililani, HI 96789






Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)
Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item Review Comment

Response to Comment
No. Reference esp en

6-9 Page 6-9, 1st The HDOH recommended clean-up levels are listed as potential screening
paragraph, 1st values. Because the HDOH has jurisdiction over contaminated areas which

sentence overly drinking water sources for citizens of the state, it is important to review
state policy when evaluating the potential impact of this contamination.
Comparing state clean-up levels to chemical concentrations detected in soil
onsite allows the state regulators to determine if a potential problem exists
based on their values.

The second part of the comment is addressed in Section 5, Fate and Transport.
The comment is acknowledged and the reviewer is referred to Section 5.4,
Exposure Pathways.

6-10 Page 6-17, 1st Comment acknowledged. Text has been added to this paragraph defining and
paragraph, 2nd clarifying the petroleum exclusion provision, and how it relates to this
sentence document and this site.

6-11 General comment | The petroleum exclusion provision was not invoked in order to deny the
landowners liability to those contaminants not covered under the provision.
On the contrary, the provision is introduced in order to clarify that the PRE has
evaluated all detected chemicals for potential risk, and has not excluded those
compounds that are present in petroleum. In addition, because of the high
concentrations of TFH quantified as diesel detected in soil overlying an
important state drinking water aquifer, it was deemed appropriate to estimate
concentrations of concern in the drinking water system based on risk to
consumers, should the basal aquifer proved to be impacted. This was done to
assess the potential impact of these middle distillate fuels on public health and
to provide regulatory agencies with key information upon which the RI
recommendations are based. It should be clear that TFH is not used to set
cleanup criteria, but is used as a risk assessment screening tool.

Finally, there is no documentation that halogenated solvents were used or
stored onsite, and based on all available information this did not occur. The
presents of halogenated solvents in the perched water system does not indicate
that these solvents originated from improper storage, disposal, or treatment of
these substances. EPA and DOH have agreed that this facility is not a RCRA
unit. Additional action-specific RCRA requirements will be addressed in the
EE/CA or FS phase of work.

6-12 Page 6-17, 1stand | See first paragraph of item 6-11. It should be noted that the RfDo for middle
3rd paragraph distillate fuels is used as a screening value for further investigative work and is
not expected to drive additional remedial activity at the site. As such, relief
from the petroleum exclusion provision is not sought. Second, it is clear that
some compounds detected in onsite media require risk assessment to estimate
the potential impact on human health and the environment. The PRE provided
in Section 7 of the technical report addresses the cumulative risk assumed from
potential receptors to quantify these potential impacts and provide evidence for
the recommendations given in Section 8.
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Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)
Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Revi
Item eview Comment Response to Comment

No. Reference
7-1 General Comment - | Section 7 of the Red Hill report was prepared before it was known that the
Section 7 electronic version of the EPA Region IX PRG table was available. In general,
the exposure parameters used in Section 7 calculations are similar to those
used in the EPA Region IX PRG Table, no modification of Section 7 is
deemed necessary. Because the estimated health risks are low, even if a
residential scenario is considered, the cumnulative risk values will not be above
the trigger levels for remediation for most of exposure areas.
7-2 Page 7-1, 2nd Comment acknowledged. Reference of RAGS Part A was inciuded in the text.
paragraph, 2nd .
sentence
7-3 Page 7-3, Section | As indicated in Table 7.1-1, there was extremely limited impact observed in
7.1.1.3 background samples. VOCs and SVOCs, such as methylene chioride, toluene,
and phthalates, are expected to be laboratory contaminants at the observed
concentrations. It should be noted that phthalates were not detected in
significantly impacted site samples. The low levels of TFHs detected are
typical at Navy sites. PAHs detected once at extremely low concentrations are
expected to be background related. Among the background samples collected,
Aroclor-1260, detected only once in 17 samples (0.22 mg/kg) may be
considered anthropogenic. However, this concentration is too low to be of
public significance. Besides these low levels of organic chemicals, the
detected metal levels are low enough to be representative of background
conditions. Further background sampling, as recommended may not be
warranted.
7-4 Page 7-6, last The ten times rules established by EPA should not be mechanically applied
paragraph, second | when evaluating laboratory contamination. Experienced chemists and risk
sentence assessors know that even if the associated blank of one particular batch of

samples does not have any common laboratory contaminants detected, certain
chemical concentrations found in the associated environmental samples may
be due to laboratory contamination. These experienced chemists used to say:
“If they (common laboratory contaminants) do not show up one day, for sure
they would show up the next day.” Sometimes, the concentration value
detected in an environmental sample may be slightly more than ten times the
value detected in the associated blank, but it can be attributed to laboratory
contamination if one knows the historical records of the laboratory or of the
industry as a whole. Besides, common laboratory contaminants, even if being
included in the risk assessment as “valid” data points, rarely or never,
contribute significantly to the total risks.

Analytical chemistry data are tabulated in Appendix G. Data from specific
samples collected between ground surface and 20 feet bgs at the Stilling Basin
are provided in Table APP-G2. In addition, Section 4.3.1.4 of the RI technical
report evaluates the nature and extent of the contamination detected in the six
borings located in proximity to the Stilling Basin. Re-tabulating data in
Section 7, especially data from soil that has already been removed seems
unnecessary and redundant.
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Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)

Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item

Review Comment
Reference

Response to Comment

7-5

Page 7-12, 1st
paragraph, 6th
sentence

This is merely a statement of fact. No threshold of significance is to be
assumed, only a threshold in concentration. However, it is misleading to state
that “some carcinogenic PNAs pose significant health risk at levels several
orders of magnitude below 1 mg/kg” as stated in the review comment. It
should be noted that the most toxic PNA, benzo[a]pyrene, has a residential
PRG of 0.06 mg/kg, and a more representative industrial PRG of 0.26 mg/kg.
Benzo(a)pyrene was detected at 0.24 mg/kg. This is translated into a
residential excess cancer risk of 4E-06 or an industrial excess cancer risk of
9E-7. Most of the PAHSs detected in surface soils at the Manway Cover at the
40,000-Gallon Aboveground Tank are much lower than 1 mg/kg. For
noncarcinogenic PAHs, of which EPA Region IX PRGs are in the order of a
couple hundred to thousand mg/kg, these detected concentrations are
insignificant.

7-6

Page 7-6, last
paragraph, 5th
sentence

Detected concentrations of metals are non-statistically compared with the
ranges in background samples. Also, the criteria to determine “elevated levels
of metals” are based on professional judgment/experience and “common
sense.” Also, there are typically a set of metals that are commonly found at
elevated concentrations together at Navy or defense hazardous waste sites:
copper, lead, and zinc; and occasionally arsenic and mercury.

Page 7-16, 1st
complete paragraph,
4th sentence

The maximum PAH concentration detected in soils at the Adit Number 3 is
fluoranthene and pyrene (noncarcinogenic PAHs). As stated above,
noncarcinogenic PAHs have EPA Region IX PRGs in the order of a couple
hundred to thousand mg/kg. Thus, these detected concentrations are
insignificant. The most toxic PAH is carcinogenic benzo(a)pyrene.
Benzo(a)pyrene was detected at a maximum concentration of 1.5 mg/kg. This
is translated into a residential excess cancer risk of 2E-05, still 5 times below
the trigger level for remediation of 1E-04, This maximum detected
concentration is 16 times lower than the more realistic industrial trigger level
based on the PRG.

7-8

Page 7-16, last
paragraph, 4th
sentence

The following background concentrations of PAHs in urban soils are listed in
the ATSDR toxicological profile for PAHs:

Carcinogenic: benzo(a)anthracene (0.169 - 59 mg/kg); benzo(a)pyrene (0.165
- 0.22 mg/kg); benzo(b) fluoranthene (15 to 62 mg/kg); benzo(k)fluoranthene
(0.30 - 26 mg/kg); indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene (8 - 61 mg/kg), etc.

Background concentrations for noncarcinogenic PAHs are much higher than

those levels for carcinogenic PAHs.

Because PAHs were detected infrequently and at low levels in the soils at the
Unauthorized Discharged Area, they may not be related to the typically
elevated PAHs commonly found to be associated with fuel releases.
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Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)
Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item Review Comment

No. Reference Response to Comment

7-9 Page 7-21, Ist The analytical chemistry results from sample RHSEI-D00.25 are provided in
paragraph, 5th Appendix G, Table APP-G11.

sentence The sediment sample RHSEI-D00.25 was collected from the end of the outlet
pipe which originated at the Stilling Basin and terminated at the concrete
culvert that emptied into South Halawa Stream. This length of pipeline was
addressed during the Stilling Basin removal action (see Closure and Removal
of Red Hill Stilling Basin, Draft Remediation Verification Report, December
1995). The section of this conduit located between the former Stilling Basin
and the fence line was removed. The remaining 80 feet of conduit between the
fence and the stream was cleaned, filled with grout, and capped.

7-10 Page 7-21, last At the Former Transformer Area, Aroclor-1260, detected in surface soils at a
paragraph, 4th maximum concentration of 0.25 mg/kg, approximates a residential excess
sentence cancer risk of only 4E-06, still 25 times below the trigger level for remediation
of 1E-04. Because this purposive sampling focused on the most likely
contaminated locations, no further sampling is warranted. According to the
EPA’s Guidance for Data Usability in Risk Assessment - Part A (1992), the
minimum number of samples required for purposive sampling is about 3 to 5;
and these purposive sample results can be used to calculate risks. The total
number of samples collected at the Former Transformer Area is 3 for the
surface and 4 for the subsurface. These samples should be sufficient to
determine the potential health threat at this site. In addition, significant
releases of PCBs in the environment usually accompanies some sort of oil
releases. Because no other compounds were found above background levels in
soil samples from this area, it is extremely unlikely that Aroclor-1260 would
be detected at much higher concentrations had more samples been collected.

7-11 Page 7-29, 1st See response to comment above.
incomplete
paragraph, 1st
complete sentence

7-12 Page 7-29, last Generally, potentially complete pathways are expected to occur in the future
paragraph time frame under either the current or future land use conditions. For example,

under the current land use conditions, the ground water underlying a site is
contaminated, but contaminants have not yet reached a residential well
downgradient (pathway potentially complete). If there is no remedial action
planned for this site, site-related contaminants will reach the well eventually
and residents there will be exposed to the contaminated ground water (pathway
becomes complete in some years). For baseline (meaning no action
alternative) risk assessment purposes, risk assessors will have to evaluate those
potentially complete exposure pathways and estimate the potential health risks
to residents. The uncertainty here is the time it takes for contaminants to reach
the well. For that offsite exposure point, we cannot say that the ground water
pathway is complete under the current land use because there is no actual
exposure yet at this point in time.

Under the future land use conditions, any pathways that may be complete in
some years are termed “potentially complete” to indicate the time frame during
which exposure will occur or the uncertainty regarding the future receptors.
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Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)

Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

FISC, Pear]l Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item Review Comment Response to Comment
No. Reference P
7-13 Page 7-32, last Comment noted.
paragraph, 1st
sentence
7-14 Page 7-36, Table Comment acknowledged. An insignificant risk may be considered as less than
7.1-21 or equal to an HI of 0.01 and\or a carcinogenic risk less than or equal to 1E-06,
considered to be the “point of departure”. The notation “IS” (insignificant) for
the soil ingestion and dermal contact to soil pathways on this page were
changed to “C” (complete) for the current land use and “PC” (potential
complete) for the future land use.
7-15 Page 7-43 last The additive effects associated with exposure to multiple contaminants are
paragraph, 4th addressed by the quantitative PRE (whereby cumulative health risks are
sentence estimated) that follows the qualitative PRE (comparison of chemical
concentrations to PRGs).
7-16 Page 7-44, 4th Comment noted. For the two §,000-gallon aboveground tanks, a total of two
| complete paragraph | surface soil samples and 9 subsurface soil samples were collected and analyzed
for constituents of concern. The number of these data points is considered
adequate for a preliminary screening of the health risks at this EAOC.
Although the number of surface soil samples is limited, the data indicated that
fuel releases have occurred in this EAQC.
7-17 Page 7-44, 5th Comment noted. Given the small size of the Manway Cover at the 40,000-
complete paragraph | gallon aboveground tank and the purposive sampling results, the limited
number of soil samples collected do not indicate any significant fuel release.
Thus, collecting more samples from this EAOC may arrive at the same results
regarding potential impact at this EAOC.
7-18 Page 7-44, 6th Comment noted. For the Underground Piping and Oily Waste Delivery
complete paragraph | System, a total of 2 surface soil samples and 22 subsurface soil samples were
collected and analyzed for constituents of concern. A greater number of
subsurface samples were collected because of the nature of the subsurface
source. The number of these data points is considered adequate for a
preliminary screening of the health risks at this EAOC. Although the number
of surface soil samples is limited, the data indicated that fuel releases have
occurred in this EAOC.
7-19 Page 7-47, 2nd Actually, the correct reference for this paragraph should be EPA 1991c (Role
paragraph, 4th of the Baseline Risk Assessment in Superfund Remedy Selection Decisions.
sentence Memorandum from U.S. EPA Assistant Administrator Don R. Clay, April,
22), not RAGS Part B.
7-20 | Page 7-54, table 7.1- | Comment acknowledged. Oversight corrected in Table 7.1-23 and associated

23

text and tables. The impact of the new RME values on the cumulative risk at
this EAOC is negligible and does not affect the conclusions and
recommendations of the technical report.

Parameters used to calculate HBLs are given in Table 7.1-23 or in the
associated footnotes. Default values were taken from the EPA Region IX PRG
Table, dated February 1995 for industrial land-use exposure settings.
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Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item Review Comment Response to Comment
No. Reference P
7-21 Page 7-56, table The inhalation chronic reference dose of 2.9E-01 mg/kg-day for ethylbenzene
7.1.24 is taken from the EPA Region IX PRG Table, dated February 1995. The same
value is listed again in the September 1 version. This value agrees with the
IRIS on-line database.
7-22 Page 7-57, table See Item No. 7-20, above.
7.1.25
7-23 | Page 7-58, table 7.1- | Comment acknowledged. Oversight corrected in Table 7.1-26 and associated
26 text and tables. The impact of the new RME values on the cumulative risk at
this EAOC is negligible and does not effect the conclusions and
recommendations of technical report.
Parameters used to calculate HBLs are given in Table 7.1-23 or in the
associated footnotes. Default values were taken from the EPA Region IX PRG
Table, dated February 1995 for industrial land-use exposure settings.
7-24 | Page 7-61, table 7.1- | Comment acknowledged. Oversight corrected in Table 7.1-26 and associated
28 text and tables. The impact of the new RME values on the cumulative risk at
this EAOC is negligible and does not effect the conclusions and
recommendations of technical report.
7-25 Page 7-69, Table See Item No. 7-20, above
7.1-35 ‘
7-26 Page 7-70, 1st In the Superfund context, the regulatory levels of concern are the risk levels
complete paragraph, | typically used as trigger levels of remediation. These are a cumulative excess
last sentence cancer risk of 1E-04 and a cumulative hazard index (HI) of 1. In the
paragraph noted, the regulatory level of concern is the noncarcinogenic risk
associated with an HI of 1. As stated, the calculated cumulative HI of 1.3 is
unrealistically high when the non-additive characteristics of the chemical risk
drivers are accounted for.
There is no footnote (5) on page 7-70; however, footnote (5) on pages 7-69
and 7-71 do provide the exposure duration and frequency for Receptor B.
7-27 Page 7-70, last Subtracting the health risks posed by arsenic and thallium, which are expected
paragraph, nextto | to be representative of background, the remaining excess cancer risk and HI
last sentence under the residential scenario is 3E-05 and 0.6 (contributed by benzo(a)pyrene,
Aroclor-1260 and others), respectively. These risk levels do not warrant a
remediation for the soils, although benzo(a)pyrene and Aroclor-1260 may be
present at low concentrations at the site.
7-28 | Page 7-72, table 7.1- | Comment acknowledged. Footnote (b) in Table 7.1-37 has been revised to
37 indicate that for the Proposed Coast Guard Parcel, future health risks are based
on residential exposure of 30 years (0 to 30 years old adult) for carcinogenic
effects and 0- to 6-year old-children for noncarcinogenic effects.
7-29 Page 7-73, st The exposure frequency of 26 days per year indicates the approximate amount

complete paragraph,
2nd sentence

of time current workers show up at the site. However, each time they show up,
they may not have the opportunity to have direct contact with the soils that
would result in incidental soil ingestion or dermal contact to soils.
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Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item

Review Comment
Reference

Response to Comment

7-30

Page 7-74, 2nd
complete paragraph,
1st sentence

Comment acknowledged. The text was revised to incorporate this comment.
However, it should be emphasized that the decision to take action at sites with
a cumulative excess cancer risk within the acceptable risk range of 1E-06 to
1E-04 must be fully justified.

7-31

General Comment -
Section 7.2

Comment acknowledged. Text has been changed to clarify the view that the
impact of surface water run-off from the site is believed to be small because of
the low concentrations of chemicals found onsite, the presents of ground
covering vegetation or asphalt over most of the ground surface, and the
channelization of South Halawa Stream adjacent to the site. The most
important receptors for this site are aquatic and marine species due to the
disturbed nature of the site. However, off-site transport of contaminants is not
considered significant due to the volatility of most of the contaminants,
channelization of the stream bed adjacent to the site, and the distance to the
marine environment. Because of the large number of non-point pollution
sources both upstream and downstream of the site and the nature of the
concrete-lined channel next to the site, it would be extremely difficult to
characterize potential site releases or contributions from the site to
contamination in Halawa Stream. Although the Pearl Harbor Sediment Study
may reveal contamination at the mouth of Halawa Stream, there would be no
way to trace it to the Red Hill Site; therefore, reference to the Pearl Harbor
Sediment Study has been eliminated from the text

7-32

General Comment -
Section 7.2

The section title has been changed to “Site Scoping for the Screening
Ecological Risk Assessment.” Although the biological survey was
preliminary, it was apparent that due to the disturbed nature of the site, an in-
depth survey with sampling and repeat visits was not warranted. Section 3.7
provides a more complete description of the biological resources onsite with a
vegetation map and species lists.

7-33

General Comment -
Page 7-74

1t is incorrect that only two samples were analyzed for VOCs and SVOCs.
Table 4-3 of the technical report gives a sample summary by method and
matrix. Maximum values were added for each media on Table 7.2-1 instead of
just presence/absence data.

7-34

General Comment -
Section 7.2

Ecological effects data reflected here is a general overview of toxic effects as
commonly presented in the problem formulation. At this point in the report,
receptors, pathways, and endpoints have not been determined; therefore,
calculations cannot be made at this point.

7-35

General Comment -
Section 7.2

See general comments about Pearl Harbor/Halawa Stream. A more
comprehensive effort to evaluate ecological risk onsite is not warranted
because there are no special status terrestrial receptors onsite. Therefore, the
assessment endpoint is met. There is not probability for acute or chronic
effects to special status species. All the terrestrial species identified or
potentially occurring onsite are common, non-native species that are not
socially or ecologically important species.
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Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)
Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item Review C t
c view Lommen Response to Comment

No. Reference
8-1 General Comment - | Based on the results of the data collected during the first phase of the RI, and
Section 8 the preliminary Human-health Risk Assessment and Site Scoping for

Ecological Risk Assessment, there does not appear to be compelling evidence
that all eleven of the EAQOC:s investigated require additional soil sampling. As
recommended in the R, soil at several of the EAOCs may not need to be
evaluated further based on either the low levels of chemicals detected or past
removal actions which have addressed immediate health hazards (Stilling
Basin Closure). Although maximum chemical concentrations have exceeded
PRGs in several of these locations, evaluations provided in Section 7 (PRE) of
this technical report indicate that the cumulative health risks are below the
trigger level for remediation in all cases. As such, “action generally is not
warranted” (EPA 1991c¢). It is the view of the investigators that the general
isolation of the site, and the low degree of direct-contact exposure
experienced by human and ecological receptors under both current and
anticipated future land-use scenarios provide adequate justification for no
further action at the recommended EAOCs. However, as stated in the
technical report, the current data gap remains the impact to the basal drinking
water aquifer that underlies the site.

The site sampling plan was based on purposive sampling in areas anticipated
to be most impacted from historical events and daily activity. As described in
Section 1 of the technical report, eleven EAOCs were evaluated based on a
preliminary site assessment. The rationale is that this would facilitate
identification and mitigation of problem areas where further investigation was
justified. An additional benefit of this view of the site as multiple exposure
areas is that specific EAOCs which do not show significant risk to human
health or the environment may be eliminated from concern by recommending
no further action. These two benefits are much harder to achieve using a site-
wide evaluation. Finally, it was understood that the results of the exposure-
area-specific risk evaluation would provide a much more conservative
evaluation of each EAOC for the following reasons.

1) Purposive sampling should provide higher chemical concentrations
detected than random sampling. -

2) The formulation for the 95% UCL is biased high for low numbers of
samples. In many cases evident in Section 7, HRA statistical tables (Tables
7.1-1 through 7.1-20) , the resulting reasonable maximum exposure (RME)
value defaulted to the maximum detected concentration.

3) If site-wide evaluation of the data were to be conducted, the effect of
averaging impacted EAOCs with those EAOCs which were not impacted
would produce a lower RME value than were calculated at many of the
“hotter” EAQCs.

The inherent conservatism described above is additional justification for no
further action at the recommended sites as presented in Section 8 of the
technical report.

It is suggested that the results of the Stilling Basin removal action be addressed
in planning documents for the next phase of work rather than adding them to
this technical document at this late date.

Page 13 of 14
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Response to EPA Review Comments (continued)
Remedial Investigation Report (Draft) Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
FISC, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
Reviewer: Lewis Mitani

Item Review Comment
No. Reference Response to Comment
8-2 General Comment - | Comment acknowledged. Nested monitoring wells will be considered if
Section 8 perched ground water is encountered during drilling.
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REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE (DRAFT)

PHASE | REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

FOR THE RED HILL OILY WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY

LOCATED AT PEARL HARBOR FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER
OAHU, HAWAII

GENERAL COMMENTS - SECTION 1.0 - INTRODUCTION

1. It is recommended the report include a review of the general response action
for the remaining areas of the Red Hill Geographic Study area and how that
work will relate to the remedial investigation (RI) at the Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Facility.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS/QUESTIONS - SECTION 1.0 -INTRODUCTION

—

Page 1-4, Figure 1-2. The Halawa Stream is not shown on Figure 1-2 as indicated |n
the text on page 1-2. Additionally, please identify the bold line on the figure. Is the
bold line the boundary of the Red Hill Geographic Study Area?

Page 1-7, Figures 1-4, -6, -7, -8, -11. According to the aerial photographs presented in
Section 1.0, the discharge point of the slop line into South Halawa Stream was
approximately 170 feet northwest of the current discharge point (concrete swale). This
would locate the former slop line discharge and surface runoff points either west of the
channelized stream or beneath the H-3 Highway. Based on data collected from
surface and subsurface soil samples during this RI, there is potential for chemicals to
have concentrated in this area which is beyond the boundary of the RI. This issue
needs to be addressed in the Rl report. Please include an explanation.

Page 1-6, Section 1.1.2.1. It is indicated the old pit area was not in active use from
1949 to 1970. Since the stilling basin was not constructed until 1972, it is unclear
where the sludge from the twenty 12.6-million-gallon tanks was discharged. Please
provide an explanation inthe report of the discharge point and disposal activities
between 1949 and 1970.

Page 1-12, Section 1.1.2.3. It is unclear how the reclaimed fuel was transferred from
the old pit to the two 8,000-gallon tanks. Please include a description-of fuel transfer
operations in this section.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS - SECTION 2.0 - STUDY AREA INVESTIGATION

Page 2-8, first paragraph, second sentence. This statement implies that surface
samples alone will delineate vertical contamination. Please remove the word vertical
“and replace it with areal.

1
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Page 2-26, first paragraph. It is unclear why "researchers determined that samples
collected from RH-B01 would yield concentrations of chemical concentrations
comparable to those occurring naturally in this region." Please provide further
discussion for the determination of the background location.

GENERAL COMMENTS/QUESTIONS - SECTION 4.0 - NATURE AND EXTENT OF
CONTAMINATION

1. - We agree with the investigative approach applied to the site. This approach -
consisted of performing focused investigations at 11 potential areas of
concerns, which were based on an understanding of past activities at the Oily
Waste Disposal Facility. The investigative results from each of the 11 areas
are presented on separate figures. Since the 11 areas are proximate to each
other (less than 100 feet) and are within an overall area of approximately 300
by 500 feet, it is recommended that contaminant distribution maps—for the entire
300 by 500 foot area be included in the data presentation. This appears
warranted since contaminants appear to be pervasive across the site and the
adsorbed contaminant plumes may have commingled. Furthermore, as a resulit
of the historical disposal activities (which have included surface discharge) and
the site topography (gradual slope toward Halawa Stream) it appears additional
surface sampling is required, especially between the stilling basin and Halawa
Stream. The contaminant distribution maps would allow site-wide evaluation of
contaminants at the Qily Waste Disposal Facility and would facilitate
assessment of additional investigative areas at the site.

2. The nondetection of contaminants in groundwater wells MW-2, MW-3, and MW-
5 is questionable, especially considering that soil analytical results showed
contamination at the soil/water interface and, in some cases, within saturation.
Collection of only one round of groundwater samples during the investigation
phase limits the quality of these data. In the future, it is recommended that at
least two rounds of groundwater samples be collected from monitoring wells.
Results from two rounds of sampling would provide a higher level of confidence
the initial sampling results are accurate and not impacted by drilling and well
development activities or well purging. As indicated in the Rl report, low yield
conditions were observed at the monitoring wells.. The low yield conditions
appeared to prolong well development and sampling activities and also limited
the volume of water removed from the borehole. Under these condltlons at
least one more round of groundwater samples is necessary.

Considering the monitoring wells were sampled in December 1991, a second
round of groundwater samples could have been easily collected and the results
included in the Phase | Rl report. Unfortunately the wells have been abandoned
as part of the Stilling Basin Removal Action (RA). It is understood the wells are
supposed to be replaced as part of the RA, however, this was not mentioned in
the report. Finally, have water levels been collected from the wells since June
of 19927 Were the water levels measured prior to abandonment in 19957 If
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so, these data should be included in Section 3.0 of the Rl report to support the
presence of the perched water table. The water level data would also be useful
for monitoring well screen placement during reinstallation of the wells.

GENERAL COMMENTS - SECTION 5 - CONTAMINANT FATE AND TRANSPORT

1. This section employs the use of simple analytical models to evaluate leaching
of contaminants into the basal aquifer approximately 100 feet below ground
surface (bgs). It appears the modeling results were used to justify installation
of groundwater monitoring wells in this aquifer. Given the site analytical data
that show perched groundwater beneath the site has been impacted by
contaminants, that contaminant levels in the soil are elevated (TPH up to
27,000 mg/kg), and that contaminants have migrated vertically to the
investigation total depth of approximately 45 feet bgs, it is unclear why
modeling was necessary to support the decision for installation of groundwater
monitoring wells. The data collected at the site are sufficient to identify this
need. Based on the site conditions, groundwater monitoring wells are
necessary to evaluate the current impact on groundwater and also provide a
warning of any impacts in the future. Subsequent to collection of groundwater
samples, models can be used to predict the future impact on groundwater.
Additionally, vadose zone or leaching models can be used as a decision tool to
help determine the level of contaminants that can be left in the vadose zone
which will most Ilkely not impact groundwater in the future.

GENERAL COMMENTS - SECTION 6 - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)/TO-BE-CONSIDERED CRITERIA
(TBCs)

1. The presentation of only chemical-specific applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARS) in the Rl report is premature and may
establish a redundant and confusing ARARSs presentation in the future
Feasibility Study (FS) or Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) study.

] The report recommends additional Rl phases for the stilling basin,
for two 8,000-gallon aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), and for
the Underground Piping and Oily Waste Delivery System.
Through these investigations, additional contaminants may be
detected or potentially eliminated; the presentation of cleanup
standards in the RI is premature considering the lack of full
characterization for these three sites.

= - Chemical-specific ARARs documentation in the Red Hill Oily
Waste Disposal Facility Phase | RI Report does not provide
remedial goals for the site. Since the RA levels will be provided in
the FS or EE/CA, the RI chemical-specific ARARs section will -
require revision to support the final RA levels.
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u As the contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) are further
refined with new analytical data, and the site is further
characterized, the chemical-specific ARARs will be further refined
creating inconsistency in reporting the application of regulatory
requirements between the Rl and the EE/CA study.

To establish a consistent and concise approach to ARARs presentation, all
chemical-specific, location-specific, and action-specific ARARs discussions
should be documented in the future FS or EE/CA. '

2. For contaminants remaining on site, Superfund remedial actions must satisfy
any "applicable or relevant and appropriate" promulgated State standard,
requirement, criterion, or limitation under state environmental or facility siting
laws more stringent than any Federal requirement if identified in a timely -
manner. For example, both the federal and Hawaii primary drinking water
standards are presented in Section 6.0. The federal primary maximmam .
contaminant levels (MCLs) appears to be-the only documented ARARs for )
groundwater at this site. Since the promulgated Hawaii MCLs are not more
stringent than the federal MCLs, the Hawaii MCLs are not ARARs. As more
data are gathered from the site, newly identified substantive Hawaii
requirements should be compared with similar federal requirements and the
more stringent requirement applied to the site.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS - SECTION 6 - ARARs/TBCs

Page 6-1, first paragraph, last sentence. The text summarizes the statutory conditions
for ARARs waiver. The CERCLA ARAR waiver summary is insufficient to evaluate the
appropriateness of invoking ARARs waivers. Although each of the six ARAR waivers
presented in CERCLA must maintain protection to human health and the environment,
the circumstances for waivers are not presented for evaluation. A brief and concise
CERCLA ARAR waivers description should be presented with enough detail to

evaluate the applicability of invoking waivers to the ARARs presented in this

document.

Page 6-1, second paragraph, first sentence. The text states "applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements/to-be-considered" (ARARs/TBCs) were considered
during the RI phase. However, standard quantification levels were exceeded for many
of the organic compounds found in the USEPA Region IX Preliminary Remedial Goals
for tap water (p.6-16, fourth paragraph, third sentence). Only the federal Safe
Drinking Water Act MCLs appear to have been used to set data quality objectives
during the RI phase. Considering there are only two potential chemical-specific
ARARS/TBCs levels for groundwater presented in the document (federal MCLs and
USEPA Region IX PRGs), the text should explain the basis for selecting data
‘quantification levels exceeding USEPA Region IX preliminary remedial goals (PRGS).

Page 6-2, third complete paragraph, last sentence. The text describes baseline risk
assessment (BRA) levels as TBCs. The site-specific BRA is developed to
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characterize current and future human and environmental risks posed by site
contaminants. The BRA is conducted independent of ARARs and does not provide
chemical-specific TBCs. Although federal guidance documents (i.e., potential TBCs)
are used in the course of developing the BRA, documentation of federal risk
assessment guidance documents should be discussed and subsequently referenced
only in the BRA. Discussion of these risk guidance documents only in the BRA would
reduce redundancy and confusion in presenting the chemical-specific TBCS.

Page 6-4, Table 6-1. Arochlor-1260 was detected at less than 1 mg/kg in surface

soils at the Former Transformer Area and Proposed Coast Guard Parcel. Since
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are identified in the Rl report, evaluation of the Toxic
Substances Control Act and the PCB Cleanup Policy appears appropriate (40 CFR

Part 761). The policy provides cleanup levels for restricted, nonrestricted, and

electrical substation locations. Additionally, USEPA guidance consistent with this -
policy is provided through the Guidance on Remedial Action for Superfund Sites with

PCB Contamination (OSWER Directive No. 9355.4-01). The PCB Cleanup Policy and N
USEPA guidelines on cleanup levels should be reviewed for applicability or .
appropriateness at the site.

Page 6-7, Table 6-2. The only potential chemical-specific ARARs presented for
groundwater in the Rl report is the Hawaii and federal MCLs. Since Hawaii has not
promulgated more stringent MCLs for drinking water than federal requirements, the
Hawaii MCLs are not ARARs. Reference to the Hawaii MCLs should be removed
unless the state regulatory standards are more stringent than federal standards.

- Page 6-9, first paragraph, second complete sentence. The text presents USEPA
Region IX PRGs for human health exposures through ingestion of tap water (see
Table 6-5). Although, the PRG presentation is helpful in understanding the PRG risk
relationship to federal MCLs, the rationale for a selective presentation of PRGs is not
clear. There are a number of guidance risk levels and health advisories for
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic chemicals specifically addressing exposure through
drinking water. These guidance documents include the USEPA Integrated Risk
Information System, USEPA Health Risk Advisories, National Academy of Sciences
Suggested No-Adverse-Response Levels, and USEPA National Water Quality Criteria
for Health and Welfare Protection. While not advocating the presentation of a laundry
list of risk and advisory levels for the contaminants detected at the site, a discussion
of health risk TBCs (including PRGs) should be confined to COPCs for which ARARs
have not been developed. Presentation of TBCs where ARARS exist is unnecessary
unless a greater health hazard is presented through evaluation of multiple- exposure
pathways or multiple contaminants in groundwater. Secondly, only those guidance
risk levels or health advisories anticipated to be used to establish remedial goals or
RA levels in lieu of the site-specific BRA should be presented in the report.

" Page 6-9, first complete paragraph, first sentence. The text states that the Hawaii soil
cleanup standards (Hawaii UST Technical Guidance Manual) are based on potential
impact to groundwater. The soil cleanup standard and groundwater protection
relationship should be further evaluated. First, the text identifies Hawaii UST soil
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cleanup standard in Table 6-3 as chemical-specific TBC documents for soil
contaminants. As a cleanup standard to protect groundwater, the medium of concern
is groundwater and not soil. Soil only serves as an intermediate medium. As such,
the Hawaii UST soil cleanup standard is established to meet some other groundwater
protection standard, perhaps the Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs. Regardless, federal
primary MCLs have already been presented as chemical-specific groundwater ARARs.
Under the above proposed groundwater protection approach, the presentation of
chemical-specific TBCs for soil (Hawaii UST soil cleanup standards) would not be
necessary. ' '

Second, the variability of soil contaminant migration depends on environmental

attenuation and such factors as vertical distribution of soil contaminants. The text

should consider the conceptual approach of not identifying chemical-specific soil

cleanup standards but rather establishing non-point-specific soil cleanup criteria for -
groundwater protection or to prevent further groundwater impacts. The rationale for ,
subsurface soil cleanup is based on the contaminant level and exposure pathway to -
another medium (e.g., groundwater). Although MCLs form the basis for ARARs )
groundwater cleanup standards, these cleanup goals would not be ARARSs for the soil
remedy since MCLs apply to water and not soil. As such, MCLs would form the
groundwater criteria for evaluating the soil remedy as verified through computer

modeling and field monitoring. Sufficient soil remediation could be recognized when
computer modeling and field verification monitoring indicate soil contaminant migration

to groundwater would not exceed the groundwater cleanup goals (i.e., MCLs), the

BRA, and the ecological risk assessment.

 Page 6-17, first paragraph, second sentence. The text states that according to the
National Contingency Plan (NCP), petroleum hydrocarbons as a mixture of
compounds are excluded from the list of hazardous substances under CERCLA. First,
the text provides insufficient definition and evaluation of the CERCLA petroleum
exclusion provision. The CERCLA statute defines hazardous substance with an
exclusion of petroleum, natural gas, or synthetic gas (CERCLA §101.14). CERCLA
also excludes "petroleum, including crude oil or any fraction thereof which is not
otherwise specifically listed or designated as a hazardous substance..." from the
definition of pollutant (CERCLA §101.33). The text fails to examine and discuss the
six statutory provisions for including petroleum in CERCLA if petroleum contains a
specifically listed or hazardous substance (CERCLA §101.33). The text should further
define and clarify the CERCLA provisions for petroleum contaminants mixed with the
hazardous substances presented in Subsection 6.6.

Second, the text applies the petroleum exclusion provision inconsistently with the
waste described in the report. The text states the all remedial actions conducted
through the Navy installation restoration (IR) program are implemented consistent with
the Marine Corps IR Manual Program, Comprehensive Environmental Response,

" Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980/Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization
Act of 1986 (CERCLA/SARA), and the NCP (p.6-1, first paragraph, second sentence).
The document also ‘states the site has been used as an outlet for sludge and oily
waste residue, originating from cleaning and maintenance of twenty 12.6-million-gallon
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underground fuel tanks. Subsection 6.6 identifies 14 organic chemical and 4 inorganic
chemical contaminants in soil or groundwater samples that are potential hazardous
substances. The organic and inorganic contaminants not normally associated with
petroleum or fractions thereof appears to have contaminated the petroleum waste
sludge. The use of the petroleum exclusion provision does not appear to apply to this
- site. The rationale for invoking the petroleum exclusion provision for this site should
be reconsidered.

Third, halogenated solvents were presented in Section 6.0 including 1,1-

dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, and tetrachloroethene. Additionally, a number of

other halogenated and non-halogenated solvents were not detected above the sample
quantification limit (Table 6-5). Considering past disposal practices at this site

(historical tank waste disposal site) and the halogenated solvents detected at the site,

the text should explain why the waste is not classified as a Resource Conservation -
and Recovery Act (RCRA) F-listed hazardous waste.

Page 6-17, first paragraph, third paragraph. The text concludes the use of the USEPA
oral reference dose (RfDo) for middle distillate fuel oil provides relief from the statutory
petroleum exclusion provision. First, federal health risk guidelines do not provide relief
from the law. Second, further clarification is necessary to explain the rationale for
applying the CERCLA petroleum exclusion provision. For example, a discussion on
whether the petroleum is mixed with hazardous substances would clarify if the waste
is a CERCLA waste or is excluded from CERCLA action. If the contaminants are not
mixed with hazardous substances and are included in the petroleum exclusion
provision, clarification should be provided with a discussion on whether the cleanup is
proceeding within the provisions of the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) and the
authority for the cleanup. Presumably, petroleum cleanup actions, while not CERCLA
actions, -are in proceeding under with the FFA.

SECTION 7 - PRELIMINARY RISK EVALUATION
GENERAL COMMENTS

Due to the limited sampling data in this area, the risk assessment question to be
answered was a follow on of that presented in Section 6, namely are there areas
where concentrations of chemicals are at levels that would require further
investigation. In screening the highest detects against the direct contact soil
preliminary remediation goals (PRGs), section 6 concluded the answer was yes. The
more detailed evaluation that should be presented in section 7 is a average exposure
concentration for each specific area. The rationale presented in section 6 is still valid,
i.e. for planning purposes and land-use determinations both residential and industrial
soil numbers should be compared. This would focus the discussion on those areas
with chemicals at levels of concern or where cumulative effects are within the risk
‘range. This approach will help focus the risk evaluation in a consise manner. The
recommendation for this report is to delete section 7 as it now stands and do a
Preliminary Risk Evaluation as the section claims using the detected concentration in
each area and comparing to PRGs. ‘
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page 7-1, second paragraph, second sentence. It should be noted that Part B of the
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) series is intended to assist in
developing risk-based PRGs using USEPA toxicity and exposure parameter values.
Part A of the series should be cited since it provides the basic framework for
completing human health risk assessments at Superfund sites; most of the information
in Part B is derived from this guidance.

Page 7-3, Section 7.1.1.3 (Background). It appears the potential background sampling
locations at the three trenches have been impacted by organic contaminants;
therefore, additional background sample locations are recommended for the next
phase of the investigation. Based on results from RH-SBO1, it appears that additional
background locations around this boring (RH-SB01) would be suitable locations.

Page 7-6, last paragraph, second sentence. If acetone was a laboratory—tontaminant,
it would be present in lab blanks (calibration, reagent/method blanks); if present in
blanks, then sample results are considered positive if the sample concentration is
greater than 10 times the maximum concentration in any blank; if detected in samples
at concentrations less than 10 times the concentration in the blanks, the blank
concentrations should be used as the sample quantitation limit (SQL); if all samples
have acetone at <10 times the concentration in the blank, then acetone should be
eliminated from the set of sample resuits. In addition, the surface and subsurface soil
(< 20 feet bgs) data should be tabulated and included in this section even though all
of the soil has already been excavated.

Page 7-12, first: paragraph sixth sentence. It is unclear why 1 mg/kg (and 3.5 mg/kg
for other Exposure Areas of Concern [EAOCS] appear to be used as a sort of
threshold value to define low levels of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PNAs),
since some carcinogenic PNAs pose significant health risks at levels several orders of
magnitude below 1 mg/kg. Please clarify.

Page 7-6, last paragraph, fifth sentence. The criteria used to determine when metals
are at "levels significantly above background" should be presented.

- Page 7-16, first complete.paragraph, fourth sentence. It should be noted that potential '

health risks from some PNAs, such as benzo(a)pyrene (detected in 6 of the 7 samples
at an average of 0.42 mg/kg and maximum level of 1.5 mg/kg), could be S|gn|f|cant at
levels well below 3.5 mg/kg.

Page 7-16, last paragraph, fourth sentence. Please clarify why PNAs detected in soil
samples are assumed to "...be related to background conditions."

“Page 7-21, first paragraph, fifth sentence. It is unclear whether contaminants were
detected in the sediment sample (RHSEI-00.25). Since discharges to the culvert were
not included in the stilling basin discussion (see pp. 7-6 - 7-7), please identify which
EAOC will address contaminated sediments in the culvert. _
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Page 7-21, last paragraph, fourth sentence. Unfortunately, "very low levels" of
Aroclor-1260 can pose significant health risks to exposed populations. Consequently,
the conclusion that the soil contamination is not of concern seems premature. It
seems more reasonable to assume that, based on the limited number of samples

- collected for this EAOC, PCB contamination could be more significant than indicated
and could pose a significant health hazard. Additional sampling and evaluation of the
extent of the contamination appears warranted before writing off this EAOC regardless
of the health risk results since they were based on limited data. Please provide
further clarification.

Page 7-29, first incomplete paragraph, first complete sentence. It should be noted

that the PCB contamination is clearly indicated (detected in 9 of 11 samples).

Although the concentrations (0.2 mg/kg average and 0.41 maximum) are fairly low, -
they could pose significant health risks to exposed workers or residential populations.

Page 7-29, last paragraph. The complete/incomplete pathway discussion is not clear.
Suggest the paragraph be revised. :

Page 7-32, last paragraph, first sentence. It is generally appropriate to assume the
most conservative future land use scenario, namely residential. Although this
approach will result in the greatest exposures and highest human health risks, it will
also ensure that any alternate land uses that may occur in the future would be
covered in the Preliminary Risk Evaluation (PRE). With a less conservative future
land use assumption, it may be necessary to monitor future uses or zoning changes
and to include provisions for such monitoring in the Record of Decision (ROD) for the
site. However, if an assumption of future residential land use is not justified or highly
unlikely based on the available information, then best professional judgement should
. be used to select the most reasonable future land use.

Page 7-36, Table 7.1-21. Soil ingestion/dermal contact is assumed to be insignificant
despite the presence of PCBs and PNAs in most of the soil samples collected at the
EAOC. Based on Region IX PRGs, contaminant concentrations clearly pose risks
exceeding the 1E-06 point of departure, and should, therefore, be considered
significant in the PRE even if it is subsequently determined that the risks are
acceptable and remedial action is not warranted. Please provide additional rationale.

Page 7-43, last paragraph, fourth sentence. It should be noted that the risk-based
TBC does not take into consideration the cumulative health hazards associated with
exposure to multiple chemicals. Consequently, while individual contaminant
concentrations may not exceed their respective TBC, the additive health hazards may
exceed acceptable risks or health hazards. Please address the additive effects when
determining cleanup goals.

Page 7-44, fourth complete paragraph. It should be noted that a total of only two
surface soil samples were collected. '

9
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Page 7-44, fifth complete paragraph. It should be noted that a total of only two
samples were collected to characterize this EAOC.

Page 7-44, sixth complete paragraph (Underground Piping and Oily Waste Delivery
System). It should be noted that a total of only two surface soil samples were
collected to characterize this EAOC.

Page 7-47, second paragraph, fourth sentence. Actually RAGS (1991b) indicates that
when the risk for a medium is within a range of 1E-06 and 1E-04, a decision as to
whether or not to take action is a site-specific determination.

Page 7-54, Table 7.1-23. The reasonable maximum exposure (RME) values for

fluorene and all of the inorganics are inconsistent with the RME values presented in -
Table 7.1-4; also, arsenic is not included in the table at all. Please correct or clarify

this inconsistency. Please provide the parameter values used to calculate-the health- .
based levels (HBLs) for fluorene, naphthalene, chrysene, beryllium, and chromium. :

Page 7-56, Table 7.1-24. Please provide the reference for the reference dose,
inhalation (RfDi) chronic value for ethylbenzene (the current value appears to be 2.9E-
04).

Page 7-57, Table 7.1-25. Please provide the parameter values used to calculate the
~ HBLs for acenaphthene and anthracene.

Page 7-58, Table 7.1-26. The RME value for zinc (3,140 mg/kg) is inconsistént with
the value presented in Table 7.1-7 (1,080 mg/kg). Please provide the parameter
values to calculate the HBLs for arsenic.

Page 7-61, Table 7.1-28. As indicated in Table 7.1-9, silver was detected in5of 7
surface son samples and 5 of 5 subsurface soil samples but is not included in the
table.

Page 7-69, Table 7.1-35. Please provide the parameter values to calculate the HBLs
for Aroclor 1260.

Page 7-70, first incomplete paragraph, last sentence. Please define regulatory risk
levels of concern. Footnote (5) should also define the exposure duration and
frequency used to calculate the HBLc for Receptor B.

Page 7-70, last paragraph, next to last sentence. Although the arsenic and thallium
concentrations in the site soils may be representative of background, the other risk
drivers (Aroclor 1260, benzo(a)pyrene) are not. Consequently, cleanup may be

* warranted. Please address this issue.

Page 7-72, Table 7.1-37. Footnote (b) should be revised to indicate that future land
use for the Proposed Coast Guard Parcel is based on RME future on-site resident
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exposure of 30 years for carcinogenic effects, and 0- to 6-year old children for
noncarcinogenic effects.

Page 7-73, first complete paragraph, second sentence. It should be noted that the
exposure frequency of 26 days/year used to estimate health risks already reflects the
infrequent exposure assumed for current workers at the site.

Page 7-74, second complete paragraph, first sentence. It should be noted that some

of the EAOCs fall within the risk range of 1E-06 and 1E-04. Consequently, a decision
about whether or not to take further action would be a site-specific determination to be
"~ made by the risk management decision makers.

SECTION 7.2 Site Scoping for Ecol'ogical Risk Assessment

The immediate area will have to meet cleanup goals that will satisfy both human

health and ecological resources. There has been little effort to define the-tevel of .
protection for ecological resources for this site. The most important aspect of this site )
is off-site transport especially through the stream to the harbor. There is a stated

concern for the potential impact to the harbor from this site and a suggestion that the
potential risk from this site to the harbor will be included in the harbor study. This

seems appropriate if the effort is' complete and is designed in a way to evaluate the
influence from the stream compared to the harbor influences. At this time, there is not
sufficient effort designed in the harbor study.

1. p 7-74, There is an apparent misnomer indicated for the work being completed.
Section 7.2 Site Scoping for Ecological Risk Assessment. The first sentence starts off
with, "The Site scoping ecological risk assessment..." when there is no such "animal."
There are phases of the risk assessment including the Site Scoping, of the Problem
Formulation phase (Ecorisk Forum document, EPA, 1992), but there is no such phase
as a "site scoping ecological risk assessment." This is more than just semantics,
because as suggested in the above referenced section of this document, the risk
assessment is only intended to be risk assessment limited to the scoping effort which

is not complete as written.

The "preliminary evaluation" as described for this effort is closer to a phase |,
preliminary assessment, "...a biological Site survey...identify ecological stressors...an
assessment of the potential impact of these stressors on the receptors identified."

The first effort, "a biological Site survey" appears to be very cursory in that it was
completed on a single visit and should be provided in a list as in a table. Apparently,

a very minimal effort was made for examining the site for mammals, birds, without any
effort for invertebrates including soil organisms. These are not referenced to the
“appropriate text. ’

‘2. The second part of this effort, ecological stressors, appears to be questionable as
well. From Section 4, it appears that VOCs and SVOCs were not sampled adequately
as only two samples were analyzed with relatively high quantitation limits for all VOC
and SVOC results, from "1,000 to- 50,000 times the SAP specified guidelines." Site
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contaminants are referenced only to a table showing the presence or absence not the
concentrations observed.

The third effort, ecological effects, is also poorly presented. The calculations for
predicted impact are not shown and inadequately discussed. Again, these data are
not summarized and presented in tabular form, nor are they discussed in sufficient
detail.

4. The concluding remarks state the most likely pathway for ecological impact is

surface runoff or in the dissolved form in storm water runoff from the site (page 7-78).

Also, the emphasis of potential impact of these site contaminants is placed on the

impacts to Pearl Harbor estuary through the influence of Halawa Stream (p7-78),

which will be evaluated as part of the Pearl Harbor sediment study. Because of the

lack of adequate sampling in the stream, either adjacent to the site or downstream, -
and the concluding remarks in Section 8.3.2 indicates that potential impact to the

harbor is likely, a more comprehensive effort is needed to fully evaluate the ecological

risk at this site. '

GENERAL COMMENTS/QUESTIONS - SECTION 8.0 - CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

1. As previously discussed, it appears that additional soil sampling is required at
all locations investigated since levels of TPH (greater than 100 mg/kg) and
other contaminants (PNAs and PCBs) have been detected above USEPA
PRGs. Results of these investigations should provide sufficient data to identify
background concentrations and support the site-wide risk assessment. It is
recommended that the entire Oil Waste Disposal Facility also be evaluated as
one site (see Section 4.0 general comment no. 1). Based on this evaluation,
additional soil boring locations and surface sampling locations can be
determined, as necessary. The evaluation should also consider the RA
confirmation sample results which are presumed to be available. It is assumed
the evaluation can be included in the draft final and the soil borings and surface
sampling locations can be agreed upon in the sampling and analysis plan for
the next phase of the RI. The new subsurface data from the soil borings drilled
during the next phase of the RI can be used to assess the vertical extent of hot
spots or the 11 areas investigated, and also determine if the adsorbed ‘
contaminant plumes have commingled. New surface soil data can be used to
further characterize the areal extent of contaminants which have been detected
above PRGs and to support the risk assessment. :

2. We agree with the installation of at least 4 groundwater monitoring wells in the
basal aquifer, however, based on the limited understanding of a perched aquifer
beneath the site (see Section 4.0 general comment No. 2) it appears that
nested monitoring wells (one well completed in the perch zone and one
completed in the basal aquifer at the same Iocation) may be appropriate for the
site. Has this been considered?
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University of Hawai‘i at Manoa

Department of Geology and Geophysics
School of Ocean and Earth Science and Technology
2525 Correa Road + Honolulu, Hawai'i 96822
Telephone: (808) 956-7640 + Facsimile: (808) 956-2538

August 11, 1995

Memo To: Jackie Miller

From:

Environmental Center

N () .
Frank Peterson a, ( .I:_.~ T

Subject: Comments on Phase I Remedial Investigation Report for Red Hill Oily Waste

Disposal Facility Pearl Harbor

My overall impression of the work described by this report is that it is scientifically

competent and covers the topics addressed ina thorough manner. The surface and subsurface

with the final conclusion that the basal groundwater pathway is of potential concern and requires
additional investigation. I do, however, have the following comments and questions regarding
details contained in this report:

(1)

)

)

As stated above I concur that contamination of the basal groundwater is of concern and
requires additional investigation. I wonder, however, why more effort was not expended
in this study to make a preliminary assessment of basal groundwater contamination, at
least to the extent of sampling nearby basal water wells, or at the very least making an
inventory of existing basal wells in the immediate vicinity of the site. Was this type of
work expressly ruled out in the scope of work for the Phase I study?

No mention is made anywhere in the report of the presence of DNAPLs. If any of the
potential groundwater contaminants are DNAPLs this should be pointed out as transport
pathways in the basal groundwater for DNAPLs may not follow the expected
groundwater flow gradients.

p. 5-22: Attenuation factors of 10 and 100 were used for the groundwater pathway
beneath the Stilling Basin. Because borings at this site do not all encounter a low
permeability tuff (see comment (4) below) and the low permeability clay layer at the
surface is of variable thickness (in boring B04 it is less than 10 ft) I would feel most
comfortable using an attenuation factor of 10 throughout. An attenuation factor of 100
may give misleadingly low contaminate concentration values.
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(4)  Appendix C, Borings Beneath Stilling Basin: It seems rather curious that tuff is
encountered in all borings in the vicinity of the Stilling Basin at about 25-35 ft bgs except

B0O4 which is less than 100 ft from the other borings. I would except wind-laid tuff to
be deposited over the entire site. Is it possible these are stream-laid tuffs and hence are
restricted in their areal distribution? If so this could enhance the possibility of basal
groundwater contamination. I also notice that tuff is not encountered in the Background

“boring (BO1), which is about 25 ft upslope from the other borings which may explain its
absence, especially if the tuff is stream-laid.

(5) Section 5.4.11, Stilling Basin Groundwater Pathways: Any compound occurring in

concentrations of concern in the perched groundwater (TFH, 11-DCE, B(a)A for
example) should also be of concern for basal gorundwater because as indicated in
comment (4) above, the tuff which causes the perched groundwater is not areally
continuous in all borings at this site. Hence, the concentrations entering the basal water
where the tuff is not present could conceivably be the same as those observed in the
perched groundwater. T o

6) Section 5, Surface Water Pathways: For all sites described in the report the surface
water pathway via runoff to Halawa Stream is deemed insignificant because of infrequent
heavy rains and flooding. However, no quantitative evidence is given to justify this
conclusion. I believe this interpretation probably is correct but I would like to see some
quantification to justify this, especially for the Site Runoff Area where surface arsenic
values exceed background by a factor of S times (Section 5.4.7.2). Can calculations be

— — — — — —presented -tojustify -this—conclusion? — Also- what- about -the -potential problem - of — — -
contaminated sediment from the site being deposited in Halawa Stream? Is this stream
channelized all the way to Pearl Harbor or are there potential sediment traps along the
way? This needs some clarification/discussion.

@) Section 5.4.11.4, Coast Guard Parcel Groundwater Pathway: Several compounds (TFH,
dieldrin) have calculated concentrations entering basal groundwater at or near HBL yet
the report concludes that groundwater pathway is insignificant. I would conclude from
this exactly the opposite, that it may be of concern and should be further investigated.

®) Section 7, Risk Evaluation: My understanding of risk evaluation is rudimentary at best,
nonetheless, I am concerned about the risk assessment for the Coast Guard Parcel under
proposed residential use. In particular, the soil exposure pathways for onsite residents
are all evaluated as insignificant due to low contaminant concentration (Table 7.1-21, p.
7-36). On p. 7-47 it is stated that "according to USEPA (1991b) the Site does not
warrant cleanup if: (1) the Site-specific cumulative excess carcinogenic risk is equal to
or less than 10° and (2) the Site-specific cumulative HI is equal to or less than 1.
Remedial action must be justified if: (1) the Site-specific cumulative excess carcinogenic
risk is between 10° and 10* (2) the Site-specific cumulative HI is equal to or less than
1. The Site may pose a significant risk to human health and warrant cleanup if: (1) the
Site-specific cumulative excess carcinogenic risk is greater than 10*; or (2) the Site-
specific cumulative HI is much greater than 1." On p. 7-65 and 7-70 the report indicates
that the cumulative health risks for a residential setting for the Coast Guard Parcel are
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in excess cancer risk of 8 x 10° and have a noncancer HI of 1.3. These numbers are
right at the borderline for remedial action as described on p. 7-47 above. I recognize that
background arsenic and thallium are partially responsible for the high HI, however, this
still looks borderline to me and perhaps requires further investigation or at least a
stronger justification for requiring no further action.
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Commanding Officer Sand Island Access Road

U. 8. Coast Guard Base Honolulu, HI 96819-4398
Staff Symbol: EPS
Phone: (808) 832-3280

U.S. Department
of Transportation

¢ United States
Coast Guard

11011
25 August 1995

From: Commanding Officer, U. S. Coast Guard Base Honolulu

To: Commander, Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering

Command, Pearl Harbor, HI

Subj: RED HILL OILY WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY, FISC, PHASE 1
REMEDIAL DRAFT

1. We have reviewed the Phase I Remedial (RI) (Draft), Red Hill
Oily Waste Disposal Facility, Fleet and Industrial Supply Center

(FISC) draft report.

2. Additional clarification is requested regarding the—comments

made regarding the "Coast Guard Parcel" on pages 8-10 (para.
8.2.11) and 8-16 (para. 8.4.11]). These comments seem to
contradict each other regarding whether or not the Parcel is
contaminated. The test results listed on pages 4-149 through 4-
151, specifically the 6010/7000 series metals, show numerous
levels that are significantly higher than regulatory action
levels.

3. My point of contact is Mr. Steven Pitts, Base Honolulu's

- Environmental Protection Specialist.- Please contact him at - -
832-3280 regarding any information or questions you may have.

(8
m‘;_/z—é‘. Pt
R. M. DIEHL
By Direction

Copy: CEU Honolulu

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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3 M g ‘ ~ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
% S '
REGIO
e N IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

22 November 1995

Darlene Ige

Department of the Navy

Pacific Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Makalapa, HI) ,
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7300 ) -

Dear Darlene:

Enclosed are the comments of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
to the Phase | Remedial Investigation Report (draft) for the Red Hill Oily Waste
Disposal Facility, Pearl Harbor Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oahu, Hawaii.

The Preliminary Risk Evaluation should focus on using the detected
concentration in each area and compare the values to the PRG's. Both industrial and
residential land use scenarios should be used for comparison purposes. The use of a
residential scenario is not binding on the Navy but used to establish the incremental
differences for analysis of risk and cleanup decisions. The Preliminary Risk
Evaluation, Ecological, alludes to the Pearl Harbor Sediment Study to address the
surface pathway. The Pearl Harbor Sediment Study as currently configured, will not
address the surface pathway. A more comprehensive effort is needed to fully
evaluate ecological risk. There also needs to be close coordination between these
two studies.

If you have any questions please contact me at (415) 744-2412.

Sincerely,

R

-_j?%ww
.~ Lewis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

cc: . Mike Miyasaka, DOH
Donald Gruber, URS
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (

PACIFIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
258 MAKALAPA DR., STE. 100
PEARL HARBOR, HI 96860-3135

5090.A14 -
Ser ENV1821/ 2520

9 7 SEP 2000

Mr. Mike Miyasaka

Hawaii State Department of Health

Hazard Evaluation Emergency Response Branch
919 Ala Moana Bivd, Room 206

Honolulu, HI 96814

Dear Mr. Miyasaka:

Subj: PETROLEUM CONTAMINATION AT RED HILL OILY WASTE DISPOSAL
FACILITY

This letter is in response to your review comments dated May 5, 2000 on the draft final
Remedial Investigation Report for the Former Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
(OWDF), located at Halawa Valley. A revised draft final report was submitted to the
Department of Health on September 5, 2000.

It is the Navy's conclusion that the site-related impacts to soil, perched groundwater,
and the basal drinking water aquifer at the OWDF have been sufficiently characterized.
Our environmental investigations indicate that the site-related impacts to these media
do not represent significant risks to human health or the environment. This conclusion
is based on several extensive investigations and a response action conducted over a
12-year period. The results of these reports are summarized in the Phase Il Draft Final

Rl Report.

The Phase | Rl concluded that impacts from the OWDF do not to pose a significant risk
to human health and the environment. Additionally, the major source of contamination
at the OWDF was excavated and treated during the 1995 Removal Action.

The DOH has recently expressed concern over the presence of Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbon (TPH) above DOH criteria detected in the subsurface at a specific OWDF
location during the most recent investigation, the Phase Il RI. The concentrations of
TPH detected have been evaluated under two approaches:

¢ Risk to human health represented by potential migration of TPH to the basal
drinking water aquifer was evaluated by field observations, hydrogeologic
characterization, testing surface and subsurface soils, testing groundwater, and
contaminant fate and transport calculations. No evidence of TPH was present in
deep borings for the monitoring well installed in the vicinity of the highest detected
TPH concentrations. The potential for downward migration of TPH was determined
to be insignificant, based upon the presence of multiple subsurface barriers to

“downward groundwater and contaminant migration. This conclusion was supported
by the lack of detected TPH or petroleum-related substances that are regulated by
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e Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) in the basal drinking water aquifer samples.

¢ Risk to human health represented by the TPH detected in the subsurface soil or
rock which was evaluated by assessing the potential toxicity or carcinogenic effects
of the detected CERCLA hazardous substances that comprise of TPH. The
potential risks to human health represented by the cumulative effects of these
detected concentrations were found to be below permissible levels of risk.

The results of both evaluation approaches indicate that subsurface TPH does not
represent a significant risk to human health or the environment, nor has it impacted the
basal drinking water aquifer. Because the TPH is buried at an approximate depth of
15 feet, the potential for nuisance or odor does not represent an issue of concern.
Further delineation of the TPH at the OWDF is not warranted based upon these facts.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Wesley Ching of our Environmental
Restoration Division at (808) 474-4513.

Sincerely, .
Moo D). Fehe
MELVIN 2. WAL, P.E.

Head '
Environmental Engineering Department
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PACIFIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
(MAKALAPA, HI)
PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII 96860-7300
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CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

- Enclosed is the Draft Final Report Phase Il Remedial Investigation (RI) for the Red Hill
Oily Waste D|sposal Facility, Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl Harbor,
Hawaii.

The submission of these documents is in accordance with the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 which requires federal agencies to coordinate
closely with the regulatory agencies and the Natural Resource Trustees during
Installation Restoration (IR) investigations.

This phase of the Rl included characterization of three exposure areas of concern
(EAQOCs) and any potential connection between the perched groundwater and the basal
aquifer. The human health preliminary risk evaluation (PRE) performed for the soil at
the EAOCs concluded that no significant risk is posed by contaminants found in the
soil. No further action is recommended at these EAOCs. The characterization of the
basal aquifer beneath the site concluded that although that the fate and transport
pathway for contaminants is potentially complete, any transport that does occur will be
insignificant. Consequently, no further action is recommended concernlng the basal
aquifer.

Should you have any questions concerning the document, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching (ENV1 821WC) of our Environmental Restoration Division at
(808) 474- 4513 g

Sincerely,
DARLENE IGE
Head

Environmental Services Department
Acting
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Copy to:

Mr. Adam Klein

TechLaw Inc.

530 Howard Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Gary Gill (w/o encl)

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbowi Street

Kinau Hale ~ '

Honolulu, HI 96813
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CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED ¢

To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

Enclosed is the Revised Draft Final Report Phase 1l Remedial Investigation (RI) for the
Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility at Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl
Harbor. Portions of the draft final documents have been revised and should be
removed from your files to avoid confusion. Please replace them with the enclosed
revised draft final documents.

The submission of these documents is in accordance with the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 which requires federal agencies to coordinate
closely with the regulatory agencies and the Natural Resource Trustees during
Installation Restoration (IR) investigations.

This phase of the RI characterized three exposure areas of concern (EAOCs) and
investigated potential connections between the perched groundwater and the basal
aquifer. The human health preliminary risk evaluation (PRE) performed for the soil at
the EAOCs concluded that no significant risk is posed by contaminants found-in the
soil. No further action is recommended at these EAOCsr\AThe characterization of the
basal aquifer beneath the site concluded that although the fate and transport pathway
for contaminants is potentially complete, any transport that does occur will be
insignificant. Consequently, no further action is recommended concerning the basal

aquifer.

Should you have any questions concerning the document, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching of our Environmental Restoration Division at (808) 474-4513.

e Sincerely, .

“MELVIN Z. WAKL P.E.

Encl: (2 cys) ‘ Hea_d e

(1) Remedial |nvestigaﬁ0n (Rl) : Environmaniai i‘.‘i:sf—;jkiz?.i‘quﬂg Department
Phase. Il Report Red Hill Oily
Waste Disposal Facility Halawa,
Oahu, Hawaii, Vol | Technical _
Report of Sep 00

QO
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Encl: (2 cys)

(2) Remedial Investigation (RI)
Phase Il Report Red Hill Oily
Waste Disposal Facility Halawa,
Oahu, Hawaii, Vol Ill Appendices
J-M of Sep 00

Distribution:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region IX :

75 Hawthorne Street, Mail Code H 9-4

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Keith Kawaoka

Hazard Evaluation and
Emergency Response Office

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu HI 96814

Mr. Robert Smith

U. S. Department of Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service

300 Ala Moana Blvd, Suite 3-122
Honolulu, HI 96850

Ms. Laurie Sullivan

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration — Haz Mat, USEPA SFB-8

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Copy to:

Mr. Adam Klein

TechLaw Inc.

530 Howard Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Gary Gill (w/o encl)

Deputy Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbow! Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
' PACIFIC DIVISION
. © NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
N .. .. BECEIVED | 258 MAKALAPA DR., STE. 100
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CERTIFIED MAIL IiETURN RECEIPT REQUESTEb
To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY’S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

As we agreed, discussions on our responses to your review comments for the Draft
Final Remedial Investigation (RI) Phase !l Report for the Red Hill Oily Waste Disposai
Facility at the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) will be scheduled after
August 3, 2000. Consequently, the Navy is extending the period to review the draft
final report by an additional thirty (30) days as provided by Section 7.7(g) of the Pearl
Harbor Naval Complex (PHNC) Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA). Therefore, the
new due date for the revised draft final Rl report is September 4, 2000.

Should you have any questions concerning this Ietter; please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching (ENV1824/WC), of our Environmental Restoration Division at
(808) 474-4513.

Sincerely,

My - Sl

MELVIN Z. WAKI, P.E.
Head
Environmental Engineering Department

Distribution:

Mr. Lewis Mitani -

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
H-9-4

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX, 75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Keith Kawaoka

Hazard Evaluation and
Emergency Response Office

State of Hawaii

Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2™ Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814
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1 4 JAN 1999
CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED ’

To: Distribution
Subj: NAVY'S INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM

Enclosed is our draft Phase Il Remedial Investigation (RI) Report for the Red Hill Oily
Waste Disposal Facility at Fleet & Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Pearl Harbor. The
submission of this document is in accordance with the Superfund Amendments and -
Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 which requires federal agencies to coordinate
closely with the regulatory agencies and Federal Natural Resource Trustees during
Installation Restoration (IR) investigations. '

This phase of the Rl included characterization of three exposure areas of concern
(EAOCs) and any potential connection between the perched groundwater and the basal
aquifer. The human health preliminary risk evaluation (PRE) performed for the soil at
the EAOCs concluded that no significant risk is posed by contaminants found in the
soil. No further action is recommended at these EAOCs. The characterization of the
basal aquifer beneath the site concluded that although the fate and transport pathway
for contaminants is potentially complete, any transport that does occur will be
insignificant. Consequently, no further action is recommended concerning the basal
aquifer.

We respectfully request that you review these documents and forward your comments
to us within 60 days as required by Section 7.7 of the Pearl Harbor Naval Complex
Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA).

Should you have any questions regarding this document, please contact
Mr. Wesley Ching (Code 1821WC) of our Environmental Restoration Branch at
(808) 474-4513.

Sincer\ely,
MELVIN Z. WAKI

Director o
Environmental Division

Distribution: (See page 2)
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RECCIVED
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

1999 JAN 2b A %I

Encl: (2 cys) HEER Uirrivt

(1) Draft Report Phase Il Remedial Investigation (RI)
Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility
Halawa, Oahu, Hawaii, Technical Report (Hard Copy)
and Appendices (CD Rom) of Jan 1999

Distribution:

Mr. Lewis Mitani

Remedial Project Manager

Federal Facilities Cleanup Office, H-9-4
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Bryce Hataoka

Hazard Evaluation and
Emergency Response Office

State of Hawaii

Department of Health

919 Ala Moana Blvd., 2nd Floor

Honolulu, HI 96814

Mr. Robert Smith

U.S. Department of Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service

Pacific Islands Office

300 Ala Moana Blvd, Suite 3-122
Honolulu, HI 96850

Ms. Laurie Sullivan

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration — Haz Mat

USEPA SFB-8

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

(Cont. on page 3)
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Copy to:

Mr. Donald Gruber

URS Greiner Woodward Clyde
2520 Venture Oaks Way, Suite 250
Sacramento, CA 95833-3200

Mr. Gary Gill (w/o encl)

Director for Environmental Health
1250 Punchbowl! Street

Kinau Hale

Honolulu, HI 96813

3
carrolicox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 96@89 896











AT Ka "o lil-oo PR ERRin TR0 ARweEl L QU0 Codulsld W A0 e &L i/

) )

FAX

To: _Mike Miyasaka Date: _5/8/98 - }
Company: _State of Hawaii DOH Fix: __ 680 ~1603-

Phone:

From; _Bruce Tsutsui . Ext: (B08) 523-8874 x266

Location: _Honolulu Sending from Fax #: _(808) 523-8050

Project 4, 23260 Red Hill Phasy 11 RUFS
Subject: Abandonment of Red Hill Deep Monitoring Well RH-B07

comments:
Hi Mike-
Artached please find supplemental information reparding a replacement well for the Red Hill Ofly Waste Disposal

Facility monitoring well RH-B07and proposed _location for the new well,
Thanks-

Bruce Tsutani

&
Ifyou do notreceive 42 pages (inchuding cover page)
please call us as soon as possible @ 808.523.8874

EARTH@TEGH

A TYEI INTERNATIONAL LTD. COMPANY

(0671807
carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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To: _Mike Miyasaka

Company: _State of Hawaii DOH

Phone:

Prom: _Bruce Tsuisui

Location: Honolulu

Project #: _23260 Red Hill Phuse [T RUVFS

B8 5238958 TO 5867537 _P.Bl111

L //( 1 (4 &
FAX
Date: _5/1/98

+ *

Ext: (808) 523-8874 x266
Sending from Fax #: _(808) 523-8850

Subject: _Abandonment of Red Hill Deep Monitoring Well RH-BO7

Comments:

Hi Mike-

Attached please find information regarding the Red Hill Qily Waste Disposal Facility monitoring well RH-B07.

propesed well abandonment procedures, and well construetion and subsutface lithology for all three deep

monitoring wells instailed at the site,

Ifyou do notreceive 12 pages (including cover page)

plesse call us as soon as possible @ 808.523.8874

EARTH@TEGH

A TYCO INTERNATIONAL LTD. COMPANY

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, HI 467808
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To! Wes Ching, PACNAVFACENGCOM

From: John Fern, Bruce Tsutsui, Earth Tech

Project Name: Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility (OWDF) Phase |l Rl
Project Number: CTO 0034

Data: May 8, 1898

Re: Abandonment and Replacement of Deep Monitoring Well RH MWO7

As you know, we finished inslaliing the hree deep moniluring wells (RH-MWOS8 Lhraugh
RH-MWO08) into the basal Halawa-Moanalua aquifer beneath the Red Hill OWDF on
Monday, May 4, 1998. Estimated elevations of water levels measured in two of the wells
(RH-MWO06 and RH-MWOS, illustrated in Figure 1) were found to correspond to known
groundwater level elevations for the basal aquifer, between 17 and 19 feet above mean
&ea level (msl)

Watcr lovels measured in the third well (RH MWOT); however, are significantly higher in
elevation, approximately 85 feet above msl, corresponding to the perched groundwater
levels measured in the existing shallow monitoring wells (Figure 1). These waler levels
indicate an apparent communication between the upper perched water-bearing zone and
RH-MWO7. This connection occurred in spite of our concerted efforts to isolate the
perched aquifer from the basal aquifer using steel surface conductor casing grouted from
the bottom of the perched zone to ground surface, and special precautions taken while
installing the wall.
\

Water sampies were recently coliected from three of the four existing shallow site
monitoring wells penetrating the perched zone (MWO02, MWO03, and MWO05) as part of the
current Rl effort. MWO04 yielded insufficient water to collect a sample. Only a single
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon compound, pyrene, was detected in the sample
collected from MWO3, at a concentration well below the tap water PRG, as listed in Table
1. In addition, no concentrations of volatile arganic compounds (VOCs) or total petroleum
hydrocarbons were detected above the laboratory method detection limits as illustrated
in Tables 2 and 3.

Although resulta of the water sample analyscs do not indicato that the overlying perched
zone is contaminated, the water level data indicate the potential for cross-contamination
with the basal aquifer exists. We recommend RH-MW07 be abandoned and replaced
with a new menitoring well in a nearby location. Well abandonment should commence as
500N as possible,

Because of the situation, we recommend the abandonment procedures include steps in -
addition to those usually recommended hy the State of Hawaii Department of Land and
Natural Resources (DLNR). A construction diagram of RH-MWO?7 is illustrated in Figure
2, along with recommended steps for well abandenment:

1) A culling loul will be lowered into the well to perforate/cut open the stainless steel

well screen.
2) After the well screen is opened, thé sand filter pack will be removed from the

annulus of the boarehole by airlifting through the opened screen.

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani,vHI 96789
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3)

4)

5)

6)

( {

After sand removal, the borehole will be sealed by pressure grouting through the
perforated screen,

Volclay or a grout and 3-5% bentonite mixture will be continually pumped into the
well casing to seal off the zone balow the existingbentonite well seal. Grout will also
be pumped into the casing up to a depth corresponding to the top of the bentonite
seal. The consistency of the existing bentonite well seal prevents the driller from
removing the seal. As a result, the portion of easing within the bentonite layer will be
left in piace and sealed from above and below using this method.

The well casing will be drilied out to a dopth just above the bentonite seal. The
resulting pilot hole will then be used to assist in drilling out the existing grout and
reaming lhe surrounding subsurface,

The reamed borehole will be regrouted to ground surface using Volelay grout or
equivalent. Reaming and regrouting the borehole will fill in voids potentially not
completely filled during the original well construction.

The methed used to install the replacement well will need to be carefully selected to
avoid similar problems to those encountered with MW-07. Although there are a few
possibilities, the preferred methad would be to install permanent conductor casing from
the ground surface to just above the top of the basal aquifer water table. Detalls
regarding the proposed installation methods will be discussed and determined during the
May 8, 1988 meeting.

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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Table 1. Preliminary Laboratory Analytical Results for Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
(PNA), MW02, MW03, MWO5 |

Red Hill Oily Waste Disposal Facility

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

PRGs AB501 ABS02 AB503 ABs07 Lab

Compounds Tap Water Mwo2 MWo2D MWO03 MW | MDL(8310)
(ugM) Sampled Sampled Sampled | Sampled (ug/M)

3/25/98 3/25/98 3/25/98 4/8/98
(ug/) (ug/l) (ugh) (ug/

Napbthalene 240 <0.48U ~0.48U 0.48U0 ~0.481J 013
Acenaphthylene NA. <0.96U <0.96U <096U | <0.95U 0.97
Accnaphthene 370 -<0.48U “0.48U <0 48U ~0,45U 0.14
Fluorene 240 <0.096U <0.096U <0.096U | <0.095U 0.025
Pliensauthrens NA ~0.0460 «0,048U ~0.048U | ~0.048U 0.048
Agthracene 1800 <0.48LJ <(0.48U <0480 <().48U 0.015
Fluoranthene 1500 <0.096U <0.096U <0.09617 [ <0.095U 0.014
Pyrene 180 =0.048U) <0.048U 0.082 =0,048U 0.019
Benzo{a)anthracene 0.092 20,0430 Z0.0480 | <0.0480 | <0.04R0 0.013
Chrysene 9.2 ~0.048U ~0.048U ~<(0.048U | ~0.048U .037
Benzo(b)ilueranthene 0.092 <0,096U <0.0961] <0.096U | <0.095U 0.037

Benzo(K)fluoranthene 0.92 Z0.043U 00480 | <0.048U | <00480 | 0.014
Benzo(a)pyrenc® 0.0092 00487 <0.048U =0.048U [ <0.048U 0.015
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene* 0,0092 0,096V =0.0961) <0.096U | <0.095D 0.026
Benza(g,h, D)perylenc NA <0.096U <(),096U <0,096U <0.095U 0.095
Indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.092 <0,048U <0.048U <0.048U | =0.0481] 0,011
1-Methyinaphthalene NA <0.048U <0.048U <0.048U | <0.048U 0.048
2-Methylnaphthzlene NA =0.0480] <0,048U <0,0481) | <0.048U 0.048

¥ Lab detection limits are above Preliminary Remedial Goals (PRGs).
<xxxU: Compound not detected above indicated Lab reporting Limit.

ug/l: Mierogram per liter (10”)

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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Table 2. Preliminary Laboratery Analytical Results for TPH-Gas and
TPH-Diesel, MW02, MW03, MWO05
Red Hill Waste Disposal Facility
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

ABsM11 ABS02 ABS03 ABSD7

COMPOUNDS MW02 MW02D : MWO3 MwWos
Sampled 3/25/9% Sampled 3/25/98 Sampled 3/25/98 | Sampled

(mg/) (mg/l) . (mg/h) 4/8/98

(mg/l}

TYH-Gas A HIRY <0y U <lgo u <o v
TPH-diesel <0.24 U <0.24 U 059U | <024U

<xxxU: Compound not detected above indicated Lab reporting Limir
mg/l:  Milligram per liter (10%)
. TPH soil action levels from DOH:

TPHagtsoline 2,000mglleg
‘TPH-middle distillates 5,000mg.kg
TPHeresidual fitels 3.000mp/ky

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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Table 3. Preliminary Laburatory Anaiytical Results for Volatle Organic Compounds
(VOCs), MW02, MW03, MW05
Red Hiil Oily Waste Disposal Facility
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

AB501 ABZ0Z ARSN3 ARADT Lab
Compounds PRGs MWO02 MwozD MWo03 MWGs MDL (8260)
Tap Water | Sampled | Sampled | Sampled | Sampled (ug/hH
(ugh) 3/25/98 3/25/98 3/25/98 4/8/98
(ug/l) (ug/l (ug/l) (ug/l)
Methylene Chloride 43 <5.0U <50U <50U =500 0.26
Chloroform 0.16 <016 U | <0.16U <0,16 U | <0.16U (.087
1,1,1-Trichlorosthane 200 =100 <100 <1.0U =100 0.11
1,2-Dichloroethane 55 <100 <1.0U <10 U <[.0U 0.19
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.17 <0.17U <(,17U0 <0,17U <0.170 0.17
Benzene 5 <1.01J <1.G61] <1.01! <3011 0.047
Trichloroethene 1.6 <1.0U =10 U <],0U <1.0U 0.17
Bromadichlnromethane B E] <0 1817 <0, 1807 <0.1R U <0.18U 0.15
4-Methyl-2-pentanone NA <0l <10 Y <10 U <100 0.23
1.1,2-Trichlorocthane 3 <l Qu =1.0U “1.0U <100 0.13
"Toluene 1000 <100 <100 Z1,0U <1.0U 0.07
Tetrachlorocthene 1.1 <1,0 U <1.0U <1.0U =100 0.13
Chlorobenzene 100 <1,0U <10U <1.0 U <].01 0.081
Ethylbenzene 700 <1.0U <1.0U <1.0U <]1.0U 0.046
Bromoform 8.5 <3.0U <3.0U <301 <1.01] N 0R4
“Total xylenes 1400 <[00 | <l0U <1.0U <100 0.21
4,1,4.2=tetrachloroethane” U055 <015 U <0.15U <0.15U <013 U 0.15
Chlorodibromomethane NA <1.0U <1.0U <100 <1,0U 1
Chloromethane 1.5 <1.5U <t U <[5U =1.5U 032
Vinyl Chlaoride 2 <1.0U z1.0U <1.01] <[.017] N3
Bromomethane 8.7 <LoU <1.0U <100 <1,0U 021
Chioroethanc 710 <l.0U <1.01J <1QU <10 U 0.47
Acetone 610 =0 <10U <oy <0 U 2.9
1,1-Dichloroethene™ 0.04% 20300 | <0200 | <0200 | <0200 0.20
Carbon Disullide 21 <500 <500 <500 <500 0.17
Trans-1,2-Dichloroethune NA <l.oU <10U <J0T) <1,0U 1.0
1,1-Dichloroethane RID <Ol <1011 =1.0U <ioUu n.11
2-Butanone 1900 <l0U <107 <[QU <loU 0.88
Cis-1,2-Dichlorocthens NA <00 <100 <1.0U <1.0U 1.0
1,2-Dichloropropane 5 <1.QU <1.0U <1.0U <[.0U 0.15
Ci1s-1,3-Dichloropropene* 0.081 <0,14 U <0.14 U <0.14U <0.14U 0.14
Trans-1, 3- 0.081 <0.10U <0.10 U <010 U <0.10U 0.1
Dichloropropene*
2-Hexangne NA <10U <\o0U <100 <10 UJ 0.50
Styrene 00 | <100 <10U <l0U | <loU | OUOI0TT

+[ ah detection limits are above Preliminary Remedial Goals (PRGs).
<xxx U: Compound not detected above Lab reporting limit.
ug/l: microgram per liter (10°)

carrollcox.com, Box 4202, Mililani, Hl 96789
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