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Dear Ms. Landman:

Enclosed please find comments from LANTDIV, EPA, and NC DEHNR and responses to
those comments regarding the Draft Interim RI/FS and PRAP for Operable Unit No. 10
(Site 35) at MCB, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina. A computer disk containing the
responses under the filename RESPONSE in WordPerfect format is also enclosed.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (412) 269-2063 or Mr.
Raymond Wattras at (412) 269-2016.
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BAKER ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
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Daniel L. Bonk, P.E.
Project Manager
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RESPONSE NO. 1 TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY
' KATE LANDMAN, LANTDIV
ON THE INTERIM RA DRAFT RI/FS
FAX DATED MAY 6, 1994

Baker's responses to LANTDIV recommendations concerning the Interim RA Draft RI/FS for Site 35
are listed below. The responses coincide with the recommendations presented.

RIREPORT

1. Executive Summary, Page ES-1, Paragraph 4

The sentence addresses only oil and grease results in soils. It has been modified for clarity.

2. Pagel-1, Section 1.0, Paragraph 2 (also page 2-4, Section 2.5)

The status of future investigations at Building G480 UST is uncertain. Baker understands that a

decision is pending to include it under either the IR or UST programs. The sentence hasbeen modified

to indicate that separate investigations at the G480 UST and the UST at the Former Mess Hall

Heating Plant are ongoing or pending. V Q¥ M W) e welvoed with 1R PO a, (G y
W\ whve [eWf gor sgieion ordve X,

3. Page 2-3, Section 2.2, Paragraph 1 and Figure 2-1

Baker has reviewed the available background information and made appropriate modifications to
Section 2.2 and Figure 2-1. These wells, which were permanent exhibited the presence of VOCs.

4. Page3-1,Section 3.1, Paragraph 2

Text modified as per comment.

5. Page4-1, Section 4.1, Paragraph 2

Text modified as per comment.

6. Page4-1, Section 4.1, Paragraph 3

Text modified as per comment.

7. Page4-9, Section 4.1, Paragraph 2 and Figure 4-1

Text modified as per comment.

8. Page4-8, Figure4-1

Figure modified as per comment.

9. Page4-9, Section 4.2, Paragraph 2

Text modified as per comment.

10. Page 4-10, Table 4-2

The "B" qualifier has been removed from the table.



11. Page 4-12, Section 4.2, Paragraph 2

Table 4-2 has been amended to show beryllium in sample SB3203 as 0.08 UL.

12. Page 4-12, Section 4.3, Paragraph 2

Text modified as per comment.

13. Page 4-15, Figure 4-2

Figure modified as per comment.

14. Page 4-20, Figure 4-5

Figure modified as per comment.

15. Page 5-1, Section 5.0, Paragraph 2

Text modified as per comment.

16. Page 5-4, Table 5-1

Inorganic analytical results from background sampling locations throughout Camp Lejeune have been

compiled. As additional background results are obtained, element averages and ranges are updated.

A copy of Camp Lejeune base-specific background concentrations is available and will be provided. axk Dun far
Copes,

17. Page 5-3, Section 5.4, Paragraph 3 @ *Mu? g’.{ﬁﬂ;}i

Text has been amended to indicate that all soil samples obtained under the Interim Remedial Action
RI from the unsaturated zone at Site 35 contained no detectable concentrations of BTEX, PAHs, and
TPH.

18. Page 5-11, Table 5-3

The "Depth to Water Table" Column and footnote in Table 5-3, have been modified as per the
comment. Approximate water levels presented in Figure 4-4 are correct.

19. Page 6-4, Section 6.2.1, Paragraph 1

Text modified as per comment.

20. Page 6-5, Section 62.1, Paragraph 1

Text has been modified to show the constituent as di-n-octyl phthalate.

21. Page 6-6, Table 6-1

a.and b. Table modified to reflect first quarter of 1994 RBCs.

¢. Table modified to reflect first quarter of 1994 RBCs. In addition, text on Page 6-5, Section 6.2.1,
Paragraph 2 has also been amended to be consistent with the modified table.

d. Table 6-1 has been amended to show 3 positive detections.



22. Page 6-5, Section 6.2.2, Paragraph 1

Text modified as per comment.
23. Page 6-8, Table 6-2

/ a. Text has been revised as per comment. There were some discrepancies between the January
1994 RBC Table and April/March 1994 RBC Tables. For the Preliminary Draft RI Report,
January 1994 RBC values (for carcinogenic constituents) and January 1993 RBC values (for
noncarcinogenic constituents) will be used. These values will be updated to reflect the most
recent RBC values and Agency directives for the Draft Final and Final RI Report submittals. Sﬁ .

b.,c., d., and e. Text modified as per comment.

24, Page 6-9, Table 6-3

a.,b.,c.,d., e andf. Text modified as per comment.

25. Page1-3,Figurel-1

Figure modified as per comment. \

26. Pageii, Table of Contents

Table of contents modified as per comment.

27. Section 4.0, Analytical Results

Soil TCLP and RCRA Hazardous Characteristics analytical results indicate that Site 35 soil samples
obtained during the Interim RI are not hazsrdous. A new Section 4.4 has been added to the text to

provide a discussion of these results. v U e S esk v 31 P?\b}ﬁ N & D

FS REPORT Frses O\ grfay r Du¥ 90%5 et Mo
Sela? ' -
SBLGE . G §_< )

1. ES-9,Paragraphl - T

This paragraph was incomplete with several errors which made it impossible to comprehend. It has
been corrected and modified (see last paragraph, page ES-11).

2. Page1-4,Section 1.2.5, Paragraph1

The comprehensive RUFS will investigate the nature and extent of contamination at Site 35; however,
it is not designed to determine the relationship between the occasional petroleum odor and the surface
water and groundwater. The last sentence “Further investigation is necessary to confirm this
relationship” has been removed because it implied that such confirmation was a key to the RUFS.

3. Pagel-7,Section1.2.6, Paragraphs4and5

Page 1-7 of the FS: and been modified in accordance with page 6-29 of the RI.
52 carmd BT



4, Page 2-3, Section 2.2, Paragraph 2

A sentence has been added to the end of this paragraph which states that the results of TCLP and
hazardous characteristic tests confirm the classification of the Site 35 soil as nonhazardous waste.

5. Page 2-3, Section 2.3, Paragraph 1

Text modified as per comment.
6. Page 2-8 Section 2.3, Paragraph 2
Text modified as per comment.

7. Page3-1, Section 3.1, Paragraph 1

Text modified as per comment (page 3-1 only).

8. Page 3-13, Section 3.3.5.1, Paragraph 2

Text modified as per comment.

9. Section4.1 ’
J y v J J

Text Sections 4.1.2.2, 4.1.3.2, 4.1.4.3, 4.1.5.2, and 4.1.6.3. have been modified to specifically address
the potential need to import clean soil to the site for use as backfill.

10. Section4.2 ; Vv '

4 / v/ \, Y‘df ¢ Ly P\v/
Text Sections 4.2.2.2, 4.2.3.2, 4.2.4.2, 4.2.5.2, and 4.2.6.2 have been modified as per comment by adding
the following sentence. “For costing purposes, it was assumed that the concrete slab-on-grade located
at the site of the Former Mess Hall would be suitable.”

11. Page 4-15, Section 4.2.4.2, Paragraph 3

v v J
Sections 4.2.2.2, 4.2.3.2, 4.2.4.2, and 4.2%.2 have been modified as per comment with the addition of a
brief paragraph discussing the potential liability associated with off-site treatment/disposal.

12. Page 5-3, Section 5.1.1.2, Short-Term Effectiveness Paragraph

Text has been modified to include a discussion of the potential for exposure to highway construction
workers if the no action alternative is implemented.

13. Page5-11, Section 5.1.4.2, Paragraph 1

Text modified as per comment.

14. Page 5-20, Table 5-6

Table modified as per comment.

15. Page 5-21, Table 5-6

Table modified as per comment.



16. Page 5-23, Section 5.2.6
Text modified as per comment.

17. Page 5-23, Section 5.2.7

Text modified as per comment.




RESPONSE NO. 1 TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY
BULL MULLEN, LANTDIV
ONTHE DRAFT INTERIM RI/FS
FAX DATED MAY 6, 1994

INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

(Note: though not provided, comments have been numbered in order of occurrence)

1.

Page ES-2, Paragraph 4, Sentence 2

Text has been modified as per comment.

2.

Page ES-2, Paragraph 4, Last Sentence

Text has been modified as per comment.

3.

Page 1-13

Baker will review the additional data obtained under the comprehensive RI/FS and incorporate
appropriate and pertinent information into later revisions of this report.

4,

a.

Page 4-1

Analytical results in Table 4-1 are presented in the same units as reported by the laboratory.
Modifying these results could potentially result in transcription errors. Results presented in
Figure 4-1 were modified because only positive results are provided on the figure. Reporting
positive results on Figure 4-1 with units of mg/Kg instead of pg/kg makes the figure more user
friendly when evaluating the spatial nature of data. Baker requests that the presentation of
analytical results on Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1 remain unchanged to prevent further errors in the
reporting of analytical data.

Acetone is a possible laboratory contaminant but was not detected in corresponding blank

samples. Data validation reports will be added as an Appendix F of the RI Report which discuss
the acetone results.

Page 4-2

The laboratory needed to make dilutions to bring certain analytes within the working range of
the instrument. This results in elevated detection limits for the non-detected chemicals.

Definitions for data qualifiers will be added to table.
Page 4-10
Definitions for data qualifiers will be added to table.

The validation report has been added as Appendix C to address any questions related to the
validity of the data.



7. Paged-12
Agreed.
8. Paged-15

a.andb. Figure hasbeen amended to correct these issues.

9. Paged-19

Baker concurs with this comment. Figure 4-4, however, is primarily used to depict the hydrogeologic
cross-section.

10. Page 5-2

These constituents were not eliminated from consideration in Section 5, however, the potential for’
these chemicals to occur as a result of laboratory or sampling activities is mentioned. These chemicals
are later eliminated in the baseline risk assessment by a comparison with RBCs. Data validation
reports have been provided in Appendix F and indicate that these chemicals were not detected in
corresponding blank samples.

The natural occurrence of acetone is considered to be arguable by USEPA. Because no EPA reference
could be located which supports the potential natural occurrence of acetone, Baker wishes to forgo a
discussion on acetone at this time,

11. Page5-10

Oil and grease has not typically been analyzed by Baker at other Camp Lejeune sites. Consequently,
base-wide background oil and grease data are not available. However, background oil and grease data
obtained from upstream sample locations indicate that concentrations of oil and grease encountered in
site soils along Brinson Creek may not be site related. Eliminating oil and grease would be
appropriate if an upstream source does exist. Oil and grease results obtained from potentially
impacted site soils exhibit the presence of other fuel-related constituents including benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene, xylenes, and PAH. These were not detected in soil samples obtained along Brinson
Creek. This, in addition to the background issue, is likely enough to support elimination of oil and
grease.

12. Page6-1

Not only are these compounds considered common laboratory contaminants, but they are not
associated with site history, nor do their concentrations exceed the USEPA Region III RBC value.
Therefore, they were not retained as a COPC.

INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION FEASIBILITY STUDY

1. PageES-3

Baker believes it is appropriate to exclude oil and grease from the remediation as per the discussion
presented in the F'S Report. Additional sediment and surface water data will be obtained under the
comprehensive RI/F'S which will further consider the remediation of Brinson Creck where elevated oil
and grease levels are detected.



2. PageES-7

Text modified as per comment.

3. Pagels

Analytical results in Table 4-1 are presented in the same units as reported by the laboratory.
Modifying these results could potentially result in transcription errors. Results presented in
Figure 4-1 were modified because only positive results are provided on the figure. Reporting positive
results on Figure 4-1 with units of mg/Kg instead of pg/kg makes the figure more user friendly when
evaluating the spatial nature of data. Baker requests that the presentation of analytical results on
Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1 remain unchanged to prevent further errors in the reporting of analytical
data.

4, Pages1-6and2-7

Qil and grease has not typically been analyzed by Baker at other Camp Lejeune sites. Consequently,
base-wide background oil and grease data are not available.

5. Pageb5-24

Cost of potential liability cannot be quantified and typically is not computed to compare alternatives.
Section 4.2 has been modified to include discussions of potential liability.

6. AppendixB

The actual method of treatment/disposal has been added to each contact form at a location where it
will stand out.



RESPONSE NO.2TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY
ON THE DRAFT INTERIM RI'FS
KATE LANDMAN, LANTDIV
FAX DATED MAY 11, 1994

Because of the relatively high concentrations of toluene and xylenes in certain soil samples, dilution of
the sample extract was necessary to quantify concentrations of these constituents. Dilution was
necessary to get detector responses within the working calibration range established during
standardization. Unfortunately, dilution serves to elevate reported detection limits for other analytes.
Dilution cannot provide lower detection limits for those chemicals which are not detected.

Elevated detection limits do not affect the conclusions of the baseline risk assessment because: (1) the
chemicals encountered in Site 35 soils were limited to fuel related constituents (i.e. toluene, xylenes,
ethylbenzene, ete.) and (2) the COPC selection process limits the number of chemicals evaluated.



RESPONSE NO. 3 TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY
GENA TOWNSEND, USEPA, REGIONIV
ON THE DRAFT INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION
FAXDATED MAY 11,1994

1.0 GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Section 2.0 has been modified to include analytical results. Furthermore, Appendix G has been
added to the RI Report which presents analytical data associated with previous investigations.

2. Appendix F has been added to provide the data validation results and Form 1's.

3. InSection 3.2, Page 3-4, the method used for oil and grease (SW846 3rd Edition, Method 9071) is
stated.

4., Chemicals were not eliminated from consideration in the baseline risk assessment based on
background data. Background data including site-specific data and base-specific data were
discussed to provide a benchmark as to the potential range of inorganic concentrations which
could occur naturally. Inorganics were evaluated in the baseline risk assessment because
background data do not provide sufficient justification for their elimination.

2.0 SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Remedial Investigation

1. Section 2.3, Page 2-3, Paragraph 2

Section 2.0 has been modified to include analytical results. Furthermore, Appendix G has been added
to the RI Report which presents analytical data associated with previous investigations.

2.  Section 2.4, Page 2-4, Paragraph 1

Text modified as per comment.

3. Section 2.4, Page 2-4, Paragraph 2

Analytical results from the CSA have been added to the RI Report in Appendix G.

4. Section 2.4, Page 2-4, Paragraph 4

Text modified as per comment.

5. Section 3.1, Page 3-1, Paragraph 4

Text hasbeen corrected toread ... SB-33 and SB-34 ...".

6. Section 4.3, Page 4-12, Paragraph 4

The usefulness of analytical results for oil and grease (or TPH) in a baseline risk assessment is limited
to discussion, since toxicity values are not published. However, so as not to exclude this data for
consideration in the BRA, Section 6.6 (Additional Considerations), discusses the use of a Site

10



Sensitivity Evaluation (SSE) to determine low boiling TPH (i.e., gasoline), high boiling point TPH
(i.e., diesel) and oil and grease initial cleanup levels.

7. Section 5.3, Page 5-2, Paragraph 4

Site 35 data were compared to Eastern United States background concentrations, base-specific
background concentrations, and site specific background concentrations to provide a benchmark for
potentially natural inorganic concentrations. The discussion concerning the sporadic nature of
inorganic occurrence at the site has been omitted.

8. Page 6-3, Paragraph 2, Last Sentence

An explanation of the prevalence criteria used in the BRA has been added to the text in Section 6.2,
Page 6-3.

9. Pages 6-6 through 6-9, Tables 6-1 through 6-3

Footnotes that define data qualifiers have been added to these tables.

10, Page 6-7, Paragraph1

Although the potential for these chemicals to be laboratory contaminants is mentioned, they were not
eliminated on this basis. These chemicals were eliminated after comparisons to USEPA Region III
RBC values. Text has been modified to reflect this.

Feasibility Study

11. (USEPA 12.). Section 1.2.3.5, page 1-5, Paragraph 3

Text has been modified. Lead was detected in 3 of 11 surface soil samples with a maximum detected
concentration of approximately 69 mg/Kg. This maximum detected concentration exceeds both base
specific and site specific background but not Eastern US background. Text was also modified to
remove the subjective statement concerning sporadic distribution of inorganic constituents,

11



RESPONSE NO. 4TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY
KATE LANDMAN, LANTDIV
ON THE DRAFT INTERIM PRAP
FAX DATED MAY 12, 1994

1. Page 5, Operable Unit History

Text modified as per comment.

2. Page 6, Previous Investigations, Confirmation Study, Paragraph 3

Text modified as per comment.

3. Page 7, Previous Investigations

A section titled “Other Investigations” has been added (see Page 10) to the Draft Final PRAP to
provide a discussion of the two USTs at Site 35.

4. Page 8, Interim Remedial Action RI/FS by Baker, Paragraph 3

Text modified as per comment to include lead.

5. Page 8, Interim RA RUFS by Baker, Paragraph 4

None of the comments obtained from the various reviewers merited revisions to this section.
Consequently, none were made.

6. Page9, Human Health Risk Assessment, Paragraph 3 and 4

Text modified as per comment. Text now says 3.3 x 10-6, not 6 x 10-6. Furthermore, the HI was
corrected as 0.05.

7. Pagel16,Tablel

Table modified as per comment,.

12



Sire 35 - Luterm RYFs (pasny)

RESPONSE NO. 5TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY
TOM MORRIS, MCB CAMP LEJEUNE
FAXDATED MAY 12,1994

DRAFT INTERIM RA/RI

1. Pagel-1, Section1.0

References to Building TC480 have been changed to G480 throughout the document.

2. Pagel-4, Section1.2.2

a. Montford Point has been changed to Camp Johnson.

b. Paragraph 4 on page 1-4 has been modified to read “a leak in the underground line to the
dispensing pump was reportedly responsible for the loss of roughly 30 gallons. .. .”

DRAFT INTERIM PRAP

Text modified as per comments.

Post-It™ brand fax transmittal memo 7671
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RESPONSE NO. 6 TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY
PATRICK WATTERS, DEHNR
FAX DATED MAY 24, 1994

RIREPORT
1. General

Agreed. Text has been modified to discuss site and base specific background. A site-specific
background sample was obtained from boring location SB-29 and base-specific background was
obtained from a database which is continually expanding with ongoing Camp Lejeune investigations.
Shacklette and Boerngen data are still presented to provide a regional benchmark for potential
inorganic soil concentrations, but more emphasis is given to site-specific and base-specific background
goil analytical results.

2. Page 2-3, Section 2.3
The area of the geophysical anomaly identified by NUS is being subjected to additional investigation

under the comprehensive site-wide RI/FS being conducted concurrent to the Interim Remedial Action
RI/FS.

3. Page3-1,Section3.1

Text modified as per comment,

4. Page4-1,Section4.1

Text has been amended to show 2-hexanone for soil sample SB3405 at 12,000 ng’kg, not 23,000 ug/kg.

5. Page 4-9, Section 4.2

Copies of the validation reports will be added to the report as Appendix F, this should clarify issues
pertaining to the use of qualifiers.

6. Page 6-5, Section 6.2.1

Text has been amended to further define the criteria by which COPCs were not retained for metals.

FEASIBILITY STUDY
7. PageES-7

Text modified as per comment,

8. Page1-5,8ection1.2.5.3

See response to Comment 1.

9. Page 3-18, Section 3.3.5.2.1

The term “rotovation” has been removed from the text and replaced with “tilling and mixing.”

14



10. Page 5-6, Table 5-1

The rationale for collecting one sample per 100 cubic yards is based on Baker’s professional
judgement. Although not noted in Table 5-1, it is anticipated that the one sample will be a composite
sample obtained at several locations throughout the 100 cubic yard pile. Additional field screening
may also be employed to ensure the representativeness of sampling. The sampling criteria will be
addressed in detail in the Remedial Design Work Plan.

DRAFT PRAP

11. Page 5-11, Section 5.1.4.2

Text modified as per comment.

12. Page 5-11, Section 5.1.4.2

Text modified as per comment.

13. Page 5-11, Section 5.1.5.2

Text modified as per comment.

14, Page 5-23, Section 5.2.7

Text modified as per comment,
DRAFT PROPOSED RAP
15. General

Table 1 has been modified to indicate the state’s preference of on-site treatment options.

15



RESPONSE NO. 7TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY
GENA TOWNSEND, USEPA REGION IV
DRAFT INTERIM RA/RIAND FS
FAX DATED MAY 25,1994

1. PageES-3, Paragraphs2and 3

Text modified as per comment.

2. RITables 6-1, 6-2 and 6-3

Tables have been amended to include footnotes identifying the data qualifiers. The residential RBC
for bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate has been corrected.

3. RlITables 6-2, 6-3 and 6-5

Because the RfD for dibenzofuran is not on-line in IRIS, dibenzofuran was evaluated quantitatively in
the uncertainties section. The HI value associated with dermal contact and ingestion was 0.002 and
does not change the conclusions of the baseline risk assessment. The implications associated with the
quantitative evaluation of dibenzofuran are presented in Section 6.7.5, Chemicals Not Quantitatively
Evaluated.

4. RiITable6-4
a. The averaging time listed in Table 6-4 for noncarcinogens has been amended to 365 days.

b. The exposure frequency and exposure duration references have been amended to include a
reference to "Professional Judgement".

5. RiITable 6-4, Section 2.2.2.2, Page 6-13

Text has been amended to show a surface area of 5300 cm2/day, to account for the head, hands, lower
legs, and arms, '

6. RITable 6-4, Section 6.2.2.3, Page 6-14

Text, table and calculations have been amended to show a respiration rate of 2.5 m3/hour.

7. RITable 6-5, Table 6-7, Appendix D

Agreed. Modification of oral toxicity values by Region IV default absorption factors will account for an
estimate of absorbed dose. However, because of the uncertainty associated with this practice,
modification and effects on the baseline risk assessment are presented in Section 6.7.3. Modification
of oral toxicity indices to account for absorption does not affect the conclusions of the baseline rigk
assessment. Examples are provided in the text to reflect this.

FEASIBILITY STUDY

8. Section1.2.6,Page 1.7, Paragraph 4

Text modified to present an HI value of 0.05 as per tables 6-7 and 6-9 of the RI.

16



” . . f .
l '05/06/94  16:00 T804 2 4805 LANTDIV CODE 18 " __ — ___Wvet/oos

¢

Atiantic Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Environmental Quality Division

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

TOTAL # OF PAGES: ¢ DATE: 06 May 1984
TO: Dan Bonk ‘ FROM: Kate Landman, Code 1823
COMPANY: Baker Environmental PHONE : (804) 322-4818
PHONE # (412) 269-2063 DSN: 262-4818
FAX # (412) 269-2002 FAX #: (804) 322-4805
REMARKS: CTO-0160

Interim RA Draft RI/FS

CLEJ Sites 35 (OU#10)

Dan,

Attached are comments from Bill Mullen and myself on the Draft RIFS. (No comments on the PRAP -
hopefully we'll get that Monday..?) | made a few notas on the comments from Bill Mullen. He makes a few
comments on areas that | believe we have discussed in detail and decided to proceed differently that ke
suggests. Perhaps his comments indicate that some further explanation could be made that could clarify
the thought processes that went info the decisions (for those that were not involved in the whole process).
I'm open to suggestions. -

My comments, although long-winded are mostly just picky corrections/clarifications. A few itemns might
warrant & phone call to clarify the issue for me. | am most concerned about the ongoing adjacent UST
investigations and the Fuel Farm demolition schedule - | am walting for clarification on these from Camp
Lejeune, and | have already spoken to you about this. My main concern is that the information In the Rl is
accurate.  As usual, don't waste your time with formal responses to my comments. Just call me to discuss
as heeded.

Patrick Watters did get his coples of the PRAP. | left Gena Townsend a message to check if she got hers
but did not hear back from her today. [ guess we'll assume that she did get them until we hear atherwise.
Patrick tells me that he will fikely not have comments for the Draft RI/FS until 5/20 (2 weeks from today}).
He'll try fo expedite this. 1 do not know Gena's status at this time, but | imagine that she has a similar
backiog. | also have not rec'd comments from Camp Lejeune yet, and have not been able to get a
commitment for a submission date. Also, | do expect some additional comments from Sherri Eng,
LANTDIV chemist. These will probably be available next week.

Have a good weekend,
Kate

MAY 6 'S4  16:63 8a4 322 4885 PAGE. @01
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LANTDIV Comments .V K. Landman, 5/6/94

CTO-0160 Draft Interim RA RIFS
OU#10, Site 35-Camp Geiger Area Fuel Farm
MCB Camp Lejenne
RY REPORT
\/ 1. Exccutive Symmary, Page BS-1, Paragraph 4

Last sentence is not clear, Are you addressing just O&G results for soil samples taken, all soil results
(which included lead analysis), or something else?

\/2. age 1-1 jon 1. h 0 4 jon2

The last sentence refers to a former No. 2 Fuel Oil UST (removed) adjacent to Bldg. TC480. This
UST was an uoregulated heating oil tank that was apparently removed (your report, page 2-4 says it
was removed in January 1994 - this is uews to me - | am confirming with Mark Spangler of Camp
Lejeune). Text indicates that there is an investigaion underway under a different program
(presumably the UST program) for this location; to my knowledge, there is no scparate investigation
pertaining to this former UST. (Again, 1 am confirming with Mark Spangler. If you have other info
pertaining to additional studies at this location, please call me.) To date, I am aware only of the
abandoned No. 6 Fuel Qil tank adjacent to the former Mess Hall Heating Plant that is undergoing a
separate investigation (report on investigations at this site just published Aprit 13, 1994 - I mailed
you a copy).

V/B. Pa i Para 1 and Fipure 2-
First sentence refers to 3 temporary wells. These wells were permanesit, not temporary. Also, Site
Summary Report referred to these wells as 35GW4, 35GWS, and 35GW6, respectively. Text states
that VOCs were not detected in these locations; however, Site Summary Report specifically states that
VOCs were found. (Law's 1992 CSA also states that VOCs were found in all 3 wells, including the
upgradient). Also, the legend of Figure 2-1 shows these wells as being installed in 1983. Both text on
page 2-1 and Site Summary Report refer to installation of these wells in 1986.

\/ 4. Page3-1, Section 3.1, Paragraph 2
Typo, 1st sentence, 'comer of “D" Street', Typo, sentence 4 , “SB-33 and SB-34 were drilled”.

4/ 5. Paged-1, Section 4.1, Pacgeraph 2
Table 4-1 shows that 2-hexanone in SB3405 was 12000 J ug/kg, not 23000 pg/kg as indicated in

sentence 5.

\/6. Paged:], Section 4,1, Paragraph 3

Typo in last sentence, extrancous word - "...attributed to sources other than the those at Site 35",

.V/é. 2, ection 4.1, P h i 4-
Naphthalene was reported at 7100 J ug/kg in SB3003 according to Table 4-1 (as opposed to 7100
pg/kg as reported in text), Also see comment 9.

8. Paged8.Fi
va) Figure 4-1 lists naphthalene at 71.0 J mg/kg in SB3003, but Table 4-1 shows 7100 Jug/kg , which
15 7.1 mg/kg, '
v'b) Figure 4-1 omits flucrene from SB3005D), but Table 4-1 reports 13000 J p1g/kg (13.0  mg/kg).
/c) Figure 4-1 shows acetone at 0.018 J mg/kg for BCSBOL, but Table 4-1 reports 180 J pg/ke, which

is0.180 Y mgfkg,
“wd) Figure 4-1 docs not report results for BCSBO3D, but Table 4-1 reports:
bis-(2-ethylbexyl)phehlate 350 J ug/kg
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di-n-octylphthalate 290 F ug/kg
\/e) Figure 4-1 shows di-n-octylphthalate at 0.21 J mg/kg but Table 4-1 reports 200 J pg/ke.

/9. Page4.9, Section 4.2, Paragraph 2

Potassinm is listed twice in sentence 1,

\110. Page 4-10, Table -2
Vanadium entries for SB3305 and SB3405 use the qualifier “BL". There is no qualifier "B" described
in the first paragraph of section 4.2 on page 4-9.

‘/11 Page 4-12, Section 4.2, P m 2
~ Berylliom was detected in 2 samples according to Table 4-2: in SB3203 @ .08 L mg/kg, and in

BCSBO3 @ 0.11 L mg/ke.
\KZ Page 4-12, Sectiop 4.3, Paragraph 2

Sentence 6 has a typo: "which all no detections of TPH" - ?

/13 Page 4-15, Figure 4~
Entry for BCSB3D (0—1) is incorrectly labeled as SB3005 DUP (8-10).

%4. Page 4-20, Figure 4-5
Monitoring well MW-27 was not installed until October of 1992, so groundwater elevation could mot

have been measured in August of 1991.

V15, Page 5-1. Section 5.0, Parasraph 2
Typo in fourth sentence - should read "unnamed drainage channels north of Brinson Creek”.

' 16.) Page 5-4, Table 5-1
) N VAT ~ Patrick Watters of NCDEHNR has previously asked me about Camp Lejenne base-specific
i background levels. Is there a actual compendium of background data specific to Camp Lejeune, or
are the values in this table just prepared from a general review of previous studies at this & other
sites? If Baker has prepared an actual compendium for general purpose comparisons, I'd like to get a
copy (Patrick would like to have one too).

\jﬂ Page 5-3, Section 3,4, Paragraph 3
In the discussion of SB30 results for 4-6ft bgs, it is notable that the depth to water table for MW-2
which is adjacent to SB30, is about 6ft bgs. This indicates that even this particular sample (your " one
exception” ) could still be classified as being just above the water table,

\) 18. Page 5-11, Table 5-3
v The Depth to Water Table measurements listed for SB30 and $B34 do not appear to coincide with
water table Jevels presented in Section 4 (Figure 4-4) and Table 5-2 for nearby wells. SB30 is near
well MW-21, which bad a static water level of about 6ft bgs; however, the table shows 8ft bgs. SB34
is near MW16 which had a static water level of about 10ft bgs, however, the table shows 41t bgs.
Please explain or correct.

'/In addition, the last footnote to Table 5-3 has a typo - static water level measnrements were inferred
from nearby wells.

}/ 19. Page 6-4, Section 62,1, Paragraph 1
The 1st sentence indicates that acetone was detected at a maximum concentration of 1300 ug/kg.
According to Table 4-1, acetone was detected at a maximum coneentration of 1300 J ug/ke.
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/20, Page 6-5, Section 6.2,1, Pamagraph 1
The 3rd sentence refecs to di-n-butyl phthalate detected at 290 J ug/kg. Table 4-1 indicates that the

compound detected is di-n-octyl phthalate.

/21, Page 66, Table 6:]
\/) The Region Il RBC (ustng Jan 94 list) shows residential soil RBC = 46 mgfks for bis(2ethylhexyl)
phthalate. Table 6-1 shows 120 mg/kg.

\/ b) The Region Il RBC (using Jan 94 list) shows commercial/industial RBC = 100,000 mg/ky for
aluminium (after reducing to HI of 0.1). Table 6-1 indicates 300,000 mg/kg (from 1st qtr 93 table).
Please verify the accuracy of the number feom the first qtr 1993 table used.

\é The Region YT RBC (using Jan 94 list) for manganese shows commercial/indnstrial RBC = 510
mg/fkg and residential RBC =39 mg/kg (after reducing to HI of 0.1). Table 6-1 shows industrial RBC
= 5100 mg/kg and residential RBC = 390 mg/kg (from 1st qtr 93 table). Please verify the accuracy of
the oumber from the first gir 1993 table used. This presents an intecesting situation if the value
reported here is indeed the actual value - this would indicate that manganese is present in excess of
the 0.1 HI protective level. This is even more interesting since manganese is considered a common
soil element - why is there an RBC at all? This would also affect the statement on page 6-5, section
6.2.1, paragraph 2, that all metals were "well below their respective RBC values for residential soil."

\/d) Nickel had 3 positive detections according to Table 4-2. Table 6-1 indicates that there were only 2.

/22. Page.6:5, Scetion 622, Paragraph 1

"\~ #) Trichloroethene was detected at a maximum concentration of 7 J ug/kg.
\/b) Acetone was detected at a maximum concentration of 51 J ug/kg:
/ '
&) Toluene was detected at a maximuym concentration of 190,000 J ug/ke.
‘{?’-\/WMM
a) The Region Il RBC (using Jan 94 table) indjcates for xylenes, the industrial RBC = 100,000
mg/kg after reducing to 0.1 HI). Table shows 200,000 mig/kg. Please verify the accuracy of this value
from the first qtr 1993 table used.
i b) see comment 21c. AQu Qj(ovf\fasi;
\/0) sea comment 21a. ¥ { L1 RyihRuy pthy e,
J d) Max concentration for iron was 2500 I ma/kg,

J ) Magunesium had 3 positive detections.

1/24 age -9, Tal -3 A
' 2)2-Hexanone was detected 3 times, with 4 max concentration of 12.0 J gg/kg.

/ b) Toluene was detected at a max concentration of 190 J %/kg.
/c) see comment 234 ><§;;i\z.fxgg
v d) see comment 21c. MIAYNNLTL-
N

v €) see comment 21a. 0% 2% /)
s J

: PAGE. 804
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@Magnesium had 4 positive detections and a max concentration of ls@hg/kg.

/2%

v

Page 1-3, Fi
The road identified as River Drive is actually called Main Service Road.

¢ ii e of Contents
Section 1.2.2 Site History starts on page 1-4, not 1-2.

gg% ion 4.0, Analytical Regnits

Soil samples were also analyzed for RCRA characteristics (Le. ignitability, comosivity, reactivity, and
full TCLP) to aid in dassification of the impacted soil as either hazardous or non-hazardens, Where
are these results presented?

Ui

FS REPORT

A

.

MRY 6 '94

Page B8-9. Paragraph ]

a) In sentence 2, it is not clear what is meant by the inclusion of RAA 2 in this sentence: "although
RAA 4 s estimated to be the lowest cost option it is, along with RAA 2 (Source Removal and Off-Site
Landfill Disposal), the alternative most Iikely to face objections from USEPA and NC DEHNR."

b) In sentence 4, I think you are talking about RAA 4 nat RAA 2.

14 10m ‘aph
The last sentence sefers to further investigation necessary to confirm the relationship between the
odor at Sitc 35 and the water table fluctuation. If this issue 1s to be addressed in the full RI/FS, a
reference to this fact should be incladed here.

e 1- t 6. P hs 4
Page 6-29 of the RI report states that the ICR is 3 x 109, Page 1-7 says 6 x 109, Also, page 6-29 of
the RI report states that the HI i(0.05,”Page 1-7 says 0.006. i A AT
DO FOUMpS b ogh | Wyo w0
P - ion 2. !

This paragraph discusses the reasons for classification of the soil as non-hazardous. What about the
results of the TCLP/RCRA characteristics analyses? (See comment 26 of RI xeport).

YA ion 2.3, Paragranh 1
Typo in last sentence, should be "3700 cubic yards...".
ection 2.
Typo in first seatence, should be "Based ou the remediation...”

¢ 3~ tion
I believe that the fuel farm is scheduled to be dismantled in the near future. Inclusion of this fact (and
the current schedule for action) would be appropriate here, If you are not aware of the details, we can
get this info from Tom Morris - let me know if you need assistance in this. Also applics to Page 4-2,
Section 4.1.2.1 and section 4.2 under Implementability sections.

@oos/ooa

et

e 3.1 fion 1.P h
Typo - "primarily" should not be capitalized,
Section4.1
4
PAGE . 885
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me- cach alternative involving excavation and off-site treatment/disposal, provisions for replacement
of excavated soil with clean soil (to include both clean soil from the excavation and any additonal
soil supplied from off-site/elsewhere on base) should be included. Note that each secfion identified
as “Bxcavation and Staging™ or “Excavation, Staging, and Backfill Activities” (Sections 4.1.2.2,
4.1.3.2,4.1.5.2) implies use of the clean soil as backfill, but these sections do not specifically addrese
the backfill operation or the need to bring in addiional clean sofl to replace the remoaved
contaminated soil. '

\/10. Section 4.2
For each altemative involving excavation, the Implementability sections describe the staging area as
likely being a plastic sheeting laid atop a flat soil surface. Siuce the Appendix calculations identify
the probable use of the concrete pad at the former mess hall, it would be appropriate to mention this

in the text.

\/1 1. Pape 4-15, Section 4.2.4.2, Paragraph 3
This paragraph identifies some concerns associated with off-site disposal due to potential futmye
Liabilities. This is even more of an jssue for the RAA-2 case where off-site disposal at a land6ll is
identified for all of the contamuipated, untreated soil (for RAA-4 it i assumed that the soil will at least -
be partially treated by the aeration procegs). Section 4.2.2 (RAA-2) does ot mention this issue - it
would be appropriate to include mention of it. (While it is true that this is an issue for all off-site
disposal/treatment options, the treatment aptions presumably carry lessened risk due to the fact that
the soil s taken there to be treated as opposed to direct disposal.)

Jo

- ion §. hort-Term Effectiva Ara;

The paragraph indicates that the No Action optien poses minimal risks to community or workegs
because u(y(rcmcdial activitics are invelved. While this is true based on the resuits of the risk
assessment, the highway project will involve excavation that presumably would expose workers to the
same VOC emissions that would sccur during excavation activities ideatified under other remedial
options later in this section. For this reason, it is not appropriate to exclude the No Action option
from this scenario (i.e. compare this paragraph on page 5-3 with similar secticns on page 5-5 for
RAA-2).

\/13. Page 5-11. Section 5.14.2, Paragraph 1

Typo in last sentence - "...the remaining contaminated soil will need to be treated/disposed.....

14. Pige 5-20. T -
\ 2; Under Alternative 3, the Implementability line and the USEPA/State Acceptance lines both say
"See Altempative 3". This is Alternative 3!

\/ b) Related problems under Alternative 5 on the next page, where a references to Alternative 3 refer
you back to Alternative 2, and a similar pattern exists for several line items for Alternative 6, Please
be sute that the refexence is appropriate to the technology and that there is ouly one layer of reference
(i.e. don't send me from Alt. 6 to Alt 5 only to be sent to Alt 21)

‘/15. Page 5-21, Table 5.6

Under Alternative 4, for Overall Protection of HH&E line, typo - remove extraneous “not”.

/16- Page 523, Section 5.2.6

Typo in sentence 3 - " RAAs 4 and 6 involve on-site freatment which will be...". In sentence 4,
) clarify that the staging area applies to all 5§ RAAs 2-6.

17. Page 5-23, Section 5.2.7

See comments 1a and 1b.
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Comuments to Drat Interim Remedial Action Remedial Invesupation/Feasibility Study “
Operable Unit No. 10, (Site 35 - Camp Geiger Area Fuel Farm) '

Provided by: William Mullen W handulrden neks by
' Technical Remedial Manager, K. Lardman
LANTDIV, NAVFACENGCOM

Provided to: Ms. Katherine Landmen
Remedial Project Manager
LANTDIV, NAVEACENGCOM

z Interim Remedial Action Remedial Jnvestigation

{ES-2 Sentence "Significant Jevels of fuel-related contaminants and

5 TPH were not detected in these samples” should be

B gonvace 2 reworded to "No significant levels of fuel-related
) contaminants and TPH were detected in surface soil or
subsurface soil samples (if true) collected during the site
| investigation”.
last

Rt senene Discussion of oil and grease sample results and possible
natural sources of oil and grease should be enhanced so that
both thoughts are connected and substantiated.

1-13 Additional hydrogeology information will be collected
: during the field work for QU-10 RI/FS. This information
may provide definition of the confining unit and grain-size
distribution of the sediments. The additional information
should be incladed in later drafts of this report (if available).

141 N Discussion in text and in Table 4-1 for compounds of
concern analytical results is presented in pg/kg while results
presented in Figure 4-1 is in mg/kg. Please be consistant
with data presentatian or clearly note reason for changing
scale.

| What is source of the widespread distribution of Acetone in
soil borings and surface soil samples? There is a Jater
reference to possible lab or sampling contamination but this
1s not confirmed with results from lab blank. Please explain.

4-2 What is reason for very high minimum detection ranges for
compounds of concern presented in Table 4-17

Provide definition of U, J, UJ in notes for table.

4-10 ' Provide definition of L, R, U, UL, J, X in notes for table.

05/05/94 Page 1
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Comments to Dralt interim Remedial Action Remedial lnve.étiﬁation/Feasibility Study
Operable Unit No. 10, (Site 35 - Camp Geiger Area Fuel Farm) :

Discuss reasons for rejected and biased (low and high)
sampling analysis results for Aluminiumn, Antimony, =~
Berylljurfi, Chromingn, Potassium, Selenium, Sodium, and
Vanadium. ' ‘

4-12 Discussion of naturally occuring compounds does not
include any range of concentrations normally detected for
naturally occuring compounds that are detected by the oil

* and grease analytical method.
4—15 Sampling results presented on Figure 4-2 for SB3005
see. K.Landvan indicate 3 duplicate samples for the 8-10' depth interval.
Csmant ¥ (3 " TCL analytical results indicate that only 2 duplicate samples

were collected at that depth and location. Please clarify.

~ Also, link shown for one of those duplicates connects to
- results presented for BCSBO3 (0-1'). Is this correct?

4-18 . Depiction of well screen construction of MW-19 indicates

| that the water level has been above the screened interval for
; the two periods of measurement presented. Clearly this

g - well would not be useful for analysis

15-2 I do not agree that compounds detected commonly in soils
during this field event (acetone and bis(2-

; ethylhexyl)phthalate) should be disregarded as laboratory
contamination, especially considering lab blanks do not
show the presence of these compounds. Acetoneis a
naturally occuring compound and its dection, at low
concentrations, may not necessarily represent a release.
Please revise discussion accordingly.

5-10 Could these background samples be associated with some
Can we suprts Conclusoy  other site and therefore not representative of true
on p45-1P witth 0§G daka background. If that is the case, eliminating oil and grease

omnd."'bacapand” sample: — from the consideration as a compound of conesrn would not
oY sueve el Sk BWlAT T be appronriate

‘o 'ylf\sm ek ot
6-1 If acetone and phthalates were detected in samples and not

in lab blank, how is it those compounds were not considered
Compounds of Concern and evaluated for risk to human
health and the environment?

Interim Remedial Action Feasibility Study

05/05/94 Page 2
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. Corments to Draft lnterim Remedial Action Remedial lnvesnigaﬁoﬁ/Feasibility Study
Operable Unit No. 10, (Site 35 - Camp Geiger Area Fuel Farm)

ES-3

ES-7

1-4
1-6 and 2-7

5-24

Appendix B

MAY 6 'S4 16:08

Can oil and grease be excluded from remediation if it is
detected in background samples? Isn't it still above
acceptable state criteria?

Statement that no action alternative will not provide a
decrease in volume and toxicity over time does not
correspond to natural biodegration and attenuation which
bas been shown to occur. Granted this gradual decrease in
concentration/toxicity would be slower than other RAAs, it
would still occur and should be noted,

See 2nd comment on page 4-1 of the RI.
See comment to page 5-10 of the RI.

Ranking of RAA's 2, 3, and 5 do not take into account
potential future liability as a PRP for disposal of soil into a
landfill. This could be a significant cost consideration and
rmight need to be included (even if an actual cost can't be
quantified for the liability). The liability for RAA 3 and 5
would be less if the final soil disposition is on Marine or

Navy property.

Actual method of disposal and or treatment is not clear on
the contact form is some cases. 7

05/05/94 Page 3
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Atlantic Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Environmental Quality Division

'FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

TOTAL # OF PAGES: 4 DATE: 11 May 1994

TO: Dan Bonk FROM: Kate Landman, Code 1823
COMPANY: Bakér Environmental, Inc. PHONé #: (804) 322-4818
PHONE i#: (412) 269-2063 DSN: 2624818

FAX #: (412) 269-2002 FAX #: (804) 322-4805

REMARKS:  Draft Interim RI/FS

QU #10, Site 35

MCB Camp Lejeune
Dan,
The attached discussion is a further expansion on comments made by Bill Mullen regarding the relatively
high detection limits presented in the analytical results in the Draft Rl for Site 35 (specifically, Bill's
comment from page 4-2 in his 5/5/94 comments). Bill's comments are based on a discussion he had with
our LANTDIV chemist, Sherri Eng. These comments are in liou of comments that were to be provided
directly by Sherri (she was unable to provide a detailed review in a timely manner dus to workload
constraints). With the excaption of minar editorial changes and additions by me [shown in brackets], the
discussion is verbatim from Bill Mullen.

The net result here Is that Bilf does not feel that in this particular case the high detection timits will present &
problem in the long run. He feels that we may need to do some explaining if this point is picked up by the
State or EPA, However, he is reasonably confident that re-sampling would niot be needed here. His main
points were

1) If the lab does not automatically follow the dilution process to lower detection limits, then they should
contact Baker ASAP fo discuss subsequent actions. Under most circumstances, this wifl result a request to
proceed with further dilution to lower detection limits.

2) Baker should inform the NTR that this type of situation has occurred as soon as possible, as a matter of
project status. If warranted, a call to the NTR to discuss the subsequent actions priot fo giving the go-
ahead fo the lab may be necessary (in my opinion, this would be a rare instance; however, Bill
recommends advance discussion as much as Is practical.)

MAY 11 94 14:37 804 322 4885 PAGE. QL1
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3) Baker should ensure that the lab is aware of this procedure to avoid this type of situation in future
sampling events,

Chemistry is not my forte', but pleass feel free to call either me or Bill if you want to discuss this further, If
necessary, we can get Sherti Eng involved too.

Kate Landman (804) 322-4318

Bil Mulen  (804) 3224588
Fax(both)  (804) 3224805

e
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Draft Interim RI/FS, OU#10 (Site 35) 11 May 1994
Addendum to Comments by Bill Mullen

The detection limits are probably high due to the presence of xylene and toluene in the samples at extremely
elevated concentrations (320,000 and 190,000 ug/kg). The only way to lower the detection limits is to dilute the
sample and re-run the sample. { A matrix problem is not likely hece since the contaminants of concern ar¢: not
metals.} THIS SHOULD HAVE BEEN DONE SINCE THERE ARE CONSEQUENCES THAT MAY HAVE AN
EFFECT ON THIS PROJECT! TO UNDERSTAND, YOU MUST READ ONt!!

The problem is that EPA usually requires that sampling results that show high detection limits assume that
compounds not detected in that sample as present at 1/2 the detection limit. A fair number of compounds (TABLE
4-1, PAGE 4-2) are not detected at 900 to 1400 ug/kg (depending on specific samples). Clearly taking 1/2 of the
detection limit for Vinyl Chloride, which would be 650 ug/kg would really adversely affect the risk assessment for
your site since MCL is 2 ppb in groundwatet.

Diluting the sample lowers the concentrations of all compounds present, while it raises the method detection limit.
This has good, bad, and better results. The BAD is that a compound present at 10 ppb could be diluted to the
point that it does respond to the machine. The GOOD is that the compounds prosent at moderate levels will still be
detected at concentrations relative to the dilution effect. The BETTER is that the detection will be reduced to a
manageable number (10, 50, or even 100 uglkg).

Example:

A normal method detection limit is 1 ppb for a particular analysis. A sample with three compounds in it is
analyzed, and the 1st compound is present at a concentration of 100,000 ppb, the 2nd compound is present at 10
ppb, and the 3rd compound is present at 750 ppb.

The sample is run and due to the conflicting xesalts (the response peak of the conpound with the laxger
concentration masks the presence of the lower one) the detection limit for this run is say for example 1000 ppb.
The reported result would be a concentration of 100,000 ppb of No. 1, and No.s 2 and 3 would be non detect {or
No. 3 would be estimated at 750). The EPA preferred 1/2 detection limit would be 500 ppb for compounds 2 and 3
(unless estimated concentration is higher).

Tf the same sample is diluted by a factor of 10, the 15t compound concentration is @ 10,000 ppb and the method
detection i raised from 1 to 10 ppb. Unfortunately, the 2nd compound is also diluted by a factor of 10 and drops
from 10 ppb to’' @1 ppb and is not detected. The 3rd compound is also diluted to @75 ppb and is detected.

Using the EPA preferred 1/2 detection limit evaluation, the 2nd compound is assigned a concentration of 5 ppb
{i.e. 172 of the new method detection linit of 10 ppb), which is much morxe representative of the acwal
concentration of 1 ppb.

Needless to say, the high detection limits are fairly significant for what could happen, not what is really thexe [at
this site]. For this project, with the concurrent (sort of) RI/FS going on, there would be reason to argue [against]
the elevated values that 1/2 detection limit would give for vinyl chloride and associated other compounds presented
in Table 4-1. [So, for this specific Interina RI/FS, we probably don't hiave & problem, especially since soils
involved are the ones that will be excavated and remediated.) '

HOWEVER, it would be more significant for some other sites where nio additional field work was planned, High
detection limits and the resulting high risk assessments could require another sampling round to conviace
regulators that we aren't missing something significant.

(Baker should have been contacted by the 1ab immediately upon determination that a sample bas very high
detection Jimit. The purpose of the call is to determine if further dilution is necessacy to lower the detection limits
for the sample. In most cases, this would be the appropriate course of action. In some cases, it may not be
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necessary to follow though - for example, if other samples very close by to the sample in question can demonsirate
that the high detection limit is not significant, then it may not be necessary to continue with dilution. In any case,
Baker should be given the option to request further difution, and the NTR (wme) should be notified as soon as
possible as a matter of project status. }
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ﬁ‘m g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
"--,,.,.‘,w-*‘SF ' ! REGION tV
| 347 COUNTLAND GTRERT, NE.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30265
: ¥ay 10, 1994
CERTIFIED MALL .
S
4WD-FFB 5
]

Ms. Xatherine Landman: |
Department of the Navy - Atlantie Divigien
. Naval Facilities Enginearing command
Code 1823 i
Roxrfolk, virginia 23511-6287

H

SUBJ: MCB Camp Lejeuje - OU10
. Draft Interim edial Action

Dear Ms. Dandman:

The Envirommental Frotection Agency (EPA) has partially .
completed its xeview of tha ‘Draft Interim. Remedial Actlon,

@oo1/004
ea1 e

| \/rzg?.?‘\;{”m{

. Remodial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Operable unit 10, Site
35, daved April 5, 1994. The comments from BPA’a contracter,

MAY 11 94 17:12

Pynemac, ere enclosed.

If there are eny questions or commeants, please call mo at

(404) 347-3016 oxr voice mall (404) 347-3555, ®=6459.

. 8ipceraly, .

A — .

i

4

. Townsend
Senior Praject Manager

Enclesure

cos Mr. Neal Paul, MCB Cemp Lejeune
¥r. Patyick Watters, NCOERNR

I

Post-t™ brand fax transmittal memo 7671 [ # ot pages » L,L

To bONK Fram K ATE L}NWI\J

804 322 48a5
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1.0 Genaral Coxmanto .

The following generali comments were developed [rom review of the
Prafe Interim Remedial Action RI/PB Report.

1. A summayy of preVious sampling and analysis data for eoll
and groundwater and the list of paramstara analyzed have not
becn provided. This information should be provided to
indicate the knolm nacure and extent of horlzontal and
varti¢al contamination present at the' site in oxder to

define site-xelabed data gaps.

2, The laboratoxr sLmEIe analysis forms £or the samples
collected during| the Interim Remedial Action RI/FS should be

provided, This would allow the summacry data tables to be
crosy checked aghainst the actual lab analysis forms.
£

2. The text anould ?canercne analyclcal method used for the oil
and yrease analygis of goil samples ccllected during the.
Interim Remedial] Acetion RI/EE.

4. Inorganic couanikuenbs tave been detected throughout the
goil at Site 35,; The text gtates that alightly elevated
Jevals of inorganic¢ constituents wele detected and are
believed to be of natural origin. This argument is not
justified since inorganic conatituents in background samples
ware either not [etected or were pregent at levels below tho

' soncentrations detected in the investigation samples. The
text also states that there doms not appear to be a
significant gourge of inorganic cuntaminants in Site 35
goils due to ‘the random dictribution of the inorganic
constituents and the fact that the concentrations at which
thege analytes verve dececvted fall within the range of
element concentrations detected in soils in the eastern
United States. 3his cenclugion is unacceptable. Adequate
justification ehiould be presented for the deletion of
invrganic constituente from the BRA section of the Tnterim

Remedial Action [RI/FS Report..
T
!2-0 SPECIPIC COMMENTE

The gpecific¢ comments are listed oa Lhe following pages. The
comments are listed in order of ocourrence in the Draft Tntexim
Remedial Action RI/FS Report and are organized by section number,
page and paragraph anda/or figure amd table nunber, as

appropriate. i
Eemeﬂu_lmuigaﬂ,éu
1. te

J -R, a;
The text states, "Results of laboratory analysis revealed
that groundwater in one wall and soll cutbings fLrom two

H
i
H
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2
boringg were contaminated with patroleum hydrocarbons.®
Summaries of analytical repults of previous investigations
should be included in the Draft Interim Remedial Action
RL/ES Report Lo support this statement. Eee General Comment
No. 1. :

f’ec:jo - o H

The text states that soil samples ¢ollected during the
Comprehensive Site Assessment (CSAl were analyzed for total
petroleum hydrocarkons (TPH}. The text dnes not atate which
portion of the range of TPH congtituents was included in the

‘analyses. The text should be revised to state whether the

analyses rupresents the TPH gasoline or diesel range or a
cenbination of the two.

The text statos, "The results of the C5A identified areas of
impacted goil and groundwaler.* Summiries of analytical
regults of previcus jinvestigations should be included in the
Draft Intorim Remedial Action RI/FS Repurt to support this
statement.. See General Comment No. 1.

4: .
collacted during a »
followup to the CSA were anmalyzed for TPH. -The text does
not state which portion of the range of TPH comstituente was
included in the analyses, See Specific Comment No. 2,

Section 3.1, Page 3-1, Paragraph 4:

The text atates, “[Soll Borings} 8B-34 and SB-34 vere .
drilled to be downgradiecnt of the Fuel Farm, a suppected
source of groundwater contamination.* The text should ba
modified to provide a unigue number to sach of the soil

borings.

Section 4.3, Page 4:12, Paragraph 4:

The text sltates that the detectable levels of oll and grease
in soil samples obtained during the Interim Remedial Action
RI/FS may be due Lo the presence of maturxally occurring
hydrocarbons., This argument ig not justified since oil and
grease constitusnts were present at levels below the
concentrationg detected in the background investigation

@003/004

samples. Adeg;ate justification ghould be presgented for the '

deletion of oll and grease constiruents from the BRA gection
of the Draft 1lnterim Remedial Action RI/FS Report.

i 5.2 ragraph 4:
The text states that lnorganic constituants were detected in
one or more Interim Remagial Action RL/FS Ramples and that
the occurrence of thede constituents does appear te be site
related because of the gporadic mature of thejr deteccion in

MAY 11 :
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site soils. This c¢onclugion ig unacceptable. See General
Cemmant. Ne. 4.

. : .
Regarding uaing sample prevalence as a screening criterien,
the wording that "ene pesitive detection in twenty or fewer
environmental samples:.." i vague and inconaistent with the
gtatement presented in the preceding sentence. Please
revige. A detectlon frequency of 5 percent requires that at
least 20 samples be collacted from any zingle medium.

Fage - Nr - - : =33
Footnotes should be provided for the symbolr “J*, *K" and
"Lt uged in theaa tahles. .

Pags. 6-7. Paragbhph 1 :
Eliminating bis(2«erhylhexyl)phthalate and di-n-
butylphthalate on the basis of these constitucnts being
common laboratory contaminants is not automatically
justified unless appropriate screening criteria aze met. To
be considered a laboratory contaminant, the concentratien of
a contaminant in an environmental sample ghould not exceed
10 rimes the concentration of that concamipant in the
agsociated blank. However, it-is unclear from the text
whether the proper screening has been conducked. °*
additionally, no justiticacion is provided in the paragraph
regarding the elimination of dibenzofuran. Therefora, a
complete rationale should be provided for the deletion of
these contaminants as COPCs. '

Feasibility gtudy

- -

seccion 1,2.5.3, Page 1-5, Poragraph 3-

The text indicatesg that lead was detected during the
confirmation study, but that these concentrations fall
within the lead concentrations cbserved in seils and other
surficial material of the eastern United States. See

Seneral Comment No. 4.

0047004
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Atlantic Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Environmental Quality Division

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

TOTAL # OF PAGES: 2 DATE: 12 May 1994

TO: Dan Bonk | FROM: Kate Landman, Code 1823
COMPANY: Baker Environmental PHONE #: (804) 322-4818
PHONE #: (412) 269-2016 DSN: 262-4318

FAX #: (412) 269-2002 FAX #: (804) 3224805

REMARKS: CTO-0160 :
Draft Interim PRAP, Site 35
MCB Camp Lejeune

Dan,

Attached are my comments on the Draft Inferim PRAP. Just a few items I noticed as | read it. Looks good.
Still waiting for comments from Camp Lejeune, NCDEHNR and the rest of EPA comments on the Draft
RYFS and PRAP.

Call me itfwhen you find out anything more about the lab problem. | won't be in the office tomorrow, but if
you need fo talk to me about the lab stuff (or anything else), 'l be at home working on my thesis, so feel
free to call me there: (804) 622-0229.

By the way, | was looking over the schedule, and | was wondering when we should be thinking about
schedufing the various meetings in regards fo the Interim RUFS (State/EPA and TRC/Public meetings).
Camp Lejeune especially needs fo start planning as far in advance as possible, We should think about
setting tentative dates now. Any ideas? We should try to coordinate as much as possible with actions at
other sites to avoid having repeat meetings.

Kate

: : 1
MAY 12 '94 11:52 804 322 4885 PAGE. 001
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LANTDIY Comments K. Landman, 5/12/94
CTO0-0160 Draft Interim PRAP
OU#10, Site 35-Camp Geiger Area Fuel Farm
MCB Camp Lejeunc

MAY 12 *94

bl i
History should include information about the 1990 spill and the plans for Fuel Farm demolition (see
Draft RI report, page 1-6.

Page 6. Previous Investigations, Confinmation Study, Paragraph 3
The wells installed in 1986 were permanent, not temporary. Also, VOCs were detected in the
Conformation Study according to the Site Summary Report. See Draft RI report comment #3.

A mention should be made of other investigations, specifically regarding the 2 USTs meationed in
Section 2.5 of the Draft RI report (page 2-4). Be sure to see my comment 2 of Draft RL

The last sentencc mcntnons occurrences of i morgamc conmmenus chromium, vanadizm, and arsenic.
What about lead?

¢ 8, Interi by Baker, 4
Statements concerming O&G will likely need to be revised to reflect Dynamac (apd EPA/State, if any)
comments to Draft RI on O&G "write-off" by comparison to upstream samples,

age Health Ri ut, &
Op-site worker risk was mporwd tobe 3.3 % 1070 (not 6 x 10-6) on Table 6-9, page 6-30 of Draft RI
report. The HI was calculated at 0.05 (not 0.006).

Bage 16, Table ]
a) Under Alternative 1, Location Specific ARARS, typo - "serve® = 7 This is the same toble as Table

5-6 in Draft FS report. It contains the same emxor (and was not noted in previous copuments to Draft
FS).

b) See other comments for Table 5-6 under Draft FS comment 14,

11:52
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INSTALLATION RESTORATION DIVISION
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
MARINE CORPS BASE
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA
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Post-lt’“ brand fax transmittal memo 7671 l#of pages » Q

™ DA Reni Fm KATE L DA

' L—— BArel. “ LANTDW
ATTN: ::: :"°:“%;322.- AR
PAX ({i2) 26 ~2c02. 222 BT

FROM: THOMAS S. MORRIS (ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING TECHNICIAN )

COMMENTS : Kare, T Mtowciriy  For THSS Cwmmrs Baing bard ~Bur
I Nivz Bewn) our wipy Kowey Srows Gogams riir Lisr Lowk ANp

k_HALE., A% You cap) $&&, wy DoNT HAVE 190 MucH 1o
Commepr— _ma).  [LEASE  ler mE Know £ THoRE 1S R
ELSE [ can) HELP trigyf

IF THERE IS A PROBLEM WITH THIS TRANSMISSION, PLEASE CALL (910)
451-5068, EXT 404 (DSN 484-~5068)., OUR FAX NUMBER IS (91G) 451-5997

(DSN 484-5937).
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INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

OPERABLE UNIT NO. 10
SITE 35- CAMP GEIGER AREA FUEL FARM

. MARINE CORPS BASE '
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA

CONTRACT TASK ORDER 0160
' APRIL 5, 1994

Prepared For: -
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ENGINEERING COMMAND
Washingtan, D.C,
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Interim Remedial Action Remedial Investigation (RI) Report has been prepared by Baker
Environmental, Inc. (Baker) for presentation to the Department of the Navy (DON), Nava)
Facilities Enginesring Command, Atlantic Division (LANTDIV) under Navy CLEAN
Contract Number N62470 to address petroleum hydrocarbon contaminated soil at Operable
Unit (OU) No. 10, Site 35 - Camp Geiger Area Fuel Farm. The Interim Remedial Action RI
has been conducted in accordance with guidelines and procedures presented in the National
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 CFR 300.430). The NCF
was published under the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and
Liability Act of 1880 (CERCLA) commonly referred to Superfund and amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), USEPA's Guidance for
Conrducting Remedia] Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (USEPA 1988)

was also used as guidance for preparing this document.

This report uses available information from previous investigations on surface and subsurface
soils at Site 35 in conjunction with the soil data generated during the Interim Remedial Action
RI conducted by Baker in December, 1993. Previous investigations were conducted by Water
and Air Research, Inc., Environmental Science and Enginesring, inc. (BSE), NUS Corporation
(NUS) and Law Engineering, Inc. (Law). The results of this Interim Remedial Action RI will
sérve as the basis for an evaluation or remedial action alternatives for mitigating potential
rieks to human health and the environment posed by the petrolenm hydrocarbon
contaminated soil at Site 35. Available results of previous investigations at underground
storage tank (UST) sites near the Fuel Farm have not been included in the overall evaluation
of Site 35. Two tank sites including: 1) an abandoned No. 6 fuel oil UST adjacent to the
Former Mess Hall Heating Plant; and 2) a former No. 2 Fuel Oil UST (removed) adjacent to
Building (TC480 [Explosive Ordnance Disposal Axmory; Office and Supply Building) are e —
subject to investigation and remediation under a different program.

> G480 a— Appantly, e ue incacrecky been TEnng 4o
1.1  Purpose Yhis as TLHB0 ldql\%aﬁddlqm U&H Aol
. "6 stang ?( Geiree, Gnde 15+ catrect dessgrahon-fur

Ui bailaing . (,(a{ea
The purpose of the Interim Remedial Action RI is to provide additional soil data for use in

conjunction with existing data in an Interim Remedial Action Feasibility Study (FS) to
support the selection of an Interim Remedial Action for petroleum hydrocarbon impacted soil
at Site 35. Based on previously obtained data and reports of fuel-like odors z2long Brinsen

1-1
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situated within Camp Geiger just north of the intersection of Fourth and “G" Streets.
Previous enviroumental investigations at the site identified underground fuel distribution
piping that connect the ASTS ta existing and former underground storage tanks (USTs) and
expanded the area referred to as Site 35, To date, the Site 35 study area has been roughly
bounded on the west by D Street, on the north by Second Street, and on the east by Brinson
Creek, and on the south by Fourth Street and Building No. TC-474.

1.2.2 Site History

Construction of MCB, Camp Lejeune began in 1941 with the objective of developing the
“Warlds Most Complete Amphibious Training Base.” Construction started at Hadnot Point,
where the major functions of the Activity are centered. Development at the Activity is
primarily in five geographical locations under the jurisdiction of the Base Command. These

greas include Camp Geiger, Montford-Roint; Courthouse Bay, Mainside, and the Rifle Range -
Area. CAMP ToMNSON

Construction of Camp Geiger was completed in 1945, four years after construction of MCB,
Camp Lejeune was initiated. Figure 1.2 presents a site map of the Camp Geiger Fuel Farm
area. Qriginally, the Fuel Farm ASTs were used for the storage of No. 6 fuel oil, but, were
later converted for storage of other petroleum products including unleaded gasoline, diesel

fuel, and kerosene. The date of their conversion is net known.

Formerly, the ASTs at Site 36 supplied a gasoline filling station which was located on the 7
northeast corner of the intersection of “F" and Fourth Streets. A leak in an underground line .
at the station was reportedly respounsible for the loss of roughly 30 gallons per day of gasoline

over an unspecified period (Law, 1992). The leaking line was subsequently sealed and
replaced.  fefler |°°K:é ok e laws fepert (Pa")‘ q); ok looks Litefs guknF

ocevrred af HE fuedfarm .and ndk at die ps sfghtgw;)?ermg yhug & Tom's queshos,

The ASTs at Site 35 are currently used to dispense gasoline, diesel and kerosene to A
goverrument vehicles and to supply USTY in use at Camp Geiger and the nearby New River
Marine Corps Air Station. The ASTs are supplied by commereial carrier trucks which deliver
produet to fill ports located on the fuel unloading ped at the southern end of the facility. Six,
short-run (120 feet maximum), underground fuel lines are currently utilized to distribute the
product from the unloading pad to the ASTs. Product is dispensed from the ASTs via trucks

and underground piping.

1-4
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INTERIM PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN

Introduction

This Interim Proposed Remedial Action Plan (Interim PRAP) is issued to describe the Marine
Corps Base (MCB) Camp Lejeune and the Department of the Navy's (DON’s) preferred
rermedial z2ction for petroleum hydrocarbon contaminated soil at Operable Unit No. 10 (Site 38

- Camp Geiger Area Fuel Farm) at MCB Camp Lejeune.
}

MCE Camp Lejeune and the DON are issuing this Interim PRAP as part of the public
participation responsibility established under Section 117(a) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Lie'zbility Act (CERCLA), and the Federal
Pacilities Agreement (FFA) between the DON, United States Enviranmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) Region IV, and the North Carolina Depertment of Environment, Health,
and Natura] Resources (NC DEHNR).

MCB Camp Lejeune and the DON, with the assistance of UUSEPA Region IV and the
NC DEHNR, will gelect an interim remedy for Operable Unit No. 10 only after the public
comment period has ended and the information submitted during this time has been reviewed
and conaidered. The Final Interim Record of Decision (Interim ROD) may recommend a
different remedial action than is presented in this plan depending upon new information or

public cdmments.

- This Interim PRAP briefly summarizes information that can be found in greater détai} in the

Interim Remedial Action Remedial Investigation (RI) Report, the Interim Remedial Action

. Feasibility Study (F8); and other documenta refevenced in the Interim Remedial Action RI and

FS Report.s prepared for Operable Urdt No. 10. Fhe DON _encourages the public to review

' these other documents.in order to gain a more comprehensive understandmg of the gites.' The

admxmstratWe record file, which containg mfotmation on which the selection af the remedxal ', J
T™ME ONTLOow Colary LIBRARY AN
action will be based, is available for public rev1ewr £ MCB Camp Lejeune, Building 67. The

public is invited to review and comment on the administrative record and this Interim PRAP,

Operable Unit Description

Camp Lejeune is 2 training base for the U.8. Marine Corps, located in Onslow County, North
Carolina. The Base covers approximately 236 square miles and includes 14 miles of coastline.

12:22 804 322 4885 PAGE.@Y6
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MCB Camp Lejeune is bounded to the southeast by the Atlantic Ocean, to the northeast by
State Route 24, and to the west by U.S. Route 17. The town of Jacksonville, North Carolina is
located north of the Base (See Figure 1).

The study area, Operable Unit No. 10 is one of 13 operable units within MCB Camp Lejeune.
An “operable unit" as defined by the National Contingency Plan (NCP) ia 2 discrete action
that comprises an incremental step toward comprehensively addressing site problems. The
cleanup of a site can be divided into a number of aperable units, depending on the complexity
of the problems associated with the site. Operable units may address geographical portions of -
a site, epecific site problems, or initial phases of an action. With respect to MCB Camp
Lejeune, operable units were developed to combine one or more individual sites where

Installation Restoration Program (IRP) activities are or will be implemented.

Camp Geiger is located at the ex{reme northwest corner of MCE, Camp Lejeune, Onslow
County. The main entrance to Camp Geiger is off U.S. Route 17, approximately 3.5 miles
southeast of the City of Jacksonville, North Carolina. Site 85, the Camp Geiger Area Fuel
Farm, refers primarily to five, 15,000-gallon aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), a pump
house, and a fuel unloading pad situated within Camp Geiger just north of the intersection of
Fourth and “G" Streets (See Figure 2).

Operable Unit Background History

. Construction of Camp Geiger was cqmpleted in 1945, foux years after construction of MQB,

MAY 12 '94 12:23

!

Camp Lejeune was initiated. Originally, the ASTe were used for the atorage of No. 6 fuel oil,

iout, were later converted for storage of other petroleum products includfng unleaded gasoiine,

diesel fuel, and kerosene. The date of their conversion is not known. The ASTs currently m
use at the site are reported to be'the original‘tanks. . .
Formerly, the ASTe at Site 35 supplied a gasoline filling station which was located tn the
northeast corner of the ix;tersection of “F” and Fourth Streets. A leak in the underground line
from the ASTs to the dispensing island was reportedly responsible for the loss of roughly
30 gallens per day of gasoline over an unspecified period (Law, 1992). The leaking line was

subsequently sealed and replaced. L
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or “Hydropunch” samples. A “Tracer” study was also performed to investigate the integrity of
tie activie USTeland underground distribution piping. -
ASTs

Sofl and groundwater samples abtained under the CSA were analyzed for both organic and
inorganic compounds. Groundwater analyses included purgeable hydrocarbons (BPA 601),
purgeable aromatics and methyl-tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) (EPA 602), polynuclear
aromatic h;}drocarbona (EPA 610), and unfiltered lead (EPA 289.2). Soil analyses were
limited to total petroleum hydrecarbons (TPH) (SW846 3rd Edition, 5030/8550) and lead
(SW846 3rd Edition, 6010). Ten soil samples were analyzed for ignitability by SW846 3rd’
Edition, 1010.

The results of the CSA. identified areas of impacted soil and groundwater, The nature of the
contamination included both halogenated (i.e., chlorinated) organic compounds and
Bonhalogenated, petroleum-based constituents. The contamination encountered was typically
identified in both shallow (2.6 to 17.5 feet bgs) and deep (17.6 to 35 feet bygs) wells.

In general, contaminant concentrations in soil were greatest in those samples taken at or
below the water table. Law concluded that soil contamination at Site 35 was likely due to the
presence of » dissolved phase groundwater plume and seasonal fluctuations of the water table.

A follow-up to the CSA was conducted by Law in 1982, Reported as an Addendum to the CSA
(Law, 1993), it was designed ta provide further characterization of the southern extent of the
petrolea.lm contamination resulting from historical releases. Three monitoring wells were
installed inciuding MW-26, -27, and PW-28. Soil samples were obtained from each of these
lmat{ona and analyzed for TPH. As part of the follow-up, a pump test was performed to
estimate the hydraulic characberisticg of the surfieial aquifer. This test was designed to
determine performance characteristics of a designated pumping well and Yo estimate
hydra.ulxc parameters of the aquifer. An approximate. hydraulic conductivity of 100 feet/day
“wag determined for the surficial aquifer.

Interim Bemedial Action RI/FS by Baker

Baker conducted an Interim Remedial Action RI in December of 1993. An additional seven
soil borings were located within and around groundwater contaminant plume areas identified
. during the C8A. In addition to the soil berings, thirteen shallow soil samples were taken

along Brinson Creck to determine the extent of contamination emanating from Site 35. Two of
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COMMUNITY PARTICIFPATION
A critical part of the selection of a remedial action alternative is community involvement., The

following information is provided to the cornmunity in order to obtain input that addresses the
selection of remedial actjon altarnative for Operable Unit No, 10, Site 35.

Publie Comment Period

The public comment period will begin on July 17, 1994, and end on August 16, 1994, for the
Proposed Remedial Action Plan for Operable Unit No. 10, Site 35. Written commentas should
be sent to the following address:

Commander

Atlantic Division Naval Facilities Bngineering Command
1510 Gilbext Street (Bldg. N-26)

Norfolk, Virginia 23511.2699

Attention: Ma. Katherine Landman, Code 1828

Information Repogsitories

A collection of information, including the administrative record, is available at the following

location: R’Dt

MCEB Camp Lejeune
Building 67 Ouslow County Library -
Marine Corps Base 68 Doris Avenue East
Camp Lejeune, NG 28542 Jacksonville, NC 28540
. 104515724~ (qio) F5I-SOC8 (916 485-7350
M.F; 7:00 2.m.-3:00 p.m.
. Houxs:
M-Th: 9:00 a.m.- 9:00 p.m.

F-Sa: 9:00 a.m.- 6:00 p.m.
LCIosed Sunday

19
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Jamas B, Hunt, Jr., Goverhor
Jono?r?\cn Btﬂlov;es. ggcretcry D E H N R
William L. Meyer, Dlrector
Vi Pepnced

May 20, 199%4

commander, Atlantic Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command

Code 1823-2

Attention: MCB Camp Lejeune, RPH
Ms. Xatherine Landman
Norfelk, Virginia 23511~6287

Commanding General
Attention: AC/S, EMD/IRD
Marine Corps Base
PSC Box 20004
camp Lejeune, NC 28542-0004

RE: ' Draft JInterim RI/FS Report and Draft Interim
Proposed Remedjal Action Plan for Dperable Unit 10
(5ite 35), MCB Camp Lejeune.

Dear Ms. Landman:
The referenced documents have been received and reviewed by

the North Carolina Superfund Section. Our comments are attached.
Please call me at (919) 733~-2801 if you have any questions about

this.
Sincerely,
Psfade, Dadtrs
Patrick Watters .
Environmental Engineer
Superfund Section
Attachment

cc: Gena Townsend, US EPA Region IV
Neal Paul, MCB Camp Lejeune
Bruce Reed, DEHNR - Wilmington Regional Office

P.0. Box 27687. Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-7687  Telephone 919-733-4906 FAX 919-715-3405
An Equol Oppoduntty Atfimative Action Employet 50% racyclad/ 10% post-consumer paper
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Nor Superfund C
Draft Interim RI/FS Report and PRAD
Operable 5) MCB C e
RI_Report
1.

These are several references (Fage 4«9, Section 4.2; Page 5.2,
Section 5.3; Page 5-4, Table 5-1) in the RI report that
untilizes data presented in the Shacklette and Boerngen USGS
Paper of 1984 as background concentrations. Using data that
covers the entire eastern United States as a basis for
background comparisons at Camp Lejeune is inappropriate. The
data in the Shacklette and Boerngen report covers a very large
geographical area and therefore would not be representative of
the specific area around Camp Lejeune. This is evidenced by
Table 5-1 in the RI Report which shows metals concentrations
from the Shacklette and Boerngen report spanning as much as 3
orders of magnitude,

The use of "Base-Specific Background" values as noted in Table
5-~1 should be supported with information on how, where, and
when this data was obtained. .

2. age 2=
This section indicates that a geophysical anomaly had been
identified in a previous study to the north of the former
gasoline station. It is not clear from the RI/FS report if
this anomaly has been fully investigated t¢ determine
conclusively whether or not this is a potential gource of
contamination. .

3. Page 3-1, Sectjon 3.1 .
The fourth sentence should state that soil borings SB-33 and

SB-34 were drilled downgradient of the Fuel Farm.

4. Page 4-1, Section 4.1
The second paragraph under Section 4.1 states that 2~hexanone
was found in soil sample SB3405 at 23,000 ug/kg. Table 4-1
(Page 4=2) shows a value of 12,000 uk/kg for SB3405.

This sectlion indicates that some of the data shown in Table 4-
2 has qualifiers to indicate if the data was rejected (R},
biased high (H), or biased low (L). There is no information
provided to explain why these data qualifiers are necessary.

. Page 4-8, S tien C.0.1
The sacond paragraph on the page lists numerous metals and

states that they were not considered as COPCs because the
concentrations were well below their respective EPA Region III
RBC value for residential goil. Table 6-1 on page 6-~6 does
not show RBC wvalues for iron, lead, calcium, magnesium,
potassium and sodium.
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Feasibility Stud

The reference ta the NC DEHNR guidelines (Groundwater Section

Guidelines for the Remediation of Soils and Groundwater) as a

chemical specific ARAR for the remediation goals is

- inconsistent with the NCP. This guidance should be viewed as

- under the "to be considered" category noted in Subpart E of

the NCP and not an ARAR because they were not promulgated
under NC State environmental statutes.

§B- Page 1-5, Section 1.2.5.3
%9% See the general comment regarding the use of regional
b- background values noted for the RI Report.

J 8- Page 3~16, Section 3.3.5,2.1
Please explain the origin and use of the term "rotovation" and

whether or nhot it has a more gpecialized meaning beyond mixing
and agitating the soil.

. 10. Page $=6, Table 5-1

v

The collection of 1 sample does not appeaxr adeguate to
represent 100 CY of sexcavated soil. Please indicate <the
rationale for using this sampling schene.

v 11. -
Tt is not clear how uncontrolled VOC emissions from the soil
aeration alternative (RAA # 4) will result in "no"
environmental impact.

VETH - .2 .
The last sentence on this page needs to be revised for
clarity. .

/ 13. -

Same comment as number 10 above regarding “no™ environmental
impact from uncontrolled VOC emissions.

14. -
! The last sentence on this page should reference RAA # 4
instead of RAA ¥ 2.

aft oposed Remedia cti

15. General

++ With regard to the six proposed remedial action alternatives,
the State concurs that RAAs 1, 2 and 4 are the least degirable
based on the reasons cited in the PRAP. We should note that
with regard to RAA No. 2, the State prefera on-site treatment
to off-site disposal options as a matter of policy.

With regard to RAAs 3, 5 and 6, we prefer the on-site
alternative (RAA 6) followed by RAAs 5 and 3 based mostly on
the on~site treatment versus off-site disposal policy.
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4WD=FFB

Ms. Eatherine Landmaxn
Depaxtment vf the Navy « Atlanti.c biviaion
Naval Facilities Engineering Command

Code 1823
Norfolk, Vizginiae- 23511—6237

SUBJ: ¥CB Camp Lejeuns = QU0
Draft Interim Romedial Action
Remedial Investigation & Feasibility Study

Deaxr Ms. Landmans

The Ervironmental Protection Ageney (EPA) has complotad X -]
review of the *Draft Interim Remedisl Action, Remedial
Tnvastigation/Feasibility STudy, Operable Uult 10, 8ite 35, dated
April 5, 1994. Comments on the human health aspects are
encloged.

If thera a::e any quostions or.comments, please ce.ll ma at
(404) 347-3016 or voicae mail (404) 347-3555, x=-6455. : .

Sinceraly, -
-~
Gena D. Townsend
Senior Project Manager .
Enalosu:a

cet Mr., Neal Paul, MCD Camp Lajeuna
Mr. Patrick Watters, NCDEHNR

g Post-lt“'brand fax transmittal memo 7671 ,#olpagosv 2. ‘ ' Ce
F DAt AWK, " Koty (Ao S
mﬁm AT : L
F“’- phone”ﬂ‘/-f&&ﬂf[g/g S . . .
222557 ™ jot 5050505 . SHT
E : ;
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Coaments :
1. gat)

’ nedis pstl g ES- pREagraphs. 7 3
! It ghould be claaxly explainad here that the c‘.om;irehsngiw
Remedial Investigation will include a comprehonsive bassline
risk assassment for human heslth as wall as for ecological
concexrns. ‘ :

24 EI !:&Lgﬂ -s—ll ﬁnz‘ E-;a‘ . , )
Plaase explain what the "K", *L* designations indicate (noxt
o several of the aonqam;xation w:l:uon ). ‘ .

The risk (1lE-6)-~based concentration fox bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthulate for yesidential soil ie 46 ppnm.

3. B: mg_hlﬂﬂ ﬁ-z. 5-31 E“'ﬂt
' Despite not being listed on tha Raegion RBC Tablae,
dibonzofuran has a provisional RfD of ¢E-3 mg/kg-d (EPA~
Environmental Criteria and Assessment Office, 1993), which
should be used to assess its potential health »ink.

\

4. RI Table 6-4. : :

E The Averaging Time (AT) for the noncarcinogenic endpoint
should be 365 days (ED x 365). The appzruprlate value is

shown in the risk calculations in Appendix D. .

Tha Exposura Pr:equenéy (EF) of 100 duys/year appsars to ba a
professional judgement value rather than fzrom EPA Standard
Doefault Exposure Factors (1991). :

5. T&b -t o 4 > : - .
Thoe su:%aco area of the adult male head, foraarms, hands is .

3160 (not 5300) cm®., 5300 cm’ would include the lower legs
as well.

‘6.  RLNable b=¢; Section 6.2.2,3, pg G=14.

' The default Respiration Rate (RR) recomméended by the EPA
Standard bDefault Exposure Factora (1991) for the
occupational setting ls “20 w’ per 8-houxr werkday", which
corresponds to 2.5 (net 0.83) m' par hour.

‘7. RI Tuble 6=5; = .

For calounlation of riske from dermal exposura, oral toxicity
values muat f£irst be converced to an absurbed dose value
(see Appendix A of Risk Assessment Guidance for Supaxfund,

; Vol. I, Paxt A, £RPA, 1983), :

B, Feasibilivy Study (FS) Gectien 1,2.6€, pg -7, paragraph 4.

f The gtatemant "HI value of 0.006 wag calculated for the on-
site Site 35 worker" duus nul agres with the value in tha RI
(xisk asgessment) portion of the report (Tables €-7, 6~9 of
RI).
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