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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION A’GENCY 
REGION III 

1650 Arch Street, 3HS13 
Philadelphia, PA 19 103-2029 

Fax Transmission 

To: 

From: 

Re: Copy of Charles Howland’s comments on PRAP fiir Camp Allen Salvage Yard 

Comments: 

If you have any questions or need any other information please feel free to call. 
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Naval Station Norfolk, Virginia, and provides the reasoning for this preference. In addition, this Proposed Plan includes 
summaries of other cleanup alternatives evaluated for use at Site 22, The location of the site is shown on Rgure 1. 

This document is issued by the U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy), the lead agency for site activities, and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Region III, and the Virginia Department of Environmenral Quality (VDEQ), the 

* 

supporr agencies. The Navy and USEPA, in conjunction with VDEQ, will make a fmal decision on the remedial approach for 
Site 22 after reviewing and considering all information submitted during the 30-day public comment period. The Navy and 
USEPA, along with VDEQ, may mow the. preferred remedial &.ernative or select anotherresponse action discussed in this 
Proposed Plan based upon new information or public comments. Therefore. the public is encouraged to review and comment 
on all of tie remedial alternatives presented in this Proposed Plan, 

The Navy is issuing this Proposed Plan as part of its public participation responsibilities under Section 300.430(f)(2) of the 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances PolIudon Contingency Plan (NCP). This Proposed Plan summarizes kformation 
detailed in the Camp Allen Salvage Yard Remedial Investigation/Feasibility (RIIPS) report and other documents concained 
in the Administrative Record fXe for Naval Station Norfolk The administrative record file is available for public review at the 
Kim Memorial. Branch of the Norfolk Public Library in Norfolk, Virginia, The Navy. USEPA, and the VDEQ encourage the 
public to review these documents to better understand Site 22 and other Superfund activities that have been conducted at Naval . 
Scadon Norfok. 

This Proposed Remedial Action Plan for Site 22 provides 
an overview of the status of the site and’is divided into the 1 

IrsTAuNm , 
-i 

following sections: flxIoARv ‘\ \ 
. 

1.0 Site description and background 
2.0 Site Characteristics 
3.0 Scope and role of proposed plan 
4.0 Summary of site risks 

. 5.0 Remediai action objectives 
6.0 Summary of alternatives 
7.0 Evaluatitin of alternatives 
8.0 Preferre&altemacixe. 
9.0 Public participation s 

.A;:‘, . . ..‘,” 

.- 
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Site 22, referred to as the 

aqd Iuterstate 564 in the 
site lies between Areas A 

the Naval Station 
is located within 

val Station airfield 
as Ctip Allen. The 

FIistoricdIy, the site and surmunding area was covered 
I ,.. ,@ with studs of hardwoods and vast areas of tidal marsh. 

F.. Development of the Naval St&on has suvdy altend ,the .’ 
otiginalterrain~ TheNavy fIlled much of this area to allow 
for site development- The site was used as a salvage yard 
for ,over 50 years and provides limited habitat for wildlife. 
The facility qs ouce dedicated to the salvaging and 

4 disposal of scrap mate&s generated by the Navy in the 
Tidewater area. The Navy managed the facility from 1940, 
until 1972. From 1972 untWi”995, the site was managed by 
the Defense. Reurilizatine and .,Markedps. I .Services 
[DRMS), In 1995, use of tbk faciI@i for the h&d&g of 
scrap macccials was discontinued. Portions of the site are 
sometimes used for the storage of construction materials 
associated with other Naw construction projects in the 
Camp Allen area. Rgures 3 and 4 show the site as it 

. appear&in 1999. 

The Camp Allen Salvage Yard includes an area of 
approximately 22 acrus of level ground surrounded by 
chain-link and barbed-wire fencing. The siceiuas used as 
a storage and salvage yard, and numerous pieces of spsre 
military equipment, old vehicle parts, and discarded 
electronic equipment were stored at the site. All of the sire 
salvage or storage areas, strucmres, and buildings that were 
active during the salvaging process have been demolished 
and removed. 

Currently, the site consists of level, barren ground with 
little vegetation. A paved parkiug area and the remains of 
railroad tracks are still present ti the southern portion of 
the site. There is a storm water drainage basin, or “pond” 
that adjoias the eastern side of the site. This pond collects 
storm.w~thatdeains,inroastormsevertbar~~the 
sire. In &by 1999, rhe Navy asked the U.S. Corps of 
Engineers to verify that the pond is not a regulated 
wetland. The Corps of Engineers inspectedl the siqe, and 
verified that the pond area is considered upland pmperty, 
and therefore is not within the Army Corps jut%dir&on as 
awetland . -._.. 

Summary of Studies and Investigations 

Several environmental investigations have been perfoizned 
at .rhe Naval Station and Camp AlIen area. They ate 
summarized as folIows: 

Inicial Assess~~~ent Studv MS): In Apeil of 1982, an IAS 
was conducted at the Naval Station. The IAS identified 18 
sites of concern with regard to potential contamination. 
Site 22 was included as a poteutial area of concern. 

Pruliminarv AssessmentiSite Insuectioq&#&& a PA/& 
was performed at the Camp Allen Salvage Yard in January 
1993. The PA&I reviewed bistotical information for the 
site and involved a limited field effort to check for site 
conmmination. 

‘,, ., . I.,., 

RI investigation at the CAL Areas A and B was perfotmed 
in1993and1994aadcbaracterizedpasldisyosalactivilies. 
The RIinvestigations decccted volatile organic compouuds 
(WCs) in both the soils and groundwater. Ba& on the 
results of the RI, the Nays completed a Fs; and Decision 
Documout that addressed the cleanup of contaminated soil 
audgrwndwateratCALAreasAandB. 

2 ,. 
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Pwptwad Reb7Mial Action Plan 

B Soil and Debris Removal Action: Based on 
the nsults of the CAL R&FS the Navy completed a soil 
and debris removal action at CAY.+ Area B in January 1995, 
Approximately 11,500 cons uf~onbminated soil and debris 
was removed from CAL ArekB+ 

. . 
Atea .A..aud. B”. Grqy~ - In July 

1.997 a groundwata remediatio~~ system was placed in 
operation. This system colkzts and treats VOCs and metal 
con~ts in the groufidwater undalying the CAL 
Areas A and B, and the Camp Allen Salvage Yard- 

Sal- Yard Ba; A RI was conducted durbg 
the summer of 19!36, Data gathered from the 3u ~8s used 
to identify rhe ws, quantities, &nd locations of 
ccmtaminauts at the site. The RI indicated that: / 

s, and PC& at levels 

Based on site history, previous investigations and findings 
from the RI, contamina~on ftom prior disposal practices 
and operating procedures at Site 22 has impacted surface 
and subsurface soils. sediment, and shallow groundwater 
to various degrees. In generak the contaminants of 
potential concern (COPCs) are PCBs and several met& 
(antimony, arsenic, lead, arid tion). A summary of the 
COPCs is pre~enti in Table 1. Detailed findings on the 
nature and extent of conraxnination at the site axe presented 
in the RI Repon Based on the available information and 
analyticai dara, the major disposal areas within the site 
appear to have been in the southern portion of the site 
(shown on the left side of Figure 3). 

Canm Allen Salvae Yard Non Time-Critical Removal 
Action: On September 2,1997, the Navy issued a public 
notice of a proposed non-tim~critical removal action at the 
site. The hent of this action was to remove PCB 
contaminated soils from the site. A public inform&& 
meeting was held on September’ 30, 1997, aud no 
additional comments wee received from the public. In 
August 1998, the Navy performed a PCB removal acrion at 
the site. More than 4,100 tons of PCB contaminated soil 

rem& fiumhesouthem ,porrion of the sire. 

1 L 
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Proposed Remedia/ Action P&n 
Site 22: Camp Allen (sslvage Yard 

Table 1 
Whet sre the “Chemieels of Potential Concern” at Site 22? 

PCEk PCBs have been identified in the surface and subsurface soils at Sii 22 in concentrations ranging from non-detect 
to 4900 parts per billion. PCl3s are a famity of marrmade chemicals with varying degrees of toxicity. Due to their insulating 
and nonfkrmmable properties, PCBs have been used extensively as coolants and lubricants in transformers, capacitors, 
snd other electrical equipment. The production and use of PCBs in new products ceased in the U.S. in October of 1977 
because of evidence that PCBs accumulated in the environment and could cause human health hazards. Although PC& 
are no longer manufactured, they still exist in many older transformers and capacitors, which have a life expectancy of 
30 years or more. 

PCSs are known carcinogens, particularly affecting the liver. Devebpmental and reproductive effects may also be 
attributed to PCB exposure. Studies have also shown that PCB-exposed workers may show signs of irritations such as 
lesions. rashes. and burning eyes. Exposure to PCBs may occur through the skin contact, ingestion of PGB contaminated 
fish and through the inhalation of contaminated indoor air in buildings that contain devices made with PC&. Ut should also 
be noted that PCBs could be easily passed from a pregnant woman to a fetus through the bbodstream and from a breast- 
Feeding mother to a nursing infant. 

Antimony: Antimony has been detected in the surface and subsurface soils at Site 22 in concentrations as high as 34.1 
pa~s:parmiBerr~ S~.amau~~~~~~~!~.~~:~~ .JWmeny*Cis us&jr mfxtsd with other 
metals to form a mixture of metals called albys: Albys containing antimony are commonly found in lead storags batteries, 
solder, sheet and pipe metal, bearings, and ammunition. 

Exposure to antimony through inhalation or contact with the eyes and skin can cause irritation of the nose, throat, skin, 
and mouth. Other symptoms of exposure may cause dizziness, headache, cough, nausea, vomiting, stomach cramps, 
UWXIU@ and the inability to smell properly. Long- term toxicobgical effects from exposure to antimony in humans 
include: increased blood pressure, abdominal distress, ulcers, dermatosis, cardiac abnormalities, and ocular irritation. 

Arsenic: Arsenic has been detected in the surface and subsurface soils at Site 22 in concentrations as high as 42 parrs 
per million. Arsenic is a naturally occurring element in the earth’s crust. It is produced primarily as a by-product from the 
operation of lead and copper smelters. Major uses of arsenic are in wood preservatives, glass, agricultural products, and 
nonferrous aibys. 

Arsenic is a known poison as well as a known carcinogen which has been shown to cause skin and lung cancer. it isake 
a potential teratogen (causing devebpmental malformations). Oral exposure to arsenic can lead to digestive tract peirr 
nausea, vomiting, diarrhea, decreased productii of red and&rite blood ceils, liver and kidney damage. Skin contacT 
with arsenic may cause burning, itching and a rash, Inhalation of arsenic can cause irritation of the nose and throat. Eye 
contact can lead to red, watery and irritated eyes. 

Lead: Lead has been detected in the surface and subsurface soils at Site 22 in concentrstiens as high ss 2,060 parts &I 
million. Lead is a naturally occurring element. It is a heavy, soft metal with a wide industrial use due to its physics 
properties. Lead is commonly used in meW alloys, batteries, and ammunition. It can also be found it the pipes and solder 
of older houses and buildings. 

Lead..is,krua~.Ro b~~,~le,.~~~inha~o~~o~~~~st :or.~fumes,may cause irritation of the nose, throat 
‘and eyes. Exposure csn cause heedache, irritability, poor appetite, colic, upset stoma’ch’,and’muscls cramps. Long-tern 
effects of lead may lead to high blood pressure, kidney and brain. damage, and anemia 

Iron: iron has been detected in the surface and subsurface soils at Site 22 in concentrations as high as 114,000 parti 
per million. it is an abundant naturally occurring element. Iron is widely used in metal alloys. 

The inhalstion of iron may cause irritation to the respirato& tract. Extremely large oral dosages may cause gaotrointestina 
disturbances. An overdose of iron may lead to vomiting, bbody diarrhea, abdominal pain, lethargy, and shock. in the mos! 
severe casf?s. an dverdose may cause an increase of acidity in the blood, bluish skin discoloration, fever. liver damage, 
and possibly death. Bye contact with iron may cause irritation, redness, and pain. Long-term inhalation exposure ma) 
resutt in mottling of the lungs, a condition referred to as siderosis. 
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iVepawd Ramatlial lction Plan 

Sib 22: Camp Allan Salvap Yard 

3.0 SCOPE &ID R 

facilities to identify, evalua 
contamination resulting 
hazardous and toxic 
Conservation and Ret 
Congress to address h 
issues related to the manag 

environmental 

gress passed the 

“Superfund”. This pro 
and remethate areas 

F 
-... 

-ng with the IAS perfanned in 1982, thF,;yavy has 
onducmd, through rhe IRP; a number o&m%r@rental 
ite assessments and clean-ups at the Navai Statior#e 22 

In 1995, the Norfo&Nav& Station was placed on USEPA’s 
National Priorities List (NPL) o superfund sites. 

A Site Management Plan k s (SMP) and reliitive risk 
ranking study was developed in 1995 for the Naval Station. 
The SMP and risk ranking study provides the Navy with a 
managemeuc tool. to organize, plan, and prioritize 
envhonmeutal remedial activities at Naval Srarion No&k 

The P&J&L t 
02 pe 

preferred alternatives presented in this 
proposed plan is to address all’of the potential thats 
posed by Site 22, and to eliminate sources ofcontamin&tion 
that may pose unacceptable human heal& or ecological 
risks from contamination at the site. The specific objectives 
of the preferred remedies are referred to as RemediaY 
Action Obje&ves (RAOs), which are listed in Section 5. 

C 
4.0 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

/ 
The public health riz& associated witlh exposure to 
contaminated media within Site 22 w= evalua$ed in a 

; Human &alth Risk Assessment (HHRA) &at wan .1 
presented in the RI Repoti The HHlU evalu+d and 
assessed the potential public heal& risks that might result 

Q under current and potential future land us&&arios. A 

2 
summary of the HHW process is presented in’Table 2, It 

r 
should be noted that the Navy has no plans to construct 
housing units on the site. At this time, the Navy intends to 
use the site as a reckhal axea. It should also be noted 
that them are no plans to use the groundwater undalying 
the site for any purposes. The City of Norfolk prohibits the 
use of the water table aquifer as a potabie water source. 

The HHRA evaluated the public he&h risks associated 
$& with exposure to contaminated media (soil, sediment. and 
@- groundwater) at the site. PCBs. autimcmy, arsenic, iron, 

B 

and lead svere all identified as chemicals of potential 
coucem at the site. In the Human Health Riisk Assessment 

47 

the following categories were considered ffor exposure to 
the chemicals of potential concern at Site 22. 

b 
CZcmenti adult ..att& ado-t -(ages 7-15, years) 
trespassers 
Future adu&t const~~~tion/utili~ workets 
Futu~ adult and young child (ages 14 yeats) 
recreational use 

is included on the list of sites at Naval Station Norf& that 
pose a potmtial 

Future adult groundskeeper 
FUCIKE adnIt and young child on-site residents 
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PfopotMd Remetdial Action plan 
Site 22: Camp Allen Saiwgw Yard 

Table 2 
What is Risk and How is it Cakulatsd? 

A human heabh risk assessmen estimates the “baseline risk” This is an estimate of the likelihood of health problems 
occurring if no cleanup action were taken at a site. To estimate the baseline risk at a site, the Navy performs the folbwing 
four-step process~ 

Step 1: Analyze Contamination 
Step 2: Estimate Exposure 
Step 3: Assess Potential Health Dangers 
Step 4: Characterize Sire Risk 

In Step 1, the Navy looks at the concentrations of contaminants found at a site as -II as past scientific studies on the 
effectsthese contaminants have had on people (or animals. when human studies are unavailable). Comparisons between 
site-specific concentrations and concentrations reporwd in past studies help the Navy to determine which! contaminants 
are most likely to pose the greatest threat to human health- 

In Step 2, the Navy considers the different ways that people might be exposed to the contaminants identified in Step 1, 
the CorfWW&Wsmat:~peop@~*&~w~~tro; and thWpo&Wiai~fmqWfwy .(how oftran) an&b* of ekpasure. 
Using this information, the Navy calculates a *reasonable maximum exposure” (RME) wnario thh portrays the highesi 
level of human exposure that could reasonabiy be expected to occur. 

In Step 3, the Navy usea the information from Srep 2 combined with the information on the toxicity of each chet&cal ta 
assess potential health risks. The Navy considers two types of risk: (1) Cancer risk and (2) Norwu~~er ri& The 
likelihood of any kind of cancer resulting from a contaminated site is generaly expressed as an upper bound probability; 
for example. a ‘1 in 10.000 chance.’ In other words, for every 10,000 pseple that could be exposed, one extra cartw 
may occur as a resutt of exposure to site contaminants; An extra czwer case means that one more person could ger 
cancer then normally would be expected to from all other causes. 
Ytazard index.” 

For noncancer health effects, the Navy calculates a 
The key concept hiwe is that a “threshokl level (measured usually as a hazard indexof less than 1) exists 

bekaw which noncancer heaith effects are no longer predkred. 

In Step 4, the Navy determines whether site risks are great enough to cause heatth problems for people at owear the 
site. The results of the three previous steps are combined, evaluated, and summarized. The Navy adds up the potential 
risks from the individual contaminants and exposure pMways and calculates a total site risk. 

The total site carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks 
estimated for all current and future receptors in the tIHRA 
are presented in Table 3. Poceneially unacceptable total site 
risks were calculated for four of the five categories: future 
ad& construction/utility ~orktxs, future adult and young 
child recreational use, farare,-adult groundskeeper, and 
future adult and young child on-site residerqs. The total, 

::..’ ~iq@c q&‘nmarcinogeniar;&k$a for &c. 
category of current adult and adoIescent -passers are less 
than, or within the appropriate USEPA acceptable limit. 

Although an ecological evaluation, was not performed 
during @e RT, the site can be chsvactexized as highly 
disturbed. The storage and salvage activities as well as 
demolition activities have destroyed many of the habicars 
that may have existed previously when the area was part of 
the hist.orie Brush Creek drainage system. 

The pond area of the Camp Amen Iandfilll Area I3 collects 
storm water runoff fiom the areas south of Site 22. .The 
concrete storm sewexcarries~rhe runoff f?orh the pond area 
to a ditch on the north side of Lhe site. which leads to 
Boush Creek. There are a number of inlets along this 
storm sewer within the site, and therefore, the COPCs may 
pose a risk to ecolcgical rccepto~~ downstream in Boush 

. 6 

08/21/01 TUE 12:12 [TX/RX NO 92751 mm007 



WG-21-2001 13: 23 EPR REGION 3 2158143051 P.08 

. . . 
Proposed Remedial A&en PIan 

Site 22: Camp Alien Salvage Yard 

Table 3 

Summary of Total Site Human Health Risks 

Ad& and Yorrng Child Recreational 

uaa Adult and Youn On-site Residents 

ILCR = Incremental Lifihme Cmcer Risks 
HI = Noncancer Hazaad Index 
Shading indi$ares a risk level greater than USEPA acwble target risk 

5.0 REMEDIAL ACTION OWECI’IVES 

Based upon an evaluation of site conditions, risks, and 
Iegal requirements, remedial objectives wee identified to 
protect people and the environment, These objectives are 
to: 

+ Remediate the remaining soil with PCB and inorganic 
(metals) contamination above sibe clean-up goals, which 
is estimated to be approximately 15,060 cubic yards of 
soil, This soil constitutes the principal threat to humans 

A review of the HERA indicates that the continants that _ 
present rhe greatest risk (i.e., rhe “risk drivers’) in soil 
include: PC&, antimony, arsenic. iron, and lead. The soil 
cleanup goals for PCBs, and metals at the site: are provided 
in TabIe 4. In general, these cleanup goals are based on 
me43tinganIncrementalLifetimeCancerRi&of 1.0’~ 10-4 
to 1.0x lO-6andaHazardQuorieucof 1.0. 

. using the site. 

= Eliminate the threat of sediments becoming a potential 
source of contamination to ecological receptors in the 
pon&. ‘-; of- b* I&,&,sy: dd~~,~from~~~~~:~,~~~-~., 
discharge from the pond. 

6.0 SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL &~ERNATIVES 

This section summarizes the possible remedial approaches 
developed for soil, sediment, and groundwater at the site. 
The recommended nmedial alternatives for tie Site 22 arez 

l $J& Alternative SO-3 - Hot spot removal +nd off-site 
dispos&excavatiotr~ou-site stabilization, and off-site 
disposal of PCB contaminated soils 

l Treat the groundwater inconjunction with the on-going l 

groundwater remedial action for the Camp Allen 
&g&ma& Alternative SD4 - Placing an engineered 

Landfill, and insure that the groundwater at the site is 
cover over sedimults in the pond. anza- 

to the same levels as that from the IandfU. 
&$-L g cl%*’ : -.* 

Groundwater: Alternative GW-2 - Inscicutional conu~ls 
plus. the on-going Camp ALzen Iandfti grouedwater 
remedial action. 

7 
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Plapased Remedial Actibn Plan 
Silts 22: Camp Allen &Wag6 Yard 

Table 4 

soil Clean-up Goals 

Contanrinant Clean-UP Goal or PRG (ppm) Juisification, 
Total PBS Surfbe soi+ (0 to 3 foot depth): Soil clean-up goals provide a ILCR of 

2 pm 1 x lO*andanHQof 1.0. 
S&surf&e so&5 (>3 feat fo top of 
GW): 5 ppm 

Antimony 41 Ppm PRG based on pro*idkg HQ of OS for 
construkrion worker 

Arsenic 28 mm Background toncenhon (prov= 
aylLCRof3.7 x 104fbra 
groundskeeper and a I-IQ of 0.5 fat 
child recreafiocld user) 

3 1,100 ppm PRC3 based on providing HQ of 0.5 for 
cxmstmcdon worker 

, Lead -400 ppm EPA Residential Action Level 

GW Ground Wa&r 
HQ: Ifazard Quotient 
ILCR: Incremental Lifbtime Cancer Risk 
ppm: parts per million 
PRG: Preljminzuy Bemediation Goai 

A detailed analysis of the possible remedial altematives for Disposal ’ -\... 

the soil, sediment and gmnndwater at the site was - S04: Hot ,Spot Removal and OW;Site Disposai; 
conduct& as part of the FS Report This analysis was Excavation and OnSite Solvent Extraction 
conducted in accordance ‘with the USEPA document l $0-5: Hot Spot Removal and Off-Site 
enWed “Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations 
and . Feasibility Studies under Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 

- ),’ and the National oil and Hazardous Substances ils at the site con* haplrdaus was&2 
Contingency Plan (NCP) 
L 

or relevant and appropriate require~~~~ ( 
spot areas will bc excavated and disposed of at a Toxic 
Substance Contrpli Act (TSCA) permitted Iantill. 
Excavati areas will be backWed with clean soil, and the 
site will be graded and landscaped. A brief descfiption of 

St&l Remedial Alternatives 
Altemath SO-1 : No Action 

The following five remedial alternatives were considered 
for site soils (SO): Description: Evaluationof the No 

required by the NCP to provide a ba 
- SO-l; No action other remediation alternatives. 
l 50-2: hstiNCiOIiSicOIlt~‘Ohs - Akemarive. no remedial ac 
- SO-3: Hot Spot Removal and Off-Site Disposal; soils at the site- 

Excavation, OnSite Stabilization, and Off-Site ‘.. .,, 

08/21/01 TTJE 12:12 [TX/RX NO 92751 mOO9 
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Reposed Rmdai Action Plan 
Site Q!2: Camp A&n Sahg~ Yard 

Cost: There we no costs ass+uted with this alternative. 

hbrnative SO& InstitutIonal Controk 

Ikctiption: Under this alcemative, the existing fencing 
and gates at the site, which surround the site, would be 
maintained to limit public access to the site during site 
construction activities associated with site redevelopment. 
In addition, a warning sign would be installed at each gate 
entrance LO indicate chat worfrer precautions are to be 
fallowed when w$r&ng at the site. The existing .soil cover 
and vegetation would also be pe&dicaliy inspected and 
maintained, as necessary, to limit surface water infilvation 
and minimize potentiai erosion. 

I 
The site is currently pot used for residential purposes, and 
there are no plans co close the base or to convert the area to 
residential use. Under this alternative, the site would be 
given a land use category ,ti the. Base .MasW PlanJbat 

b would prohibit residential use of the area. The Navy, 
USEPA, and the VADEQ intend to negotiate a 

, Memo~dumofAgreemen~(MOA)oraLandUseControl 
- Assurance Plan (LUCAR) to insure that the Institution 

Controls are periodically inspected anti properly 
maintained. The Navy would also adopt Land Use Controls 
(LUCs) in the MOA. and the development of a Base Land 
Use Control Implementation Plan (LUCIP) that would 
include Site 22. These documents would define the future 

: use of~&m&e..~ould t-be Navy transfer ownership of the 
propeny- In addition, warning signs would be posted 
arou~@t@e cp ,wam constrution and utility workers of 

cy of PCB and metals contami~&~J soil. This soil would 
be stabilized with portland cement co prevent the metals 
from leaching out of the soils. The stabilized soil can then 
hauled LO a land* petitted to accept soils that concain 
PCBs at concentrations less than 50 parts -per million 
(ppm). In addition, approximately 100 cy of PCB 
contaminated soil with concentmtions greater than 50 ppm 
will be excavated and transported to an incinerator for 
disposal. Excavated areas will be backfilled w&clean soil, 
graded, and landscaped. Au uuxssary soil characterization 

, and confirmation’ sampling will be included in this 

potentid human ‘health ii&s. 

alternative. 

Cast: The estimated COSD of SO-3 are as follows: 

Capiral: $3,361,000 
Operation and maintenance: $7,500 (annually) 
Net present worth (309ar): %3,477,0oo 

7-77 

Capital: $8,600 
Operation and maintenance; $7,500 (mu&y) 
Net present wortfi (3~y~5ac): %124,000 

Alternatiw: S04: Hot Spat Removal end Off-Site . 
Dispoeal; Excavation and On-Site, Solvent 

On-Site Disposal 

Description: This alternative involves the removal and 
off-site disposal of soils that exceed sire cleanup goals, 
including “hoc spot” soils and PCB contaminated soils. conraminatsd s 
The sire has approximately 4,800 cubic yank (cy) of soil 
located in six %dt spots” areas (See Figure 5). These six m semwseries of chermc 
hot spots are contaminated with metals that cxcBed the sire. 
cleanup goals. This soil will be excavated and placed ip 
trucks for off-site disposal az a pennit@d la@fW. The containment. The $01~ + .’ 
southern portion of the site contains appro~ately 14,000 
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pCB comminated soil 
goals, 7&a@ soil woul 
area, top soil would be pla 
and then landscaped. Al.L 
and confirmation samplin 
alternative. Once the soil 
equipment would be disasse 
site. 

within 

removed from the 

Cast; The estimatd COtitS Of SO-4 UC BS fOlloWS: 

Capital: !$9,866,000 
Operation and maintenance: $7,500 (annually) 
Net ptisegt worth (‘JO-year): $9,982,0oo 

&ltemative SO-&, Hot Spot Removal and Off-Site 

and Chemical Dechlorination 

Description; This alternative w 
and off-site disposal of “hot s 

es SO-3 and SO-4, 
of metis contaminated 
avated and removed for 

excavated and treated using a thermal desorption 
on system uses heat and a 

e PCBs concentrations in the 
designed to treat the soils to an 
2 ppm). Treated soil would be 

e excavated area, top soil would be 
graded then landscaped. AU 

tion and eorifirtnation sampling 

The estimated costs for SO-5 are as follows: 

Capital: $lO,lOWOO 
Operation and maintenance: $7,500 (anrurally) 
Net present worth (30-year): %10,226,000 

Sediment Remedial Alternatives 

The following remedial alternatives were developed for 
sediments (SD) in the pond area of the Camp aen 
Landfill Area B: 

l SD-l: No Action 
l SD-2: Institutional Controls 
l SD-3: Excavation and Removal of Sediments, CM-Site 

Disposal 

l SD4: PlacingC1 

500,000 gallons of water to be pu 
Depending on the characteristics of the water, it Gould be 
pumped directly to Boush Creek, or would be treated at the 
existing Camp Allen Landfill Groundwater Treatment 
PIant prior to disposal to Boush Creek. 
involve the removal and disposal 
storm sewer (based upon 
are assumed to be 
to the etisting 

As previously noted, surface water has been included with 
sediments for purposes of alternative development and 
evaluation- Brief descriptions of these sedimemremedial 
alternatives, as well as estimated alternative costs, are 
provided below. 

Alternative SO-I: No Action ’ “’ 

Desctiption: Evaluation of the No A&m Alternative is 
required by the NCP to provide a baseline comparison for 
other remediation alternatives, Under the No Action 
Al~mative, no sediment remedial actions would be 
petformed at the site- 

There are no costs associated with alternative SD-Ol. 

AJternAive~ W-2: !nditutional Controls 

Description: Under this alternative, the existing fencing 
and gates at the site, which surround the majority of the 
site, would be maintained to limit public access to the site 
during site constr~tion activiities associated with site 
redevelopment, In addition, a warning sign would be 
in&a&d :,ac eaoh.~:gate .entrance ..t.o indicate that worker 
precautions, to be followed when working on the storm 
drainage system or around the pond. The existing soil 
cover and vegetation would also be periodically inspected 
and maintained, as necessary, to limit surface water 
infik&ion and minimize potential erosion. 

The sire is cutfently not used for residential purposes, and 
there are no plans to close the base or te convert the area to 
residentid use. Currem plans call for the site co be 

developed into a &r&on Facility. : Under this altetiwq, . . 
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the sire would be given a land use category in the l3ase 
Master Plan that would prohi& residential use of the area+ 
as well as rest&t invasive constmction activities. 

Cost: The estimated costs of alternative SD-2 are as 
follows: 

Capital: $8,600 (same as SO-Z) 
Operation and maintenance: $25,600 (annually) 
Net present worth (30-y&; $168,000 

Alternative SD-3: Excavation/Removal and 
Off-Site Sediment Disposal WC7 J(k 

sewer piping. Gradi 
site restoration effo 

Tn addition to the remkkion of the sediments, Land Use 
Controls (LUCs) and fencing, as described under 
ALternative SO-2, would also be implemented under this 
alternative to restrict access co the site and limit the site to 
non-residential use. 

C&t: The estimated costs of alternative SD-3 are as 
follows: 

Capital: $285,009 
Opkation and maintenance: $0 
Net present worrh (30-ye&: $285,000 

Sediment8 

Description: This altema 
trees and shrubs, folio 

sal to Boush Creek. Sediments from the 
excavated and disposed of off-site. A 

minimum of 1 foot of compacted, engineered fill 

(approximately 1,900 cu 
area. The placement of .c 

nt contaminants from 
water. A suitable 

restoration efforts surrounding the pond area. 

In addition to the remediation of the sedimek, LUCs and 
fencing, as described under Alternative SO4 would also 
be implemented under rhis alternative to restrict.access to 
the site and limit the site to non-residential use. 

Cost: The estimated costs of alterkative SD-4 are as . 
follows: 

Capital: $235,000 
Operation and maintenance: $0 
Netpremntworth(30-yew): %235,000 

Groundwater Remedial hernatives 

This section presents a detailed analysis of rhe two 
remedial alternatives for groundwater (Gw) developed for 
Site 22: 

., 

l Alternative GW-1: Continue on-going CAL 
&roundwatef remedial action 

l Alternative GW-2: InstitutionaI controls plus the 
on-going CAL groundwater remedial action 1 

.,’ .r’ 
Both groundwater remedial alternatives incarporate~~~ase 
ofthe Navy’s on-going groundwater remediation effokfor 
the Camp Allen Landfill. 

Alternative GW-1: I Continua On-Going CA 
Groundwater Remedial Action 

Descriptibn: As previously noted, the Navy is currently 
operating a mundwater remtial action for the CAL. 
‘Thefore, the:~,Ypo~g&on’l alternative for gmundwater is 
not applicable. Therefore, under Alternative GW-1, the 
Navywouldconrinue with thecurrentCALremedialaction 
for groundwater, which includes the ability co mediate 
the groundwater from Site 22. 

Cc@: There are no new or additional costs associated with 
Alternative GW-1. 

l 11 
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PM Remedial Action plan 
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,jubwriative GW-2: Institutional Controls PIUS the 
On+obg CMGroundQlrater Remedial Action with 
Monitoring 

Description: This alternative would in&de the following 
thre+ components: 

7.0 EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL WERNATIVES - 

The National Contingency Plan outlines the approach for 
completing remediat alternatives, Evaluation of &e 
Zfhxnatives u6es nine evaluation criteria (see the gloqs~ 
‘for a derailed explantion of each). 

l Implementation of instimtional concroIs - The Navy 
would implement institutional controls to restrict 
groundwater use at the site; Although groundwater at j, 
the site is not currently used for any purpose, there are 
no official iristitutional controls in place to resticr 
groundwater use that are specific to Site 22. Under this 

ese wduatio~ criteria am grouped as 
“threshold,” “primary balancing,” and “modifying.” All 
alternatives are evaluated against threshold and primary 
baiancing criteria, which are tdnical cliteria based on 
environmental proteztion, cost, and engineering feasibility. 

l On-g&g nxnediacion of the groundwater v7a ueatmtmr 
at the CAL Groundwater Treatment Plant - As noted for 
alcemative GW-1, the Navy would continue with the 
current CAL remedial action for groundwater, which 
includes the operation of groundwater recovery wells - 
that CssenLialLy surround Site 22. 

-9”: Bramidwatei monitoring program - A groundwater, 
monitoring program would be implemented to track 
trends in groundwater contamination at the site. The 
focus of this monitoring would be to verify that the 
groundwater clean-up goals for the eve CAL 
remedial actisn are being met within Si 

3 
2, For 

costing purposes, it was assumed that the &water 
monitoring program would inch& the installation of 
three additional shallow monito&g &lIk It was 
assumed that the groundwater monitoring program 
would include routine sampling over a thirty-year 
period. After the initial three-year monitckng period, 
trends would be evaluated to determine the’ need for 
modifications to the CAL grouridwater remedial action 
and/or to the scope oWWnitoring at Site 22. The cost 

. estimate for this alternative does not include, the costs 
for any rn~~~~~~~on-~~~~~undwat~ 7 
remedial action that would be initiated to improve 
groundwater quality at Site 22. 

C&t: The estimated costs of alternative GW-2 are as 
follows: 

Capirak $12,150 
Operation and maintenance: varies from $7,600 to 
$30,600 (acmually) 
Net present worth (30~year); $25 1 ,OOD 

cc&zols wbuld be incorporated 
co prohibit installation 
potable or non-potable 

To be considered for selec tion as ,t.hi remedial approach, an 
alternative must meet the following threshold criteria: 1) 
overall protection of human health and the environment, 

applicable or relevant and 
(ARARS), and to-besonsidered 

The primary balancing criteria are then consid&& to 
determine which akrnative provides the best c+bination 
of attributes. The primary balancing crite& are: 1) 
long-term effectiveness and pe-exe; 2) reduction in 
Toxicity, mobility, or volume through- treatment; 3) 

~ ‘short-term effectiveness; 4) ease of implememation; and 5) 
cost. 

The preferred alternatives ate evaluated further again$t the 
two modifying criteria: 1) acceptance by the state, and 2) 
acceptance by the community. 

The remedial alternatives presented ia,,,ktion 6 w&. 
- evaluated in the FS against the threshaId &nd primary 

balancing criteria described above; The two modifying 
criteria will be evaluated after the public comment period. 
With respect to USEPAMate acceprance. both rhe U5&PA 
and VDEQ (the state) have reviewed this PRAP and 
concur with the p&e& &ematives, However, based on 
new information and/or public comments, the Navy, in 
consultation with USEPA and VDEQ, may modify the 

,’ qreferredpkrnativqsorpelect remedial slcernarives other 
than those presented &the FS Report and this PRAP. 
Therefore. the public is encouraged to review and comment 
on all of the remedial altematives, as well as the other 
information pented herein and in the: AURA and Fs 
Reports. 

The following information summarizes and compares the 
remediai alternatives developed for soil, sediment _ 
(including surface water), and groundwateqaw ,,,k.; ,, 
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Ploposal Rurnediti &tion P/en 
S&22: CBmp Abn Sdvqa Yard 

confaminadt leaching to groundwater appear to be 
minimal. Alternatives SO-3, SOA, and SO-5 ail would 
minimize any leaching of potential conuuninants by 
removing the source material. 

Overall Protection: With respect to surface and 
subsurface soils, Alternatives SO-3, $04, and SO-5 would 
provide the grcatcst amount of overall protection by 
providing for active remediation of PCS and metals 
contamination at the site. The institutional controls 
in Alternatives SO- uld help to minimize the chance 
for exposure to po al cpntarnination, The No Action 
Alternative, SO- 1, is not protective of human health an 
the environment and therefore is not 
remainder of the analysis. 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Vdube: Alternative 
SO-2 w&l not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of 
potential contaminants through active treatment. _Ther% . . 
~XlCl~WpclaRuill 
c - * erm L3lm&mmre33es 

However, based on the resul 
subsequent monitoring, 
Potential Concern to 

not pose a short-term risk to human health or the 
environment since no remedial actions would be 
implemented other than maintenance of the existing 
fencing andadministrative actions associatedwithlanduse 
restrictions. Altemative SO-2 would not pose potential 
risks to human health or the cnvironniknt during 

Compliance with ARARsz,Akemat.iws SO-3, SOA, and 
SO-5 would include the’ disposal of PCB contaminated 

*.... soil,.. ansL.wouhLArcrefore~~~eed to meet the federal 
requirements for the disposal of PCR contaminated soil (40 
CFB, 759 .and 761). which is a contaminant-specific 
AR&W Tli&“dtMM wahlcl also comply with the 
federal ARARS for the transportation of hazardous~ 
materials (49 CFR Parts lOi and.171). and with the federaI 
and state ARMS for the handling of hazardous wastes. 
There are no location- or action-specific ARARs associated 
with alternative SO-2. 

._.,. ‘,’ 

Long-termEffectivenc and Permanence: Institutional 
controls weuld be effective in the long-term in restricting 

, the site to non-residential land uses, thereby reducing any 
health hazards posed by pokntial contamination in these 
areas. However; Ahemarivc. SO-2 would not provide, 
pro&&ion to other lanci use scenarios, iucluding 
recreational users, construction w&tier&; or 
groundskeepers. 

.providcs specific action 

minimizing leaching of potential con 
indicated, the threat 

since all contaminated could be excavated and 
removed from the site in a re 

Aknative SO-3 implementable, and the 
f PCl3 and inorganic .*a 
method of remediation. 

@of AItematives SO-4 aud Sti5 is not 
ematives. These remediatik methods 

y designed equipment which requires~gma~;: :, 

/ 
/ / n 1 I 

(-\53e 
- t-y- 
b 

73 hwJ++-e 
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deal of plan&g, site preparation, and opetation and 
maintenance.- Ccc o 

cumemdy be protective of human health with respect to 

Cost: The 30-year net present worth costs .for the five Soil 
alternatives am summarized below: 

l AlternativeSO-1: $0 
l Altexnative SO-2: $124,000 
l Alternative SO-3; $3,477,000 
9 Altemative SO+ $9,982,000 
l Alternative SO-S: $10,216,0OO 

Alternative SD-2 provides protection tbrottgh formal 
institutional contds, includiug land use mmicti~n, and 

e of the existing IandtiSl soil cover and fencing. 
owever, Aitemativos SD-3 and SD-4 win consist 

7.2 Comparison of Sediment Remedial 
Alterktives 

Overall Protection: With respect to sediments, 
Alternatives SD3 and SD-4 would ptovi& the greatest 
amount of overall protection. Although the instirutional 
controls noted in Alternatives ~SIX&%mlld help, to 
minimize the chance for exposure to potential 
contaminants, sediment removal or,an engineered cover 
placed over the sediments would provide added protection. 
The No ~&on Alternative, Alternative SD-l, is Dot 
protective of human h&b and the environment tid 
the&ore is not considered in the aininc#z#zanal ysis. 

With respect to potential c M&on of sediments, 
Alternative SD-2 would provi protection through formal 

Alternatives SD-3 and S 
$ 

institutional controls, includ’ g land use restrictions, and 
maintenance of the exis ng fencing.. However, 

would provide’ the highest 
level of protection throu8,h nstitutional con&& plus the 
removal or covering the sediments. j ‘, 

5 
Compliance With ARARs: Alternatives SD-3 and’ 

fi would include activities within the pond area, which ’ not 
a wetland, as determined by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Therefore, Federal ARAR!+ associated with 
protection of wetlands dOsp(not apply PAiminary 
information indicates that ‘the sediments axe not a 
characteristic or listed baxardous waste, therefoe tbe 

,,. federal and s&&~MARs~aasaA&tittzQire~~p~al:& 
.. Gazardow wastes should not apply to Alternatives SD-3 
and SD4- However, any wastes generated as part of the 
sediment remedial action wilI be tested kd will be 
disposed in accordance with federal and state waste 
disposal regulations and requirements. 

Long-Term Efkctiveness and Permanence: Estimated 
risk levels for sedinieets are acceptable for the current or 
future landuscscenarios. The&ore, aUalkmatives would 

xninancs. Some reduction may be achieved undo 

CF 
thes alternatives through. natural processes, such as 

atilization, biodegradation and dispersion. Alternative 
SD-3 will reduce the vohme of sediment at the site 
through sediments removal. Although Alteruative SD-4 
would uot rduce the toxicity or volume of contaminated 
sediments, it would reduce the mobility of the sedimeuu 
and would eliminate those cont&inated sediments f&m 
entering the storm sewer and migrating toward Boush 
Creek and leaching into the groundwater and surface water. 

Short-term Effektiveness: Akemative SB2 would not 
pose poteutial xi& to &man health or the environment 
during implementation. Removal of storm sewer 
sediments under Alternative SD-3 and the construction of 
a cover under Alternative SD4 would require extensive 
clearing, grubbing, and regrading activirjies that would 
disturb the sediments in the pond and impact the adjoining 
lanc@ll, which may pose i risk to workers, nearby Navy 
personnel, and the environment 

Impkmentability: There are no _ bnrjPrimplementabiliry 
ypnsidwder Alternarive SD2. Alternatives SD-3 
and SD-4 would bc more difficult to implement b&use 
these alternatives require more human health and 
entioumental protection measures. However, the 
techuologics for dewatering,. excavating sediments, or 
placing engineered fill oval the pond au: demonstrated 

. . .processes,. andAnstitucional. cont101s should be relatively 
stmightfotward to implement. 

Cost; The 30-m net present wotth costs for the four 
sediment alternatives ate s ummarized below. 

- AltemativeSITl: 80 
l AltemativeSD-2: $168,000 
l Alternative SP3: %285,000 
l Akmative SD4r $235,tXlO 
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for gmuridwater. which includes the groundwater at Site 
22, Nonetheless, Alternative GW-2 would provide more 
data to evahrate the performance of the overall 
groundwater remedial action, and to help determine if 
groundwater cleanup goals are being met. 

Implementability: Thm are no 

Compliance with ARARsz Contaminant specific ARARs 
for Alternatives GW-l and GW-2 includes the compliance 
with Maximum Coriraminaut Levqls (MCLs) (40 CPR 
141.11~141.16)+ Altematives GW-1 and GW-2 would 
enable contaminant levels to be &&xI and compked to 
srafe and federal Ma and would pteverttpoten&kfu~ 
consumption of groundwater exceeding MCLs through 
institutional controls and the use of the existing CAL 
groundwater on-going treatment. In addition the discharge 
from the groundwater tr&uuentpiaut is requimd to meet 

Alternative GW-2 would require thet implementation of 
institutional controls. titutional controls should be 

$ administratively straivard to implement. The 
monitoring program would utilize standard sample 
colteccioa and apalytical methodologies. Equipment and 
services for sam@ng are readily availablrs fu. accosdi~~~ 
with CERCLA, a site review would be required every five 
years to evaluate long-mm contaminant trends and any 
associated dsks to human health and the environment ,.. .i 
Cost: Them are no additional costs assaciate& with 
Alternative GW-1. The 30-year net present w~zth cost for 
ALternative GW-2 is %251,000. 

. . . EhnnnacraaSysrcm regmadons (9 VAC 25-31 et seq.) and 
Virginia Water Protection Permit Regukuions (9 VAC 
2%210 et seq.); and the Vhginia Water Quality Stan&rds a -./ 

# THE PRE~IRE~ REMECMAL A~ww4~mfEs 

(9 VAC 254510 et seq.). ” 

hong-term Effectiveness 

-v - 
+@” identification of Preferred Remedial Alternatives 

I i 
The preferred alternative for the clean up of Site 22 is a r’*‘, 
combination of the following altematives: !I 

system, thus reducing the mobility and volume of potential 
contaminants. 

Short-term Effectiveness: Alternatives GW$ and GW-2 
do not involve additional remedial actions that would pose 
a risk to human health or the environment during 
implementation. 

Al&natives GW-1 and GW- 
potable and non-potable use of 

\ would be within acceptable levels fo 
restoration. Both alternatives provide 
for groundwater under the site, and 
is being treated, would meet grou 
Alternatives GW-2 would activeiy 
shallow groundwater toward site boundaries (groundwater 
RAO 3 and ROA S), and would also mouitor for any 
discharge of contaminated sballov groundwater to surface 
water (RAO 3). Alternatives GW-1 ar&GWZ%ould be a 

Reduction of 
GW-1 wouldL ’ 

ox& Mobility ur Vukne: AItemd+~e 
current remedialgoats (reduce 

the toxicity, mobiliry, volume of potential oonrau&ants in 
. d Yorktown aquifers) through active 
temative GW-2 would allow for 

CAL groundwater Ueabnnent system, 
22 shows that these modifications are 
ficatious may expand the uoatmeut 

- Soil: Alternative SO-3 -Hot Spot Rknoval and O&Site 
Disposal: Exkavation, On-Site Stabilization, and 
Off-53 te Disposal 

l Sediments; Ahexnative SD-4 - PIacing Engineered 
~ Cover over Sediments in the Pond Area 

- Gmuudwater: Alternative GW-2 - Instimiuml Controls 
plus the on-going ‘CK gmundwaterremedkl action. 

The prefekd soil alternative SO-3 was selected overother 
alternatives because it is the most readily implementable 
option as, well,as the most reliable, Alternarive SC%3 is 
expected to achieve substantial and long-term risk 

removal and disposal of contaminated 
the property to be used for the 

tureuse as a recreational area. The preferred 
SD-4 was selected to provide a 
by mitig the ,mobi&y of 
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sediments. Although alternative SD-3 also offers a high 
level of protection from co?hamiuants in the sediments, it 
is not as cost effective as, alternative SD-4. Alternative 
GW-2 was the selected option for groundwater remediation 
at Site 22 because of the increasedoverall protection it 
offers over GW- 1 _ In addition to the on-going remedial 
activities of the Camp Allen Landfill groundwater 
remediation plant, GW-2 would afford a higher level of 
protection tbruugh the us 
monitoring program. 

$rtt$pl conuols and a 

Based upon the information available at this time, the 
Navy, USEPA, and the State of Virginia believe the 
Preferred Alternatives would be protective of human h&h 
and the environment, would comply wirh ARABS, would 
be cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and 

Navy’s ongoing and planned remedial a&ivities associated 
with tbe JRP. The RAB meetings have included 
discussions on the status of remedial activities at Site 22. 
These meetings are open to the public aud are held about 
every 6 months. 

9.1 Public Comment Period 

The public comment period for the Proposed Plan gives the 
public au opportunity to pmvide input regarding the 
planrkd process for remediating contami&ion at Site 22. 
The public comment petiod will begin on _) 
2001, and will end on 2001 for this 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan for Site 22. A public 
meeting will be held on 2001fiom6PMto7 
PM ac Building N-26 at Naval Station Norfolk. All 
interested parties are encouraged to attend the meeting to 
learn more about the alternatives developed for the site. 

the source materials cou&tt&g., pri&pa.k threats, the 
remedies chosen would also meet the scatu~ory preference 
for the selection of a solution that involves treatment as a 
principal elemem The preferred alternatives can change in 

A community relations program is beiug 
rbmugh the on-going Installation Restoration P 
Naval Station Norfolk, Public input is i 
element in the decision making process. 
and other interested parties are strongly encoura 
the comment period to relay questions and 
may have about the proposed and prefe 

following individuals: ‘. . 

Virginia 235 1 l-2699 
: Remedial Project Manager, Ms. Winoma 

participation requirements of CBRCLA S 
which specifies rbar the lead 

c Affairs Offirer, Mr. John E, Peters 

Remedial Project Manager 

alternatives am presented in &tail in’ rhe 
USEPA, Region III (3HSSO) 

-: 7 84’1’ (-J&mut s&J&@ 

Philadelphia, Pennsybnia 19107 
Attention: Mr. Harry Ha&old, P+E. 
(215) 8143203 

As part of the ongoing BU? at Naval 
Navy has routinely held meetings 

Virginia Departmeut of Environmental Quality 
Federal Facilities Program 

Advisory Board (RAB), which 
regulatory,audcommurdtyrep 
the RAB includes informing 

629 East Main Street, 4th FQor 
Richmond, Virginia 23%0-0009 
Attention: Mr. J&din Harris 
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Comments on the Proposed~Plan ‘must be postmarked no 
later Lhan - Based on comments or new 
information, the Navy may modify the preferred 
slternatives outlined in the Prpposed Plan.- 

For your convenience, page 18 of this document may be 
used to provide comments to the Navy. Please cut off ttxe 
page, fold, and add postage where indicated. Use of this 
form to submit comments is not mandatory. 

9.2 Record of Decision 

After the public comment period, the Navy, in consultation 
with USEPA and VDEQ, will determine whether rhe 
Proposed PIan should be modified based on the comments 
received. These modif’icarions, if required. will be made by 
the Navy and will be reviewed by USEPA and VDEQ. If’ 
the rudfications substanfiaUy, chngc .the. p~~posqd 
remedy, additional public comments may be’s0licited.X 
not, &en USEPA and the Navy will prepare and sign a 
Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD will detail rhe 
remedial actions chosen for the site axkd will include the 
NavJIs responses to c~mme.n~~ received during the public 
comment period. 

9.3 Mormation Repositories 

The Administrative Record for Site 22 is available to the 
community at the following locations: 

Iar&mont Public Lbrary 
6525,Hampton Blvd. 
Norfolk, VA 
7571441~5335 

Mary pretlow Public Library 
9640 Granby Street 
Norfolk. VA 
757/4.41-1750 

Kim Memorial Branch 
Norfolk Public Library 
301. East City Hall Avenu 
,Norfolk, Virginia 235 10 
75716647323 

9.4 Mailing List .‘: 

If you are not curreutly on the mailing list and w&Id like 
to receive future publications pe+ining to Site 22, please 
complete the requested infoxmation and mail this form to: 

Commander, Atlantic Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering ConiirbM’* 
1516 Gilbert Street (Bldg, N-21) 
Norfour. Vima 235 1 ~-a*:;- ““.’ )‘,.( ‘iii’ .:_ ,, ,i : 
Attention: Public Affairs OEticer, ML John Ekeks 

TOTFlL P. 18 
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