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Baker Environmental, Inc.
Airport Office Park, Building 3
420 Rouser Road

Coraopolis, Pennsylvania 15108

December 14, 1993 (412) 269-6000

FAX (412) 269-2002
Commander (412)

Atlantie Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1510 Gilbert Street (Building N-26)
Norfolk, Virginia 23511-2699

Attn: Ms. Kate Landman
Navy Technical Representative
Code 1823

Re: Contract N62470-89-D-4814
Navy CLEAN, District III
Contract Task Order (CTO) 0160
Response to Comments
Draft Final RI/FS Project Plans for Operable Unit No. 7
MCB Camp Lejeune, North Carolina

Dear Ms., Landman:

Baker Environmental, Inc. {(Baker) has reviewed the comments from Naval Environmental
Health Center (NEHC), LANTDIV, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Region IV, North Carolina Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources
(DEHNR) Division of Solid Waste Management, and Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp
Lejeune Environmental Management Department (EMD), regarding the Draft Final
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Project Plans for Operable Unit No. 7 (Sites 1,
28, and 30). The Project Plans include the Work Plan, Field Sampling and Analysis Plan,
Health and Safety Plan, and Quality Assurance Project Plan. Responses to these
comments are provided in Attachments A through E. A copy of NEHC's, LANTDIV's,
USEPA's, DEHNR's, and MCB Camp Lejeune's comment letter is also provided. The
responses are also included on the enclosed dise under the file names: "RESNEH"
(NEHC), "RESPLANT" (LANTDIV), "RESPEPA" (USEPA), "RESPNC" (NC DEHNR) and
"RESPCL" (MCB Camp Lejeune).

If you have any questions, or would like further information, please do not hesitate to
contact me at (412) 269-2033.

Sincerely,

BAKER ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.

7 ,,,,,
4

Daniel L. Bonk, P.E.
Project Manager

REB/je
Attachments

ce:Mr. Neal Paul
" Ms. Lee Ann Rapp (w/o attachments)

Ms. Beth Hacic (w/o attachments) A Total Quality Corporation
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Attachment A

Navy Environmental Health Center Comments and
Responses on the Draft Final RI/F'S Project Plans
for Sites 1, 28, and 30 (Operable Unit No. 7)




ATTACHMENT A

Response to Comments Submitted by the Navy Environmental Health Center (NEHC) on

the Draft Final RI/FS Project Plans for Sites 1, 28, and 30 (Operable Unit No. 7),

MCB Camp Lejeune, North Carolina
: Comment Letter by Ms. Kate Landman
Received by Baker Environmental, Inc., via Fax on 11-29-93

Response to Specific Comments - Field Sampling and Analysis Plan
{Comments 1 through 6)

1)

2)

3)

4)

No changes to the text required - The surface soil samples will be collected in
accordance with USEPA Region IV guidelines which considers surface soil samples
as those collected from 0 to 12 inches.

The text will be modified to indicate that the risk assessment will be based on total
metals analysis results and the dissolved metals analysis results will be used for
comparison.

Groundwater samples obtained for analysis of VOCs will be collected and prepared
according to USEPA Region IV standard operating procedures (SOPs) as stated in
the FSAP.

No changes to the text required - The fish collected from the designated stations
at Site 28 will be used for both the ecological and human health risk assessments.
No fish will be collected from Sites 1 and 30. For the ecological risk assessment
purposes, an examination of upstream and downstream effects are warranted for
the site investigation. Consideration of potential harvest areas by human receptors
is not appropriate for data used in an ecologieal risk assessment. However, these
streams are used by estuarine fish species that migrate seasonally up and down
tributaries leading to the New River estuary. Therefore, fish that have been
exposed to the environmental conditions within the tributaries have the potential
to be harvested both while in the tributary and when they travel out of the
tributary and into the New River estuary. For human health risk assessment
purposes, the tissue data collected will be used to assess the risk from harvest
areas of concern. In addition, stations have been designated within the New River
mainstem and are areas of potential harvest by human receptors.

5a/b/c)

No changes to the text required - There are a total of six stations where fish will
be collected and composited for tissue analysis. Therefore, the maximum
statistical sample size for the fish collection effort at Site 28 is six for each
species of fish collected. However, if sampling success precludes obtaining the
same species of fish from each station, the statistical sample size for the fish
collected will be less than six. The benefit of composite sampling is to ensure that
adequate sample volume is eollected for the laboratory to econduet their analytical
sampling. There are many field conditions that are not within the control of the
field sampling team that potentially may impact the success rate of the fish
collection effort. Although fishing success rate does affect the number of samples
collected, previous studies have successfully collected an adequate number of fish
from similar tributaries on MCB Camp Lejeune to ensure that equal numbers of
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similar size fish have been included in each composite from the designated
stations.

d) Stations have been sampled in the White Oak River as reference stations.
Based on conversations with representatives of the North Carolina Department
of Environmental, Health, and Natural Resources, stations were located in
Hadnot Creek. In addition, fish and shellfish currently are part of state and
federal contaminant monitoring programs and will provide additional
opportunity for statistical comparison of tissue concentrations.

e) The fish collected and composite tissue samples analyzed will be used to
conduct CERCLA ecological and human health risk assessments. CERCLA
guidance was used to guide the selection of appropriate sample size and target
species for conducting the risk assessments and for making risk management
decisions.

6a/b/c)

No changes to the text required - Fish with scales will have scales removed but
not the skin, Scaleless fish will have the skin removed. The fillets will include
side flesh from immediately behind the base of the pectoral fin to the base of
the tail. The belly flap and dark muscle tissue in the vicinity of the lateral line
will not be separated from the light muscle tissue that constitutes the rest of
the muscle tissue mass. Bones will be removed that remain in the tissues after
filleting. The selection of the side flesh including white and dark muscle tissue
for tissue analysis is appropriate for the targeted receptors because it is not
believed that the fishermen that harvest fish ecaught will consume all the edible
portions of the fish.

Response to Specific Comments - Work Plans (Comments 7 through 12)

7

8)

9)

No changes to the text required - Information on the sampling results were
obtained from the Final Site Summary Report (ESE, 1990) which is provided in
Appendix A of the Work Plan. The report states that "all of the samples contained
total chromium". Accordingly, it is presumed that all samples analyzed for
hexavalent chromium were free of this contaminant.

No changes to the text required - The exposure resulting from consumption of wild
fowl and/or other wildlife will not be considered for this RI investigation for the
following reasons:

® Animals which may be present at OU No. 7 such as turkey, deer, and bear are
generally migratory in nature and, therefore, may not inhabit these sites for
long periods of time. Accordingly, their exposure to any potential
contaminants, which may have an adverse affect on them, is very limited.

® In lieu of evaluating the consumption of wild fowl and/or other wildlife, the risk
assessment will evaluate more conservative potential risks such as ingestion of
contaminants by children.

Air pathways involving exposure to volatile organie compounds VOCs will be added
to the three sections. Air Pathways will be identified in Section 3.2.2.



10)

11)

12)

13)

No changes to the text required - Exposure pathways applicable to current and
future exposure scenarios, and future land uses for each site will be addressed in
the Baseline Risk Assessment. Determination of future exposure secenarios and
future land use evaluation will be performed using appropriate guidance documents
(EPA).

No changes to the text required - Although it is suggested that a short deseription
of the toxic effects for each contaminant be provided in text, it is beneficial to the
reader if this information is provided in an appendix format (i.e, Toxicity Profiles).
In the event that there is a large number of COPCs; the risk assessment text would
become awkward and the reader may be distracted from the scope. Therefore, it is
advantageous to place information (i.e, RfD studies, animal carcinogenicity, human
carcinogenicity, supporting data for carcinogenicity) in an appendix and refer to

this appendix in the risk assessment text.

No changes to the text required - The information presented in Section 5.7.1 is
sufficient enough to provide general guidelines for completing exposure
assessments, toxicity assessments, and risk characterizations in the RI Report.

No changes to the text required - Baker views the RAGs Manual as a guidance
document rather than as a set of specifications. The information identified in this
comment will be presented in the Baseline Risk Assessment. Baker, however, feels
it would be inappropriate and excessively costly to address format and presentation
questions in the Work Plan or FSAP,

Response to Specific Comments - Site Health and Safety Plan

1)

2)

3)

a)

b)

Section 1.2, References. The last reference cited has been changed to reference
the latest, June 1992, revision of the U.S. EPA, Standard Operating Safety Guides.

Section 2.0. The name of the Site Manager will be included in the final HASP. The
Site Health and Safety Officer (SHSO) cannot be determined at this time, however,
the person designated will have prior experience conducting these responsibilities.

No changes to the text required - Section 3.0. The organization of this section
presents the site background, site work plans, and the hazard evaluation for each
task as opposed to each site. This format has been successfully used with several
other Health and Safety Plans developed for MCB Camp Lejeune. This section is in
compliance with 29 CFR 1910.120(b)(4)(ii) and the Navy/Marine Corps IR Manual
(neither regulation/guidance manual is specific with how information is to be
presented in the plan). The time required to reorganize this section to the approval
of the reviewer is not cost effective or necessary.

Based on the time of year this project is to take place and various potential levels
of protection it is actually possible that either cold stress or heat stress to be a
potential concern.

No changes to the text required - Section 3.3.3.6. Past experience evaluating noise
levels of similar projects with limited drill rig and backhoe activity does not
warrant a requirement for noise monitoring,

Section 3.3.3.7 of the HASP indicates that confined space entry is not anticipated
for this project. This section has been included to maintain compliance with 29



4)

5)
6)

7

8)

9

10)

CFR 1910.120(b)(4)(ii)(I), which includes confined space entry as one of the
minimum items the site HASP must address.

Section 3.3.4. Radiation monitoring equipment will be made available as a
scereening instrument solely for precautionary measures.

The last sentence in Section 3.3.5 has been removed for the Final HASP.

Section 4.0. Additional site specifie information has been included with this
seetion, such as, a detailed safe work practice with drill rigs. Some of the
information in this section is general in nature because exaect site controls
measures can be dynamie in nature and are flexible based on changing site
conditions. The Site Manager and SHSO use their professional judgment to
incorporate the ideas presented in this section based on such things as, various
work locations at a site, air monitoring results, protection levels, and work task.
The Project Manager and Project Health and Safety Officer (PHSO) are available
and contacted as needed. This has worked successfully with other similar projects
conducted for the Navy.

Section 5.0. Environmental Monitoring.

a) The OSHA TWA exposure standards are used as a reference to help evaluate the
health hazards of the chemicals of concern that could potentially be at a site.
The nonspecific real-time air monitoring that will be conducted as part of this
project is more conservative than the OSHA TWAs.

b) Previous comments received from NEHC indicated that from a health physics
perspective, a more protective measure for site workers is to determine the
background radiation exposure level and establish the stop work eriteria as two
times the background radiation exposure level. The Final HASP will reflect the
two times background as the stop work criteria.

Section 6.2 presents the site specific anticipated levels of protection for each task.
Section 6.3 describes the respiratory protection that would be used if air
monitoring results indicated an upgrade in protection level, as presented in Section
5.0. References to Level B respiratory protection in this section will be deleted,
Level C will remain.

Section 7.0. Decontamination Procedures, References to Level B decontamination
procedures will be removed for the Final HASP.

Section 8.0. Emergency Procedures.

a) The new telephone area code at MCB Camp Lejeune will replace the previous
base emergency telephone numbers on the emergency telephone list. The
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry will be included with the
Final HASP. The On-Scene Commander responsibilities are performed by the
on-duty Fire Chief, as reported by base environmental personnel. This
telephone number is listed.

b) A minimum of two personnel trained in first aid/CPR will be available on the
site, as stated in the HASP. A copy of the Bloodborne Pathogen Program will
be available onsite and a statement regarding this program will be referenced in
the HASP.
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¢) References to Level B protection levels will be eliminated in the Final HASP.
Personnel will be prepared to upgrade to Level C, as necessary.

d) The snake bite and spider bite sections will be reviewed. The last paragraph in
the snake bite section will be removed in the Final HASP.

e) The Navy Medical Treatment facilities for civilian contractor personnel will be
used in the event of a chemical exposure type injury requiring emergency
attention. The base hospital would also be used in the event of a life
threatening injury when it is the closest hospital to access. In addition, the
base ambulance only transports to the base hospital.

11) Section 10.0. Medical Surveillance Procedures, The first sentence of the second
paragraph indicates that the occupational medical physician is provided
information to base the medical surveillance.

12) A statement will be added to Section 8.0 that references Appendix C as containing
hazardous material exposure procedures.

Response to Specific Comments - Quality Assurance Project Plan

No comments were received from NEHC on the Draft Final Quality Assurance Project
Plan.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH CENTER
2570 WALMER AVENUE
NORFOLK, VIRGINIA 235613-2517

5050

Ber 64/ 5208

2 e HOV '93
From: Commanding Officer, Navy Environmental Health Center
TO: Commanding Officer, Atlanti¢ nivigicn, Naval Facilities

Engineering Command, Code 1az§’, Norfolk, VA 23511-6287

Subj: MEDICAL REVIEW OF INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM
DOCUMENTS FOR MARINE CORPS BASE, CAMP LEJEUNE, NC

Ref: (&) Baker Envirommental, Inc., Transmitctal 1tcr
of 27 Oct 63

Encl: (1) Medical Review of bDraft Final Remedial Investigation/
Feagsibility Study Work Flan and Sampling and Analysis
Plan for Operable Unit 7 (sites 1, 28, and 30),
Marine Corps Base, Camp LeJeune, North Carclina

1, As regusated by reference (a), we completed a medical review
of the forwarded documents ("Draft Final Remedial ‘
Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan for Cperable Unit

No. 7 (Sites 1, 28, and 30)..." and "Draft Final Remedial
Investigation/Feasibilicy Scudy Sampling and Analysis Plan for
Operable Unit No. 7 (Sites 1, 28, and 30), Marine Corpe Base,
Camp Lejeuna, North Carolina," dated October 1923). OQur comments
and recommendations are provided in enclosure (1).

2. The technical peoint of contact 18 noted in the enclosure. We
are avallable to discuss the encleosed information by telephone
with you and, if degired, with Yyou and your contractor. We are
also available to provide health-relared review for future
documents associated with this eite.

3. If you reguire additional assistance, please call Ms. Sheila

4. Berglund, P.E., Head, Installation Restoration Program Support
Department at 444-7575, extension

H W*

Ry difection

FI0[@ 8T o0 AIJLINV1 S08Y Z2¢ FOS2 Té: a0 G6/62/1T



PNy P

) STe39ud SB8P et . 48 £2:48 BE. 62 NON
? 11726793 16:30 NEHC-05 ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS ea3

MEDICAL REVIEW OF DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/
FEASLBLLULLTI ¥TUDI WUKR FLAN ANLD SARFLING AND ANALYISIS PLAN
FOR OPERABLE UNIT 7 (SITES 1, 28, AND 30)

MARINE CORFPS BASE, CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA

Rafarancas: {(a) "Supplemental Reglon IV Risk hasegament
Guidance, " U.8, EPA Region IV memo, dtd March
26, 1%31 ’

{b) Standard Operating Procedures and Quality .
Assurance Manual (February 1, 1951}, U.S$. EPA
Region IV, Environmental Compliance Brangh)

'(c) Assessing Humar Health Risks from Chemically
Conraminated Fish and Shellrish (EPA 503/
§-82-002, September 198%9)

(da) "New Interin Region Iv suidance, " U,8. EPA
Region IV meme dtd February 11, 13%2

Genearal Commenta:

1. The draft documents entitled "Draft Final Remegial
Investigation/Feagibility Study Work Plan for Operable Unit

. No. 7 (Sites 1, 28, and 30)..." and "Draft Final Remedial
Inveptigation/Feasibility Scudy Sampling and Analysis Plan for
Operable Unit No. 7 (8ites 1, 28, and 30), Marine Corps Base,
Camp Lejeune, North Carolima," dated October 1993, were provided
to the Navy Environmental Health Center (NAVENVIRHLTHCEN) for
reavisw on 28 October 1593. fThe reports were preparad for
Atlanti¢ Divigion, Naval Facilities Enginearing Command by Baker
Environmsntal, Inc.

2, The informaricn presenced in the work plan (WP} and field
sampling and analysis plan (SARAF) is generally in accordance with
guidance provided in perctinent Enviromnmental Protection Agency
(EFA) documents such as Guidance for Conducting Remedial
Investigations and Feasibilicy Studies Under CERCLA, Interim
Final (Ocrober 1988). However, there is a need for more specific
informaticn to be included in the plane. OQur primary concern is
that neither the WP nor the SAAP includes a detailled, sire-
specific risk assessment methodology section. The review
comments and recommendations provided below address the need to
ineclude additicnal and more specific health information.

3. Bome pecticgng of the text refer the reader to a YBase Masgter
Plan" to obtain additional site-gpecific informarion. Since we
do not have a copy o0f the Base Master Plan, we do aol kaow Lhe
extent to which it addresses each site, However, Base Magter
Plana that we have reviewed for other facllities and sites have
all been legg 8ice-specific cthan the site work plan. Alsco, the
relationghip of the "Bagea Magrer Plan' to the WP and SAFP is not
addressed in the cext. The extent to which each site is

PN

Enclosure (1)
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S,

addressed in the Master Plan, its contents and relation to the
WP, SAPP, and other Remedilal Investigation/Feasibllity Study
(RI/FS) documents should be addreased in the "Introduction®
sactione of these decuments.

4. The technical point of contac¢t for this review of the RI/FS

WP and field SAAP 18 Ms. Andrea Lunsrord, Head, Health Risk
Aggegpment Depar{ment, Environmantal Programas Directaorate,

NAVENVIRHLTHCEN, who may be contacted at 444-7575, extenaion 402.

1. Page 3-3, Section 3.1.2 (Soill Investigation [Site 1.French
Creekl), subgection 3.1.2.1 (Acid and PQL Disposal Area Grid 1-
Sy; page 3-15, section 3.2.2 (Soil Investigation [Site 28]),
subgection 3.2.2.1 (Sampling Locations), paragraph 2; and page
3-26, saction 3.3.2 S0il Investigation [Site 30]), subsectilons
2.3.2.1 (Sample Locationa), paragraph 3 and 3.3.2.2 (Analytical
Requirements) '

Commenta:

a. Surface samples at all sites reportedly will be
¢ollected at 0 vo 12 inch depchs. For example, sectiom 3.1.2.1
states chat "samples will be collected from the surface (cop 12-
inches from ground surface or below asphalt/concrete/bhase course
gurrface), then at continucus 2-foot intervals®; and seccions
3.2.2.1 ana 3.3.2.,1 state that "samples will be collecred from
the ground surface (tep 12 inches) then at continuous 2-foot
intervalag., :

(1) Cellecting surface soil samples at depths of 0 to
12 inches 1s inconeistent with BPA guldance as presented in
documenta such ag the Rigk Agsesgment Guidance ror Superfund,
Voluma I, luman llealth Ovaluation Mapual, Fart A, December 12895
(RAGS manual). The RAGS manual recommends 0 to 6 lnch depthas for
surface soll sample collection. The manual also states that
gurface s0il samples should be collected "at the shallowest depth
practical" in order to accurately reflect the potential surface
soll exposure pathway.

(2} The sampling protocol described is also
inconeistent with the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry (ATSDR) guidance, ATSDR’g bPublic Healrh Assegsment
Guidance Manual (PHA manual) defines surface soil gamples as soll
samples taken from depths of 0 to 23 inches. This reflects
ATSDR's poslticn chat deprhs greater than three inches do not
accurately reflect surface soil conditions.

ATOR 8T d00) AIJINVT S08¥ 22¢ vosgk gg:lo £6/62/11
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(3) Under the Comprehenslve Bavironmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act, ATSDR is mandated to perform a
public health asdessment (PHA) of any site which is placed on
the National Priorities Lisc. In developing PHAs at Department
of Defense facilitiem, ATSDR uses envirommental data collected
e liyy lusitallaclun iestuiacluu prugiaw {IRE) luvestlliyatlvuo.
ATSDR summaries may reflect "no samples” taken foxr surface soil
based on the fact that samples were taken at depth intezvals
greater than three inches.

(4) 7To facllitate correlation between PHAs and health
riak asgessments, and to minimize costs asscoclated with redundant
sample ¢ollection and analysims, we encourage the adoption of "0
to 3 inches" as the noiwm for purface Boil pample collection.

This depth interval ls consistent with both EPA and ATSDR

guidance.

. The mectiop 3.1.2.1 statement that "mamples will be
collected from the surface (top 12-inchea from ground surface or
belew asphalt/concrate/basea couzrss surface)...” ig inconsistent
with EPA guidance and, if followed, would yield unrealistically
conservative risk estimates for surface soll exposure pathways.

(1) Health risk assessments for surface soil exposure
pathways presume dally contact with surface scilas. Where there
ls asphalt, or concrete, or other base course surfacing, such
concact will not occur. There ls ne EFA guldancs which wuyucolo
that surface scoll pathways should be coneidered when a aurface
s0il pathway does not exist.

(2) Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 300 ("Environmental
Protection Agency, Hazard Ranking SBystem, Final Rule," published
in the Federal Register, Vol. 55, No. 241, December 14, 1920)
containg the only explicit guidance on sampling/nensampling of
Aarphal r/econoreate/hase course surfaces that we are aware of. The
fourch paragraph of Section 5.0 ("Soil Exposure Pathway®),
subsaction 5.0.. (“General Consideracionp") staces:

"If an area of obgexrved contamination (or portion of
such an area) is covered by a permanent, or otherwise maintained,
egsentially impermeable materlal (for example, asphalc) rchat is
noct more than two feet thick, ezxclude that zrea (or portion of
that area) in avaluating tha scll exposure pathway."

(3) In June, 1993 we confirmed, with the EPA’'s
Environmental Criteria Asseassment Orrice (ECAQ) that it is
inappropriate to collect “surface soil" samplea from soil located
beneath asphalt or other essentlally ilmpermeable base course

surfaces.

(8) So0il gamplesa collected below the surface should
always be conpidered subsurface soll samples. Although

3
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subsurface poll results should not be used in calculations of
surface soll exposure pathways, they can be usad in a health risk
assessment (HRA) to estimate risk for potential future
construction scenarios, which might entail subsurface solil
disturbance, When this is done, the report should clearly state
that subsurface soil results are being used to eatimarte potential

future sceparios.
Recompendationss

a. Plan to collect surface soll samples at 0 to 3 inch
depths. Speclfy in the WP and SAAP that the maximum depth at
which surface soil samples will be collected 1s 6 inches, when 3
inch maximum depths are not achievable or practical,

. Specify in the WP and SAAP that gubsurface soll samplea
may be collacted from areas with essentially impermzable surfaces
(e.g., asphalt}, but surface 2cil sampling in such areaz would be
Inappropriate, and therefore will not be conducted.

c. 8pecify that subsurface soll results will be used only
Lo calculate risk for appropriate exposure scenarios; specify the
appropriate exposure scenarios (e.g., potential future
construction exposures).

2. Page 5-15, sectlon 5.3 (Groundwater Sample Collection),
subsectlon 5.3.1 (Groundwater Samples Collected from Monitoring
Wells), Suep #9 .

Commenta:

2. The text states that ground water samples collected for
dissclved meralsa analysis will be "filcerad in the field® prior
to being submivted for analysis. Nelther the SAAP nor the WP
Btate whether these samples are to be used for assessing human
health risgks. Reference (&) states that "unfiltered gzoundwater
data should be used to determine the exposure point concentration
[for risk asseasments)." The text should specifically state that
unfiltered ground water should be used to determine the exposure
point concentrations used in risk asseasment calculations,

b. When feasible, we recummend the collection of both
filtered and unfilgered ground water samples. While the EPA
requires that unfiltered samples be used in the guantitative risk
agaeasment, 1f risk estimates Ffor bhoth filltered and unfiltered
samples are developed, both valussa can ke discuaesed In the HRA.
Since some heavy mecale absorb strongly to scil/sediment
particles, the differences perween the regsultant risk estimates
from filtered and unfiltered sampling results can be large.
Pronriding eamparison valueA nan therefore be very useful in

WEGLUNARLED b de B e e by twraddhve  wsa v IR T Wk WD s wL VAIAL LD Gt bl A aA D
watax smamples 3o orvcondy asommmrocan e,
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state that unfiltreread ground watar will ha

determdue the expusure polul vonvenira

for the HRA calculations.

L. If feasible,

water samples, develop

values in the HRA.

3. Page 5-17, secrion 5.4 (Surface Sample Collection),

paragraph 4
Commentg:

colle
riosk es

-

tion,

a. The tex: aratee that "Caxa will be taken when aeileating

sanples for ansglysls of volatlle organlc compounda (VGCs) ta

avolid excessive agitation that could reasulc in lpas of VOCs." It
then states that VOC gamples "will be taken prior to the
collection of samples for analysis of other parameters® and that
“sample bottles will be £illed in the same order at all sample

locaticns, "

b. Section 4.2.1.1 {("Purgeable Organic Compounds Sampling
(voa) ") of reference (b) provides specific gulidance regarding the
t{pe of vial (i.e., 40 millilicer septum vial); type of cap
(i.e., screw-on cap with teflon-silicon disk); the filling
procedure (i.e., to £ill the vial by pouring down the side and to
completely £111 the contalner leaving no head space); and the

nend o parfoarm A huthla rhack when ~alleacrdng anrface wakber
samples. These procedures are not stated in the SAAP.

Recommendalion:

sample collectlon for VOC analyses,

4, Page 5-23, saction 5.6 (Bicloglecal and PFish Sample

Specifically =state that the Region IV
procedures, liated above, will be adhered to for surface water

Collection), subsection 5.6.2 {(Figh Collection)

Comment: The first paragraph states that fish will be

rnllanred At "darignated arationae ¥
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whether the designated stations are known harvegt areas.

Reference (c) states "Sampling stations ghould generally be
located in known harvest areas."
are known harvegt areas, it should be specifically stated.
they are not, other lecations should be considered.
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5. Page 5-23, sectiocn 5.6 (Biological and Fish Sample
Collection}, subsection 5.6.2 (Fish Collection)

comments:

a. Section 5.6.2.1 states that "at least Len individuals
from each specles, if available, will be composited and analyzed
for wholebody burdens of chemicals., In addition, fillets of at:
leagt ten individuals, ir available, from each edible gpecies
will be composited and analyzed for chemical constituenta. If
adequate individuals from each species are not collected for
whole-body analysis and fillet analysis, cnly the fillets will ba
analyzed."

b. Reference (c) states that composite sampling has certain
advantages over single samples, such as cost-effectiveness and a
more efficient estimate of the mean; however, compositing samples
from several fish te a single sample precludes gtatistical
analygis. The guidan¢e manual further states "The benefics of
compositing individual samples from a single statrion within a
given sampling period often cutwelgh the disadvantagea juac
diacuaaed."

¢. We understand that the asunrber of samples collected
depends primarily on the fishing sucdess rate; however, we are
justifiably concerned that sufficient samples be collected from
which to make any type of riak-hased decision. We have recently
reviewed several fiph studies in which an insufficienc number of
compogite samples was collected o make any type of risk-based
decimion,

d. Neither the WP nor the sampling and analysis plan state
that fish control samples/background samples will be collected.

(1) The "Exposure Asgegament" chapter of reference (c)
racommends background sampling te facilitate compaxison. The
guidance states: “Include samples from a relatively
uncontaminated reference or control area to help define local
contamination problema.*

(2) Background sampling ls also recommended andd
discussed in the RAGS manual. It sctares that "reference statlons
should closely mateh the characrexiscics of known harvest areas."

@. The ATSDR pubnlished notice of a draft guidance document
entitled Environmental Data Needed for Public Health Assessments
in the March 3, 1253 Code of Federal Regulations (58 FR 12308 No.
40) . The ATSDR guidance recommends the followlng when biota
studies are performed:

{1) A sample size of "at least 20 individuals per
species, per episode.”
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(2) aAnalysis of edible portions only.

{3) Analysis of individual ("grap") rather than
compoaite samples.

(4) A contreol population of at leagt 20 indlviduals
from a comparable uncontaminated location, for background levelg.

(5} & copy of the protocol used, including how sach
species was harvested; how representative samples ware selected;
what portions were pampled and analyzed; special specimen
handling procedures; contaminants analyzed for; methode used and
thely detection limita; erc.

Recommendations:

a. Ensure that a sufficient number of composite and/or
Bingle samples are collected 80 that a risk management decision
can be veached.

b. Include sampling in a relatively uncontaminated or
reference control area. If reference stations(a) are not
available (i.e., if reference stations closely matching the known
characreristice of the known harvegt areas 4o nor exiart), it
Ehould be sc stated.

¢, In developing sampling plans, addregs ATSDR
environmental data needa,

6. Fage 5-25, sectlon 5.6 (Blological and Fish Sample
Collection), subsection 5.6.2.1 (Analysis of Fish Speciles)

a. The last paragraph of thls section states that "fish
fillet and whole-body analiais will be perrormed if adequate
individuals from sach species are caught."” Neither the WP nor
the SAAP address the fish partg that will be used to asgess
"whole body" analysis (i.e., whether only the edible portions of
the fish will be used or whether whole fish, including viscera,
will be used).

b. Nelther the WP nor the SARAP provide a characterization
of the potentially exposed population with respect to general
method (8) of food preparation and parts of fish eaten. The
majority of MCB, Camp Lejeune and/or local fish consumers likely
consume only the fish fillet. However, this should be
gevermined, There are populationg thatr congume all edible
portions of the fish, or prepare flsh in such a way that
conraminantg in other porciona of the fish are of concern (e.g.,
some populations remove the viscera and boil the rest of the
fish). Another igsue that should be determined is wherher or not
the akin is taken off, oy lefr on, the fillets.
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C. ATSDR’s PHA mapual states that PHAs should be based on
measurementa ©of the contaminmation in the fedible portiona" of the
relevant agquatic species. However, the manual alsgo states that
the ampgessor should conslder the specific dierary habits of the
potentially arfected population and notes that "if that
informatioil ie not available, the amseasor should state that an

R N B IR R LR TR T ol 20 T T T RN =N FemrIngr mamed e mastae
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- prww . LLlemldy Bwsliiwa, claw gmisemend Vlec oo doadd Lid Wi vevemaaneew D
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fillets.
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Becommengariong:

a. Further define the fish parts that will be included in
Lie "whwle Ludy" el ,

b. Characterize the uotentinilv exvoaed nonglgyi&ns with

wakpamis e ocaashed off Soecod pwepnawabien and pawta A P X PN Y
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Work Plan
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2.2.5.4 (Surface Water and Sediment Investigation {Site 1])
commant:

a., Section 2.2.5.3 ipndicates that ground water was sampled
for chromium (Cry,) and hexavalent chromium (Cr'®) in 1986, and
section 2.2.5.4 indicates that sediment was gampled for Cry, and
Cr*®. However, the Cr** results are neither provided in theme
sections nor in Appendix A. The text and Appendix A only list
resulte for "chromium.”

b. The carcinogenlc and non-carcinogenic toxicity values
for Cr** are significantly greater than these for trivalent
chromium (Cr*®); thersfore, spaciation of chromium is imporcant.
Generally, sampling protocols do not require speciation for
chromium analysis. As a result, the most conservative toxicity
values (i.e., the values for Cr*®) are used to assess chromium
rigkae. This often results in an overestimation of risk.

A
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Recommendations:

s 62 NON

a. PFPresent ground water and sedlment sampling results for

hexavalent chromium in Appendix A, Dipcuss the results in the
text.

b, If feasible, require speciation for chromium analysea
the WP and SAPP.

in

8. Pages 3-1 to 3-11, sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2 and 3.3.2 (Potential

Exposure Pathways) and section 4.0 (Remedial Investigation/

Feasibilicy Study Objectives), Tables 4-1 chrough 4-3, {(...RI/FS

Cbjectivea)

Comments -
a&. The saventh bullet of the section 3.1.2 and 3.2.2

"exposure pathways” lists include human exposure to contaminants

due to ingestion of contaminated aguatic corganismeg and
terrestrial wildlife. Characterization of specific hunting
activities at Marine Corps Base (MCB), Camp Lejeune is neither
addregged in the SAAP nor in the Wp. The text does not
specifically state whether exposure pathways to be included in
the human health risk assessment will include human exposures
regulting from consumption of wild fowl and/or other wildlife.

b, Bob White quail, turkey, and deer are hunted on base.
Hunting activities may or may not extend into the site.

Evaluation of this pathway may not significantly impact the risk
assesgement; however, rilsks should be calculated for all completed
pathwaya. If hunting activicies are impacred by the site under

investigation, risks from the consumption of wild animals should

be assessed for all individuals who hunt ar MCEB, Camp Lejeune.

c. The gsection 4.0 ("RI/FS Objectives") for Sites 1. and 28

do not list any objectives for assessing potential exposures
resulting from the consumption of aquatic or terrestrial
wildlife. Juetification for not including this objective for

Site 1 appears to be glven in Section 3.1.6.5, which states that

*surface water and sediment data should be evaluated first to

determine if aquatic life is being impacred.* It is not ¢clear

why Site 28 objectives do not include consumption of wildlife.
Egggmmggdé;igaﬁr

&. Discuss hunting activities on or arcund this gite, I1r

appropriate, assess risks related tv the consumption of wild
animals.

b. Include the agsegsment of porential exposure resulting
from the consumption of aquatic or terrestrial wildlife in Tables

4-1 to 4-3.
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9, pPages 3-1 to 3-11, sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2 and 3.3.2 (Potential
Bxposure Pathways) and section 4.0 (Remedial Investigation/
Feasibillcy Study Objectives)

gomment: Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2 and 3.3.2 list "airborne
fugitive particles released from potentially contaminated surrface
B0il” ae a potential exposure pathway. Alr pathways lavolving
exposure to volatile organie hydrocarbons (VDCa) are not lipted
in any of these Lhree sections. Section 3.2.2 lists dermal
contact and ingeation pathways for VOUs; however, an ailr pathway
ig not identified. S8ection 3.2.3 lists a potential exposure
pathway as "human exposure te VOCs due to volatilization from
groundwater and surface water." It is not known, but the
intention may be to include the air pathway.

b. Since many of the spllls that are being investigated are
related to fuels, the air pathway may substantially contribute to
human health risks. Contaminants of potential comncern include
volatiles and semivolatilee as well as organics (i.e., in
fugitive dugt pathways). Reference (a) states that semivolatiles
and inorganics should be assumed to be airborne via suspended
dust particles; it is not ¢lear whether this has been i

o congidered,

c. During remediation effortse, air concentrationa may be a
substantial concern. The SAAP and the WP should include VOO
emissions in the expesure assessment for airborne chemicals. If
volatiles are not to be evaluated in the risk agsessment,
justification for their omission should be substantiated in the
text.

Recommendationg:

a. Evaluate all potential air pathways in the baseline risk
asgessment (e.g., volatiles and quet) or provide sufficient
jugstification for their elimination.

b. Include volatiles and gemivolatiles in the airborne
pathway .

i10. Page 5-46, section 5.7.1 {(Human Health Evaluation Process),
subsection 5.7.1.4 {(Exposure Assessment [Identification of
Potentilal Exposure Scenarios Under Current and Future Land Usel);
and page 2-10, section 2.1.9 (Land Use)

comments «
a. The first paragraph states that exposgure gcenarios will

be developed '"after consulting with the Base Master Plan, EPA and
e the State of North Carolina.Y

10
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(1) We do not have a copy of the Base Master Flan;
therefore, we cannot determine the extent to which each site is
addressed in that plan. However, Base Master Plans that we have
reviewed for other sites have been considerably less site-
specific than the site work plans.

{2) Contacting the EPA or the state of North Carolina
does not seem necessary prlor to developing potemtial current and
d

future expousure scsnarics. A preliminary conceptual site model
that notes pathwayg and receptors should be presented in the work
plan.

b. Preliminary, generis aexXposure pathwayse are listed in
bullet form. The sxposure sc¢eénarios listed do not distinguigh
batween current and future exposures. Since expogure pathways
tor these two scenarios (l.e., current and future) are not.
geparated, we cannot conclusively agree with their existence.
For example, & "residential gcepario® im listed for soil
pathways. This scenario is'likely of concern only for potential
future residents since the three sites addresaed in this work
plan are not currently used ap residential areag; however, it is
not ¢lear. Current and future acenarlo pathway models should be
presented separately, based on information known about the sites.

€. Section 2.1.9 presents information concerning current
land use; however, information regarding potential future land
uges ig not provided. Although a subtitle within gection §.7.1.4
("BExposure Apsesement”) la "Identification of Potential Exposure
Scenarloes Under Current and Future Land Uses, " which implies that
future land use will be addressed, it is not knewn whether future
land umfe ig beling considered for the risk assessment.

d. Additionally;,; this and othexr acstiong of tho WD addrooas
exposed populations ae "worker, resldent and recreational users,”
Section 2.1.9 addreasges land use demographics for Camp Lejeune:
however, not in terms of the sites under investigation. Site-
specific infermation to characterize potentially exposed
populations with regard to size and characteristics is not
provided. Characterization of sensitive populations (e.g.,
infantg and children, elderly people, hospital patientq, etc.)
and their locations in reference to the aspecific sices (e.q.,
nursing homes and child care facilities) are not addressed.

Recommendationg:

a, DPregent a preliminary conceprual site modal that notes
pathways and receptors in the work plan.

b. Separately list the exposure pathways applicable ro
gurrent and future exposure scenarios.

c. Addregs future land uses for each of the gites.

13
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d. Provide sice-specific information to charactexize
exposed populations with respect to location relative to the
gltes, activity patterns, and the presence of sensitive
populations. Alsc identify any distant exposed populationa, such
as public water supply consumers and consumers of f£ish, shellfish
or agricultural products impacted by the asite.

1i.  Page 5-46, section 5.7.1 (Human Health Evaluation Process),
subsection 5.7.1.5 (Toxlcity Assessment)

spmpmentc: This sectloll states that "toxlolly values wlll u
derived for those chemicals for which none exiast. 2 narrative
summary will be provided in the rigk agsessment review concerning
thelr derivation." The text does not gtate that toxicity
profiles will be provided for all) of the chemicals that are
carried through the rigk agsessment. Sectien 7.7.1 of the RAGS
manual stateg that a short descriptlion of the toxic effects of
each chemical carried through tha assassmant, in non-technical
language, should be prepared for inclusion in the main body of
the rigk assessment.

Recommendation: Specifically state that a short
description of the toxic effects of each chemical carried through

the risk assessment, in non-technical language, will be prepared
for inclusion in the main body of the risk assessment.

%
Q:‘ Pages 5-41 to 5-59, agection 5.7.1 (Buman Health Evaluation
Process)

commencs:

a. These pageg provide short, generic discusslions regarding
expogure aggesgment, toxieity assessment, and risk
characterization. The text basically states that guldelines
presented in risk assessment documents, such as8 the RAGS manual,
"will be followed." However, specific information ig lacking,

k. Wwork plana should contain a aeparate human health risk
agsessment section which specifically describes the type of
information that will be included in the risk aggesgment. Some
of the types of information that should be included are:

, {1) Identification of all potentially exposed
populations; site-gpecific descriptions of tasks related to
exposure pathways; present and potential future land uses; media
that are or may be contaminated; locations of actual and
potential exposure and present concentrations at appropriate
exposure points.

(2) The eguations, calculations, and default

12
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assumptions used to determine exposures for all expoaure
scenarios (e.g., off-base, on-base, children, adults, current
land use, future land use, etc.); to estimate exposure point
concentrations (e.g., arithmetic mean, geometric mean, 9S5th
percentile, etc.); to determine risk estimates (e.g., hazard
quotients, and carcinogenic risk eatimates).

(3) The reference doses (RFDs) and cancer alope
ftaccors (CSFs) used to determine contaminant toxicity values for
exposure calculations,

(4} A discugsion concerning the gelection of data to
be used for the rigk assessment (e.g, the use and nonuse of "y,
"I, and "UJ" gualified dara),

(5) The selection criteéria used to determine
"gompounds of concern' (e.g., comparison to background and
frequency of detection statistics).

{6) an "uncertainty" section that addresses
significant differences between actual site conditions and
reguired default assumptions to determine risk (For example, to
discuss the risk associated with a potential shallow ground water
ingestion scenario; or the risk associated with proxy values
being used for non-detection data).

(7) A discussgion of the toxicity factors to be used to
calculate ripgks for polycyclic arcmatic hydrocarbons (PAHWS) .
Note that reference (d} states that Region IV has adopred a
toxicity equivalency facrer (TEF) methodology for carcincgenic
PAHm, based on each compound’s relative potency to the potency of
benzo (a)pyrene. The TEFs to be used for sgpecific compounds are
presented in reference (d).

(8) A deacription of the absorption factora to be uged
in determining risks associsted with dermal exposure to
contaminated soile. Reference (d) states that 1.0% should be
usad for organics and 0.1% should be used for inorganics.

(2) Prepentation ¢of the soll-to-skin adherence factorg
to be uged to aggegs rigks assoclated with dermal expoBure.
Reference (d) states that guidance provided in the RAGS manuval
{i.e., 1.45 to 2.77 milligram per sguare cestimeter (mg/cm®))
should be changed to 0.2 to 1.0 mg/end.

Recommendation: Digscuss and/or present the information
addresged above.

13
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§3§ Pages 5-41 to 5-53, section 5.7.1 (Human Health Evaluaticn
Procesgsg) -

gomment: In addition to the informaticon discussed above,
the risk assessment section of the work plan should provide
specific lnformation on the presentation of results. (Data
presentation in some of the documents we have reviewed
effectively precludes analytical review.) Sec¢tion 5.7.1.3 ("Data
Summary") states that tables will be developed {or each mediym
sampled, and data will be grouped according to organic and
inoxganic species within each table. More specific information
should be provided:

(&) The Eormat of the data summary tables gshould be
specified in advance (e.g., the summary tablea2 ghounld list
sampling numbers on the horizontal axig and provide the
results for all TCL and TAL compounds analyzed on the vertical
axls}. This section could reference an appendix which provides
the specific format of the tables.

(1) Exhibir 9-1 ("Suggesrted Outline for a Baseline
Rigk Azgeggment Report") of the RAGS manual (pages 5-4 to 5-8)
should be used as a guide for the health risk assessment (HRA)
report format. Exhibit 5-1 is fairly extensive and indicates the
need to incorporate a considerable amount of speclfic information
in the report. :

(2} Exhibic 8-2 ("Example of Tahle Fermat Lor Caucer
Risk Estimates") and Takle 8-3 ("Example of Table Format for
Chronic Hazard Index Estimates") of the RAGS manual illustrate
speclific formate f£or data presentation, The use of thase formats
enables reviewers to easily compaye the variables in risk
apsessment eguations.

{b) Reference (a) etates that tables should conrain the
"frequency of derection, range of detects, average concenrtration
and background con¢entration. The non-detectrR ahould not be
incorpoavatad into the average concencrations.” The upper 35th
percent confldence limits for each chemical aetected in each
medium should also be ilndicated.

{(c) The method by which proxy values will be annotated on
the data summary tables should be described (e.g., the use of 1/2
the BOL is generally adopted as the proxy value for non-detects).
These data should be specifically annotated. Parentheges may be
uged to indicate gubstitute values (i.e., in addition to a "U*®
validation qualifier).

(d) The methodology and the gpecific sampling resulrs used
to *group" data (e.g., to derive average and upper-limlic
concentration values) should be clearly identified and/cr shown
on individual tables in the RI report; this section should etate

14
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that this information will be provided.

(e) The texrt should specify that all eguations used to
derive intermediate parameters of the risk equations will be
provided; and that all default assumptions used in the individual
risk equations will be provided/listed.

(f) The text should state that the risk summary tables will
be pregented in the format recommended in the RAGS manval (e.y.,
see Exhibite 8-3 and 8-4 on pages 8-8 and 8-9 of the RAGS manual.

Recommendation: Expand this section to include the specific
information suggested in (a) through (f), above.

13. Page 5+50, section 5.7.1 {Human Health Evaluation Processg),
subsaction 5.7.1.7 (Uncertainty Anpalysis), paragraph 2

v commencd: The text discusses the development of Preliminary
kRemediation Goals (PRGeE). The last gsentence of the pacond
paragraph statea that "...a rigk-based PRG will be considered a
final remediation level only after appropriate analysils in the
RI/?S and ROD [record of decision]). The statement is
misleading:

a. It miestates EPA guidance, as presented in the Rigk
Aggessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1, Part B: Develcpment
of Risk-Baged Prelimipary Remediation Goals (EPA/5&0/R-92/003,
December 1591) (PRG manual). The PRG manual emphasizes that PRGs
are based on default expospure agsumptions, are therefore very
congservative, and gh syiped ag site data are collected.

b. The current phraseoclogy suggestd that the inivial PRGsS
will only be “appreopriately analyzed" during the RI/FS. This is
not equivalent to stating that the initial PRGs "will be reviaed
a8 site specific data are acquired." :

¢. &s is stated in the previous paragrapll ¢f section
5.7.1.7, risk-based PRGs are inditial values, and do not egtablish
that cleanup to meert these goals is warranted.

Recommendation: Rephrase the statement concerning PRGs to
accurately reflect EPA guidance.

15
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ATTACHMENT B

Response to Comments Submitted by LANTDIV
on the Draft Final RI/FS Project Plans for Sites 1, 28, and 30
(Operable Unit No. 7),
MCB Camp Lejeune, North Carolina
Comment Letter by Mr. William Mullen, P.G.,
Received by Baker Environmental, Inc. via Fax on 12-6-93

Response to Specific Comments - Work Plan (Comments 1 through 28)

The first sentence in Section 2.2.3 will be revised from “have been utilized" to
"were used", and "since" to "from".

The reference to military units will be revised.

No changes to the text is required - Six shallow monitoring wells were installed and
sampled during the Confirmation Study at Site 1. Additionally a near-by potable
water supply well, HP-636, was also sampled during the investigation. According
to a USGS Report for MCB Camp Lejeune (Harned, et al. 1989), well HP-636 is 227
feet in depth and was drilled in 1959. Information regarding the construction
method is not provided in the document, but it was most likely installed using mud
rotary or cable tool drilling.

The depth to water deseribed in the paragraph is presented as range and not as two
different depths. Accordingly, the values presented in the text are correct.

The word "show" will be deleted from the text.
The word "contamination” will be replaced with the word "concentration".

No changes to the text required - Chloroform is the main chlorinated hydrocarbon
produced during chlorination of "tap" water, and thus is present in small but
definite amounts. The presence of low concentrations of this chemical in
environmental samples is often attributable to laboratory analysis. During part of
the analytical procedure, a syringe is used to introduce a volume of sample into a
purging unit. The syringe and purging chamber are rinsed between samples with
water, which requires reagent water, to prevent carry-over contamination. The
"reagent" water used by some laboratories may be carbon treated deioinized water
(CTDI). If this practice is performed by the laboratory, removal of all organic
contaminants may not be accomplished.

No changes to the text required - The laboratory water used for rinsing may not
necessarily be in the water used to perform the laboratory blank. Additionally,
common laboratory contaminants, or contaminants which are detected infrequently
at low concentrations may be inherent to conditions at the time of analysis, and
cannot be directly explained through examination of laboratory blanks.

Sample identification in the legend for the proposed background sampling locations
will be added to Figure 5-1. In addition, please refer to the Field Sampling and
Analysis Plan (FSAP) for a description of the analysis for these background
samples,




AT

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)
13)

14)

15)

16)

The approximate groundwater flow direction defined on the figures is based on
previous investigation data. This information will be included in the text.

No changes to the text required - The exploratory borings referenced in this
paragraph are for soil classification purposes only and will only be drilled if fill
material is encountered at the site. The purpose of these borings is to confirm the
thickness of the fill material, if present, so that the samples collected for
analytical testing represent native soils and not fill. Note that borings are
proposed at the site for the collection of soil samples for analytical testing.

No changes to the text required - The total number of samples to undergo quick
turnaround are specified in the FSAP. Please refer to the figures in Section 3.0
for the turnaround times.

No changes to the text required - The proposed control soil samples are not
expected to be impacted by activities at the wash rack areas since the wash racks
are situated approximately 700 feet away.

No changes to the text required - As stated in response number 8, the proposed
exploratory borings will only be performed if fill material is encountered during the
initial borings for sample collection. If the fill material is encountered, the
exploratory borings will be drilled to econfirm the thickness. Once the thickness is
confirmed, the remaining borings will be drilled from which samples will be
collected for analytical testing.

No changes to the text required - Please refer to response number 11.

The text was revised to state that 3550/5030 are extraction methods and the
analysis will be performed by EPA Method 8015.

No changes to the text required - During the Baker groundwater sampling activities
(May 1992), it was determined that monitoring well 1GW5 was damaged and could
not be sampled. An attempt will be made during the RI to sample this well. If it is
not possible to sample this well a new well, proposed well 1GW7, will be installed
in its place. Please refer to Figure 5-2 for the location of well 1GW7.

The boundaries of the disposal areas will be added to Figure 5-2.

No changes to the text required - A groundwater contour map is shown in the Final
Site Summary Report which is provided in Appendix A.1.

No changes to the text required - The text will be revised to explain the existence
of wells 1GW14 and 1GW15.

No changes to the text required - The waste storage area was noted during the site
visit along with three unknown monitoring wells in the area. Specific information
on these wells could not be obtained through MCB Camp Lejeune EMD personnel.
These wells are presumed to have been installed for monitoring the waste area.
Since the wells are situated near the suspected disposal area (i.e., POL area), one
of the wells will be resampled rather installing a new well.

No changes to the text required - The monitoring wells will be installed to account
for seasonal fluctuations in the water table. At the time of well installation for
these sites, which is expected to be in January and February, the water table is
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generally at its seasonal low. Accordingly, the well screens will be installed
three to four feet above the encountered water table to compensate for the
seasonal high water table which typically occurs in the late spring to early summer.

No changes to the text required - The shallow wells to be installed, as part of the
clusters, will be screened using the same criteria as other proposed shallow wells
(i.e., installed approximately 12 to 15 feet below the top of the water table with a
15-foot screen). The placement of the well screen at this depth will allow for
monitoring groundwater quality within the upper portion of the surficial water
table aquifer. The deep monitoring wells will be sereened within the upper portion
of the Castle Hayne aquifer which is the main water supply aquifer for MCB Camp
Lejeune. Accordingly, the purpose of setting the secreen within the upper portion
of the Castle Hayne is to determine whether the groundwater quality of the main
water supply aquifer has been impacted by contamination due to site related
activities.

No changes to the text required - The seleetion of no. 10 slot screen is based on
past experience at MCB Camp Lejeune as well as inspection of grain size analysis.
A no.1 sand will be used for the sand pack around the screen. Please refer to the
FSAP for this information.

The "unknown wells" will be redeveloped prior to groundwater sampling activities.
This information will be added to the text. The wells will be developed by using a
combination pumping (centrifugal pump) and surging. Surging will be performed
periodically during development by using a 1-inch PVC rod equipped with a
stainless steel cap at the end.

No changes to the text required - Information regarding aquifer hydraulic
characteristics, for both the shallow and deep aquifers, is available from previous
aquifer tests which have been conducted near OU No. 7. These tests have included
pump and recovery tests (performed by Baker at Hadnot Point) and slug tests
performed within the surficial water table aquifer, and well performance tests
which have been conducted at the water supply wells (installed within the deeper
Castle Hayne aquifer).

During the surface water/sediment investigation, samples will be eollected from
upstream sampling stations first followed by downstream stations. This
information will be added to the text.

MCB Camp Lejeune personnel will also be consulted prior to collecting additional
samples during the investigation. This information will be added to the text.

The word "will" will be replaced with the word "may". Please refer to comment
number 8 for additional information.

No changes to the text required - The total number of samples to undergo quick
turnaround are specified in the FSAP. Please refer to the figures in Section 3.0
for the turnaround times.

No changes to the text required - Continuous split-spoon samples will be collected
during drilling, however, not all of these samples will be submitted for laboratory
analysis. Typically, a surface sample and the sample from just above the water
table will be submitted for analysis. If, however, any residual waste material is
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encountered during the soil investigation at Site 28, it will also be submitted for
laboratory analysis.

As stated in the text, samples which appear to be the residual waste material will
be submitted for analysis. Accordingly, if the material is noted within the split-
spoon, it will be placed in the appropriate laboratory container.

The word "moreover" will be deleted from the text.
The words "more fully" will be deleted from the text.

The purpose of the test pits would be to further determine the thickness and extent
of the waste material since information is currently unknown. Test pits may
provide more detailed information compared to performing just soil test borings.

The samples obtained from the test pits will be collected directly from a backhoe
bucket. The analysis to be performed will include full TCLP (metals and organies)
and RCRA hazardous waste characteristies (i.e., corrosivity, ignitability, and
reactivity). The text states that the width of the trenches will be dictated by the
need for "visual examination" of the soils. A visual examination of the soils will be
performed by the site geologist and will include soil classification (i.e., grain size,
soil type, etc. and a desceription of the waste material). This information will be
added to the text.

As mentioned above the samples will be collected from the backhoe bucket and,
therefore, Baker personnel will not enter the test pit. This information will be
added to the text.

The test pits will be backfilled and graded at the end of each day. This information
will be added to the text.

Monitoring well 28GW6 should be a downgradient well and not an upgradient well as
stated on Table 5-3. This change will be made on the table.

No changes to the text required. The deep monitoring wells will be installed within
the upper portion of the Castle Hayne aquifer. The depth to the upper portion of
the aquifer near OU No. 7 is estimated to be 100 feet below ground surface. As
stated in the text, however, the final depth of the wells will be based several
criteria which will be evaluated in the field.

Volatile organic levels - Split-spoon soil samples will be screened with an Hnu
meter to measure for the presence or absence of volatile organic vapor.
Subsequently, the well will be installed at a depth where the vertical extent of
contamination is delineated based on the HNu readings.

Depth of the Castle Hayne aquifer - As mentioned above, the deep wells will be
installed within the upper portion of the Castle Hayne aquifer, which is the main
water supply aquifer for MCB Camp Lejeune. The upper portion of the Castle
Hayne formation, from which the Castle Hayne aquifer is situated within, consists
of a sandy limestone according a USGS Report for MCB Camp Lejeune, Split-spoon
samples will be collected and the site geologist will note where this formation is
encountered. Accordingly, the deep wells will be installed at a depth to
sufficiently screen the upper portion of the Castle Hayne aquifer. Note that the
length of the screen (estimated to be 10 to 20 feet in length) will depend on the
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thickness of the sandy limestone encountered. By screening the sandy limestone,
which is a fairly high transmissive unit, a sufficient volume of groundwater can be
obtained for the environmental samples.

® The term "impede" is used to define a layer which may limit the movement of
groundwater vertically. The determination of such a layer will be based on
visual soil classification (using the Unified Soil Classification System as a
reference) by the on-site geologist. If it is determined, through continuous
split-spoon sampling, that a potential confining layer is present separating the
two aquifers (surficial and Castle Hayne), and that the layer is at least three
feet in thickness, then the layer will be cased-off and a Type III well will be
installed. Subsequently, a screen will be set just below the confining layer so
that the upper portion of the aquifer can be sampled. Setting the sereen just
below the clay will allow for the collection of a groundwater sample within the
upper portion of the drinking water aquifer.

No changes to the text required - Baker is attempting to colleet background soil
samples at MCB Camp Lejeune for establishing base-specifiec background levels,
particularly for inorganic constituents. A database is currently being generated,
using background soil analytical data from sites investigated by Baker at MCB
Camp Lejeune, to assist in future investigations. The area east of Site 30 is not
used for industrial activities nor is it suspected of being impacted by contaminants.
Furthermore, Site 30 is situated in one of the few areas to be investigated at MCB
Camp Lejeune which is not located near an industrial setting. Subsequently, the
five proposed background soil borings will be used to establish site-specific
background levels, and will also assist is further developing base-specifie
background levels.

No changes to the text required - The approximate groundwater flow direction was
estimated based on the assumption that groundwater near the site is flowing in the
direction of French Creek (located west of the site). Accordingly, well 30GW3
would be upgradient from the suspected disposal area.

No changes to the text required - Lead was identified in both the downgradient
well (30GW2) and the well near the source area (30GW1) in 1986 and 1993. Please
refer to Figure 2-8 for the results of these sampling events.

No changes to the text required - Elemental metals are not highly soluble under
normal groundwater conditions (i.e., pH, temperature), but particles of elemental
metal may pose problems. The mobility of a metal as a hydrated ionie salt is
dependent on cationie/anionic solubility relationships. As far as lead is
concerned, the chloride (Cl ) , bromide (7Br -), iodide (7I -), and sulfate (SO4) are
not soluble thus reducing its mobility.

The statement "the samples will be analyzed within the maximum allowable holding
times" will be deleted.

No changes to the text required - The appropriate samples will be collected and
analyzed during the pre-design study if it determined, through the RI sampling
investigation, that the groundwater is contaminated and will require remediation.
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Response to Specific Comments - Field Sampling and Analysis Plan
No comments were received from LANTDIV on the Draft Final FSAP.

Response to Specific Comments - Quality Assurance Project Plan

No comments were received from LANTDIV on the Draft Final Quality Assurance
Project Plan,

Response to Specific Comments - Site Health and Safety Plan

No comments were received from LANTDIV on the Draft Final Site Health and Safety
Plan.



AT

P

. 12/08/983

:‘:

-+ G,

14:04 FRROA !P’M~AR95 TANTRTY ~AAND 40 [ —_—
T804 7 48 LANTDIV CODE 18 --+-+=RAKER 10017008

Comments to:

Draft Final Remedial Inv«stlgahon/Feasnbuhty Study Work Plan for Operable Unit

No 7 {Qitar 1 I8 and TN

ANV 7 WAL Ay Ay OUERR V)

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune North Carolina e

For:  Katherine Landman e rand fax transmittal memo 7671 Im pages > Z

Remedial Program Manager Postit” ora Malles
Atlantic Division, Code 1823 ™ Day Bor X ‘-c;—-@-‘:—"‘"—
Co- £R__SNV. “:W 7his v
BALER 2 SR8
By:  William Mullen, P.G. Dept. , e -got. 322
L] a ?

Technical Remedial Manager ‘?ax_# /. /22692092 Fax

Atlantic Division, Code 1824
Page 2-13, Section 2.2.3. 1st sentence. Sentence "Both Sites 1-N and 1-§ have been
utilized by different Marine orgatumtwns since the late 1940s to the mid-1970s."
worded poorly. Change "have been utilized” to "were used”, and change au‘u‘f:" m

"from".

» In the second sentence the reference to military units is incorrectly used. Armored
personnel carriers (APCs) are not military units. Normally a military unit comprised
mostly of APCs is called a mechanized unit, and a tank battalion is termed an

armored unit.

Page 2-14, Section 2.2.5.3. Wording is poor in the first paragraph. The writing is not
clear with respect to the sampling wells. Are there six shallow wells and a water supply
well (HP-636) in the vicinity of the site? Was the water supply well sampled? If so, when

wsa the well installed. and what well constrction methods were nged?

<2 111ES CEL LAASLrAltty EiS WERAL LA U AU JAARAANAy WAL a2

Paoas .90 Qsntinn D VA Thffarant danth ¢4 warar halagr ornnnd cnrfasse Alaramass ara
i G LTLUy WUNAMVEL Ayl e BALLIWACILY WL UL WY WaAllL USIUW ZIVULIU SURLaAlAY QiSLaiiCes arc

discussed in the last paragraph. Please clarify what levels are actually the correct ones.

Page 2-21 and 2-22, Section 2.3.5 Monitoring wells are inanimate objects and cannot
"show" volatiles, contamination, or slides of their most recent vacation. Please change
text.

Page 2-22, Section 2.3.5 last line of first paragraph. Should the word be "contamination”
actually be concentration?

Page 2-28, Section 2.4.5.1. last paragraph. Statement is made that infers the presence of
chloroform ig attributable doe to tap water,

e Ploaca dscerribha haw an FDA T DY
hd A A AR~ 3 ) Uy BdA. R

WA AR Rs AALF VY GALR RaA LR

during sample preparation?

DEC 6 *93 14:86 804 322 4885 FAGE.Ba1
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s If the presence of chlorine in lab water is due to laboratory contamination, the
1ab blank should alse show a similar concentration. In addition, if other samples
were analyzed in the same batch, then the results of the analysis would also indicate

chloroform present in the other samples as well.

- o PEpSpENOY, s s maemam ] Lmalrameniea d moreelicae Taantines aemd da

» Please add sample identifiers to proposed background sampling locations and define in

the text which information/analysis will be collected at each background location.

» Please identify source of "approximate groundwater flow direction” arrows used on
this figure. Were these from watertable elevations from monitoring wells at the site or
based on other site/regional information?

Page 5-4, Section 5.4.1.2. Wording in third paragraph suggests that there is only the
possibility of sample collection. Please clarify why the word "'may” is used in association

with exploratory test borings and soil sample collection. If conditions exist which wonld

prohlblt test bormg mstallatlon and sample collection, what plans exist to collect the

wanrirad fnfarmoatinoe moinaa difforont mathada?
ACAJRLAL VAL LULUL HIG UV UOLILE, WLV Wilh JAAVVAAVLLY

n___ & 4 o e Lo d

Page 5-4, Seciion 5.4.1.2. Please specily the total number

samples to be collected and analyzed.

Page 5-5, Section 5.4.1.2. Control samples are planned to be collected near fuel wash
racks. Since POL are contaminants-of-concern for this site, how will potential
contamination from operations in and around the wash rack be differentiated from
contamination associated with past disposal practises? Are any other potential sample
locations available which would provide the necessary control information and
reduce the potential for positive analytical resnlts which are not associated with the
investigation of past disposal practises?

Pace 5-4 and 5-5, Section 54,1 2 Ceantinued uce of the word ""mav'’ where others, such

Ty DNARUAVAL o Trd v W RALMIAIAWAS WWw WA EAsT YV 7 RASA WS SALLASR Dy FRAtwaL

‘as 'will’ or 'can’ implies that a szgmﬁcant chance exists for various tasks to not occur.

TLo AL _ . Pt &, PP o o A B I Ry, | P VAP Uy g

11 1ne pl.' upuaeu mvnugduuu cail ue cuangcu Iy COLUILIUILY CHUURILCI CO lll lllc I.lCll..Il,
please outline how Baker intends on accomplishing all required tasks and collecting
all required information.

Page 5-6, POL and Acid and POL Disposal Areas Grind 1-N. Same comment as for Page
5-4.

Page 5-11, Section 5.4.1.2. Analytical Requirements, 1st sentence. The sentence
"Samples will also be analyzed for TPH (EPA Methods 3550/5030)." implies that 3550
and 5030 are analytical methods. THEY ARE NOT. Method 3550 is a procedure for

extracting nan-volatzle and semi-volatile compounds from solids by sonication and

Matlhad SO20 ic a1 nrocaduira for svtrantime unlntila anmnonnde by puroa and tran BPA
AVALALIVW VY LD QA y&wwmu ANA T AF “"‘"5 [ 474 T 2. .4 ‘lv".t’vw'm UJ t’ 6“ eIV ¥ “‘IQ L

Method 8015 is an analytical method that determines the concentration of

FIjemanLn d002/006

DEC & ’93 14:@6 804 322 4805 PAGE. 802
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nonhalogenated volatile organic compounds by gc/ms. Using this analytical method is
prefered over others since quantification of the components of TPH can be made and
concentrations of nonhalogenated YOCs in soils can be correlated with similar results
from the groundwater and surface water sample results. Please revise text accordingly.

Page 5-13, Section 5.4.1.3. If monitoring well 1GWS5 is damaged, then it should either be

rapaired and camnléﬂ or abandoned, If the monitoring location is lmnnrmnt to maintain

Ass L QARG VIEVSAR, AR MG JLAVIANACLALAE AVRERARL 15 - AALLA N W

data aquisition, then the well should be replaced. Please assess the valuc of the sampling

raint cnd tha damass Tha woal) FIO0ORIE fo Af nn wralovn 60 AR Navrser T adonirma na 34

PYALL AllU MW MAAMA R AL YWEOLI LARF VY oI A3 UL UV Y8IUG W IVALL walll ) LA JR-ULLIT 40 3
.

exists now.

Figure 5-2.

» Why weren't the boundaries (as currently understood) of the disposal areas outlined
on this figure to indicate the association of sampling locations and monitoring wells to
be installed and sampled.

* Groundwater elevation data from previous studies should have been included with
contours to present the logic behind the sampling locations selected.

o Please revise text to explain existance of wells 1IGW14 and 15. Are these wells thos

described as unkown? If not, where are the unknown wells located on Flgure 5-2?

» s the waste storage area noted in the first paragraph related to past disposal
operations, or is it a RCRA site with current monitoring? Flease identify the history of
the waste storage area, if possible, with respect to usage and status. There is no need
to samplie a well installed in response to a release noted from that operation if it
is not related to the present site investigation.

Page 5-13, Section 5.4.1.3.

* Well construction descriptions for shallow monitoring wells indicates that the screened
interval will split the water table with 12-15 feet below the watertable. And
construction descriptions indicate that the well screens will be 15 feet in length, this
means that up to 3 feet of screened interval will be set above the water table.. If the
well screen length and placement are to "allow for seasonal fluctuations in the water

tnhbls whirh ars naun tn vary I—'rnm 2 10 4 feot af Camp Lejeune”, nlaase explain how
BOUTAS PAr FY I VU T E il o NN TY I ST VAT e dad &S TJ‘,-UP e 2 ‘-‘M”b" m o P E ’ e -” FUREEE TN T

the proposed well constmcuon does this. If between 3 feet to O feet of the screened

it i mns Lo wurmdm el L owmrmdmee Aol s e o =mae FF gy

jVili-iy le. a1t ML d.UUVC U.IU waier ld.D.lC, d.IlU. lllﬁ Wdawt LH.D].C lluk«lud.lﬂb 'up io "l' 1o, U.lc[l
at the seasonable high water table will be above EVERY WELL SCREEN for some
time during the year! If wells are sampled during this time, potential bias sampling
results could result.

& Please explain the idea behind well screen placement for the cluster wells (both

shallow and deep wells).

Ll
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Please explain the well screen slot selection. s there grain size analysis for this site to
justify using 10 slot screen? Also, please ideptify what sand pack grain size.

Severals wells are defined as unkown with respect to construction details. Are these
wells going to be redeveloped prior to sampling? If not, why not, and if so, please
provide proposed well development methods.

\7\, Page 5-16. Section 5.4.1.4. In describing data collection, no plan for characterization
of aquifer characteristics is mentioned. Is this data already available?

\b, Page 5-18, Section 5.4.1.5. Collection of sediment/surface water samples should be
conducted from areas where lowest contamination levels are expected. Therefore,
upgradient (background) sampling location should be sampled prior to the most
downgradient sampling location,

\A. Page 5-18, Section 5.4.1.5. Consultation for additional sampling requirements should
include MCB Camp Lejeune personnel in addition to those listed.

20, Page 5-20, Section 5.4.2.2.

L]

1st and second to last sentence of 1st full paragraph do not agree. Please change text.

Please specify the total number of quick turn-around samples to be collected and
analyzed.

Last sentence of last paragraph implies two samples to be collected, one from the
"burned zone" and one from the bottom of borehole. However, 1st sentence implies
that continuous sampling (below 12" or asphalt) will be collected. Please clarify.

Please clarify how many of these samples will be sent for laboratory analysis. Will
sample handling practises allow for sample retention until the end of the boring
before determination of which samples will be analyzed by the laboratory? This
would allow a complete visual characterization of the extent of waste material
within the boring.

M, Page 5-22, Section 5.4.2.2. 1st paragraph, delete word ""Moreover'"

33, Page 5-22, Section 5.4.2.2. 2nd paragraph, delete words "movre fully". These words
imply that samples may have been "less fully characterized” elsewhere. Also, would
MOST FULLY be used to describe those samples to undergo TCLP analysis since that
analysis will be in addition to that described as more fully?

D, Page 5-22, Section 5.4.2.2. Last paragraph. Test pits are described as an optional service.

DEC &

However, no sampling task is identified with the test pits. PLEASE define sampling
purpose for digging the test pits.

*93

004/008
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» How are samples to be collected from the test pits and what analysis is to be run on
them? The text infers that visual characterization may be required of the waste
matetial, how will this be achieved?.

» If there is a slip/trip potential for entering the test pit, please insure that adequate
safety measures are in place to limit potential hazard.

» How long will the test pits be open and waste material exposed prior to backfilling?

Page 5-25 Table 5-3. Why are two additional shallow monitoring wells required to
monitoring upgradient locations? Is this table wrong?

Page 5-26, Section 5.4.2.3. Please explain the section regarding deep monitoring well
screen length with respect to well screen placement and screen length.

+ Does this section mean that monitoring wells defined as deep wells may be installed
above the Castle Hayne aquifer?

@005/008

» Is the term "impede” used to mean limit groundwater movement or limit contamination

movement within groundwater?

« If so, how will determination of confining layers within the sediments overlying the
Castle Hayne aquifer be made. What type of geotechnical tests will be run on these
potential confining layers? Please define hydrogeologic investigation which will
characterized the hydraulic and contamination characteristics of the sediments
vnderlying the site down to, and including, the upper portion of the Castle
Hayne aquifer.

Page 5-34 Section 5.4.3.2 What reason is there for conducting 5 background soil
borings? This represents almost 50 percent of the number of site specific soil borings

(11). Please reduce the number or explain the logic behind requiring so much background

data.

Page 5-36 Section 5.4.3.2. Two existing monitoring wells have been presented (Figure 5-

7), groundwater flow direction cannot be estimated from two points. Two points

define a line not the planar surface of groundwater. How was sampling location 30GW3

selected?

» Was lead identified in both the source and down gradient wells and during all sampling

events?

» The mobility of metals in groundwater is related to many factors, predominately
groundwater chemistry. ‘What evaluation has been conducted to determine that the
migration potential of lead in groundwater is low at this site, either vertically and
horizontally ?

DEC 6 '93 14:83 884 322 4805 PRGE ., 885
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0%, Page 5-39 Section 5.4.3.2. The sentence "The samples will be analyzed within the
maximum allowable holding times." is redundant and should be deleted since

samples must conform to CLP standards, which include holding time
specifications.

« Engineering parameters defined do not include aquifer characteristics required if any
form of groundwater recovery or plume containment is needed. What analysis is
ﬂcmg to be conducted to define characterists to recover contaminated groundwater
prior to treatment?

o,

DEC 6 *93 14:089 8B4 322 4805 PRGE. BB6



Attachment C
EPA Region IV Comments and Responses on the

Draft Final RI/FS Project Plans for
Sites 1, 28, and 30 (Operable Unit No. 7)




PN

N
K -

P

ATTACHMENT C

Response to Comments Submitted by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV
-Risk-Assessment-Section

on the Draft Final RI/FS Project Plans for Sites 1, 28, and 30
(Operable Unit No. 7), MCB Camp Lejeune, North Carolina
Comment Letter by Ms. Gena Townsend,

Received by Baker Environmental, Inc. via Fax on 11-23-93
Response to Specific Comments - Work Plan
No comments were received from EPA Region IV on the Draft Final Work Plan.
Response to Specific Comments - Field Sampling and Analysis Plan
The decontamination procedures for stainless steel sampling equipment to be used for
the collection of soil samples (organic compounds and trace metals analyses) will be
revised in the FSAP to concur with Section B.8.3 of the ECBSOP.
Response to Specific Comments - Site Health and Safety Plan

No comments were received from EPA Region IV on the Draft Final Site Health and
Safety Plan.

Response to Specific Comments - Quality Assurance Project Plan

No comments were received from EPA Region IV on the Draft Final Quality Assurance
Plan.
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RETURN RECETPT REQUESTED

Ms, Ratherine Landman

Department of the Navy - Atlantic Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command

Code 1823

- xm -

Norfolk, Virginia 23511-6287

Re: Draft Final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Woxk Plan and Sampling & Analysis Plan - OU7

Dear Mg, Landman:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above
referenced document dated October, 1$93. EPA concurs with the
document as submitted with <one exception.

The comment addressing decontamination procedures of sampling
equipment (#51), letter dated 8-24-93 to Ms. Linda Berry from

Omema TY Mt s wafaranrad +ha nronay Yy s a1l Yo to fnllnw aga
N Ynar s Al - .LU"&&DUJ—I-“' wie o i r dhe S Y S L o = ‘El vru-l- A e et e S Sl Nl s S hn? e WS gy i By W [N —1

Section B.7 and B.8 of the ECE Standard Operating Procedure
Marual (ECBSOP). The "response to comment", identified the
propexr procedure as Section B.3 of the ECBSOP.

Section B.7 and/or B.8 are the recommended procedureg to follow
when decontaminating equipment in the field. The procedures are
more efficient and less time consuming in an uncontrollable
{field) environment. Section B.3, Wthh includes the use of

Nitrie acid, is intended to be used in a control environment
(laboratory) . '

If you have any questions or comments, please call me at
{404) 247-3016.

Sincerely, .
Var

Gena D, Towngend °
Senior Project Manager

ces Mr. Patrick Watters, NCDEHNR
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ATTACHMENT D

Response to Comments Submitted by the
State of North Carolina DEHNR - Division of Solid Waste Management
on the Draft Final RI/FS Project Plans for
Sites 1, 28, and 30
(Operable Unit No. 7), MCB Camp Lejeune, North Carolina
Comment Letter by Mr. Patrick Watters,
Received by Baker Environmental, Inc. via Fax on 10-23-93

Response to the General Comment

1) Per our telephone conversation on November 9, 1993, surface water/sediment
samples collected in a nearby downgradient stream will be used to confirm the
presence or absence of the suspected source area. In addition, quick turnaround
soil samples (seven day turnaround) will also be used to evaluate the extent of
contamination downgradient. If indications of contamination are present in the
quick turnaround soil samples, the grid will be expanded and additional soil
samples will be collected to further delineate the extent of contamination.
Moreover, additional shallow monitoring wells may also be installed.

Response to Specific Comments - Work Plan (Comments 1 through 3)
2 1) The reference to the HIPA in the third sentence will be changed FCLDA.

2) Test pit excavations will be performed if the suspected waste material is noted
within the first five feet below ground surface during drilling activities. Five feet
was selected due to the high water table in the area which would limit the the use
of a backhoe for the excavations, This statement will be added to the Work Plan
and FSAP.

3) The well identified as 1GW1 will be changed to 28GW1.

Response to Specific Comments - Field Sampling and Analysis Plan
(Comments 4 through 10)

4) The term mitigation will be changed to migration. Additionally, airbourne fugitive
particles from contaminated surface soil will be added to the Exposure Pathways
list.

5) Table 2-1 will be revised to include Sites 28 and 30.

6) The actual number of shallow wells to be installed is nine. These include 1GW7
through 1GW13, 1GW16S, and 1GW17S. Wells 1GW16S and 1GW17S will be installed
as paired well clusters with deep wells. These changes will be made in the Final
Work Plan and FSAP.

7) Supply Well HP-636 will be added to Table 3-2 in the FASP.

8) Section 3.2.3.3 will be renumbered as 3.2.2.3.



P 9) Well 1GW1 will be replaced with 28GW1.

10) Well 30GW1 will be sampled for engineering parameters. This change will be made
in the FASP.

Response to Specific Comments - Site Health and Safety Plan
(Comments 1 through 4)

1) Page 5-2 - This radiation meter has two separate probes. The external probe is the
Scintillator tube which has a setting for milliroentgen (m/R) per hour scale. This
probe is used for higher energy gamma sources. Whereas, the GM Pancake internal
probe is a different probe used with a separate setting on the instrument. The
internal probe measures beta and lower energy gamma and registers as counts per
minute.

2) The determination of protection levels and work stop scenarios based on air
monitoring results are the result of reviewing and considering various factors, such
as:

® Previous work experience conducting these types of work tasks with the
anticipated potential chemical concerns

® The low eoncentration levels of contaminants determined from previous
analytical results

® These chemicals have been diluted in the various media and are not being
handled in a pure form

® The limited amount of time individuals are actually in situations where
volatilization ean ocecur

@ The rapid dispersion of a contaminant outdoors.

Based on these factors and the fact that conservative air monitoring results would
trigger protection upgrades or work stoppage, the protection levels assigned are
safe.

3) The revised HASP states that "if vinyl chloride is detected in the breathing zone
with Drager tubes, work will stop, and the Project Health and Safety Officer will
then be consulted".

4) Based on previous analytical results, the site history, and work tasks planned, the
established personal protection levels and work stoppage situations presented in
Section 5.1 are safe.
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Response to Specific Comments - Quality Assurance Project Plan

No comments were received from NC DEHNR on the Draft Final Quality Assurance
Project Plans.
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State of North Carolina

Department of Environment,

Health and Natural Resources Y

Division of Solid Waste Manogement "
siiiannsincll. V ASuSE———

James B. Hunt, Jr.. Govemnor
Jonathan B, Howes, Secretary D E H R
November 23, 1%%3

Commander, Atlantic Division
" Naval Facilities Engineering Command

Code 1823-2
Attention: ¥MCB Camp Lejeune, RPM
Ms. Katherine Landnan
Norfolk, Virginia 23511-6287

Commanding General
Attention: AC/S, Environmental Management

Building 67, Marine Corps Base
Camp Lejeune, NC 28542-5001

RE: Draft Final Remedial Investigation Feasibility
Study Work Plan, Sampling and Analysis Plan, and
Health and Safety Plan for Operable Unit #7 (sites
1., 28, and 30) ' .

Dear Ms. Landman:

The referenced documents have been received and reviewed hy
the Nerth Carclina Superfund Section.

Our ¢omments are attached. Comments on the Health and Safety
Plan are attached as & memorandum from David Lilley, our Industrial
Hygienist, to myself. Note alsc that the Health and Safety Plan
comments were also provided on the draft version of the document.
Please call me at (919) 733-2801 if you have any cuestions about

this.

Sincerely,
(Reride. Wataro
Patrick Watters

Environmental Engineer
Superfund Section

Attachment

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

P.O. Box 27687, Raleigh, North Careling 276117687 Telaphane 919-733-4998  FAX 010-733-4810
An Equal Coportunify Affrmative Action Empioyer 574 racycled/ 10% post-consumer paper
NOU 23 '93 11:36 804 322 4885 PAGE. 882
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North Carolina Superfund Compments
Camp Yejeune MCR Operable Unit 7 RI/PS Project Plans
§eneral . i
It wae noted in the Work Plan and the Sampling and Analysic
Plan that only 1 well is planned to be used to evaluate
shallew groundwater downgradient of the suspected source arexs
for Site 30. Recent discussions with LANTDIV and Baker
Environmental indicated that this would be acceptable due to
* the use of the surface water/sedimant samples at the hearby
stream ‘and because there is considerable uncertainty as to
whether or not this is the raal source area. It was indicated
that a statement would be added to the Final version of these
plans to consider additional groundwater wmonitoring if
warranted based on the results of the soil sampling progran.
RI/¥S Work Plan Spacific Comments
1, Page 3-2, Section 3.1.4.1
The rererence to the HPIA in the third sentence should be
FCLDA.
2. Page 5-22, Section 5,4,2.2
Regarding the need for trenching, the Work Plan is not ¢lear
when this would bec used. This section indicates that
trenching would be usdd to further characterize the nature of
the waste material, if present. Clarify how the presence of
vaste material ig to be determined (i.e. analytical results,
visual inspection of the samples, etc.).
3. Page 5=-27, Section 5.4.2.3
The well identified as 1GW1 should be 28GW1.
RT i and Analysis Plan (SLAP
4. Page 1-28 and 1-2%, Section 1.2.3.2
The use of the term "mitigation" should ke "migration". Also,
the Exposure Pathways list does not include the airborne
fugitive partiecles from contaminated surfacg seoil as a
potential pathway as noted on Page 3-10 of the Work Plan.
5. Page 2-2, Table 2-1
This table does not include the RI/FS objectives for Sites 28
and 30 (see Table 4-1 of the Work Plan).
6. Page 3-8, Section 3.1.3.1
The description of the monitoring wells for Site 1 indicates
that at least 7 shallow wells will be installed during the RI.
The Work Plan indjicates at least 8 will be used.
7. Page 3-9, Table 3-2

NOU 23

o
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The HP-636 supply well is included in Table 5-2 of the Work
Plan but not in Table 3-2.
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8. Page 3=17, Section 3.2.3.3

This section should be numbered 3.2.2.3.

9. Aage e tion 3.2.3.2
The well identiried as 1GW1 should be 28GW1.

10. 3~ Section 3.3.13.2
This section indicates that one groundwater sample from 30GW3
will be analyzed for engineering parameters. The Work Plan
indicates that well 306W1 will be used for the enginearing

parameters sample.

NOU 23 '93 11:38 804 322 4805 PAGE . Ba4
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November 8, 1993

Patrick Watters

FROM?, David Lilley ;ZEZE%Z:

Comments prepared on the Draft Final Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study Health and Safety
Plan for Operable Unit No. 7 (Sites 1, 28, and 30), MCB Camp

Lejeune, NC

After reviewing the above mentioned document, I offer the

following comments:

1-

2,

Page 5-2: It is unclear to the reader what informatien is
being conveyed by differentiaring between external and
internal prohes for radiation survey meters.

Cartridge respirators are not recommended for use¢ on site 1
because 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane has inadequate warning
propexrties.

Cartridge respirators are not recommended for use on site 28
because manufacturer's literature states that cartridge
respirators should never be used to protect against vinyl
chloride. -

Page 5=1: How sure are you that the chemicals listed on Table
3~1 are the only chenical contaminants present on site 307 If
the site has been extensively sampled and you are very sure
these are the only contaminante present, level ¢ protection
may be appropriate. If not, level C will not be appreopriate.

DL/dl/wpcommen.doc/21
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Attachment E

MCB Camp Lejeune EMD Comments and
Responses on the Draft Final RI/FS Project
Plans for Sites 1, 28, and 30

(Operable Unit No. 7)
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ATTACHMENT E

Response to Comments Submitted by the
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune
Environmental Management Department
on the Draft Final RI/FS Project Plans for Sites 1, 28, and 30,
(Operable Unit No. 7), MCB Camp Lejeune, North Carolina
Comment Letter by Ms. Kate Landman Code 1823,
Received by Baker Environmental, Ine. via Fax on 11-18-93

Response to Specific Comments - Work Plans

No comments were received from the Activity on the Draft Final Work Plan.

Response to Specific Comments - Field Sampling and Analysis Plan

1) The title "Field Sampling and Analysis Plan" will be added to the spine of the
document.

2) A sentence will be added in the section deseribing well construction details that
states that the four protective bollards will be installed outside the econcrete pads.

T This information will also be added to Figures 5-1 and 5-2.
Response to Specific Comments - Site Health and Safety Plan
No comments were received from the Activity on the Draft Final Site Health and Safety
Plan,
Response to Specific Comments - Quality Assurance Projeet Plan
No comments were received from the Activity on the Draft Final Quality Assurance
Project Plan,
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Post-It™ brand fax transmittal memo 7671 |#of pages » 7. :Ll M or SIOLE IF T euc
" NAT VN T KA LA DA FyED THESC DEstrlses O
Dept. EMD Phone %0‘0»32&"-/8/8
Fax # Q/O ‘C/ﬁ"//&sl Fax # 60(’/)2’22 ~ y&{ 5322.% @(L‘T’hl’e M

_¥ e



- " » 11718783  10:10 T804 222 4805 LANTDIV CODE 18

o~ gool
s o~ Nov 16,1993 @2:@6AM = M TO 5. Jp43224E05 P.a1

INSTALLATION RESTORATION

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS

ENVIROHMENTAL MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

MARINE CORPS EASE

CAMP LEJEURE, RORTH CAROLINA

t
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FROM: WALTER T. HAVEN (GEOLOGIST)

i | COMHENTS:_ _{RCLpSETy ARE  commeEnly FRom THE oL & (@
_EJZE.SZ__.. HASA SAf AMR. ek PLAN, Twa ADDITE O
COMMENTS _Friom THE dOF 7 RT/ES $AP aRe
_ErCLOCED A WELL.  E HAVE REulEwEp THE

LoV T RI/EL HATE AN wWop B Plane. A HAVE.

MNOo oM ENTS n THANKS - (uALT,
AN~ %
GO L TUES. g¢ ARo7" M WITH THIS TRANSMISSION, PLEASE CALL (919)
0{04!00 1 TNC T TEE o4 ey 484-5063). OUR FAX NUMBER IS (919)

. 451-1164 (DSN 484-1164).
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BOREHOLE
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»
NT.5. Baker Envicommntelve
FIGURE 5—1
TYPICAL SHALLOW AND OEEP ABOVE GRADE TYPE |l GROUNDWATER
1. MONITORING WELL CONSTRUCTION DIAGRAM

SITES 1, 28, AND 30

MARINE CORPS BASE, CAMP (LJEUNC
NORTH CARGCLINA :
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