DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

OFFICE OF ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT
U.S, ARMY FORT MONMOUTH
P.O, 148
OCEANPORT, NEW JERSEY 07767

May 17, 2013

Ms, Linda Range

New Jersey Depattment of Environmental Protection
Case Manager

Bureau of Southern Field Operations

401 East State Strest, 5™ Floot

PO Box 407

Trenton, NJ 08625

Re:  Proposed Test Pit Investigation Plan for Pareel 28 Historical Septic Tanlk Systems
and Gas Station, Charles Wood Axea, Fort Monmouth, New Jersey

Attachments:
A. Cotrespondence Letter from NJDEP dated July 10, 2012
B. Figures;
Figure 1 Proposed Test Pit Location Map
Figure 2 June 30, 1944 Hand-Drawn Sketch of the Chailes Wood Area
Figure 3 May 2, 1957 Aerial Photograph
Figurs 4 May 13, 1963 Aerial Photograph

Dear Ms. Ranges:

In response to the NJDEP’s July 10, 2012 coirespondence letter (provided in Attachment A), the
U.8. Army proposes to conduct a test pit investigation at Parcel 28 of the Charles Wood Avea of
Fort Monmouth, The purpose of the investigation is fo evaluate subsurface conditions at three
former septic systems (referenced in the July 10, 2012 NIDEP letter) and one former gas station
(not referenced in the July, 10, 2012 NJDEP letter) at Parcel 28. The test pit investigation will be
condueted in accordance with:

1) Section 3.6.8 (Waste and Wastewater Treatment Systems) of the Angust 1, 2012
Technical Guidance for Site Investigation of Soil/Remedial Investigation of Soil/Remedial

Action Verification Sampling for Soil
2) Sections 7:26E-3.4 and 7:26E-3.5 of the NIDEF’s May 7, 2012 Technical Requirements

for Site Remediation
3) August 2005 Field Sampling and Procedures Manual.

Referenced below is a line by line response in bold print to each NJDEP comnment regarding
Parcel 28 as stated in the July 10, 2012 correspondence letter:
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Septic System and Leach Field East of Heliport Drive, South of Radiac Way

NJDEP Comment

It is agreed the four test pits were adequate for characterization of the leach field; no additional
action is necessary for the leach field. It does not appear, however, the suspected distiibution
box/entirety of the septic system was investigated. Although they are not designed to hold
liquids/sludges (but rather to distribute the liquids after the solids fall out into the holding tank),
particulatly as the structure apparently remains in place, additional information is requited as to
whether the structure could have been/functioned as a holding {ank (field notes do reference it as
a septic tank) which did contain solids or liquids which should have been sampled.

Army Response
The Atmy believes all septic system cormponents were removed from this area during renovation

of the buildings associated with the Eatontown Laboratories, circa 1951, In an effort to
determine the composition of the waste stream that entered the septic tank and distribution box,
the Ariny proposes to dig a test pit to the depth of the groundwater table in the area where the
former septic holding tank and distribution box were located. If sludge is encountered in the
excavation, a sludge sample as well as a groundwater sample will be collected and submitted to
an NJDEP-certified laboratory for U.S. Enviconmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Target
Compound List (TCL) and Target Analyte List (TAL) analysis. If no sludge is encountered in
the excavation, a soil sample within six inches of the groundwater table in addition to a
groundwater sample will be collected and submitted to an NJDEP-certified laboratory for
USEPA TCL and TAL analysis. A summary report detailing the findings of the test pit
investigation, including all photodocumentation, will be submitted to the NJDEP,

Septie System & Septic Tank A

NJDEP Comment

Located off the northeast corner of Building 2525, a suspected septic tank was located via GPR
scanning, as denoted as “A” on Figure 3.5-2 of the ECP Site Investigation. Sampling efforts,
however, were performed only at the associated leach field. What efforts were made to
adequately characterize any holding tank contents of the actual septic tank, as requited by the
Tech Regulations in effect at the time of investigation [N.J.A.C. 7:26E-3,9(e)317 Asregarding
the associated leach field, a minimum of 4 samples are required. A single soil and single
groundwater sample is inadequate.

Army Response
The Army believes all septic systetn components were removed from this area during renovation

of the buildings associated with the Eatontown Laboratories, circa 1951, In an effort to
determine the composition of the waste stream that entered the septic tank and associated leach
field, the Army proposes to dig one test pit in the area where the former septic holding tank was
located and four test pits in the area where the former septic system leach field is located, All
test pits will be excavated to the depth of the groundwater table. If sludge is encountered in any
of the excavations, a studge sample as well as a gioundwater sample will be collected and
submitted to an NJDEP-~cextified laboratory for USEPA TCL and TAL analysis. If no sludge is
encountered, a soil sample within six inches of the groundwater table in additionto a
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groundwater sample will be collected from each test pit and submitted to an NJDEP-certified
laboratory for USEPA TCL and TAL analysis. A summary report detailing the findings of the
test pit investigation, including all photodocumentation, will be submitted to the NJDEP.,

Sentic System at Southeastern Coiner of Parcel 28

NIDEP Comment
For that septic system located in the southeastern corner of the parcel as sampled by P28-SB1,
the findingsfrequirements noted in the above paragraph also apply.

Army Response

The Army believes all septic system components were removed from this area during renovation
of the buildings associated with the Eatontown Laboratories, circa 1951, In an effort to
determine the composition of the waste stream that entered the septic tank and associated leach
field, the Army proposes to dig one fest pit In the area where the former septic holding tank was
located and four test pits in the avea whete the former septic system leach field is located. All
test pits will be excavated to the depth of the groundwater table, If sludge is encountered in any
of the excavations, a sludge sample as well as a groundwater sample will be collected and
submitted to an NJDEP-certified laboratory for USEPA TCL and TAL analysis. If no sludge is
encountered, a soil saniple within six inches of the groundwater table in additionfoa
groundwater sample will be collected from each test pit and submitted to an NJDEP-cettified
laboratory for USEPA TCL and TAL analysis. A summary repoit detailing the findings of the
test pit investigation, including all photodocumentation, will be submitted to the NJDEP.

Former Storage Areas/Possible Former Tank Pads

NJDEP Commett
This area received a designation of No Purther Action on March 29, 2012,

Aimy Response
The Army acknowledges the NJDEP's NFA designation for this area,

Former Parcel 28 Gas Station (Not Referenced in July 10, 2012 NIDEP etfter)

According to a June 30, 1944 hand-drawn skeich of the Charles Wood Area (Figure 2), former
building 2541 is depicted as “gas station™, The structure depicted as a gas station on the sketch
is also present on a May 2, 1957 aerial photograph (Figure 3) of the area. In a subsequent May
13, 1963 aerial photograph (Figure 4), the “gas station” structure is no longer present. No other
records regarding former building 2541 could be found. The Army believes the former Bldg.
2541 gas station depicted on the sketch and aerial photopraphs was demolished during
renovationfreconfiguration of the Charles Wood Area, circa 1957-1963. The building number
2541 has since been reused, and is currently the building numbes of a warehouse af the Charles
Wood Area,

In an effort to determine if any remnants of the gas station remain, including any underground
storage tanks, piping, and any historical discharge that may have occurred, the Army proposes to
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dig five test pits fo the depth of the groundwater table in the area where the former gas station
was located, Excavated soil from each fest pit will be visually examined and scanned with a
photoionization detector. If visually stained soil or soil with field-detectable volatile organic
compounds are encountered at a test pif location, three samples will be collected: a soil sample
from the impacted area, a soil sample within six inches of the groundwater fable, and a
groundwater sample. If no impacted soil is encountered, only two samples will be collected: a
soil sample within six inches of the groundwater table and a groundwater sample. All samples
will be submitted to an NJDEP-certified laboratory and analyzed for volatile oxganic compounds
with a library search of the fifteen highest tentatively identified compounds (VO+15) plus lead,
If any underground storage tanks or piping are encountered, these items will be removed from
the subsurface with soil and groundwater sampling conducted in accordance with N.J.A.C, 7:26E
and the regulations regarding closure of @ UST system N.JLA.C, 7:14B), A summary report
detailing the findings of the test pit investigation, including all photodocumentation, will be
submitted to the NJDEP. '

The Army requests that the NJDEP issue a formal approval letter for the proposed test pit
investigation plan. ‘

Shoutd you have any questions ot require additional information, please contact me at (732) 380-
7064 or by email at wanda.s.green2.civ@mail.mil.

Sincerely,

Hndathoon_

Wanda Green
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Enclosuies
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CHIUS CHRISTIE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION BOB MARTIN
Govermor Bureau of Case Mansgement Conmilsstoner
‘ 401 Rast Siafe Strest - g
KiM GUADAGND .0, Box 420/vintt Code 401031
Lt, Governor Teenlon, N} 08625-0023

Phisite #: 609-633+1455
Pex 1 609-633-1439
July 10,2012

Wanda Green

BRAC Environmentat Coordinator
QACSIM —U.S. Army Fort Montnouth
PO Box 148

Oceanport, NI 07757

Re:  March 2012 Aty Response to NJDEP Cortesp onclenea Letter Dated October 28, 2008
Fort Monmouth, NJ
P1.G000000032

Pear My, Green:

A voview of the above referenced report, received March 27, 2012 and submiited in response to
the Depatfment’s comments regarding the Draft Site investigation Report of July 21, 2008 by
Shaw Environmental, Inc,, has been completed by this office. Many of the parcel comaments
involved suspected USTs; i additlon to that infoxmation provided in this subiaittal and the July
2008 8J, a review and comparison of Appendix G, Appsndix O, and Figures 15 and 16 of the
Januaty 2007 ECP Report was conducted by this office I an attempt to ascertaln the location

* and status of all tanks looated within the patcels, Unless otherwise noted, comments and
questions are provided only for ench patcel referenced in the submittal and are generally
presented by patcel,

Pareel 13 ~ Formeyr Barrvacks (Buildings 2004-2016)

Geophysioal surveys wete performed, and sampling was conduoted throughout that area at which
USTs wete known fo or may have been present. No USTs were found; all soils aualytical
results were helow cleanup mltelia applicable to the sife; no additional action for the parcel is

facessary,

Parcel 14 — Former Buildings nud Housing Aves Northwest Portion of CWA

As indicated in the Department’s correspondence of May 30, 2012, the geophysical sutveys
petformed and sampling conducted throughout that avea at which USTs were or may have been
present were sufficient to adequately characterize the area, No USTs were found; sl solls
analytical tesults collested wors below cleatup criteria applicable to the site. The patcel was
re-categorized from Category 2 to Category 1.

New Jerssy 1s on Bqual Opportuntly Buploper « Printed ot Recyeled Paper autd Reeyoluble




Parce! 15 — Building 2700
Parcel 15 was Issued a designation of No Further Actlon for soils and ground water, exclusive of

CW-1, onMay 9, 2012, Remediation efforts involving CW-1 continue,

Parcel 27 — Southwestern Coxner CWA
The single ontstanding lssue at Parcel 27 was the USTs, As previously indicated, numerous
USTs were removed from the patcel, however, additional doeumentation for same was requited,

It is agreed fourteen (14) USTs have besn removed and given NIDEP Closure Approval
Letiers/NFAs, Alhough it is undesstood Depatimental approval may have beon geanted for an
additional five USTs, as indicated on Page 6 of the teferenced submittal and In Appendix G,
please be advised this office does not have documentation confirming Closute Approval/NFA for
the following USTs,

UST2506-37 Reported NJDEP UST Closute Approval Date 7/10/98
UST 2624-34  Reported NJDEP UST Closure Approval Date 7/23/93
UST 2624-57  Reported NIDEP UST Closure Approval Date 9/21/95
UST 2624-58 Reported NJDEP UST Closure Approval Date 9/21/95
UST 2624-59 Reported NJIDEP UST Closure Approval Date 9/21/95

Additlonally, please provide information as to the staius of the USTs noted in Appendix O ai
what appeat to be Bulldings 2566 and 2505, located just notth of Building 25037

Any sediment Issues which may have resulted from parcel operations ate to be addressed as pait
of the ongoing facility wids ecological assessment.

Parcel 28 ~ Formey Katontown Laboratory

Underground Storage Tanks

Although this office is In agreemont with the information subraltted in segard to the majotity of
the USTSs as noted on Parcel 28, questions remain on several, which ave not considered as given a
designation of NIFA at this time,

As above, documentation for closute approval or NFA is not avallable for conflimation on the
* following USTs,

UST 253928 Reported NIDEP UST Closure Approval Date 3/31/93
UST 2539-64 Repotied NIDEP UST Closure Approval Date 3/31/93
UST-2531-21  Reported NJIDEP UST Closure Approval Date 8/29/00




UST 254229 and UST 2564-32 are reported as no relense obgerved. A Standard Reporting
Forim and/or Site Assessment Compliance Statement were roported sent fo us 11/22/91, however,
no designation of NFA was granted, nor comments apparently generated.

Appendix O indicates threo USTs within that avea-which underwent a geophysical sutvey
betweon Building 2525 & Helipoit Diive. The center UST appears to cotrelate to UST P28-8,
which, based upon the investigation perfortmed, watrants no forther action.  Although itis
agteed no tanks remain in that avea, please provide any record of their removal or indjcation as to
evidence of g discharge upon removal. As previously disoussed, a designation of NFA for USTs
cannot be granted without sampling,

Septic Tanks & Lerchfiolds

Leachfield East of Heliport Drive, South of Radiae Way — It 1s agreed the four test pits were
adequate for charactesization of the leachfield; no additional action is necessary for the
leachfield, Tt does not appear, howevet, the suspected D-box/entivety of the septle system was
fnvestigated, Although they are not designed to hold liquids/studges (but rather 18 distribute the
liquids after the solids fall out into the holding tank), pasticulatly as the structure apparently
remains in place, additional information is requited as to whether the structure could have
been/functloned as a holding tank (field notes do reference it as a septic tank) whioh did contain
solids or liquids which should have been sampled,

Septic System & Septic Tank 4 ~ Located off the northeast corner of Building 2525, a suspected
septie tank was located via GPR scanning, as denoted as “A* on Figure 3,52 of the ECP Sito
Investigation. Sampling efforts, however, were performed only at the assoclated leachfield.
What efforts were made to adequately charaoterize any holding tank contents of the actual septic
tank, as required by the Tech Regulations in offect at the time of investigation (NJAC
7:268-3.9(e)3)? Asregarding the assoctated leachfield, a minimum of 4 samples Is required, A
single soil and sitgle ground water sample is Inadequate,

Septic System ot Southeastern Corner of Parcel - For that septic system located in the
southeastern cotner of the parcel as sampled by P28-SB1, the findings/requirements noted in the

above patagiaph slso apply.

Former Storage Arveas/Posstble Former Tank Pads— This area recelved & designation of NFA on
Maich 29, 2012,

Parcel 34 — Building 2567/FTMM 58

Elevated levels of ground water contatination underwent treatment via 8 Permit-by-Rule
approved in October of 2010, The Depariment most recently responded on Match 7, 2012
approving monitoting via two rounds of seasonal high ground water analytical sampling,

As tecently discussed, although piping was cleaned at the titne of fank removal, it necessaty fo
retnove the piping and dispensing equipment/isiand,




Parcel 38 — Former Qutdoor Pistol Range (1940-1955)

Although no exceedences wese noted, Depattmental coraments indicated the surface soil
sampling was not adequate due to the possibility the parcel soils had been re-woiked; a ground
water investigation was therefore requived, The Army will be submitfing the results of a ground
water investigation in & future letter report to this office, If you wish to receive comments on
anticlpated frequenoy and focations of the ground water sampling points and methodology (le
low-flow), please submit the sampling plan prior to implementation,

Pareel 39 ~ Building 1150/Vail Hall

Previous comments indicated the soll exceedences, although permitied to remaln in place with
institutional controls (Deed Notlee), must be compated to and delineated to the RDCSCC, The
Auny has apteed, in this submittal, to prepare a revised map indieating delineation boundailes to
the more slvingent crlierda, as appropriate, A draft Deed Notice for same is fo be submitted to

this office for review and cominent,

Any sedlment issues which may have tesulted from operations ate to be addressed as patt of the
ongoing facility wide ecological assessment.

Parcel 43 — Budlding 1122 (Do-it-Yourself Anto Repalt)
No comments based on submiitel; Avmy acknowledges Department’s March 18, 2011

comments; remedial offorls are ongoing,

Any sediment issues which may have resulted from parcel operations ate to be addressed as part
of the ongoing facility wide ecological sssessment,

Parcel 49 — Former Squier Laboratory Complex

The Site Investigation Indicated five sutface soil sainples contatned base neutrals at
concentrations above the NRDCSCC, while one sample contained PCBs above tho NRDCSCC,
The Department concurred with the recommendation of additional sampling for delineation
puiposes, The March 2012 submittal, however, specifies no sampling wifl be performed in
regard to the BNs exceedences as they “are commonly detected in soil divectly beneath asphalt

pavement”, : :

Buase Neutrals (BNs)
Although if is agreed elevated levels of BN constituonts related to asphalt rathes than a dischaige

muy be encountered heneath asphalt paving, it is not agreed suffioient information has been
provided at this time to document each location at which BN exceedences ave noted is unrelated
to site operattons, The previously approved proposal for additlonal sampling remains
appropriate for éach sample location at which exceedences were noted,




PCBs

Regarding PCBs, a re-sample is cutrently proposed in the location at which PCBs were noted to
exceed the NRDCUSCC, sample P49-SS8-A.  As no Remedial Action Workplan for this parcel
was previously approved, the Soll Remediation Standauds (0,2 ppm) apply, As such, PCBs
exceed the standard at three locations — P49-SB3-A and P49-887-A. {(which also exhibits the
highest levels of BN contamination), in addition to S88-A. Delineation to the most stiingent
standard 1s requited.

Arsenic

A roview of the site operations and the analytical data, including the horizontal and vertical
disteibution of the atsonic, the lead fo aisenie ratio, as well as the presence of glawconttic soils
indicate the arsenie encountered in this area is representative of naturally ocoutring levels,

Volatile Organics
It is agreed further discussion regarding volatile organics in ground water at the M-18 Landﬁll is
fo be disoussed in a forthcoming Remedial Investigation Repost for the landfill,

USTs
Ag with the above parcels, although many tanks have tecelved 4 doslgnation of NFA, several
tanks do not have sufficlent documentation to be deslgnated satne. These include:

UST-293-67 —~ per Appendix G, report sibmitted 2/26/96; no Departmental response
UST-290-193 - per Appendix G, repost submitted Cetober 1993, no Departmental response
UST 283-59 — per Appendix G, reported Closure Approval 2/24/00; no confirmation avallable
UST 283-58 - per Appendix G, no sampiing was performead

UST 296-69 - per Appsnidix G seport submitted 2/26/96; no Departmental 1esponse

For those USTs which Appendix G indicates xeports weie previously submitted and not
responded to, unfortunately, this office has no record of same and re-subiniital is required for
comment, .

Pareel 50 — IRP Sifey FTMM-54, FTMM-55 & FTIVIVI-61

The Aviny acknowledges the Depatiment’s August 14, 2007 lettet, the comments of which are to
be addressed via Remedial Investigation Repost Addendutns for FTMM-54 (Site 296),
FTMM-55 (Site 290) and FIMM-61 (Site 283). Submittal dates were not indicated. This
office will await submittal of same,

Parcel 51 —750 Area, 560 Avea, 600 Ares, 1160 Arven — Former Buildings

The geophysfoal survoy and sampling conduoted at portions of the parcel were insufficient to
allow for determination of NFA for the USTs previously/cutiently Jocated in the parcel, Futther
Investigation conducted north of Bullding 750 revealed the presence of USTs UHOT 1123B and
1123C at the two northernmost previously identified anomalles. The USTs were subsequently
temoved, as was affected soll. Although it is Indicated all soils were removed to below 1000
pptn TRH, Table 2 at Attachment I appears to indicate solls at sample 1123B East Wall at 8.5-9°
contains TPH af 9832.44 ppm, Clavification is needed,




Although it is understood the additional investigation undertaken in June of 2009 revealed the
presence of the two above referenced USTs Jocated above Semaphote Ave, it s unclear what
efforts were made to investigate the nine potential USTs/anomalies noted on Figure 3.12-2 south
of Bcho Avenue? Are they all to be included in the Bullding 750 submittal?

Additional questions regarding USTs within the pascel remaln, As above, dooumentation for
closute approval or NFA is not available for confivmation on the following USTs,

No geophysical surveys, satmpling or af least reports appear fo have been performed or submifted
for the following USTs - UST 68, 635, 637, 642, 643, 645, 647, 648, 649, 650, 651, 652, 653,
654, 656-97, 656-98, 657-90, 658-100, 660, 662, 663, 665, 667, 689-102,

Appendix O indicates USTs which do not appear to be “closed” per Appendix G which were/are
also present it areas outside the geophysieal sutvey, including those at Bullding 676, severat
along Sherill Avenue noith of Building 600, east of Brewer Ave by Buildings 545 and 554,
Building 555, and several by Bullding 557,

Although Appendlx G Indicates closure reports were submitted, it also indicates no Deparimental
response was teceived for the following USTs - UST-682-106, UST 656-104, UST 659-101,

UST 114-1, UST 645-78, UST 789-126.

USTs 750 - veport pending

UST 501-76 — Appendix G indicates NFAed July 10, 1998, however confirmation unavailable
UST 551-80 — Appendiz G indicates NFAed August 29, 2000, however, confirmation unavatiable
UST 695 — Appendix Indicates NFA August 24, 2000, however, confirmation unavallable

Parce! 52 — Building 699 — Avmy Exchange Sexvices Gas Station
No comments based on submittal; Army acknowledges Depaitment’s March 18, 2011

comments; remedial effoxts ate ongolng,

Parcel 57 — Former Coal Sforage & Raifroad Unloading — 800 Area

Three sutfaco soil samples contalned B/Ns at concentrations above the NRDCSCC. The
Depattment concurred with the general recommendation to conduct additional sampling, and
required the submiital of a Remedial Investigation Workplan, The March 2012 submittal,
howevar, states the exceedences were related fo the asphalt pavement under which the samples

were collested,

As with Parcel 49, it s agreed elevated lovels of BN constituents related to asphalt rather than a
discharge may be encountered beneath asphalt paving, However, informatlon hag not been
submitied to document these sample results are not reflective of site operations, particularly
given the nature of operations in the avea. Delineation is necessary.

PCBs analyses was requited due to the proximity of the seilroad tracksfunloading aves, as
indicated in the Depattment’s June 15, 2007 letter, rather than historieal operations at Parcel 57,




AsPCBs are often assoctated with rail road tracks and spurs, analysls for same is appropuiate and
vemains a requirement,

Ground Water

Although the previous proposal for delineation of ground water exceedences was approved, the
current submitia] indicates NFA is warranted due to naturally ocontring background conditions,
The Departiment is condueting further review of the information provided.

Parcel 61 - Building 1075 — Patterson Health Clinic

Soil sampling conducted at the parcel indicated elevated levels of thres base noutral compounds
in & soil sample collected beneath an atea of former asphalt paving at the southeastern corner of
Bullding 1075, The Depaittent is in agreoment the PAHS are not reflective of a discharge nor
of operations performed at the site. No additional action for same is necessaty.

As discussed, the analyses for PCBs as indicated it the Department’s October 2008
cotrespondenca i not requived, based upon a review of areas of concern located within the
parcel,

UST 1076-209 - Although Appendix G indicates the closure report was belng prepaved, recent
conversation Indicates no submiital of the repoif is anticipated as the tank was a “olean closure.”
This would, of course, not allow for cominent or designation of NFA. for this tank, Additionally,
information previously submitted indidates this tank was installed af a location at which a leaking
UST was removed and remediated, It does not appear ¢losure information for that UST was

submitted.

Pareel 69 — Building 900 — Former Yehicle Repaiv/Motor Paol ,

The previous Departmontal comments indicated soil ssmpling was inadequate for designation of
NFA as analytical parameters did not include PCBs,  Although it is understood your position is
that PCBs are niof suspected to have been disposed of in the fosmer waste 0il AST at Building
900, the Technical Requirements for Site Remediation, both those in effect at the time of
sampling; as well as those eutrenily in effect, require the inciusion of PCBs in the analytical
patameters for sampling of soil when waste ofl is involved, _

Regarding analytioal patameters for sediment sampling, that will be addressed as patt of the
ongoing factlity wide ecologloal assessment,

One ground water sample previously indicated an exceedence of PCE, Per this submittal, the
Army plans to resample the ground water at the location of teinporary well peint P6OGW-1,
Previous Deparimental cosrespondence, howeve, stated the submiital of a ground water
remedial investigation workplan was required for NYDEP review and approval. If vesampling of
a single location, in anticipation of a “clean® vesult is petformed, rather than several delineation
sampling points, please ensure the resultant submlttal includes adequate rationale/justification to
confitm the area of greatest possible confamination was sufficlently taygeted,




Two USTs wers previously noted as within the parcel, UST 900-142 was granted Closure
Approval Lettex/NEA on July 10, 1998, while documentation for closure approval or NFA. is not
avallable for confirmation on the foliowing UST:

UST 900-141 Reparted NIDEP UST Closure Apptoval Date 7/10/98

Pareel 70 ~ Building 551 - Former Photoprocessing :

The October 28, 2008 Departmental correspondence concurted with the recommendation for no
further action. As a note however, we do not have a copy of the Appendix G referenced 8/29/00
Closute Approval Letter for UST 551-80

Parcel 76 — 200 Avea, 300 Area — Foriner Barracks

A geophysical survey was pexformed throughout Parcel 76, with suspect UST's noted in the
western pottion of the parcel, Although sampling conducted within that western portion of the
parced indicated no exceedences of the applicable cleanup oritesia, additional investigation was
requived regarding the possible USTs.

Additional evaluation was documented in the June 2011 Remedial Investigation and Closure
Repott, which references Incident #s 09-11-04-1553-32, 10-04-28-1533-57, 10-04-13-1710-23,
09-11-19-1710-57 and 10-01-06-1342-44 and the removal of UHOTs 544, 543, 542, 541, 540,
539 and 538, Affected soils wete teported removed to below the 1000 ppim contigency
analytieal threshold; a ground water Investigation was performed via the installation of four
monltor wells as ground watet was encountered in the excavations.

The adequacy of the investigations/remedial actions presented in the report sabmittal eannot be
determined, as insuffictent information has been provided. Mo information was contained in
Appendices A through E, nor were any Figures included (this information was missing in many
of the Attachment D reports, some of which was obtainable through previous submittals and
information, some not). No compatison could be made of UST looations agalnst geophysical
anomalles, sample locations, ol monitor well locations, A review of Table 2/Sununay of
Leboratory Analyses as a stand-alone document (without sampling locatlon/result maps, further
assoolation between sample ID and tank) is insuffielent to atllow for decumentation of solls
removal to below the above stated 1000 ppm contingency analyiical threshold, or even the 5100
ppm BPH standard at each tank, or fo determine if the ground water Investigation (placement of
monitor wells) was adequate.

Additionally, although it is agreed no USTs appear to temain in the eastern portion of Parcel 76,
no remedial documentation was submitted for those Formey tank locations as noted on Appendix
O and Figure 15 of the January 2007 BCP Report in the eastern portion of Parcel 76, as follows:

UST-261-45 UST262-46 UST-263.47 UST-264-48  UST-265-49
UST-266-50 UST-267-51 UST-268-52  UST-269-53(contamination per Appendix G)

As previously discussed, a designation.of no further actlon for these USTs cannat be issued
without an investigation in accordance with the Technical Requirements for Site Remediation,




Parcel 79 — 400 Aven Foxmer Barracks

A geophysleal survey was previously performed throughout the parcel, Identifying potential
USTs in only that portion as noted in Figuse 3.19-1, Additional evaluation of the area
encountored elght USTs, noted as UHOTS 437, 440, 441, 444, 445, 448 and 450 which were
subsequently removed, while contamination was noted at Building 449, A ground water
investigation is to be performed based iipon the presence of ground water in the excavation,
Additional comments regarding same will be forthcoming pending submittal,

As with Parcel 76, above, although it is agreed no USTs appear to refain, no remedial
documentation was submifted for many of those former tank Iocatlons noted on Appendix O and
Figure 15 of the January 2007 ECP Report at other aveas of the parcel, and/or insuffiotent
information curtently exists to allow for designation of NFA,

North of Fisher Avenue
USBT-401-26 — per Appendix G, no samples ware collected, no report subidited
UST-411-28 - per Appendix G, report submitted 02/26/96, no Departmental response noted
UST-416-32 ~ per Appendix G, no samples cottedted, no report subsmitted
UST-421-37 — per Appendix G, vepott submitted 7/22/98, no Departmental tosponse noted
UST-423-39 - per Appendix @, report submitted 2/26/96, no Deparlinental response noted

South of Fisher Ave, Nore‘h of Leonard Ave
UST-430-45 - per Appendix G, report submitied 10/23/97, no Departmental response noted
UST-447 ~ Not reforenced on Appendix G; located east of gﬂd sampling; samplng status unclear

South of Leonard Avenue

UST-454-51 — Reported Closure Approval date 7/10/98 — no record of sate
UST-142-73 — per Appendix G, repoit submitted 10/23/97, no Depattinental response recetved
UST-142-13 —per Appendix G, repoit submiited 10/23/07, no Deparimental response recelved

UST-29-1 — por Appendix G, repott submitted 11/22/91, no Dspactmental yesponse noted
UST-490-58 - par Appondix G, no sampling; “sito closed by NIDEP*; no record of same
UST-492-59 - Reported Closure Approval date 8/29/00 — no tecord of same
UST-202-a —“'olean closure®, no report subsmltied
UST-202-b — per Appendix G, 30 tons of soil removed, report submiital pending
UST-202-21 - per Appendix G, TPH ND, no repoit submiited
UST-202-22 ~ per Appendix G, TPH ND, 110 report snbmitted

Pleass submit documentation in accordancs with the Tech Regs for sach of the above to allow
for comment/designation of NFA, For those which Appendix G indicates repotts were
previously submitted and not responded to, unfortunately, this office has no record of same and
re-submittal is required,

Additionslly, with the exception of the above referenced UST-454-51, and UST 475-52 (NFA
10/23/00), no documentation of sampling activities for that ares shown on Appendix O extending
from Tilly Avenue north to Leonatd Avenue, previously shown to include approximately 22
USTs, appeats to have been submitted,




Finally, please indicats whet investigation, if any, has taken place at the two former and one
cuitent ASTS located north of Hazes Drive,

Pareel 80 ~ Yormer Buildings 105 & 166 - Photoprocessing

Prior to issuing a determination as to the adequacy of the soil sampling, addittonal information is
required regarding the basts for establishment of the sample locations. Were as-builts or other
plans available for the demotished bulldings to assist in locating former floor dealns, soptic
systems, discharge points, ete.?

Although the previous proposal for delineation of ground water exceedonces was approved, the
ouerent submitial indicates NFA Is warranted due to natarally occunring backgrouad conditions.
The Department is conducting further review of the Information provided.

Paveel 83 — Former Photoprocsssing, Vehicle Mrintenance, Coal Storage & Railvoad
Unloading, Maintenanco Shops

The 2008 SI Report, Section 4,12, indicates “eight sutface soil samples contained B/Ns at
concenttations above the NJDEP NRDCSCC. Two sutface soil samples contain lead at
concentrations above the NJDEP NRDCSCC and MPBC. Fusther evaluation is recommended.”

While the exceedences at P83-SBOC wete apparently not inoluded in that statement, not plotted,
sevetal PAH constltuents wete noted above the residential and non-residential cxiteria at 4.5-5°,
Vertlcal delineation appeats incomplete at this location,

Although this office does ot as yet agree the PAH exceedences at this patoel aro dus to
cutrent/former asphalt (partioularly at SB9 or BS), te-colleotion of the samples as proposed to
assist in defermining same is sccoptable, The further evaluation must, of coutse, includs alf
oxceeded contaminant categories if the Intent is to prove no discharge.

Trlchloreethylene is teported an Table 3.21-4 of the SI Report above criteris at sample looatlon
P83-SBYB, at 5.8 ppm, at 1.5-2*, wlth no discussion provided. Ploase povide same.

Metals exceedences wote noted at three locations ~ SB10A, SB9A and B5A; this office
constders location SB-10 to be above otiieria for arsenio and lead (residential cilteria is 400

ppm),

As regarding arsende In soils, although it is agreed the slte solls are often assoctated with elevated
levels of naturally oceutting arsento, the parcel specific soil atialytical results, the lead fo atsenic
ratio, and the decrease of atsenis with depth at those locations exhibiting an elevated level, do
not appear to indicats the exceedences are naturally ocourring, and must be included in a remedy.

As with the above parcels, although many tanks have received a desighation of NFA, soveral
tastks do not have sufficient documentation fo be designated sate. These include:




UST-421-37 -~ Par Appeiidix G, report submitted 10/23/97; no Depatfinental response
UST-273-65 - Per Appendix G, 6000 gallon gasofine tank still in use

UST-273-66 — Per Appendix G, 106000 gallon gasoline tank still in nse

UST-273-67 — Per Appendix G, 10000 gal gasollue fank stitl in vso

UST-1{7-72 —Per Appendix G, remedial actlon yeport completed July *98; status unknown
UST-108-7 — Per Appendix G, report submitted 2/26/96; no Depatimental sesponse
UST-108-60 through 64 — Per Appendix G, remediation efforts ongoing
UST-161-68 — Per Appendix G, waste oil tank RAR submitted 2/26/96, no vesponse
UST-161-14 - Per Appendix G, RAR submitted 2/26/96, no Departmental response

Appendix O also includes several former USTs on the parcel which appeat to have had no
documenitation of olosure of investigation submitted, including those at Buildings 479, 66, 276,
485, 280, 281 and 167.

Eleotrical Substations

The October 28, 2008 correspendence Indicated the need for establishment of a Deed Notice and
engineering controls due to elevated levels of PCBs above the RDCSCC of 0.49 ppma,  The
Mateh 2012 proposal is for resampling of the two locations at which results were above the
criteria, with a lettor report to follow. This is acceptable, howover, please be advised a Deed
Notice will be required for any soils left in place within these two areas, which exhibit a result of
greater than 0.2 ppm PCBs, No engineeting controls are requived if all tesults are below 1 ppm.

Miseellaneons

Altachment E of the subsaittal references numerous letiers from the NJDEP tregarding UST
closute approvals/NFAs, however, the letters dated July 23, 1993 and September 21, 1995 were
not included in the submittal. Submittal of those two lettets would be beneficial and appreciated.

Vapor Intrusion Investigation
Submlttal of the repoit is anticipated shorily,

Baseline Ecologieal Evaluation
Submittal of the amended report is anticipated shottly,

. If you have any questions vegarding this matter contact this office at (609) 984-6606.

Z{?@’

Linda Range
Burean of Case Management
C: Joe Pearson, Calibre Systems
Rich Harrlson, EMERA
Julle Catvet, Matelx
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Eormer Gas Station
Bldg. 2541 FIGURE 1

Parcel 28 Propo'se‘d
Test Pit Location Map

Septic System Ezast of
Drve. Seuth
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FIGURE 2 June 30, 1944 Hand-Drawn Skelch of the Charles Wood Area
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