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Coraopolis, Pennsylvania 15108 

(412) 269-6000 
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Norfolk, Virginia 23511-2699 

Attn: 

Re: 

Ms. Katherine Landman 
Code 1823 

Contract N62470-89-D-4814 
Navy CLEAN, District III 
Contract Task Order (CTO) 0160 
Comments and Responses for 
Draft Interim RI/FS and PRAP 
Operable Unit No. 10 (Site 35) 
MCB, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 

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. 

Sincerely, 

BAKER ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. 

Daniel L. Bonk, P.E. 
Project Manager 

DLB/jc 
Enclosures 

A Total Quality Corporation 



RESPONSE NO. 1 TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY 
KATE LANDMAN, LANTDIV 

ON THE INTERIM RA DRAl?I’ RI/l% 
FAX DATED MAY 6,1994 

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

RI REPORT 

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

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

2. Page l-l, 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 has been modified 
to indicate that separate investigations at the G480 UST and the UST at the Former Mess Hall 
Heating Plant are ongoing or pending. J% 6’-k# VW\) be \(\&dd &h 6% gr~~ram, tuls 

Will Jt\LL I b*f car O@\c\cr\ tdt**c, 

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. Page 3-1, Section 3.1, Paragraph 2 

Text modified as per comment. 

5. Page 4-1, Section 4.1, Paravraph 2 

Text modified as per comment. 

6. Page 4-1, Section 4.1, Paragraph 3 

Text modified as per comment. 

7. Page 4-9, Section 4.1, Paragraph 2 and Figure 4-l 

Text modified as per comment. 

8. Page 4-8, Figure 4-1 

Figure modified as per comment. 

9. Page 4-9, 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. 
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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-l 

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. ask hn f QI” 

17. Page 5-3, Section 5.4, Paragraph 3 

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 6.21, 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. Pape 6-6, Table 6-l 

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

c. 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-l has been amended to show 3 positive detections. 
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22. Page 6-5, Section 6.2.2, Paragraph 1 

Text modified as per comment. 

23. Page 6-8, Table 6-2 

J 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. d @* 

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

24. Page 6-9, Table 6-3 

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

25. Page 1-3, Figure l-1 

Figure modified as per comment. 

26. Page ii, Table of Contents 

Table of contents modified as per comment. 

27. Section 4.0, Analvtical Results 

Soil TCLP and RCRA Hazardous Characteristics analytical results indicate that Site 35 soil samples 
obtained during the Interim RI are not haz rdous. A new Section 4.4 has been added to the text to 
provide a discussion of these results. d $ ’ 

FS REPORT 

1. ES-g, Paragraph 1 

This paragraph was incomplete with several errors which made it impossible to comprehend. It has 
been corrected and modified (see last paragraph, page ES-10 

2. Page 1-4, Section 1.2.5, ParaPraph 1 

The comprehensive IWFS 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 RI/FS. 

k. 

3. Page 1-7, Section 1.2.6, Paragraphs 4 and 5 

Page l-7 of the FS and been modified in accordance with page 6-29 of the RI. 
J-g Qy.A b-4 @%3 . 

3 



d4. 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 WLP and 
hazardous characteristic tests confirm the classification of the Site 35 soil as nonhazardous waste. 

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

Text modified as per comment. 

6. Page 2-8, Section 2.3, Paragraph 2 

Text modified as per comment. 

7. Page 3-1, 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. Section 4.1 
J J 

J 
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. Section 4.2 
J 

d 
J 

J 
\1 ?$p” LJ 

Text Sections 4.2.2.2,4.2.3.2,4.2.4.2,4.2.5.2, and 4.2%; 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 
i 

Sections 4.2.2!2,4.2%.2,4.2.4.2, and 4.2.5.2 have been modified as per comment with the addition of a 
J 

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. Page 5-11, 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. Pape 5-23, Section 5.2.7 

Text modified as per comment. 
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RESPONSE NO. 1 TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY 
BULL MULLEN, LANTDIV 

ON THE DRAFT INTERIM RI/IFS 
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-Z, Paragraph 4, Sentence 2 

Text has been modified as per comment. 

2. Page ES-Z, 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 RUE’S and incorporate 
appropriate and pertinent information into later revisions of this report. 

4. 

a. 

b. 

5. 

a. 

b. 

6. 

a. 

b. 

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-l 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-l and Figure 4-l 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. 
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7. Page 4-12 

Agreed. 

8. Page 4-15 

a. and b. Figure has been amended to correct these issues. 

9. Page 4-19 

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. Page 5-10 

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. Page 6-1 

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. Page ES-3 

Baker believes it is appropriate to exclude oil and grease from the remediation as per the discussion 
presented in the FS Report. Additional sediment and surface water data will be obtained under the 
comprehensive RI/FS which will further consider the remediation of Brinson Creek where elevated oil 
and grease levels are detected. 
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2. Page ES-7 

Text modified as per comment. 

3. Page 1-4 

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. Pages l-6 and 2-7 

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. 

5. Page 5-24 

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. Appendix B 

The actual method of treatment/disposal has been added to each contact form at a location where it 
will stand out. 
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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, etc.) and (2) the COPC selection process limits the number of chemicals evaluated. 
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1.0 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

2.0 

RESPONSE NO. 3 TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY 
GENA TOWNSEND, USEPA, REGION IV 

ON THE DRAFT INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION 
FAX DATED MAY 11,1994 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

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. 

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

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

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. 

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, Pave 2-4, Paragraph 4 

Text modified as per comment. 

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

Text has been corrected to read ‘I... SB-33 and SB-34 . ..‘I. 

6. Section 4.3, Pape 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 
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Sensitivity Evaluation @SE) 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-l through 6-3 

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

10. Page 6-7, Paragraph 1 

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 Studs 

11. (USEPA 12.). Section 1.2.3.5, page l-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. 
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RESPONSE NO. 4 TO 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 RILE’S by Baker, Paragraph 3 

Text modified as per comment to include lead. 

5. Page 8, Interim RA RI/FS bv Baker, Paragraph 4 

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

6. Page 9, Human Health Risk Assessment, Paragraph 3 and 4 

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

7. Page 16, Table 1 

Table modified as per comment. 
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St I-E 35 - hti!NM RI/F3 (&RFr) 
RESPONSE NO. 5 TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY 

TOM MORRIS, MCB CAMP LEJEUNE 
FAX DATED MAY l&l994 

DRAFI’INTEBJM RAlRI 

1. Page l-1, Section 1.0 

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

2. Page 1-4, Section 1.22 

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-h” brand fax transmittal memo 71371 #of pages b 

TO 
roQ vmbs 

/ 

co. /czc$ CL&J 
17 K. LNIW~/\P~~) 

Dept. Em o/ 13 
hmll Ir 

Phone # 

Fax # 
tgw -~ZJf%f% 
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RESPONSE NO. 6 TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY 
PATRICK WATTERS, DEHNR 

FAX DATED MAY 24,1994 

RI REPORT 

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 
soil 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 RUE’S being conducted concurrent to the Interim Remedial Action 
RI/FS. 

3. Page 3-1, Section 3.1 

Text modified as per comment. 

4. Page 4-1, Section 4.1 

Text has been amended to show 2-hexanone for soil sample SB3405 at 12,000 pg/kg, not 23,000 pg/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. Page ES-7 

Text modified as per comment. 

8. Page 1-5, Section 1.2.5.3 

See response to Comment 1. 

9. Page 3-16, Section 3.3.5.2.1 

The term “rotovation” has been removed from the text and replaced with “tilling and mixing.” 
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10. Page 5-6, Table 5-l 

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. Pape 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. 
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RESPONSE NO. 7 TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY 
GENA TOWNSEND, USEPA REGION IV 

DRAFI’INTERIM RA/RI AND FS 
FAX DATED MAY 25,1994 

1. Page ES-3, Paragraphs 2 and 3 

Text modified as per comment. 

2. RI Tables 6-1,6-2 and 6-3 

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

3. RI Tables 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. RI Table 6-4 

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. RI Table 6-4, Section 2.2.2.2, Page 6-13 

Text has been amended to show a surface area of 5300 cmVday, to account for the head, hands, lower 
legs, and arms. 

6. RI Table 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 ms/hour. 

7. RI Table 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 risk 
assessment. Examples are provided in the text to reflect this. 

FEASIBILITY STUDY 

8. Section 1.2.6, 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. 
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Atlantic Division 
Naval Facilkies Engineering Command 

Environmental Quality Division 

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 
TOTAL # OF PAGES: 9 DA7E:O6Mayl994 

TO: Dan Bank FROM: Kate Landman, Code 1823 

COMPANY: Baker Environmental PHONE k (804) 322-4818 

PHONE 8: (412) 269-2063 DSN: 2624818 

FAX B: (412) 269-2002 FAX df: (804) 322-4805 

REMARKS: CTO-0160 
Interim RA Draft RI/F!3 
CLEJ Sites 35 (OLWO) 

Dan, 
Attached are comments Tom Bill Mullen and myself on the Draft RVFS. 
hopefully we’ll get that Monday..?) 

(No comments on the PRAP - 
I made a few notes on the comments from Bill Mullen. He makes a few 

comments on areas that I believe we have discussed in detail and decided to proceed differently that he 
suggests. Perhaps hii comments indicate thaf some further explanation could be made that could clarify 
the thought processes that went into 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 correotionslclarifications. A few items might 
warrant a phone call to clarify ffie issue for me, I am most concerned about the ongoing adjacent lJST 
investigations and the Fuel Farm demolii schedule J I am waiting for clarifitiioti on these from Camp 
Lejeune, and I have already spoken to you about this. My main concern is that the information in the RI is 
accurate. As usual, don’t waste yw~ time with formal responses to my comments. Just call me to discuss 
as needed. 

Patrick Matters did get his copies of the PW. I left Gena Townsend a message to check if she got hers 
but did not hear back from her today. I guess we’ll assume that she did get them until we hear otherwise. 
Patrick tells me that he will likely not have comments for the Draft F!IFS until 5/20 (2 weeks from today!). 
He’ll try fo expedite this. I do not know Gena’s status at this time, but I imagine that she has a similar 
backlog. I also have not rec’d comments from Camp Lejeune yet, and have not been able to get a 
commitment for a submission date. Also, I do expect some additional comments from Sherri Eng, 
LANTDIV chemist. These will probably be available next week. 

Have a good weekend, 
-Kate 

MfW 6 ‘94 16~03 
804 322 4805 PAGE. 001 
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1 

LANTDTIrCo~ 
cT0-0160 Draft Interim RA ms 
Ou#iO, Site 35.Camp Geiger Area Fukl Farm 
MCB Camp Lejeme 

IL LalldmG s/6/94 

R.-l REPORT 

v’l. 

J 2. 

1J3. 

Executive Snmmarv. l&e ES-I. Paine 
Last. sentcaca is not clear. Are you addressing just O&G results for soil samples fd~.a, all ~0ll re~trlts 
(which included lead anaIy&), or something else? 

P ee 1-l. Section 1.0. Pq@caph 2 fal PaEe 24. Section 23 
Tie last sentence I&X? to a former G. 2 IF&l Oil UST (removed) adjacezxt to Bldg. TC480. This 
USI’ was aa unregulated heating oil tmk that was apparently rxnoved hour report, page 24 says it 
was removed in January 1994 - this is sews to me - I am cc&r&g with Mark Spang1e.r of Camp 
Lejeune). Text indioatcs that there is Ed iuvestigafiun andcrway udder a differeat program 
(presumably the UST program) for this location: to my knowledge, thtro is no separate invatigatlon 
pertahhg to this farmer UST. (Again, I am cot&ning with Mark Spaqler. If you have other info 
pertaining to additional studk at this locaticm, please caU me.) To da& I am aware only of the 
abandoned No. 6 Fuel Oil tank adjacent to the former Mess Hall Heating PIam that is undergoing a 
separati investigation (report OP investigations at this site just published April 13, 1994 - I mailed 
you a copy). 

m 1 andFirmreZ1 
First sentence ref&rs to 3 temporary wells. These wcIl.s weae pennanenl, not temporary. Also, Site 
Summary Rqost slefd to these wells as 3SGW4,35GWS, and 35GW6, respectively. Text states 
that VoCs we-m not detected in them loetions; however, Site Summary Report spcciWally statea &at 
VOCs were found. (Law’s 1992 CSA also states that VOC!s we.re found in all 3 weIls, including the 
upgradient). Also, We legend of Figure 21 shorn these w&s as being in&led in 1983. Both text on 
page 2-l and Site Summaty Report refer to ir~stalktion of these wells in 1986. 

,&ge4-t.Sectiaa4.1.Pa~~h2 
Table 4-l shows that 2-hexqnbne in SE3405 was 12000 J @kg, not 23000 pg/Icg as indicated in 
6cwmCG 5. 

PaneQ-1. Section Al.I?arafrra~Q 
Typo in last sentence, extraneous word - “... attributed LO sources ctkter than the those at Site. 35”. 

B Fe 49. Sectjon 4 1. Pam-h 2. and Fikre 4-I 
N~phthalmc was r&rtd at 7100 J ~.~g/kg id Sl33003 according to Table 4-I (as oppsed to 7100 
pgkg as rqorted in text). Also see comment 9. 

’ /a) Figure 4-l Iista napbtbalene at 71.0 J q/kg in SB3003, but Table 4-l shows 7100 J@!kg , which 
is 7.1 J m@g, 

Jb) Figure 4-I omits fluocene Tom SB3005D, but Table 4-l reporrs 13000 3 &/kg (13.0 J mgkg). 
Jc) Figure 4-l shows acetone at 0.018 J mg/kg for BCSBOl, but Table 4-l reporta 180 J @kg, which 

$s 0,180 J t&kg, _ 
$i) Figure 4-1 does not report ~nlts for BCSl303D, but Table 4-l reports: 

bis-(Z&hylbcxy~)phtatc 350 J P&2 

1 
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J 
di-n-octyIl3flthaIate 290 Jc1&/lrg 

e) Figure 4-l dews di-n-ocfylph~t~ at 0.21 J mgkg but Table 4-l reports 200 J wg. 

,.j9- Page 69. Section#-Pggrauh 2 

Potassium is listed twice in sentence 1. 

J 11 

Vanadium entries for SB3305 and SBfQOS use the qualEer “BL”. Thexe is no qualifier “B” clescribcd 
in the first paragraph of section 4.2 on page 4-9. 

Pye 4-I 2. Section 46 
B@Jium was dewolca in 2 samples according to Table 4-Z in SB3203 0 .08 L m&kg, and in 
BCXBM @ 0.11 L mdkg. 

J 12. PaPo 4-12 Section 4.3. Para5?rat& 2 
Sentence 6 has a typo: “which all no detections of TPH” - 1 

J 13. Pace 4-M. Fifzure.4-2 
Entry forBCSl33D (O-l) is iacorrectly Iabelcd as SB3005 JXJP (MO). 

l/ 14. PaPe 4-25. Firm 4-5 
Monitoring weU W-27 WBS not h~&Iled anti October of 1992, so groundwater e!evation could not 
have been measured in August of 1991. 

Patrick Wattets of NCXEHNR has rxeviousI~ a&d me about CamD Leieune basGspecific 
background kvels. Is them a actual co&ncliu~ of background data spc&ic d C!amp~~jame, or 
arc the values in this table just pnzparcd from a general review of previous stuclics at this & other 
sites? If Baker has preparcd an actual compendium for ge&ral purpose comparixms, M like to get a 
copy (Patrick would Iike to have one too). 

page 4-3. Sectiorr 5.4, Param 
In the discussion of SE30 results for 4&l% bgs, it is notable that the dcptb to water table for MW-21, 
which is adjacent to S&30, is about Qt. bgs. This indicates tbat even tiis particular sampk @our “one 
exception” ) cduld &II he classifkd as h&g just above the water tabIe, 

The Repth to Water Tdbze measurements listed for SB30 and $834 do not appear to coincide’with 
water table levels presented in Section 4 (Figure 4-4) and TabIe 5-2 for nearby we&. SB30 is dear 
well m-21, which had a static water Ievel of about 6ft bgs: however, the tabln! shows 8ft bgs. SE34 
is near MW16 which had a static water+ led of about 1Oft bgs; however, the table shows 4ft bgr 
Plea?+? explain or’ ctxrect. 

J In additicm. the last footnote Eo TabIe 5-3 has a typa - static water Ievcl measurements WUE inf&ed 
from ne&y weti- 

d 19. JJape 64. Section hj?L P-h 1 
The 1st sentence indicates that acetone was de&ted at a maximum concentration of 1300 ugkg. 
According to Table 4-1, acetone was czletectta at a maximum conce&ation of 1300 J ug/kg. 

2 
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The 3rd !%?ntence r&&j to di+butyl phthalatc detect& at 290 J @kg. Table d-1 iadicates that the 
compound detected is dl-n-octyl plathalate. 

A. pay 6-6.T 6-1 
da1 ‘ii= It@:% RJX (dug Jan 94 list) shows residcotial soil MC = 46 s&kg for bis@thyIhexy~) 

phthalate. T&b 6-1 shows 120 n@kg. 

J b) The Region III RBC (using hu 94 list) shows commercial/iidustial REK = 100,000 mg/lcg for 
alumhium (after r&Wing to X-II of0.l). Table &l indicates 300,000 q/kg (from 1st qtr 93 tile). 
Pleazk verify the accuracy of the dumber &om the htst qtr 1993 table used. 

J c) The Region M RX (Mug Jan 94 list) for manganese shows commcrcWiad~~~tiaI RX! = 510 
mgfkg 8nd residential RBC = 39 mg/kg (after reducing to HI of 0.1). Table 6-1 shows industS RBC 
= 5100 m&g and residential RBC = 390 mg/kg (t?om 1st qtr 93 table). Pfcasc verify the accllracy of 
the number from the first qtr 1993 table w&. This presents an interesting situation ii: the V&I& 
reported here is indeed tie actnal value - this would indicate that manganese is pnsent in excess of 
the 0.1 HI protective level. This is even more interesting since manganese is considered a common 
soil eIement - why is thc~ an RRC at aIlZ This would also afkt the stateme& on page 6-S. section 
6.2.1. paramh 2, that ail metals W.R “well below their resp&ive RBC values for residcatial soiL” 

J d) NickeI had 3 positive detections accardlng to Table 4-Z. Table 6-l indicates that there we.re only 2. 

J22. e 
,va) T&hloroethene was tIeteeM at a maximum concentratioa of7 J &kg. 

u’b> Acetone was defmcd at a maximum coscenaacion of 51. J r&kg; 

‘h, Tol~ene was detected at a maximum ooncentration of 190,000 J &kg. 

&;$.e 6-8. TabIe 62 
a) The Region IIT RISC (using Jan 94 tabIe) imlicates for xyleaes, the indt&ia.I FSC = lOO,ooO 
mglkg after rti~cing to 0.1 HQ. Table shows 200,000 mg&g. Plea,, verify the accuracy of this v&se 
from the first qtr 1993 table used 

Jc) see Comt r&la c:. pc “pw.y 1,) p” ;:,:j ?.&.. 

J’ d) Max concefimtian for irim was 2500 J mgikg. 

J e) Magnesium had 3 positive &tecrions 

.v’%/ ayr, 6-9. Table 63 

i 

a)\2-Hexmom+ was de&ted 3 times, with a max conccutration of 12.0 J &kg. 

b) Toluene was detected at a max collcehrration of 190 J g. 

&) B comment 2&j. xqsa2 
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@Magnesium had 4 positive detections and a & co~~~~~tion of I&@&@~. 

Pace 1-3.&w 1-I 
The wad ideabified as R.iver IDI& is actually called Main Service Road. 

J;?rE paye ii. me of Contcntc 
Section 1.2.2 Site History starts on page 14, tiot 1-2. 

d$ $M.jon 4,O. Analytical w  
soil earnpies wea aho analyzed for kRA chata~stics (i.e. ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, and 
fdl ‘XCLF’) to aid id d&fication of the &acted soil BS either hazardous or noa-hazardo~~~. Where 
al-e the92 rwults presented? 

a) In sentence 2, it is not clear what is meant by the inclusion of RA4 2 in this se&%&: “although 
RAA 4 is estimated to be the lowest cost option it is, along with RAA 2 (So&me Removal and O@Si& 
Lcuutfill Disposal), tbc a&emtive most likely to face objections f&m USEPA and N% DEHNR” 

b) In sentence 4, I thiuk you are taIking about aAA 4 not RAA 2. 

The last senhEnce refcix to fixtbfx invcstigatlon necessary to confirm the relationship benvceu the 
odor at Site 35 and the water .tabIe ftuctuation. If this issue is to be addressed in the full WFS, a 
reference to this fact should be inchxicd hexe. 

Mel-7.Sectionl . P 36, 
Page 629 of the RI report states at the XCR is 3 x lad. Page l-7 says 6 x 10-6. 

b 

Also, page 6-29 of 
the RI report states that the X-II i 0.05 Page l-7 says 0.006. f’ !j F 

p_ilpe 2-3. Sedan 2.2. Plua~a 

flO~&yfJ 6 ” b(J ; , L’/k ‘, ’ .J 

This para&aph discusses the reasons for classification of the soil ss non-hazardous. What about the 
~CsuIts of the TCLP/R(XA ~hatscteri&s anaIy~? (Set comment 26 of RI report}. 

w  e2- 
Typo in last sentence, should be “3700 cubic yards...“. 

Typo in first sentence, should tx “Based au the rcruediation,~ 

Ied to be dlsmantied in the near future. Inclusion of this fact (and 
the aun%t schedule for actiod) would be appropriate hem. If you axe not aware of the details, we can 
get this info from Tom Morris - let me kndw if you need assistance ia this. Also applies to Psge 42, 
Section 4.1.21 and section 4.2 under Jmplementabili~ sections. 

&we 3-13. Section 3.3.5.1. Pm 
Typo - “primarily” should not be capitaked. 

MRY 6 ‘94 16:06 
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I/ FX each dtmmtiYe hVOiving excavation and o&site W.atxuenMi$posa& provisions for m&cement 
of eXGm4 soil ~4th clean soil (to in&de both clean soil ft~m the excavatiofl and any additional 
soil supplied fmm off-site/elsewhere on base) should be included. Note that each section i&z&d 
as Xxcavation add StagI@ or Qxcavatioa, Staging, and BacHll Activities” (Sections 4.12.2, 
4.1.32.4.1.5.2) itnplks use of the clean soil as &&ill, but these sections do not specifically address 
the bac!cfiJJ opertion or the need to bring in additional clean soil to replace the moved 

J 

contaminated soil. 

10. &cIion 4.2 
Par each attemativc involviug exeavarian, the kmplemeatability sections describe the staging area as 
likely heiig a plastic shc&ng laid atop a flat soiI surface. Siace the Appendix caIcuIatioas i&ntiQ 
the p&able use of the conmte pad at We former mess hall, it wonld be appropriate to me~~tion this 

’ inthertxt. 

J 11. PaFe4-15. Se& 2.4.2. anqa 'on4. P ah3 
This paragmph identifies some coacems aswcimd with off-site disposal due to potential hrtme 
liabilities. This is even more of au isshe for the RAA-2 case whert off-site disposal at a Iandfi;U is 
identicd for all of the corltaminat4 unrreated soil (for RAA-4 it is assumed that the soil wiIl at least 
be partiaUy treated by the aeratia process). section 42.2 (MA-2) does aot mention this issue - it 
would be appropriate to include mention of it. (While it is tme that this is an issue for al1 off-site 
disposalhe&nent options, the treatment options presumably caq lessened risk due to the fact that 

j 

the soil is taken there to be treated as opposed to ilkect dlspmd.) 

12 PaPe s-3. won 5.X.1.2. Shodkm F 

The paragraph indicates that the No Action option @es minimal risks to community or wod~ers 
bceaase uo~wmedial activities are invakd. While this is me based ou the results of the risk 
asse~meu& the highway project will involve excavation that presumably would expose workers to the 
.&unc WC emissions that would ,&cur during excavation activities iderktified under other remedial 
options later in #is section. For thii reason. it is not appmpriate to exclude the No Action option 
&0m this ScGnario (i.e. compare this paragmph on page 5-3 with similar sections on page S-5 for 

J 

M-2). 

13. Paae 5-l I. Sect 
Typoinlastsentcace-” . ..the remaiuing contamjnated soil will n&d to be tzeated/disposed . .._ “. 

- 

Under Ahetnati~e 3, the Implementabiity line add the USEPA/State Acceptance lines both say 
“See Alteruative 3”. This is Alternative 3! 

I/ b) Related problems upder Alternative 5 oa. the nest page, where a refances to ALternative 3 refer 
you bade to AItemative 2, and a similar pattern exists for everal line items for Alternative 6. Please 
be sure that the refkreuce is appropriate to the technology and that there is only one lay& of referentx 

J 

(i.e. don’t send me from Ak 6 to AIt 5 only to be sent to Ah 2!) 

15. giage 5-21. Table 5-C 

J 
Wuder AherWive 4, for Overali Frotectioa of HI&&E he, ‘ypo - muc~e extraneous %ot”. 

16. Parte S-23. Secti~n5.2.d 
Typoinsentence3- ” RAAs 4 and 6 involve on-site ireatnwtt which will be...“. 

J 

clarify that the srftgiug area applies to all 5 RAAs Z-6. 
Ln sentence 4, 

17. pax 5-23. Smh~ 5.2.7 
See comments la and Ib. 
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a. Comments to Lirair interim Refr&ial Acnon Remedial invesug;dtioni~~asibility Study 
C@erable Unit NO. IO, (Site 35 - Camp Geiger Area Fuel Farm) 

f 

1 

Provided by: Wiiam Mullen 
Technical Remedial Manager, 
LANTDXV, NAVFACENGCOM 

Provided to: Ms. Katherine Landmen 
Remedial Project Manager 
LANTDN, NAVFACENGCOM 

Intim Remedial Action Remedial Xnve;stigation 
ES-2 Sentence “Significant levels of fuel-related contaminants and 

TPEi were not detected in these samples” should be 
reworded to “NQ significant levels of fuel-related 
contaminants and TPH were detected in surfacc: soil or 
subsurface soil samples (if true) collected during the site 
investigation”. 

4-l 

1-2 

t-10 

MQY 6 ‘94 16:07 

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. 

Additional hydrogeology information wil1 be co&cti 
dting the: field work for CXJ-10 RXFS. This information 
may provide definition of the confining unit and grain-size 
distribution of the sediments. The additional information 
should be included in later drafts of this report (if availabie). 

Discussion ~JI text and in Table 4-l for compounds of 
concern analytical restiti is presented in p&g while results 
presented in Figure 4-l 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 later 
reference to possible lab or sarn@ing contamination but this 
is not confirmed with results firm lab Ma& Please explain. 

What is reason for very high minimum detection ranges for 
compounds of concern presented in .Table 4-l ? 

Provide definition of U7 J, UJ in notes for table. \ 

Provide definition of L, R, U, UL., I, K in notes for table. 

804 322 4805 PQGE.007 
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Commentsto i%ti interim R&neciial Aaion Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
QxmbIe Unit No. 10, (Site 35 - Camp Geiger Area Fuel Farm) 

Discuss reasons for rejected and biased (low and hinh) 
sampling analysis KWIICS for AluminiUm, Antimony: ’ 
Be@@&, Cbmmiqn, Potassium, Selenium, Sodium, and 
Vanadium. 

4-12 

15-2 

Discussion of naturally occuring compounds does not 
include any range of concentrations normally detected for 
naturaIly occuring compounds that are detected by the oil 
and grease analytical method. 

Sampling results presented on Figure 4-2 for SB3005 
indicate 3 duplicate samples for the 8-l 0’ depth interval. 
TCI, analytical results indicate that only 2 duplicate samples 
were collected at that depth and location. Plw clti~fy. 

Also, link shown for one of those duplicates connects to 
resuks presented for BCSB03 (O-l’). Is this correct? 

Dqiction of well screen construction of MW-19 indicates 
that the water level has been above the scree~~ec? interval for 
the two periods of measurement presented Clearly this 
welI would not be useful for a&y& 

1 do not w that compounds detected commonIy in soils 
during this field event (acetone and bis(Z- 
ethyfiexyl)phthaIate) should be disregarded as laboratory 
contamination, especiuUy considering &b b&nks do not 
stiw the presence of these compounds. Acetone is a 
naturally occuring compound and its de&on, at low 
conczntrationS, may not necessarily represent a release. 
Please revise discussion accordingIy. 

Could those background sampks be associated with some 
other site and therefore not representative of true 
background. If that is the case, dtiating oil and grease 
from the consideration as a compound of concern would not 
be appropriate 

If acetone and phthalates were detected in s&pies 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 envkonment? 

Interim Remedial Action Feasibility Study 
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c~rnme~ts t0 &aft Interim i&me&al Action Remedial ~vesr,igation/Fea$bility Study 
Operable Unit No. 10, (Site 35 - Camp Geiger Area Fuel Farm) 

.: 
ES-3 \ Can oiI and grease be excluded from retnaiiation if it is 

detected in background samples? Isn’t it still above 
acceptable state criteria? 

ES-7 Statement that no action alternative will not provide a 
decrease in volume and toxicity over time does nat 
correspond to nattiral biodegration and aaenuation which 
has been shown co occur. Granted this gradual decrease in 
coacent.tWion/toticity would be slower than other Rk4.q it 
would still occur and should be noted. 

l-4 

l-6 and 2-7 

5-24 

* See 2nd comment on page 41 of the RI. 

See comment to page 5-10 of the RI, 

Ranking of RAA’s 2,3, and S do not take into account 
pote$al fumre liability as a PRP for disposal of soil into a 
landfill. This could be a significant cost consideration and 
might need to be included (even ifan actual cast can’t be 
quantified for the liability). Thtz Iiabiity for RAA 3 and 5 
would be less if the final soil dispotition is on Marine or 
Navy property. 

AppendixI .~ Actual method of disposal and or treatment is not clear on 
the contact form is some cases. 7 
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Atlantic Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

Environmental Quality Division 

FACSIMILE TRANSMiSSlON 
TOTAL # OF PAGES: 4 DATE: 11 May 1994 

TO: Dan Bank FROM: Kate Landman, Code 1823 

COMPANY; Baker Environmental, inc. PHONE 8: (804) 322-4818 

PHQNE #: (412) 269-2083 DSN: 262-4818 

FAX #: (412) 289-2002 FAX #: (884} 322-4805 

REMARKS: Dmft Interim RI/l% 
OU #IO, Site 35 
MCB Camp Le]eune 

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 RI for site 35 (specifically, Bill‘s 
comment from page 4-2 in his !M4 comments). Bill’s comments are based on a discussion he had with 
our LANTDIV chemist, Sherri Eng. These axnments are in lieu of comments that were to be provided 
dire&y by Sheti (she was unable to provide a detailed review in a timely manner due to workkd 
constraints). with the exception of minor editorial changes and additions by me [shown in bradtetsj , the 
discussion is verbatim from Bill Mullen. 

The net result here Is that Bitt does not feel that in this particular case the high detection limits will present a 
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 not be needed here. His main 
points were 

1) If the lab does not automatically follow the dilution process to lower defection limits, theta they should 
contact Baker ASAP to discuss subsequent actions. Under most circumstance-s, this wiif result a request to 
proceed with further dilution to iower 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 N’iFl to discuss the subsequent actions prior to giving the go- 
ahead to the lab may be necessary (in my opinion, this would be a rare instance; however, Bill 
recommends advance discussion as much as ls practical.) 
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3) Baker should ensure that the lab is aware of this procedure to avoid this type of situation in future 
kmpling events. 

Chemistry is not my forte’, but please feel free to call either me or Bill if you want to discuss this furlher. If 
necessary, we can get Sherri Eng involved too. 

Kate Landman (804) 322418 
Bill Mullen 
Fax (both) 
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Draft Interim RlES, OUti (Site 35) 
Addendum to C omments by Biil Mullen 

Xl May 1994 

The detection limits are probably high due to the pmtcnce of xylene and teluene in the samples at extremdy 
elevatcfl conceutradons (320,000 aud 190,OOOJ @kg). The only way to low& the detection limits is to cliiuti the 
sample and te-run the sample. [ A matrix problem is not likely heru since the contaminants of ooncern &re not 
metals.]THISSIIOULDHAVBB~DOElESINCE’JWEREARE~N~~~THATMAYHAVEAN 
EFFECT ON THIS PROJECT! TO UNDBRSTANb, YOU MUST RBAD ONlf ! 

The problem is that BPA usually requi%s that sampling results that show high detection limits assume that 
compouuds not detected in that mmpte as present at l/2 the clebxtion limit. A fair number of oompouuds (WBLB 
4-l. PAGE 4-Z) sre not detect& at 900 to 1400 @kg (&pending on specific samples). Clearly taking l/2 of the 
detectiou limit for Vinyl Chloridei which would be 650 ugkg would really advexscly affect the risk assess-t for 
your site siuce MCL i.s 2 ppb in groundwakr. 

Diluting the SampIe lowets t!ro Concentultions of aLl eompouhds present, Wh!le it raises the mothod &Wtioll limit- 
This has good, had, and bettor 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 prusent at moderate levels will still bo 
detected at concentrations reiative to the diluticm e&t. ‘Iho BE’ITBR is that the dote&ion will be reduced to a 
manageable number (10,50, or even 100 @kg}. 

F&ample: 

A normaI method detection limit is I ppb for a psrticuku analysis. A sample with three compounds in it is 
analyzed, and the 1st compound is pros& at a concent~tion of 100,000 ppb. the 2nd CornPound is Present at 10 
ppb, and the 3rd compound is preseut at 7.50 ppb. 

The sample is run and due to the oonflictiug results (the response pesk of the compound with the larger 
concentrstion masks the presence of tbo lower one) the detection limit for this ruu is say for example 1000 ppb. 
The reported result would be a conceutmtion of 100,000 ppb of No. 1, and No.s 2 and 3 would be non deteot (or 
No. 3 would be estimated at 750). The EPA prefWod l/2 detection li& would be 500 ppb for compouti 2 aud 3 
(unless e$6m#ed CeIk~rntiOxl is higher). 

If the same $ample is diluted by a f&or of 10, the 1st compound concentratiou is @ lO,ooO Ppb aud the method 
detection is rsised lixuu 1 to 10 ppb. Unfortuuately, the 2nd eompouud is also diluted by a factor of X0 and drops 
from 10 ppb to’ @ 1 ppb aud is not detected. The 3rd compound is also diluted to @75 ppb sud is detected. 

Using the EPA preferred l/2 detection limit evaluation, the 2nd compound is assigned a ccmcentraliou of 5 ppb 
[i.e. I/‘2 of the new method doteotiou limit of 10 ppb], which is much more represeutative of the acmal 
concenu-atiou of 1 ppb. 

Needless te say, the high detection limits ace fairly siguifi~t for what could happen, not what is r&iy tkce [at 
this site]. Par this project, witi the concurrent (sort of) WFS going on, there would be reason to argue [against] 
the ekvated V&X I&at 10 detection limit would give for vinyl chloride and associakd other oompouuds preseuted 
In Table 4-l. [So, for this spedftc Interim RI/F& we probabiy don’t have a problem, especiaIly since soils 
involved are the ones that will be exoavated and n~nediated.] 

HOWEVER, it would be mom signiftcaut for some other sites where no additional field work was plaaned High 
dotectiou limits and the resulting high riisfc assessments could require another sampling round to contice 
rqulators that we are& missing something significant 

@3aker should have been contacted by the lab immediately upon determiition that a sample has very high 
detection limit. The purpose of the call is to determk if further dilution is uecessary to lower the detectioa limits 
for the sample. In most cases, this would be the appropriate course of action. In some cases, it may not be 

MRY 11 ‘94 14:S8 
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necessary to follow though - for example, if other simple3 very close by to the sample in qwstion can demmstrate 
that the high detection limit is not sign3icant. then it may hot be newssary to continue with dilutive. In any c@.% 

Baker should be given the option to request further Ghtion, and the NTR (me) should be notified a~ soon as 
posalble as a matter of project status. ] 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

The tmct snould hate the anaiyciwl n~lrod wed for the~oil 
and yrease ern62 of soi1 s-lea aoIle&ed durw the. 
rntcrim Remedial Action IWFS. 

Dxxyanic couat&cnks km-e been detwted th.roughQUt the ' 
soil at site 35.: The text 8tates f.hat slighCly elevamd 
Jweu3 Of ixlorgai.lltc conscltuenta were cleceoted and are 
LreLieved to be o$ natural origin. Thie 8xgumemt if3 not 
Justified since Fnorganic pmdtuents ia background samples 
were eimer not pececcecl or were prt~~ent nt levels below tha 
wxwmxations detected in the investsigatiofi aarmpies. ma 
tact aleo state4 that there doeu not appar to be a 
Flignif;'icant eoux$x of Wxgazria wml;iurriiawtn in site 35 
tyoP1.n due to'thc randon\ distribution oh the horgsndo 
conetituents a& the fa& that the concentratloas at vhi& 
thWe aQalytee &X detected fall wftb;ln the rwgc of 
element conctntr)xtions dtsccoced in soile fn the eastern 
United States. %his conclus$on ia unacceptable. Adequate 
juaM.uication 8 &la de preeeuLw3 Car rlxe dtlttfon of 

% ixrox-ganlc ccmeti: uentd from tba BRA section sf the Xntarim 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

2' 

borings were cuntaminated brith p&mleum hy4mcarbona." 
Sumnaries oe analytical reeuLt,ti of preview ~nvestigationo 
ahauld be inclixded in the DraPC Interim W&al. ActIan 
Rl/tlrS Report: co support thie statement. Gee Gweral CoumfsL 
No. 1. 

fiesx&m 2.4d pa&L-b Paq-w2LL 
The text etates k& sail. aampJ.es &llect~d during the 
Comprehensive Site Assessment (CSA} uere analyzed far total 
getroleum I!ydrocdrboaa (IcEI)* The text dnee not 8c8ce which 
pat.t$.on of the range af. TPH canstiwents WEI included in the 
'8nalyaee. Tne text should be revised to state whether the 
am1 

f 
es rtqmsen~a the ZW gaeoline allr dieBe rage or a 

car& nation of the two. 

statemeat.. See General CazxuneQt S?O* i. 

i3-tion z-4. w 
The text atacee cl& coil aamples4~*lldcte*~d~ing a 
followup to the C!SA weti&alyzed ear 7%X. Ttie text does 
not abate which portion of the range of TPH constittianW wae 
included In the analyma, See Specific Comment Na. 2, 

. acre 
ates, 

dEllled to bs downgradi~t of the Me3 
8ource of groundG+ater contaminar;ML" 
modified to provide a. unique number to 
borings l 

and B-34 were! I 
Farm, a auepected 
The text should be 
each of the snil 

The txxt ub&tek that tho &&ecterbleileve18 of oil a~~4 gret 
m.act;Fgd 4 .s . I?&#,-- 

in soil omples obtained ciuring the Ipterim Remedial Action 
Rl/FS may be due to tkw BFeseace OP rUurally occurrjllcr 
hydrocarbons. This ar@nent io not justified stnce oil and 
grease oanetituears were gresenc at levels below the 
concentFatiana detected in the background inveatfgation 
eainplee. tie ate justifiuarioxl shoula be gremnted for Fhe ' 
deletion of o I and gre~oe ~0n6tic:uents frCXn the BRA Be&&On 8" 
og the Draft Interim Rezwdial Action RI/FS Report. 

the occurtezace of thene consr:fttiienra c¶otd""'ppoar CD be site 
related because of Lhe sporadic nature of their demccion in 
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sit@ EWib3. Thie canclus~bra is unacyeptable. he General 
Cemment NW. 4. 

. 
environmental samples;., 
titatement preeentwl In the.preceding sentence. Please 
revise. A Ueteccion frepuency of Bqax33nk re*ires that at 
least 20 eax@ea be oallectea Prom any 8jngf.e medium. 

&exy~fpbtbal&e and di-n- 
Dltylphthalate on ch,e bade of the& xz?natftucnts being . 
como~ laboratoq aontaminants in *pOt &xxtomkfcally 
juatfffrd unles8 appropriate screening ctiterim tife met. 3% 
be con&iez~d B l&gtPrtoq coatamiaant, the concentration OE 
a contami;naat An ax environmental aample should not exceed 
10 timea the concentration+of that: con~amkzara~ la the 
WsociateQ UlfmIc. However, ft.43 uncle3.r Prom the text: 
whether the proper scrreeaiag has been conduaked. b 
additionally, no justitlcaclon irr provided irr the pax&graph 
regarding the elimination of dibenzofukatn. ThereEore, a 
com#eta mUonale should be provided for the deleti,on of 
these contaminzdx3 bB COPCe. 

. ;L2: 9 *r :: 

The te% fodiaakefi that lead was detecked during the 
confi.xmat3.m 8tuU~, bUt that these concentr&ions fall 
Mt.&a the lead concentratlons'obssrved in aoils and other 
eurficial m~e&xl of the eaetem United States. See 
Sqneral’. Comment k&3. .4- 

. 

i 
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Atlantic Division 
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Environmental Quality Division 
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 
TOTAL # OF PACES: 2 DATE: 12 May 1994 

TO: Dan Bonk FROIU: Kate Landman, Code 1823 

COMPANY: Baker Envlronrnental PHONE #; (804) 322-4818 

PHONE %: (412) 269-2016 DSN: 262-4818 

FAX #: (412) 269-2002 FAX #z (804) 322-4865 

REMARKS: CTC-0180 
Draft Interim PRAP, Site 35 
MCB Camp Lejeune 

Attached are my comments on the Draft Interim Pf?AP. Just a few items I noticed as I read it. Looks goqd. 
Stiil waiting for comments from Camp Lejeune, NCDEHNR and the rest of EPA comments on the Draft 
RIFS and PRAP. 

Call me if/when you fiid out anything more about the lab problem. I won’t be in the office tomorrow, but if 
you need to talk to me about the lab stuff (or anythiig else), 1’1 be at home working on my thesis, so feel 
free to call me there: (804) 622-0229. 

By the way, I was looking over the schedule, and I was wondering when we should be thinking about 
scheduling the various meetings in regards to the Interim RVFS (State/EPA and TRCYPublic meetings). 
Camp Lejeune especially needs to stari 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 possibie with aotions at 
other sites to avoid having repeat meetings, 

-Kate 
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&we 5. CherabkUnit l&&y 
Ifstory should include idformation about the 1990 spill and the plans for Fuel Farm demolition (see 
Draft RI repott, pago 1-6. 

. . Ill @ptlons.co l?l-nlafl ‘on Stndv. Pm 
ii 1986 wece jxiiacnc not tcmpcirary. Also, VQCs w&c detected in #xs 

Conformation Study aiixxmlhg to the Site Summary Report- See &aft RI report commmt #3. 

A mention sbouldbc made of other ‘mvesdgations, spceifically regarding the 2 USTs mentioned in 
Section 25 of the Draft RI repon (page 2-4). Be sure to see my comment 2 of Draft 3u. 

Ink ’ R n&&!3u@&~~~ 
the last sentence me~~tions eceu~ces of inorganic umsthcnts chromhm, vana and arsenic. 
what about had? 

&Fe 8. Tnterhn RA XWFS bv Balctr. Paramagb4 
Statemnts conceaning O&G will Wy need to be revised to reflect Dynamac (aad EPA/State, if any) 
comments tc T&aft RI cm O&G “write-off by comparison to upstream samples. 

9.H manHealthR&kAsttsme .hrqgqh3&4. 
~erriskwasnpor&dtobe~.3xlO~ (not6xl~)oaTabIt~9,page6-30ofDcaftRT 

report. The HI was calctrlactd at O-05 (not O.OO@ 

pace lb. Table 1. 
a) under Mmtive I, hation specific ~&ills, typo - “serve” - 1 This is the same table as Table 
54 in graft FS @port. It contaids the same error (and WBS not noted id previdu~ COWLS to Draft 
FS). 

b} See ~tlxx ctmmenfs for Table 5-6 udder Draft FS comtnent 14. 
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INKI’&LATON IRESTORATION DIvx;sION 

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

b EmRONMENTAL MANAGEMEZT DEPARTMENT 

MAFSNE CORPS BASE 

CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA 
--.-- , 

ATTN:. 

FAX i# 

l!RQM: THOMAS S. MORRIS (ENVIROtiENTAC ENGINEERING TECHNICUU?) 

IF THERE IS A PROBLEM WITH THIS TRANSMZSSION, PLEASE CALL (910) 
451-5068, E%'I' 404 (DSN 484-5068). 
(DSN 484-5997). 

OurC FAX NUMBER IS (910) 451-5997 

PAGE 1 OF 9 PAGES 
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1.0 INTRODUCTLON 

This Interim Remedial Action Remedial Investigation (RI) Report has been prepared by Baker 

Environtiental, Inc. @akey) far presentation to the Depatiment of the Navy (DON), Naval 

Facilities Engiheerihg Command, Atlantic Division (L,ANTDIV) under Navy CLEAN 

Contract Number N62470 to addtess 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 Substahces Pollution Contingency Plan (NCPI (40 CFR 300.430). The NCP’ 

was published under the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and 

Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLAI commonly referred to Superfund and amended by the 

SupetiYd Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). USEPA’s Guidance for 

Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA WSEPA 1988) 

was also used as guidance for preparing this document. 

This report uses available information ftom previous investigations on surface and subsurface 

soils at Site 35 in conjunction with the soil data generated during the lnterim Remedial Action 

B.I conducted by Baker in December, 1993, Previous investigatiops were conducted by Water 

and Air Research, Xnc., Environmental Science and Engineering, inc. @SE), NW Corporation 

WJSI and Law Engineering, Inc. (Lav). The results of this Interim Remedial Action RI will 

SWV~ *as the basis for an evaluation or remedial action alternatives for mitigating potential 

risks ta human health and the environment posed by the petroleum hydrocarbon 

contaminated soil at Site 35. Available results of previous investigations at underground 

storage tank (USTI sites near the Fuel Farm have not been included in the overall evaluation 

of Site 35. Two tink sites including: 1) an abandoned Nu, 6 fuel oil UST adjacent to the 

Former Mess Hall Beating Plank and 2) a former No. 2 Fuel Oil UST (removed) adjacent to 

Building C480 Explosive ordnance Disposal Armory,’ Office and Supply Building) are 

Y 

subject to inve tigatios and remediation under a different program.. 

G 480 e &~mSj dmw rncmchj kfm *Wt3 4-3 

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 

aupport the selection of WI Interim Remedial Action for petroleum hydrocarbon impacted soil 

at Site 35. Based on previously obtained data and reports of fuel-like adors along Brimon 

1-L 
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situated within Camp Geiger just north of the intersection of Fourth and “G” Streets. 

Previous environmental investigations at the site identified underground fuel distribution 

piping that connect the AS% tu 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 Secotid Street, and on the east by Brinson 

Creek, and qn the south by Fourth Street and Building No. ‘K-474. 

1.2.2 Site History 

Construction of MCB, Camp Lejeune began in 1941 with the objective of developing the 

“Wc~rlds 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. ‘llhese 

areas include Camp Geiger, m Courthouse Bay, Mainside, and the Rifle Range 1& 

Area. 
64MP JbfiEl5arJ 

Construction of Camp Geiger was completed in l!%S, four years aRer cot&ruction of MCB, 

Camp Lejeune was initiated. Figure l-2 presents a site map of the Camp Geiger Fuel Farm 

area. Originally, 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, +ad kerosene. The date of their conversion is not known. 

Form&y, the ASTs at Site 36 supplied a gasoline filling station which was located on 

northeast comer of the intersection of “F” and Fourth Streets. A leak in an underground line 7 

at the station was reportedly responsible for the 106s of roughly 30 gallons per day of gasoline 
t 

The ASTs at Site 35 are currently used to dispense gasoline, diesel and kerosene to 

government vehicles and to suppiy ‘UsTs ia use at Camp Geiger and the tlearby New River 

Marine Corps Air Station. The ASTs are supplied by commercial carrier trucks which deIiver 

product to fill ports located on the fuel unloading pad 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 uraloading pad to the ASTs. Product is dispensed from the ASTs via trucks 

and underground piping. 

1-4 
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INTERI PROPOSED RE-IAI; ACTION PLAN . 

Introduction 

This Interim Proposed Remedial Action Plan (Interim PRAP) is ieeued to describe the Marine 

Corps Base (MCB) Camp Lejeuhe and the Department of the Navy’s (DON’s) preferred 

remedial action for petraleum hydrocarbon contaminated aoil at Operable Unit No. 10 (Site 35 
. 

- Camp Geiger Area l?uel Farm) at MCB Camp Lejeune. 

MC!B Camp Lcjeune and the DON are issuing thii Interim PW as part of the public 

participation responsibility established under Section 117(a) of the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation and Lihility Act (CERCLA), and the Federal 

Facilities Agreement @TA) between the DON, United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA) Region IV, and the North Carolina Department of Environment, HeaIth, 

and Natural Resources (NC DE-. 

. . 

MCB Camp Lejeune and the DON, with the assistance of USEPA Region IV and t&e 

NC I%XNR, will select an interim remedy for Operable Unit No. 10 only after the public 

comment period hae ended and the information aubrnitted during this time has been reviewed 

and coneidwed. 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 cd~rnents. 
. . . 

.I* . 

*. 
- This I&i& PRAP briefly summariti infqrmation that can be found in greater d&i! ih the * 

Interim Remedial Action Remedial Investigation 0 Report, the Interim Remedial Action 

. . Feasibility Study @SJ; and other documents referenced tr the Interim Remedial Action RI and * .. - 

FS Reports prepared for Cperable.&it No. 10. !&e’ DON encourages the public to review * 

these other documents-in order to gain a more.comprehensive understanding of,the sites: The ‘* 
. 

administrative record file, which contains information bn which the selection of the remedia1 - . .’ 
&Jr It& CWWLO~ ABET Ll aR&Rr lwdb 

action will be based, is available for public revie&t MCB Camp Lejeune, Building 67. The * 

public is invited to review and comment on the administrative record aad this Intqim PRAP. 

Operable &it Pesoriptioq 

Camp Lejeune is 8 training base far the U.S. Marine Corps. located in Onslow County, North 

Carolina. The Base COVMB approximately 236 square miles and incIudes 14 miles ofcaastiine. 

1 
. 
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MCB Camp Lejeune is bounded to the aoutheaat by the Atlantic Ocean, to the northeast by . 

State Route 24, and to the west by U.S. Route 17. The town of Jackeonville, North Carolina is 

located north of the Base (See Figure 1). 

The study area, Operable Unit No. 10 is one of L3 operable units within MCB Camp Lejeune. 

An “operable unit” ae defined by the National Contingency Plan (NCP) ia a discrete action 

that comprisee‘an incremental etep toward comprehensively addressing site problems. The 

cleanup of a site can be divided into a number of operable uniti, depending on t&e complexity 

of the problexne associated with the site. Operable unite may address geographical portions of s 

a site, epecffic site problems, or initial phases of an action. With respect to MC23 Camp 

Lejeune. operable units were developed to combine one or more individual sites where 

Jnallation Restoration Program (DIP) activities are or will be implemented. 

Camp Geiger is located at the extreme northwest corner of MC%, Camp Lejeune, Onslow 

County. The main entrance to Camp Geiger is off U.S. Route 17, approximately 3.5 miles 

southeaet of the City of Jacksonville, North Carolina. Site 55. the Camp Geiger Area Fuel 

Farm, refers primarily to five, U&000-gallon aboveground Mrage tanks (ASTa), 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 Utit BackPround His&~ 

. Construction of Camb Geiger was cqmpIeted in 1945, four years after con&&ion of i?(ql3, 

Camp Lejeune was initiabd. Or&ally, Be ASTe wie used for the storage of No. 6 fuel oil, 

but, were later converted for storage of other pekoleum products in&d&g unleaded gasoline, 

- . diesel fuel and kerosene. The date of their conversion is not knmm. The ASTs currently in * - 
. . . . use at the site are reported’tc be’the original’tarilce. . 

$ormerly. the ASTs at Site 35 &plied a gasoline fJling station which wae located bn the 

northeast corner of the ihteraection of “I? and Fourth Streets. A Ieak in the underground line 3 

1.. 

from the ASTB to the dispenaihg island was reportedly responsible for the loss of roughly I 

30 gallons per day of gasoline over an unepecified period (Law, 1992). The leaking line was 

subsequently aealed and replaced. ---..--- 

The ASTs at Site 35 are currehtly used to dispense gac 

government vehicles and to supply USTs in use at Camp Ge 

2 
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samples. A ‘Tracer” study was also performed to investigate the int@ ty of * 

nd underground distribution piping. 

Aezs 

/, - 

Soil and groundwater samples obtained under the CSA were analyzed for both organic and 

inorganic conapounde. Groundwater analyes included purgeable hydrocarbons (EPA 6011, 

purgeable aromatice and methyl-tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) (EPA 6021, polynualear 

aromatic hydrocarbona @PA 6X0), and unfiltered lead (EPA 259.2). Soil analyees were 

limitid to total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) (SW846 3rd Edition, 5030/5550) and lead 

(SW846 3rd Edition, 6QlO). Ten soil eamplee were analyzed for ignitability by SW846 3td’ 

Edition, 1010. 

The resuIts of the C&A identified areas of impacted soil and groundwater. The nature of the 

contamiaation included both halogenated (i.e.. chlorinated) organic compounds and 

tionhalogenated, petroleum-based ametituenttr. The contamination encountered was typically 

identiGed in both ahaUow (2.6 to 17.6 feet bgs) and deep (17.6 to 35 feet bgs) wells. 

In generai, contaminant concdratione in soil were greatest in thoae samplea taken at or 

below the water table. Law comluded that soil contamination it Site 35 was likely due IXJ the 

presence of a dissolved phase groundwater plume and seasonal fluctuationa of the water table. 

. 

. . 

A follow-up to the CSA was conducted by Law in 1992. Reported w an Addendum to the CSA 

(Law, 19931, it was designed to provide further characterization of the southern extent of the 

petroleum contamin+tion r&ulting from hi&&al releases. Thrie monitoring wells were 

installed incIuding MW-26, -2’7, and PW-28. Soil samples were obtained f&m each of these 

loca&ne and analyzed for TEL .As part of the folIow-up, a pump test &a perfqmed ko 

estimate the hydraulic charac@ri&.i& of the surficial aquifer. This test was designed to 

determine performahce charac&ri+ca of a desig&ed pum’ping well and ” e&mate 

hydraulic parameters of.the aquifer. An approximate. hydraulic conductivity of iO0 &et/day 

‘SWZW determined far the sur&zial aquifer. 

Interim Remedial Action RUFS by Baker 

Baker conducted an Interim Remedial Action RI in December of 1993. An .additional seven 

soil boring8 were located within and around groundwater contaminant plume areas identified 

during the CSA. In addition to the soil borings, thirteen shallow soil sample8 were taken 

along Brinson Creek to determine the extent of contamination emanating ftom Site 35. Two of 

my 12 ‘94 12:24 
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A critical part of the eeIect,iotl of a remedial actios alternative ia community involvement, The 

foIlowing information is provided to the community in order to obtain input that addressee the 

aelection of remedial action alternative for Operable UnitNo. 10, Site 35. 

Pubtic Camment Period 

The public comment period will begin or\ July 1’7,1994, aad end on August X,1994, for tke 

Rroposed Remedial Action Plan for Oparable Unit No. 10, Site 35. Written caramente should 

be sent to the following address: 

Commmder 
Atlantic Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1510 Gilbert Street (E&Q. N-26) 
Norfolk, Virginia 23511-2699 
Attention: IHa. Katlxrine Landxaan, Code 1823 

Infcwmation Repoftories 

A collection ofinformation, including the administrative record, is available at t&e following 

location: 

. 

MCI3 Camp Lejeune 
Quilding 67 
Marine Corpe Base 
Camp Lejeunc, NC 28642 

v, (q10) -=w--=~ . 

M-F; 7:00a,m.-3:00p.m. . . . 

. . 

. . 

19 

Chs.10~ County Library 
68 Doris Avenue East 
Jac+onville, NC 28540 
(9161455-7350 

HWXS: 

M-Th: 9:00 a.m.- 9~00 p.m. 
F-S&: 9:00 a.m.- 6:00 p-m. 
CIosed Sunday 

tlfh’ 12 ‘94 12:24 804 322 4805 PRGE. 009 
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Post-P brand fax transmittal memo 7671. 1 af P=w @ 3 

State of North Caroitna 
‘lb 

ti 
Department of Environment, 
Health and Ncslural Resources 

~0. ymt -z”“ co. 

Pelt. - Phane I 

DfvlSon of Solid Waste Monogemeni 
f-&!-9zz-yas‘ 

Fa*# q(g &w/m tit @‘+332-‘&S’- 

James B, Hunt. Jr., Governor 
Jonathan 8. Howes, Secretary DEHNR 
Willlam L, Meyer, Dlrectar 

. \/resp Pwred 
my 20, 1994 1 

Commander, Atlantic Divis;ion 
Naval Pacilities Engineerbg Conmand 
Co&t 1823-2 
AttexkiCmt KCB Camp LejeuZw, RPM 

Ms. Katherine Landmah 
Norfolk, Virginia 23511-6287 

Co-ding General 
Attetition: AC/S, ElQ/IRD 

Marine Corps Base 
PSC Box 20004 
Camp Gsjeune, XC 28542-0004 

RE: . Draft Interim RI/Ps Report and Draft Interim 
Prvpossd Remedial Action Plan for Operable Unit 10 
(Site 35), MCI3 Camp Lejeuhe. 

Dear Ms. Landman: 

The referenced documents haire been recefved and reviewed by 
the North Carolina Superfund Section, our comments are attached. 
Please call me at (919) 733-2801' if you have any que6tions about 
this. 

Patrick Wattem 
Environmental. Engineer ' 
superfund Section 

Attatient 

cc: GemI Townsend, US EPA Region IV 
Neal Paul, MC33 Camp Le jeUne 
Bruce Reed, DEHKR - Wilmington Regional office 

PO. 80x27687. f?c~Ielgh. North Catalina 2761 l-7687 Telephone 919-733-4996 FAX 91%71S3605 

An Equd Oppohnny Afffmdhw ActIan EmpkW !%%fecycbd/ 1 CR. post-ccaa~Wr pwer 

MQY 24 ‘94 @8:17 804 322 4805 PRGE. 081 
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North- Suuerfund QmT@n& 
m Interim RI/m 

operable vnft 10 fSfte 35l.MCB Cam f&em@ 

1. 

2, 

3. 

L 

4. 

.* I 

Paae Q-9. me-ion 4 2 L 
This section indicates that some of the data shown in Table 4- 
2 has qualifiers to indicate if the d&u was rejected (R), 
biased high (a), or biased low (L). There is no information 
provided to explain why these data qualifiers are necessary. 

The second paragraph on the page lists numerous; metals and 
states that they ware not oonsidered as COPcs because the 
concentraticms were well below their renpective EPA Region III 
RBC value for residential aoil. Table 6-l on page 6-6 does 
not show RBC values far iron, lead, calcium, magnfa%iUm, 
potassium and sodium. 

@l002/003 

Genera& 
These are several references (Page 4-9, Section 4.2; Page 5.2, 
Section 5.3; Page 5-4, Table 5-l) in the RI report that 
utilizas data presented in the Shacklette and Boerngen USGS 
Paper of 1984 as haokgrmnd concentrations. Using data that 
covers the entire eastetn United States as a basis for 
background comparisons at Camp Lej'eune ia inappropriate. The 
data in the Shacklette and Boerngen report covers a very,large 
geographicalare!a and ~harefotswould not be representatrve of 
the specific area around C&RIP Lejeune. This is evidenced by 
Table 5-1 in the RX Report which shows metals concentrations 
from the Shacklette and Boerngen report spanning as much as 3 
cmiers of magnitude. 

The use of nBasa-Specific Background" values 8s noted in Tab18 
5-l should be supported with information on hbu, where, and 
when this data wa6 obtained. 

?a 23*st=famLu 
!I&: s.ction indicates that a geophysical axmmaly had been 
identified in a previous study to the north of the fomer 
gasoline station. It is not clear from the Rl/FS report if 
this anomaly has been fully investigated to determine 
cdnclusively whether or not this is a potential source of 
contBmination. 

paue 3-1. Sectioq+&.& 
The fourth sentence should itate that soil borings SB-33 and 
SB-34 were drilled downgradient of the Fuel Farm. 

Paue 4-1, Section P.-l 
The second paragraph under Section 4.1 states that 2-hexanone 
was found in soil sample 583405 at 23,000 Mg/kg. Table 4-l 
(Page 4-2) shows a value of 12,000 pk/kg for SB34Ck5- 

MQY 24 '94 OS:17 804 322 4805 PFlGE .002 
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J 10, 

J Il. 

J z2. 

/ 13, 

1 14. 

@i 003/003 

Jeacfe ES-7 
The reference lx the NC DRfDJR guidelines jGroundwater Section 
,Guldelipes for the Rex&l- of as and Groundwater)- as a 
chemical specific ARAR for the remediation goals is 
inconsistent with the NCP. This guidance shauld be viewed as 
under the "to be considered" category noted in Subpart E of 
the NCP and not an ARAR because they were not promulgatt=d 
under NC State environmental statutes. 

pwa 1 5, Section l-2.5.3 
see tie general ecmment regarding tbe us8 0f regianal 
backgrcund values noted for the RX Report. 

paue 3-16. Section 3.3.5.2.x 
Please explain ths origin and use of the term *rotovationwu and 
whether or not it haB a more specialized meaning beyond mixing 
and agitating the soil. 

ue 3 6. TgrbJe 5-l 
The c&ection of r sample does not appear adequate to 
rerresent 100 CY of excavated aoil. Please indicate the 
rationale ear using this Sampling scheme, 

cm 5 11. Section 5.1,4,2. 
It is & clesr how uncontrolled WC eniss$.ons from the sail 
aeration alternative (RA?i # 4) will result in %ofl 
environmental impact. 

Eacte 5 11. SRction 5.1.4.3 
The 1Gt sentence an thig page needs to be revised fbr 
clarity. . 

n 5.1.5.x 
Same cement a8 number 10 above regarding "no" environmental. 
Impact from uncontrolled WC emissions. 

98. 5-23. SectiOtI 5.2.2 
The last sentence on this page shcluld reference RA.74 t 4 
instead of RAA # 2. 

graft Pronosed R8m@dial ActiwJlm 

15. &one~ 
-I- With Fsgard to the six proposed remedial. action alternatives, 

t-be State concurs #at R&As 1, 2 and 4 are the least de&.rable 
based on the teasons cited in the PRAP. We should note that 
with regard to RRA'Na. 2, the State prefera on-site treatraent 
to off-site disposal options as a matter of policy. 

With regard to i?AAs 3, 5 and 6, we prefer the on-site 
alternative (RAA 6) followed by RAAs 5 and 3 baaed mostly.on 
the on-site treatment versus off-site disposal policy. 

MFlY 24 ‘94 0%:18 804 322 4805 PFIGE. 003 



__, ._ -..-- 
, w-. U”“1 V&L **v&J LANWIV CODE 18 

_ ".<.e. . . %5~~4 0e:17 
@0o1/002 

. ..‘@.’ 1.s. E.P.tl. - W.D..,++-‘+, ml 
. . : . 

, :. . ; . . . *a.. ‘j’ :.:I.: . . . 
. . 

UNlTEP STAI ES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC7’lON AGEtkY 

REGION IV 

my 25,. 1994' . 

t 
I 

\, 

Ms. gStherfne L%nq . 0 

Mpartment uf the Navy - Atlantic Divbion 
Naval F%ctil+tiep EEnginoorUg Comm%nd 

Code 3.823 

. 

baas W. &an&n&n: . 

The Erivimmu8ntal Protection Agency (EPA) has ccmpl&ed ftrr 
review of the *Draft Interim 2texnedlal Acfkm, Rmedial. ’ , 
fnvestig%tion/Fe%%ifll~y SzuQy, ope;tatltr W~L 10, sit0 35; d&ad . 
April 5, 1994. 
enclo8ed~ 

Coramsnte OR the human health aspect% are 

I f  there &e any queatiwns or.oon&n~o, plesse ckl me'nt 
(404) 347-3016 or vofce ml1 (404.) 347-3555, x-6459. : ' ' 

Senior Project 34aaager. 

Ezzaloeur43 

CD: Hr. Neal Paul, MCI3 cmlrp Jkijeuaa 
Hr. Patrick Watters, NCDRHNR 
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1. I 

2. 

3. 

! 4. 

5. 

6. 

/ 7. 

6 3, 5 .'I 
I -_ -A.n~ lie6ei on the Bgi6n RW Table, 
,furan has a previsional RfD of M-3 rag/kg-d (EPA- ' 

Environmental CcUm%a and Asaemmmt Office, 1993), which 
should be ueed to asemw its’patentid. health risk. 

64,~62&&~~~a6Le; 
16 &iratlon'Rate (RR) &cunm6nded by the EPA 

Etanclati~frefault B~JWMUX~ FN%o~~ ($991) for the 
accupa~lonal setting Le *tO ma par 8-lamr wwlcd~yY, which 
corresponds to 2.5 (not 0.93) m per hour. 

-.-. ’ 
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