
Response to Comments 
Draft Supplemental Site Investigation for Site 21 
St. Juliens Creek Annex. Chesapeake, Virainia 

Introduction 
The purpose of this document is to address comments on the Draft Site Management Plan 
(SMP) Fiscal Year 2007. North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
(NCDENR), United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Marine Corps Base 
(MCB) Camp Lejeune provided the comments listed below. The responses to comments are 
provided in bold and are reflected in the change pages for the Final SMP. 

VDEQ Comments (dated May 19,2006) 

General Comments 

1. In addition to the future actions stated in the Recommendations section of the report 
(page &3), one groundwater sample should be collected about 75 feet south of TW106 
(use of a temporary monitoring well is acceptable). 

2. A statement or two explaining why there is not a need to further examine the TCE risk 
in surface water should be included in Section 5 (as Kim discussed yesterday, TCE 
volatilizes too rapidly to create a risk - include a reference). 

Typographical Comments 

3. Page 5-4, first full paragraph, first line -remove "the" before "August 2003" 

4. Page 54, third line from bottom of page - add "to" after "According" 

EPA Technical Support Comments (dated April 10,2007) 

General Comment 
My main concern with the report is that the reported TCE found at the top of the Yorktown 
confining unit is a red flag for a more detailed investigation of the Yorktown aquifer. Since 
the report documented organics at the top of the Yorktown confining unit, a vertical extent 
of contamination into the aquifer is needed. The discussion on p. 4-8 regarding saturated 
zone flow should discuss the possibility of the DNAPL entering the aquifer. Although it is 
helpful that nothing showed up at MW-OlD, there is no information about flow in the 
deeper aquifer from the source area. Although I realize that no one wants to move the 
contamination deeper, there are different ways of doing this which can be discussed. 

The typo was corrected. 

Specific Comments 
1. 3.2.4 Stormwater sampling, p. 3-3; I agree with the video inspection that will be 

performed as reported in the Addendum to the WP for Additional GW Delineation 
Activities at Site 21. 



2. 4.1.3 Groundwater geochemical Parameter Results -Field results, p. 4-1; The large 
difference in pH in the groundwater samples is interesting. It would help if this 
variation could be expounded upon. For example, is it common for the area, or is it just 
in the site vicinity? Does it correlate with any other parameters or contamination? How 
are the high and low values distributed? 

3. Soil CVOC Results, p. 4-1; Although the presence of acetone and carbon disulfide could 
be lab contaminants, this could also depend on their concentrations. Please add a 
discussion regarding their concentrations and more information on why it is thought 
that they are lab contaminants. 

4. 4.1.4 Deep Aquifer Analytical results - Metals, p. 4-6; The discussion regarding arsenic is 
interesting and I wonder if there are any other clues such as pH of the sample, water 
levels, etcythat could be involved in the inconsistency of the-mults. 

5. Current Migration Pathways, p. 48; I may have missed this, but I did not note the depth 
of the leaking storm water system. Its depth is important regarding migration into the 
hydrogeologic units on site. 

6. Figure 4-1; This figure is helpful but a graphic representation of the horizontal and 
vertical extent of the plume might be a good idea for future reports. Additiody, since 
there is only 1 deep well, prh&s its l&ation and data shouldbe noted on this fi&e. 

7. Conclusions and recommendations; I disagree with the conclusion that the Yorktown 
confining unit is laterally extensive across the site and that the deep aquifer does not 
seem to be impacted. There is not enough information to substantiate this. Add i t idy ,  
the upcoming video investigation of the storm sewer is fine, however, additional 
sampling of soils in the vicinity of the storm sewer may be needed after this 
investigation is undertaken. 

8. In Potential Presence of Groundwater, p. 6-2; the rebound conditions described here 
refer to Pump and Treat remedies, not just passive treatment of groundwater. 

9. Also, it seems that an MNA remedy has already been chosen although the Addendum 
will be evaluating reductive dechlorination. The last sentence implies that a treatability 
study will reduce concentrations of CVCCs @. 6-3); a treatability study is not a remedy. 
A treatability study for enhancing reductive dechlorinationis fine, but this may not be 
appropriate for the deeper groundwater since its extent is unhown. 

The typo was corrected. 

NAVFAC (dated September 11,2006) 
Specific Comments 
1. Page 2-6, change "test data were" to "test data was". Change "to be about" to "to be 

approximately". 

2. Page 3-3, Sections 3 2 5  and 3.2.6 other sections gave months and years to events so these 
sections probably should too. 

3. Page 3-4, section 3.3.3 makes reference to Section 3.12 which doesn't exist. Please clarify. 
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4. Page 3.-6, change "Section 3.1.1 provides further discussio ns..." to "Section 3.4.1 provides 
further discussions. . ." 

5. Page 4-4 @ottom) paragraph starting "Another source may.. . .. .at this location." I'm not 
sure which location you are referring to? 

The typo was corrected. 


