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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUTY

October 26, 1993
Commander
Atlant ic Division
Naval Facilities Engine ering Command
1510 Gilbert Street
At tn : Code 1822, Mr . Ke n Walker
Norfolk, Virginia 23511- 269 9

RE : Dr a f t Final RI , FS and Baseline RA, Camp Allen Landf ill ,
Norfolk Naval Base

Dear Mr. Walker :

The Depa r t me nt of Environme ntal Qual ity i s i n receipt of the
f o llowi ng docume n ts: "Draft Final Remedia l Inv e s t iga tion Repor t ,
Camp Allen Landfill, Norfolk Naval Base ," dated August , 1 993 ;
"Dr a ft Fina l Bas eline Risk As s e s sme n t, Camp Allen Landfi l l , Areas
A a nd B, Norfo l k Naval Base , " dated July 27, 1993; and "Draft Final
Feasibi l ity Study Report , Camp Allen La ndfill , Norfolk Naval Base ,"
date August 5, 1993. The documents have been reviewed by Michele
Monti , ARARs Coordinator , Patricia McMurray, Superfund
Toxicologist, and me . Questions and comments related to these
documents o r to issues discussed at the Technical Review Committee
mee t i ng o f September 30 and Oc tobe r 1 1 993, are attached .

I t should b e noted that , whe re applicable, a ddit i on a l
may be warranted b a sed upon corrections made t o the
f ol l owing r eceipt o f these comments.

comments
reports

Due to the l i mi ted numbe r of documents provided, we were
prev ious l y unable to provide copies to the other DEQ divisions f o r
rev iew . Howev e r , h ocumen~ ~ ± now forwarde d to other
appropriate a r e a s for comment.

If you have any questions, p l ease feel free to contact me at
(804) 22 5 -290 6 .

Sin cerely ,

(/j~ () . U~
Lis a A. Ellis
Remedial Pro j e ct Engineer
Federal Fac i lities Program

Attachment

James Monro e Bui lding, 1 8th Flo or, 1 01 N. 14th Street , Ri chmo nd , VA 232 19



cc : Rob Thomson, EPA Regi on I II
Ken Walker, LANTD IV
Dave Forsythe , Norfo lk Naval Base
Mi chele Monti
Pat McMurray
Erica Dameron
K.C . Das



No r f olk Na val Base
Camp Allen Landfill

Document Revie w Comme n t s

Exe cutive Summary

1. The executive summary mentions, o n page ESl -3, the
existence of the Salvage Yard i n the vicinity of the Camp
Allen Landfill . It s ho u l d be noted that , if the Salvage Yard
is currently operational , as it appeared to be during the s ite
visit which took place during the Technica l Review Committee
(TRC) meeting, runoff from the Salvage Yard area could still
be impact ing the surrounding soi ls. I f the runoff direction is
either in the d i r e c t i on of Area A o r Area B, detected levels
of contaminants could still be increasing due to c urrent
a c tivities a t the Salvage Yard.

2 . · No ment ion is made, throughout the reports, of the
potential for ordnance to have been d i s p o s e d at the Camp Allen
La nd f i l l . Has this possibility been explored?

3. Based up o n the information provi ded in Fi g u r e 2-1 on page
ES2 - 2, i t a ppears t hat t he r e are 67 mon i toring wells i n t he
v icin i ty o f t he Camp Al len Landfill. Ho we ve r, this number does
no t correlate to t he number of wel ls indicated in t he RI.
Please clarify .

4 . A map i ndicating s urfac e water runo ff d i rec t i on s o mewhere
in the report would be useful.

Re med i a l I nves t i gation Report

5 . Pages 1-5 and 1 - 6 of the RI detail h istori c l a nd f i l l i ng
a ct i v ities a t the Camp Allen area. Are there any historic
r e c ords t o indicate t ha t t he l andfill bounda rie s actually
e x t end i n to areas which have subsequent ly ha d buildings
construc t e d . or o t her i n f o r ma t i on t o indicate that the
l andfill boundaries ma y not c oincide with wha t was found
during the ge ophysical investigat i on? Did t he ge ophysical
investigation e xtend b eyond the suspected bound a ry o f the
l andfill ?

6 . Page 1 - 6 indicates the e x i s t e nc e o f an i n c i nerator a t the
Ca mp Allen area . When did operation of t he inciner a t or c e a s e?
When was the incinerator removed f r om the site? Please detail
the his t ory of the incinerat or .

7 . On page 1-8 , it is indicated that the Salv age Yard
portion o f the Ca mp Allen area is at t he PAI S I pha se o f
remediat ion . As I state d during the TRC me e t i ng , it seems
i mp rac t ica l to consider r emediat ing port i ons o f the Camp Allen
area whe n the full implications o f con tami na t i o n at t he
Sa l vage Ya r d ha v e not b e en a s s e s s ed . It is my recommendation

/
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that the Remedial Design p ha s e not begin until contamination
at the Salvage Yard ha s been fully characterized .

8. Page 1 - 20 o f
I nv e stigation r e port
useful a s a t able of

the report i nd i c a t e s
o rgani zat i on . This page

content s t o the report.

t he Remedial
wou l d be more

'I
•

9 . The soils map p rovi ded o n p age 2 -3 of the report doe s no t
provide a ny informatio n i n b lack and whit e . It is recommended
that color -sen s i tive maps be include d as color copie s t o fully
u t i li ze t he informa tion on t he ma p .

1 0. When the quest ion was posed during t he TRC meeting, it
was s t a ted t hat t he g roundwa ter f low patterns in t he Camp
Al len a rea p r ior t o any filling a c tivit y when Bousch Cr eek was
act ive a re the s ame as the g r oundwate r flow pattern s t oday .
This information s hou ld be i nclude d in t he r e port.

11. Accor d ing to page 6 -6 of the document , d ocumented f ield
observat ions s t r ong ly s ugges t a potential s ourc e a rea north of
t he Brig fac i l ity . will t her e be future s a mp l i ng a ctivities
conducted t o a ttempt t o l o c a t e thi s sou rce? Pleas e describe.

12 . On page 6 - 1 1 it is s tated tha t "additional me t als were
a lso detec ted; howe ver , their occurrenc es and d istribution can
be cons i dered n a tural in t he soi ls. " Upo n wha t wa s this
assumpt ion o f background based?

13. Based upon t he inf o r mat i on contained on pages 6 -2 5 and 6 ­
26 of t he RI report , i t i s unclear for what t he da t a obtained
f rom t he St ore t Da t a b a s e system wa s used . Please c lari fy .

14 . The DEQ has r ece ived an EE/ CA for the remova l a c t ion at
Camp Al len Landf il l Area B. Addit ional ly , du r ing t he TRC
meeting , ment ion wa s made of an int e nde d r emoval action at
Area A \o f t he l andfill . Howe ver , the RI , FS and Baseline RA
rep--ortS' contain little r e f erenc e t o the s e removal act ions ,
other than sec t ion 1 . 0 of t he Fe a sib i li t y Study. As t hese
removal act ions cou ld affect contami nant l e v e l s in a l l me d i a,
a description of the activities in the r e port would b e
j ust if ied. Addit ional ly , the f i nal r e me dy selected f or each
media at e a c h l o cation wi l l be based i n par t on contaminant
l evels p resent . The s e contaminant levels will no t be known
until t he r emoval act ions are completed . The r e f o r e, it i s
uncle a r how a r emedial t e c hno l ogy can be appropriately
sel ected at this point, without post -removal action sampling
data avai lable . Also , dur ing the TRC, it was s tated t hat a
Re c ord o f Decision wou ld be prepared following f inal ization of
the Fe a sibil i t y Study and Proposed Plan . Howe ver, i t is
i n tended , according t o t he schedu le p r ovi de d dur i ng the TRC,
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tha t the se act ivities take pla c e p r i o r to t he complet ion o f ?
t he Removal Act ion a t Area B. The Removal Ac tion at Area A was ·
not included o n t he s chedule s hown during the TRC me eting. How
c an a Re c ord of Decision be signed prior to the c ompletion of
activities u pon which the Record o f Decision is r e lying f or
data? The s che dul e f or a l l future activities is not clear.

15. On page 6-46 , it is indicated that arsenic and barium a re
the excep t ions to the r u l e that detected concentrations o f
dissolve d me t als were s i g n i f ica n t ly r e duced compared t o t o tal
me t al s lev e l s, wh ich were consistently abov e MCLs . Howev e r, ~ J

barium was no t e xami ned a s a COPC. Plea se indicate t he "j', , ) ,\» <, ~:..,
reasoning for thi s . , . J ~J' \ ~"

' i'"

16 . On p a g e 6 -64 , i t i s stated that based o n detecte d total
me t al constituent c oncentrations f ound a nd t he l a ck of
cons isten t ly e levated con s t i t ue n t con cen t rat ion s a c r o s s t he
d r a i nage d i t c h, the zone o f metal con t a mi na t i o n is be l i eve d to
be related to an o ff -site sou r c e and not Area B o r due to
int e rfe r ence c a u s e d b y s u s p e nd e d sol i d s present in g roundwate r
samples col lected from t hi s a r e a . Thi s argument is unclear .
Please further justify the r e ason t o d isregard , me tal s
con tamination in t he dra i nage ditch .

17 . Se v e r al r e f ere nc e s a re made i n the report t o p o t entia l
o f f -s ite sources . Please speculate as t o t he n a tur e of t he s e
sou rces . I s it possible that these s ourc e s a re me r ely
addit ional source areas within t he Camp Al len Land f ill a rea
outs ide o f Areas A a nd B?

1 8 . I t shou ld be no t e d tha t, based upon the ma p o f wet lands
prov ide d in f igure 2- 7 o n p a g e 2 -21 , a wet lands a rea ove r laps
a portion of Are a A. However, i t was s t a ted d u r i ng t he TRC
tha t the wetlands wou l d not be impa cted during t he act ivit ies
t o be cond ucted at the Camp Al len Landfill . Ple a s e c lari fy.

1 9. Who p e r f o r me d the we t land s delineat ion a t t he s ite? Ha v e
the Army Corps of Engi neer s .b e en contacted a bout; poten tia l
c ontamination of wetlands on the ba se? F,, ' ~ .), 1· \,1 . oolJ J: L,-I.",< ,

20 . Please no t e t hat information ha s been provided to t he
Virgin ia Mari ne Resources Commiss ion r e g a r ding t he remedial
act ivi ty at t he Ca mp Al len La ndfil l a nd t he adj acent we t lands.
They ha v e been asked t o commen t on the activity in an effort
t o c omp l y with state ARARs . The Navy wi l l b e provided wi th a
copy of t he response that i s sent t o the DEQ- Waste Divis i o n ,
Super fund Program . Correspondence has a lso been sent to the
Department of Conservation and Recreation and the Department
o f Game and Inland Fisheries f or comme nt o n the potential
i mpa c t o f t he r emedia l investigation and a ctivitie s o n a ny
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rare, threatened, or endangered species .
response will be forwarded upon receipt .

A copy of the

21. The s ediment sample results for Area A for selected
metals show that the majority of the samples exceed the NOAA
ER-L concentrations for those metals . The same phenomenon was
exhibited for pesticides . will toxicity tests be conducted as
a follow-up?

22 . For surface water samples, the surface water quality
standards for pesticides and PCBs are l ower than the detection
limits and the estimated concentrations that were found in the
samples a t Area A. Please comment.

23 . On page 6-3, with reference to criteria and ARARs please
see comment 24. Please also note that the Federal Ambient
Water Quality Criteria are ARARs and, according to the NCP,
"are to be attained where relevant and appropriate under the
circumstances of the release or threatened release." (NCP, pg .
8755, Federal Register Vol . 55, No . 46 . )

RI App~ndix Y

24 . In the tables in Appendix Y, the Virginia State Water
Quality Standards are listed and r eferred to as Criteria. The
federal numbers are criteria, the state numbers are standards.
There are Virginia Water Quality Criteria (for Groundwater),
but criteria are not enforceable . The VA Water Qua l i t y
Standards (VWQS) are the ARAR for surface waters . If the
surface water that is being discharged to i s used as a s ource
o f drinking water, then the VWQS for public water supplies
should be used, otherwise , the numbers f o r the prote ction of
aquatic life in fresh and saltwater should b e used.

25. In the c ompa r i son between State MCLs and Groundwater Deep
Wells (SVOCs ), what is being used as the state MCL? Are these
Virginia groundwater standards ?

26 . Attached is a copy of the VA MCLs f or o r g a n i c s and
inorganics. You might want t o use the VA MCLs t o comp a r e with

.t he Fed eral MCLs and list the Virginia Groundwater Standards
o n a s e p a r a t e table . Th e list o f MCLs a re from the VA
Waterworks Regulations most recently promulgated, dated June
23 , 1 9 93.

2 7 . Wi th r eference t o the use o f t he USGS Ba ckground
Concen t r a t ions o f Metals in s oils, it i s s uggeste d that you
l ook at the EPA Region III Risk -Base d Con c e n t r a t i o n (RBC)
Table, Second Qua r te r 19 93 , fo r r i s k -bas ed n umbers for metals
i n c ommerc i al /industrial and r e s i dent i a l s o i ls . Prese nt ly ,
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the Department of Environmental Quality-Waste Division is
using the RBC Table as interim guidance for determining
appropriate cleanup standards for environmental contaminants .

28. Soil cleanup levels should be developed using the more
stringent concentration level resulting from the following
analyses: (1) risk assessment taking into account all
potential soil exposure pathways; (2) soil modeling to
determine the concentration of contaminants that can remain in
the soil such that water in equilibrium with the soil will not
result in contaminant concentrations in the groundwater
greater than MCLs; and, (3) s oil modeling to determine the
c on c e n t r a t i o n s of contaminants that c an remain in the soil
such that water in equilibrium with the soil will not lead to
a natural discharge to surface water resulting in an in-stream
contaminant concentration greater than its surface water
c r i ter i a .

29. Appendix Y would have been much more useful had the
concentration ranges of the contaminants been listed . Knowing
the number of exceedances and the number of times analyzed is
secondary in importance to how much the standard or criterion
was e xc e e d e d.

Baseline Risk Assessment

30 . Exposure and risk calcula tions in this document have been
based on a reasonable maximum exposure (RME) t o an individual .
Whil e this is c onsistent with the Risk Assessment Guidance for
Superfund (RAGS), it should be noted that more recent guidance
recommends the use of multiple risk descriptors to
c ha r a c t e r i z e risk. (See memo titled Guidance on Risk
Characterization for Risk Managers and Risk Assessors, U. S
EPA, February 26 , 1992 .) It is therefore recommended that
exposure estimates for an average individual be provided as
well as those for t he RME individual.

31. Page 2 -3 : Section 2 describes the process used f or
s electing the c ontaminants of potential concern (COPCs) . It
appears from the process described on this page that the
c ompari son to EPA Region III risk-based c oncentrations (RBCs)
was the last step used in the selection o f COPCs . According
t o Region III guidance, this should be t he f i r s t step after
data quality evaluation . (See Selecting Exposure Routes and
Contaminants of Concern by Risk -Based Screening, U. S . EPA
Region III, January 1 993.) If COPCs were selected according
t o t h i s guidance, several con t a mi nan t s that were eliminated
from con s i de rat ion would have been r e ta i ne d . Detec ted
contami nan t s s hou l d be r eviewed and t hose tha t e xcee d RBCs
s hould b e i n it ia l l y r etaine d . Furthe r r e duc tion of t he l ist
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of COPCs can
background and
dete c t e d below
RBCs.

t hen b e per fo r med b a s ed o n compa r ison t o
frequency o f detec t ion. Contami nants tha t a re
ARARS s hou ld b e still r e tai ne d i f the y exceed

3 2 . Page 2 -8, Sectio n 2 . 1. 2 . 1 i nd ica tes tha t me thylene
c h lor i de a nd 2 - buta none have b e e n e l i mi nated f rom
c onside rat i on b e c a u s e the y a re common laborat ory contami na n ts .
It should be noted whet her t hese contami n a n ts were a lso
detected in associated blank samples . If the de t e c t ed
c oncent rat ions were l e s s than ten time s t he concen trat ion seen
i n t he b l a nk s a mp le t he cont a mi nan ts may be e liminated. I f
blank con tamination was no t seen , the c hemica ls s hould be
r etaine d . (Th i s commen t a lso a p p l i es t o d i s c ussions of othe r
media where common l a bora t ory con tami n a n ts ha v e been
e l i minated . )

t h a t s urface soi l
we re analy z e d f o r
decision should b e
si te were o rgan ics .

s tates
are a
this
thi s

33. Page 2 -8, Sect ion 2. 1 .2.2
samp les taken wi t h i n the s chool
ino r ganics o n ly. A r ationale f or
p rovided sin ce most of the COPCs at

34 . Pag e 2- 14, Se ct i on 2. 3. 1: In addit ion to t he vol a tile
o rga n ic contaminants liste d, 1 , 2 -dich loroethane s hould a lso be
r etaine d for con s i de rat i o n a s a COPC sinc e t he ma x i mum
concentration exceeds the RBC. (It appears o n page 2 -22 t hat
i t ha s been r eta ine d but it s hould be a dded to page 2 - 14 fo r
cons istency. )

35. Th i s section states t hat relat ively low l e v e l s of
semivolat ile o rgan ic compounds a nd pes t icides were detected in
Area A. It should be no t e d, howe ver, t hat 2,4 -dimethylphenol ,
4 - met hylphenol , a l d r in, he pta chlor epoxi de , a nd 4, 4- DDT
exceeded RBCs and should be r eta i ne d for consideration as
COPCs . Manganese a nd bar i um should a lso b e reta i ned since
t heir concentrations exceed RBCs in t he fi ltered samples.

36 . Page 2-1 7 , Section 2 .3.2 : Th i s sect ion s tates that
residen t ial wells were s ample d f or volatile organic
contami nants only. The r ationa l e f or t h is de cis i on sho u ld be
explained S1nce several i no r ganic and semi -volatile
contaminants a nd pesticides exceed RBCs i n t he o n -site well
samples. Sampling for t he s e addit ional c o n t a mi n a n t s would
help in understanding the extent of contami nat ion at this
site.

37. Page 2 - 18 , Section 2.3 .3: In addit i on t o t he volat ile
o r ga n ic contaminants l i s t e d, 1 , 1-dich loroethene , chloroform ,
a nd tet rachloroe thene should also be r e t a i ned for
consider a t ion as COPCs for Area B sinc e . t he maximum
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concentrat ions exceed t he RBC. Th e pest icides gamma-BHC ,
dieldrin , a nd hepta chlor epox ide s hou l d also be re tai ned f or
con s i derat ion. The inorganic con t a mi na n ts arsenic, a n t i mony ,
and manganese should be r etained as we l l .

36. Page 2 - 19 , Se c tion 2.4 states that upwind ou t door ai r
s a mples were col lected a s ba ckground. I t i s not c lear
however, whether there was a backgroun d samp le taken for the
indoor a i r samples . Were t he ba c kground con cent r a tions from
the cited data ba s e r e pre sentativ e o f indoor ai r i n s imi l ar
bu i l dings? A quan t i tat ive background compar ison s houl d be
provi ded fo r any con tami nants dete c t ed above RBCs.

39. Page 2 -20 , second pa ragraph states that 1, 4­
d i c hloroben zene wa s de t ected at r elatively l ow concentrat ions.
Thi s statement i s mi sle ading s i nce the maximum concen t ration
c i ted in thi s paragra ph exc e eds the RBC, i nd i cating that there
i s a poten t ial for ha r mful e ff e cts due to expos ure t o t h is
chemical. The s tat eme n t should b e r e vis e d accordi ngly.

4 0 . Pa g e 3 - 3, Sect ion 3.3. 1 states t hat volatilization i s not
a s impo r t ant f o r evaluat i ng groundwater as i t is f or s u r fac e
so i l a nd s urface water . Does this statemen t take int o
consideration t he use of g roundwater for domest ic pu r poses
such as wa t ering yar ds and fil l i ng swi mming poo l s? It s e ems
t hat volatilizat ion wou l d be l i kely when g roundwater i s used
for t hese p u rposes.

41 . Pa g e 3 - 1 1 and 3 - 12 , Figur e s 3 - 1 a nd 3-2: The conceptual
s i te mo del i nc lude s e miss ion o f volatiles from s howers only.
As no t e d in t he comment above , volat i l ization may be possib le
f rom other domest ic u ses o f groundwater a nd should t he refore
be i ncluded as current potent ial exposure . In a dd i t ion sinc e
volati l izat ion had p reviously been ment i one d as a n impo rtant
p rocess i n s urface water (page 3-3) , the po pu lations exposed
to surface water via i nge s tion a nd dermal contact cou ld als o
be exposed via inhalat i on.

42 . Page 3 -12, Figure 3 -2: The conceptual site model f o r
Are a B includes Brig Empl oy e e s a s a potentially exposed
population . Do Br ig emp loyees perfor m mai ntenance dut i es in
Area B or should thi s be c hanged to school emp loyees?

43. Page 3-15 , Table 3-3: The rationale for no t se lect i ng
inhala t i o n o f fug i t ive dus ts is t hat r e s i de n t i al development
would entail landscaping a nd lawn care that would l i mit the
potent ial f or dust emissions . However, l and s c a p ing work could
actual ly be a release mechanism for fugitive dusts. Although
e x pos u re may b e i n frequent and/ or o f s hort durat ion, this
pathway s hould b e cons i de r e d.
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44. Tables 3-5 through 3 -~0 : General soil absorbance factors
(ABS) for organic and inorganic contaminants are presented in
these tables. It should be noted that specific values are
available for two of the contaminants of concern, PCBs and
cadmium in the Dermal Exposure Assessment document (EPA,
~992). These specific values are preferable to the general
values used.

45 . Page 3-33, fourth paragraph: It is not clear why a
commercial/industrial ingestion rate was used for Brig
prisoners when they would presumably be in the Brig area at
all times . A residential rate of ~oo mg/day may be more
appropriate.

46. Page 3 - 3 7 , Table 3-8 : It is not clear why the sediment
ingestion rate for Area B children is 200 mg/day while the
sediment ingestion rate for Area A children (as noted on
Tables 3-5 and 3-7) is ~oo mg/day. This apparent discrepancy
should be either corrected or explained.

47 . Page 4 - 5 ,
dichloroethene
cited. Please

Table 4-~ : The reference dose listed for ~,2­

could not be verified from the references
check the value and correct if necessary.

48 : Page 5-4, Table 5-l: The value presented on this table
does not agree with the value presented o n the worksheet in
Appendix D for risk due to surface water ingested by a child .
This discrepancy should be c orrected o r explained.

49. On this table it is also not clear why risks due to
e x po s u r e t o shallow groundwater hav e not been calculated f or
a 6 - ~ 5 year old child . The risk estimate based on this
exposure should be added to this table or the reason for it s
exclusion should be explained in the exposure assessment
section.

50 . Page 5-8, Table 5-3 : The value presented on this table
does not agree with the value presented on the worksheet in
Appendix D f or risk due to inhalation o f shallow groundwater
by a child. The value for risk due to inhalation of deep
groundwater by an adult also does not agree with the
worksheet. The values for dermal expo sure to sediments and
surfac e water b y children also do not agree. These
discrepancies should be c orrected or explained .

5l . 'Pa q'e 5-l3, Table 5- 6: An incremental cancer risk has not
been presented f or potential future e xposu r e t o surface s oil
in Area B a lthoug h this was calcu lated in Appendix D. This
discrepancy should be eithe r corrected o r e xp l a i ned . Al so o n
this table t he value pre s ent e d for r isk du e to d e rmal e xposu re
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t o s u r face water by an a d u l t does no t agree with t he value
pres ented i n t he append ix .

5 2 . Appendix C, Le ad Page 6: The EPA c a r c i noge n
c l a s s i f icat i on f or lead has be e n stated as B2 -possib le human
carc i nogen. It s hou ld b e no t e d t hat a B2 c lassif icat ion
indicates a p robable human c a rc inogen .

53 . Appendix D, Su rface Wa ter Scena r ios , Ar e a A: It i s no t
c lear why no carc inogen ic risk val ues have been p resented f or
trichloro e thene . This s hou l d be e ither exp la i ned o r
cor rected.

54 . Appendix D, Groundwa te r Inge s tion , Are a A: I t i s not
c lear why the c a rcinogen ic r isk for the fu ture child r esiden t
i s zero . Th i s s hould be either explained or corrected .

55. I f t he same popu l a t ions a r e being exposed at t he
dif f ere n t areas of the Camp Allen Landfill, t he risks for each
separate a rea s houl d b e a ddi t ive . This would be t r ue in t he
case of i ns ta l lat ion maintena nce workers who are mai n ta i n ing
the g rounds in Areas A, B a nd the Salvage Yard. The Salvage
Yard risk ha s not ye t be en quanti f i e d , but f or cer tai n
p opula tions, i t would be appropriate t o add t his risk a lso for
a tota l Camp Al len Landfill risk val ue.

Feasibi l i ty Study Report

5 6 . I t is stated on pa g e 2 -21 of t he FS t hat a remova l action
i s planned for t he areas of contami nation i n the landfill at
Area B that cou ld serve as sources of groundwater
contami nation . For t his r eason , sou rce con t rol general
r esponse act ions for t he Area B l a nd f i l l are not considered i n
t he FS . Howe v e r, thi s assumes that the removal act ion wi ll
s ucceed in removi ng the source o f contamination be low r isk­
based l e vel s wh ich a re not i dentifie d in t he EE/CA for t he
removal a ct ion. Additionally, i t is intende d t hat a ROD for
t he l a ndfill remedial activities will be completed prior to
the complet ion o f removal act ion activit ies. Th i s is not
reasonable . A remova l action i s a n i nt e r im act ion s ubject to
ARARs waivers on t he basis t hat i t i s not t he f inal act ion to
take place at a s ite. What is t he intended action if c l e a n up
goals for the area are not achieved during t he removal a ct i on?

5 7 . Proposed groundwater trea tment a lternat ives i nvolv i ng
t r e a tment o f the groundwater a t the base i ndu s tria l wastewater
treatme nt plant do not discuss the i s s ue o f ba se IWT p lant
capacity , c a p a b i l it i e s , cost and time to upgrade .
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58 . It cou ld not be determined from information contained i n
Appendices A and B if pilot s c a l e testing of proposed
a lternatives wa s i n c l ude d in t he cost e stimates f o r t he
a lter nat ive s. I t is assumed t hat this c o st is inc luded in the
e ng ineeri ng and design e st i mate . I s t h is a val i d a s s umption?

59. Page 2 -4, Cleanup Le ve l Deve lopment - Wit h reference t o
s ediment cleanup levels , was t here any examination of t he risk
to the environment from contami n a t ed sedi ments? Was there a ny
examination of t he need f or s edime n t cle a nup for t he
protection of surface water?

60 . Page 2 -4 , Groundwater Cleanup Le v e l s Although t he
sha l l o w g roundwater is not used a s a source of drinking wa ter ,
u se of t he g rou ndwater t o fill swimming pools wi l l resul t in
the i nciden t al i nges t i o n of the wat e r. Water i ng l awns and
wa s hing c ars wi l l r esult in po t entia l exposu re to cont a minants
throug h dermal abs o rpt i on . Both o f t hese pat hways s hou l d b e
c o n s i de red in any d i scussion o f groundwater c l e anup .

61. With
NESHAPS,
poten t i a l

regard to Table 2 - 1 on page 2 -5 , with r eference t o
t hese standards are applicable t o releases , o r
rele a s es, o f hazardous pollutants .

62. Page 2 -6 , Th e NAAQS are a pp l icable, as opposed t o
relevant a nd appropriate , to d isc harge s of t he six criteria
pollutants.

63. Page 2 -6 ,
specific ARARs,
Standards With
consideration in
remedial a c tions

With reference t o the s tate contaminant ­
the first e ntry should r ead : "Surface Water

General , Statewide Application . " For
the FS, these a re potentially applicable for
requiring discharge to surface waters .

64 . Page 2 -6, The Anti-degradation Policy for Surface Wate r
(VR680 - 21-01.3) , and the Ant i -degradation Policy fo r
Groundwater (VR680 -21-04. 2 ) are potentially applicable for
r emedial act ions requiring discharge t o surface waters and
groundwater , respectively.

65 . Page 2-7, Reference to the Virginia Water Quality
Criteria for Surface Wate r (VR 680 -21-03 .2) should be removed
from Ta b l e 2-1 . These c r i t e r i a have been superseded by the
May 20, 199 2 Virginia Water Quality Standards .

66 . Page 2-7, The Virginia Groundwa ter St andards (VR 680 -21 ­
04) are potentially appl icable f or remedi al a ctions requiring
d isc har ge t o gro undwater .
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67 . Pag e 2 - 7 , The Virginia Ambient Air Qua li t y Standards (VR
12 0 - 03 - 01 ) are pote ntially applicable f or r emedial actions
requiring discharge t o the atmosphere .

68 . Page 2-7, The Virginia Regulations for the Control and
Abatement of Air Pollution Part IV , Emission Standards for
Toxic Pollutants Rule 4 - 3 , Part V, Rule 5 - 3 Standards of
Performance for Toxic Pollutants and Part 6 , Special
Provisions are potential ly applicable for remedial actions
requiring discharge to the a t mos phe r e .

6 9 . Page 2- 7, The Coastal Zone Management Act is r e leva n t
and appropriate to activi ties conducted in the Virginia
coastal zone . By definition, federal facilities are not
considered part of a state 's coastal zone, t here f o r e, the
requiremen ts of this act would not be considered applicable.

70 . Page 2- 10, Compl iance with t he National Historic
Pr e s e r vatio n Act can b e met by submi t t i ng copies of work p l ans
or a de scription of work to be pe rformed to t he Vi rginia
Depar t men t o f Historic Resources (VDHR) . A letter wi t h
accompa nyi ng inf o r ma tion request i ng the assistance of t he VDHR
has been s e nt by the Departme nt of Environmen tal Qual ity-Waste
Div i s i on, Sup e r f und Program , as part of t he activities c ov e r e d
by t he DSMOA.

71 . In section
Criteria should
Standards .

2 .0 ,
be

r e f erences to Virginia
c ha nged to Virginia

Water Qua l i t y
Water Qu a l i ty

72. With r e f e r e nc e to c ompliance with ARARs f o r a ll of the
Soi l Alternativ e s i n Se ction 5. 0, s oil c l eanup l e ve ls should
be developed by using t he more stringent concentration level
resulting from the fo l l owing analyses: (1 ) risk assessment
t aking into a c c ount al l potential soil exposure pathways; (2)
s oil modeling to determine t he concentration of contaminants
that can r e ma i n i n the s oil such that water in equilibrium
wi t h the s oil wi l l no t r esult in contaminant c oncentrations in
the groundwater greate r than MCLs ; and, (3) s oil mode l i ng to
determine t he concentrations of contaminants that can remain
i n t he s oi l such that wate r in equilibrium with the s oil will
not l e a d t o a natural discha rge to surface water r esulting in
an i n - s t r e a m conta mi nant concen t r a t ion gre ater than i t s
surface water c r iter i a . The Virginia Water Qual i t y St a ndar d s
(VR 68 0 - 21 - 00) should be lis t ed as a Chemical -Spe cifi c ARAR
along with the National Primar y Drinking Water Regulations ,
the f e dera l Ambient Wate r Qual i t y Crite r i a , a nd the EPA Region
III Risk - Based Concentration (RBC) Table , Se c ond Quar te r 1 99 3.
These s tandards, c rite r ia , a nd guidanc e wi l l ser ve a s ARARs
a nd TBCs f or purpo s e s of developing the s oil c leanup l e vels.
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73. Landfil l capping r equirements f or s ol id wast e landfills
are f ound in the Virginia Solid Waste Manageme nt Regulations
VR 672-20 -10, Part V. Requirements for hazardous waste
landfills a re found i n the Virginia Ha z a r d ou s Waste Management
Regulations VR 672-10 -1 Part X.

74. The o f f - ga s generated by the soil vapor extraction uni t
must meet the Virginia air emission standards for t oxic
pol lutants, particulate emissions , and volatile organic
compounds. Vi rginia Regulations for the Control and Abatement
of Air Pollution (VR 120-01 ).

75. With reference to Section 6. 0 , under CERCLA, the r e is no
non-potable alternat ive for groundwater c l e a n up . You might
want t o refer to the al ternatives as return to drinking water
quality and re t urn to beneficial use . Be c a u s e the n on- po t a ble
well water i n the area i s u s e d to fill swimming pools ,
i ncidental ingestion must be taken i n t o c o n s i de r a t i o n fo r t he
benef icial u s e scenario.

76. With r eferenc e to compl iance with ARARs f or c leanu p o f
contami nated groundwater , you might want to list t he Vi rgi n ia
Water Qua l i ty St anda rds for Groundwa ter VR 680 -21-04 , with
specific r efe r e n c e to t he General Requirements and Anti­
degradat ion Policy for Groundwater a s c hemical -specific ARARs .

77. Page 6 -19, with referenc e t o Complianc e with ARARs, re ­
infi ltration of treated contaminated g round wa t e r (pg. 6-15 )
may r equire a permit under the Virginia pol lution Abatement
Permit Program, regulations for which are VR 680-14- 01 .
Treated g roundwa t e r must also meet the Virginia Groundwater
Standards found in VR 680-21 -04 .3 . Discharge to the "on-site
drainage ditch ," (pg . 6 -15) constitutes discharge t o surface
waters, which is an activity that requires a permit under the
Vi r g i n i a pollution Discharge Elimination Sys tem (VPDES )
r egulations , VR 680-14 - 01.

78 . Gene ra l co mme nt : for the s e ctions headed Compliance with
ARARs, stating that an alternative wi ll c omply with all state
a nd f e der a l ARARs does not r epresent an ARARs i de n t i f i c a t i on .
St ating t he ARARs for the alternative by clearly identifying
t he known state and Federal requirements that y ou must comply
with g ives you r r eviewer the oppor t unity to comment o n any
ARARs tha t might still ne e d to be identi f i ed.


