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Abstract (Continued)

in both the soil and ground water throughout the facilitv. As a result, remediation of
DGSC has been divided into eight OUs. This ROD addresses the interim remediation of OU1l,
the contaminated soil at OSA. Future RODs will address onsite contaminated media at the
remaining seven areas as QUZ through OU8. The primary contaminants of concern affecting
the soil are VOCs, including benzene, PCE, TCE, toluene, and xylenes; other organics,
including PAHs, pesticides, and phenols; metals, including arsenic, chromium, and lead:
acids; and oils.

The selected remedial action for this site includes implementing institutional controls
and site access restrictions, including fencing of the storage area. The present worth
cost for this remedial action is $15,000. No Os&M costs are applicable to this remedial
action. :
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1.0 DECLARATION

1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Open Storage Area (OSA) Source Area - Operable Unit 1, Contaminated Soils
Defense General Supply Center (DGSC)
Chesterfield County, Virginia

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

1.2.0.1 This decision document presents the selected interim remedial action for the
Open Storage Area source area (OSA source area), Operable Unit (OU1) at the Defense
General Supply Center (DGSC) in Richmond, Virginia, which was chosen in accordance
with Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),
42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 et seq,, and to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous
Substance Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 C.F.R. Part 300. This decision is based on
the administrative record for this site. This interim remedy was chosen by the Defense
Logistics Agency (DLA) in consultation with the United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Region III'(EPA). Both the EPA and the Commonwealth of Virginia concur with

the selected remedy.

1.3 ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

1.3.0.1 Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not
addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD),

may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the

environment.
I hereby eertify that -
within 1s a true end corres; cc; -
or the origin '
151942 .- 1-1 filed in this matter.
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1.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

1.4.0.1

This operable unit is the first of eight operable units that are currently

proposed for the DGSC site. Operable Unit 1 addresses the contaminated soils at the Open

Storage Area (OSA). The other Operable Units, and the portions of the site that they

address are as follows:

1.4.0.2

OU2 - Area 50 Source Area

OUS3 - National Guard Area Source Area

OU4 - Fire Training Source Area

OUS - Acid Neutralization Pits Source Area

OU6 - Open Storage Area/Area 50/National Guard Area Ground Water
OU7 - Fire Training Area Ground Water

OUS - Acid Neutralization Pits Ground Water

This action addresses the contaminated soils at the Open Storage Area source

area by establishing physical and institutional controls to limit access to the soils.

1.4.0.3

1519.42

The major components of the selected remedy include:

Continued operation of the site as a restricted area in which access to the site
is controlled by a dual system of fences and gates. Security personnel also

restrict access to the fenced area.

Institutional Controls including deed restrictions to restrict future development
of the area. Restrictions which will limit future development include limitations
on the transfer of the property, maintenance protocol, and which require
environmental sampling prior to the start of any construction at the area, and

ambient air testing and personnel monitoring during the construction phase.

1-2



1.5 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

1.5.0.1 The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment,
complies with Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost effective. However, because treatment was
not found to be practicable, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for

treatment as a principal element.

1.5.0.2 Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site
above health-based levels, a review will be conducted within five years after commencement
of remedial action in accordance with CERCLA Section 121 (c), 42 U.S.C. § 9621 (¢) to

ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the

environment.
Cologél James E. Jenins, United States Army Date

Defefnse Logistics Agency
Staff Director, Office of Installation Services
and Environmental Protection

g@ gﬂ/c.—_ MAV 1 & 1092

Edwin B. Erickson - Date
Regional Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Reglon I

1519.42 1-3



2.0 DECISION SUMMARY

2.1 SITE N LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

Open Storage Area (OSA) Source Area - Operable Unit 1, Contaminated Soils
Defense General Supply Center (DGSC)
Chesterfield County, Virginia

2.1.0.1 The DGSC is located in Chesterfield County, Virginia approximately 11 miles
south of the City of Richmond (see Figure 2-1). The OSA is a 43-acre fenced area located
along the western boundary in the central portion of the DGSC. The OSA is used for the
storage of drummed and containerized chemicals. The majority of the chemicals stored at

the OSA are petroleum, oil and lubricant (POL) products.

2.1.0.2 The DGSC was originally constructed in 1941 as two separate facilities: i.e,
the Richmond General Depot and Richmond Holding and Reconsignment Point. In 1962
the installation became known as the DGSC.

2.1.0.3 The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), an agency of the Department of
Defense (DOD), provides logistics support to the military services including procurement
and supply support, contract administration and other services. Since 1942, the DGSC's
mission has been the managing and furnishing of military general supplies to the Armed
Forces and several Federal Civilian Agencies. Today DGSC manages more than 300,000
general supply items at a facility valued at $100 million and encompassing 640 acres. The
DGSC has more than 16 million square feet of covered storage space in 27 large brick

- warehouses and a million square feet of office space.

- 2.1.04 Land use in Chesterfield County in the vicinity of the DGSC is primarily single
family residential, intermixed with retail stores and light industry.

151942 2.1



FIGURE 2-1
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2.1.0.5 The DGSC is the major industry in the area. The area to the northeast and
east of the DGSC has been developed as both single family and multi-family housing. Area
50 and the National Guard Area (NGA) are located immediately downgradient of the OSA.
A wooded area and apartment complex is located east of the NGA. Rayon Park, a sparsely
populated housing subdivision consisting of 83 houses, is located east of the DGSC and
south of the wooded area. Municipal water is supplied to the residents of the downgradient

apartment complex and Rayon Park.

2.1.0.6 The DGSC is located within the modified continental climatic zone, an area
characterized by extreme variations in temperature and precipitation during the course of
a year. Typically, the area experiences warm summers, relatively mild winters and normally
adequate rainfall. The mean annual temperature is between 55°F and 60°F. The average
annual precipitation is 44.2 inches. The mean annual pan evaporation rate for the area is
between 48 and 64 inches. Precipitation and pan evaporation are generally greatest during
July and August. Wind direction in the vicinity of the DGSC is variable most of the time,
although the prevailing wind direction is southerly.

2.1.0.7 The land surface at the DGSC has been extensively altered by grading and
filling operations. Generally, the topography is essentially flat with a slight slope towards
the northeast. The maximum difference in the local topographic relief is approximately 30
feet. Elevations range from 135 feet above mean sea level (msl) at the southwest corner
of the facility to 108 feet above msl near the northeastern portion. Surface drainage in the
OSA area is presently directed towards a storm sewer system that drains northeastward and
discharges into the unnamed creek at the northeast corner of NGA. The unnamed creek
flows north-to-south along the eastern edge of the NGA, turns to the east, and ultimately

discharges into the James River.

2.1.0.8 The unconsolidated soils below the DGSC have been divided into four
formations by the U.S. Geological Survey. The Eastover Formation is present immediately

below the land surface and consists of up to 25 feet of interlayered beds of sand, silt and

1519.42 .- 2-3



clay with occasional gravel. The predominantly gray clay and silt of the Calvert Formation
underlies the Eastover throughout the area. The Calvert Formation is typically 11 feet
thick. The Aquia Formation, approximately 7 feet of gray sand, gravel and clay, underlies
the Calvert Formation. The Potomac Formation, which underlies the Aquia Formation,
extends to the bedrock. The Potomac consists of approximately 40 feet of interbedded sand
and gravel with occasional silt and clay seams. Bedrock in the region consists of the

Petersburg Granite.

2.1.0.9 Soils and geologic conditions at the OSA area were characterized during the
Remedial Investigation (RI) at the site. An unconfined water table aquifer is present within
the Eastover Formation. This aquifer, referred to in this document as the Upper Aquifer,
would be the first water bearing unit to be impacted by any contamination originating from
the OSA. Vertical migration of contaminants from the Upper Aquifer would be inhibited
by the underlying Calvert and Aquia Formations. These two formations, which have lower
permeabilities than the overlying and underlying formations, are referred to as the Confining
Unit. The confined Lower Aquifer underlying these two formations is located in the

Potomac Formation.

2.1.0.10 Ground-water flow in the Upper Aquifer is generally towards the north-
northeast. The average depth to ground water varies with season but typically ranges from
13 to 16 feet below ground surface. The hydraulic gradient has been calculated to range
from 0.05 percent to 0.12 percent. The low hydraulic gradient in the ground water indicates
that the potentiometric surface and ground-water flow direction are susceptible to seasonal
changes in recharge, discharge or precipitation. Flow direction of ground water within the

Lower Aquifer is generally east to northeast.

22 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

2.2.0.1 Past industrial operations at the DGSC have included parachute manufacture

and repair, mess kit and canteen repair, refrigerator repair, material handling, equipment

1519.42 ~ 2-4



overhaul, and engine rebuilding. Current industrial operations include the refurbishing of
steel combat helmets and compressed gas cylinders using both wet (acid and caustic) and

dry (ball blasting) processes, and tent and fabric repair.

22.02 The DGSC motor pool operations include minor vehicle repairs, fluid changes,
and vehicle lubrication. These activities take place at the motor pool facility located in the
southern portion of the DGSC. There are underground gasoline and fuel storage tanks

located throughout the installation.

2.2.0.3 Chemical operations at the DGSC have included storing and shipping
flammable, toxic, corrosive and oxidizer chemicals for DLA. The majority of the chemicals
are stored in warehouses at the DGSC. Chemicals stored at the DGSC have also included
pesticides and herbicides for use at DGSC and as part of the chemical stock mission of the
DGSC. The open storage areas at the facility are utilized primarily for open storage of 55-

gallon drums of petroleum, oils, and lubricants.

2.2.04 The Open Storage Area source area (OSA source area), Operable Unit 1,
consists of Open Storage Areas 38 through 47 (see Figure 2-2). The OSA source area has
been used for the storage of drummed and containerized chemicals since the opening of the
facility in 1942. The OSA source area is not paved, and drums in storage are stored directly
on the ground or on wooden skids. Pathways between the drums are paved. Spills and

leaks have been reported to have occurred within this area.

2.2.0.5 The northern end of Storage Areas 39 and 40 was the site of former drum
recoupment activities carried out between the early 1960s and the late 1970s. Recoupment
~ activities involve transferring the contents of leaking or damaged containers into new or
reclaimed drums. The soils in the vicinity of the former recoupment area are reportedly
stained from past spills, as are the soils in other locations around the OSA source area.
Three documented spills of malathion occurred at the OSA source area between 1977 and
1980, though no resulting ground-water contamination has been identified in the area. All

three spills-6ccurred from 55-gallon drums awaiting recoupment,

1519.42 - - 2.5



FIGURE 2-2
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2.2.0.6 In 1984, the DGSC was recommended for placement on the CERCLA
National Priority List (NPL), and was promulgated to the NPL in 1987. This action was a
result of a Hazard Ranking System (HRS) scoring performed for the DGSC that was based
on the conclusions of previous studies done at the site by the United States Army
Environmental Hygiene Agency (USAEHA). The DGSC received a hazardous ranking
score of 33.85, with 28.5 being the minimum necessary to be promulgated to the NPL. In
August, 1986 the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region III (EPA), issued
a Corrective Action Permit to DGSC pursuant to the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 ¢t seq. As part of RCRA activities conducted at the site,
Dames and Moore, a contractor of DGSC, submitted three Remedial Investigation Reports
pertaining to sites investigated at DGSC in 1989. The three reports submitted by Dames

and Moore, Bethesda, Maryland were as follows:
. Remedial Investigation for the Fire Training Area, May 1989;

. Remedial Investigation for the Acid Neutralization Pits
Area, April 27, 1989; and

. Remedial Investigation for the Open Storage Area/Area 50/
National Guard Area, July 1989.

In September, 1990, the DLA, DGSC, EPA, and the Commonwealth of Virginia entered
into a CERCLA Interagency Agreement (IAG) pursuant to Section 120 of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C. § 9620, which contains the requirements for the implementation of remediation

activities.
2.3 SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
23.0.1 On February 23, 1984, the DGSC organized an Interagency Task Force

comprised of State regulatory agencies, EPA, County agencies, Virginia National Guard,
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Rayon Park Representatives, and DGSC personnel. The purpose of this group was to
ensure that actions carried out at the site were done with input and review from affected
parties. This group was active in the mid 1980s, but became less active after county water

supply lines were installed to service residents located near DGSC boundaries.

2.3.02 The proposed plan for Operable Unit 1 - Open Storage Area was released to
the public on January 20, 1992. This document was made available to the public in the
administrative record maintained at the Chesterfield Public Library at the Chesterfield
County Courthouse in Chesterfield, Virginia. The notice of availability for this document
was published in the Richmond Times Dispatch on January 20, 1992. The public comment
period was held through March 6, 1992. In addition, a public meeting was held on February
20, 1992. At this meeting, representatives from the DLA, EPA, and Commonwealth of
Virginia answered questions concerning the remedial alternatives evaluated for this site.
The thirty day public comment period was extended until April 6, 1992 due to a request
made by a member of the public. A response to the comments received during this period
is included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this Record of Decision. This
decision document presents the selected remedial action for Operable Unit One - Open
Storage Area at the DGSC in Chesterfield County, Virginia, chosen in accordance with
CERCLA and to the extent practical, the National Contingency Plan.

2.4 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT
2.4.0.1 As with many Superfund sites, the problems at DGSC are complex. As a

result, the work at the site has been organized into eight operable units. These are:
ou1l - Open Storage Area Source Area

ou 2 - Area 50 Source Area

15 19.42 ] . . 2-8



Oou3 - National Guard Area Source Area

ou4 - Fire Training Area Source Area
ous- Acid Neutralization Pits Source Area
ou 6 - Area 50/Open Storage Area/National Guard

Area Ground Water

ou7 - Fire Training Area Ground Water
ou 8 - Acid Neutralization Pits Ground Water
2.4.02 The scope of this action addresses the first operable unit (OU1) at the site,

the OSA source area (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2). OU1 addresses the contaminated soils
present at the OSA. The purpose of this action is to prevent current or future exposure to
contaminated soils at the site by restricting access to the OSA source area and insuring that
any onsite construction activities conform to DLA and DGSC policies regarding military
construction. Ground water at the OSA source area has not been shown to be impacted by

contaminants leaching from the soils at the OSA source area.

2.5 SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

2.5.0.1 Contamination of the soil at the OSA source area results from the chemical
handling and storage activities conducted between the late 1950s and the present. Based
" on a review of past activities, the types of contamination that are present includes petroleum
products, chlorinated and non-chlorinated solvents, pesticides, and herbicides. Elevated
levels of some metals may also be identified as a result of their potential presence in the

POL products at the site.

1519.42 . 2-9



2.5.02 Several sAan}gljng and analysis programs have been performed at the OSA in
order to evaluate the magnitude and extent of contamination. The complete analysis results
are detailed in the Draft Remedial Investigation Report, Area S0/OSA/NGA - Dames and
Moore, Bethesda, Maryland, July 1989. The locations of the soil samples were selected to
identify sources of contaminants, potential pathways of contaminant migration as well as the

magnitude and extent of contamination.

2.5.03 The results of the chemical analysis on the soil samples are presented in Table
2-1. The soil samples were analyzed for the full Target Compound List (TCL) and Target
Analyte List (TAL) constituents. Table 2-1 provides a summary of those constituents which
were detected in at least one sample at concentrations above background. As shown in
Table 2-1, the most frequently detected constituents in the soils at the OSA were semi-
volatile organics including primarily polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). Other
constituents detected in soils from this site included four metals (antimony, arsenic,
cadmium, chromium (VI)), volatile organics and pesticides. Constituents present in the soils
in the OSA were primarily limited to the surface soils. The highest concentrations of PAHs
and pesticides were found in samples from 0 to 4 feet deep. The only constituents detected

at depth were antimony, arsenic, acetone, carbon disulfide, toluene, and xylene.

2.5.04 The primary constituents detected in the surficial (upper) aquifer ground water
at OSA were volatile organics, phthalates, and inorganics (Table 2-2).

2.5.0.5 As shown in Table 2-2, two inorganic constituents and six volatile organics
were present in the shallow ground water at concentrations greater than MCLs. A
comparison to Table 2-1 shows that none of the constituents detected in the Upper Aquifer
were detected in soil samples from the OSA. Therefore, there appears to be no correlation
between the constituents detected in the soils at the OSA source area and in the Upper
Aquifer at this site. In addition, a separate operable unit - OU6 (Area 50/OSA/NG Area
ground water) will address contaminated ground water in the vicinity of the OSA and other

adjacent sites.

1519.42 . 2-10



TABLE 2-1
CONSTITUENTS DETECTED IN SOILS
Open Storage Area
Operable Unit 1

Maximum Location of Depth of
Detection Concentration Highest Highest
Chemical Frequency (mg/kg) Concentration Concentration
Antimony 3/54 6.6 DMS-90 15-65°
Arsenic ' 51/54 88 DMS-55 5-6'
Cadmium 4/54 5 DMS-52 0-4
Chromium (VI) 4/22 0.71 DMS-58 0-4
Acetone 53/54 0.27 DMS-54 15-65
Carbon disulfide 2/54 0.033 DMW-16B 15-65
Chloroform 6/54 0.013 DMS-89 0-4'
Methylene chloride* 54/54 0.063 DMW-16C 15-65'
Toluene 1/54 0.0064 DMS-61 15-65
Xylene 1/54 0.0028 DMS-58 15-65'
Benzoic acid 1/54 0.055 DMS-83 0-4
Anthracene 1/54 0.062 DMW-15A 0-4
Benzo(a)anthracene 3/54 0.35 DMS-54 0-4
Benzo(a)pyrene 3/54 0.3 DMS-54 0-4
Benzo(b)fluroanthene 4/54 0.5 " DMS-103 0-4
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 12/54 0.87 DMS-59 0-4
Chrysene 5/54 0.98 DMS-54 0-4'
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 1/54 0.046 DMW-15A 0-4
Di-n-octyl phthalate : 8/54 14 DMS-59 0-4
Di-n-butyl phthalate 1/54 023 DMS-56 0-4
Fluoranthene 6/54 1 DMS-54 04
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 3/54 0.2 DMS-54 0-4
4-Nitrophenol 1/54 ©0.05 DMS-83 0-4'
Phenanthrene 4/54 0.17 DMS-103 0-4'
Pyrene 6/54 1 DMS-54 o-4
24D 2/29 © 013 DMS-57 0-4
44'-DDD 1/54 0.0042 DMS-61 0-4'
44DDE 1/54 0.04 DMS-98 0-4
44'-DDT 5/54 022 DMS-98 0-4

* Methylene chloride attributed to laboratory blank contamination.
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TABLE 2-2
"CONSTITUENTS DETECTED IN GROUND WATER
Open Storage Area
Operable Unit 1

Chemical Range of Concentrations Location of Highest
(mg/L) Concentration
Aluminum BDL-17 DMW-16A
Arsenic BDL-0.005 DMW-17A
Barium 0.009-0.18 DMW-14A
Calcium 0.73-19 DMW-16B
Chromium, Total 0.010 DMW-7A
Chromium, Hexavalent 0.058 DMW-7A
Cobalt BDL-0.013 DMW-8A
Copper BDL-0.032 DMW-15A
Cyanide BDL-0.010 K2
Iron BDL-14.3 DMW-15A
Lead DMW-7A
Magnesium 12
Manganese I2
Mercury DMW-8A
Nickel BDL-0.041 K2
Potassium BDL-85 DMW-16B
Selenium BDL-0.019 K2
Silver BDL-0.86 K2
Sodium BDL-55 DMW-16C
Vanadium BDL-0.006 DMW-7A
Zinc 0.012-0.51 B2
Acetone BDL-0.18 DMW-7A
Benzene BDL-0.001 B2
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.004 DMW-8A
2-Chlorovinyl Ether BDL-0.002 DMW-TA
1,1-Dichloroethylene DMW-7A
B2

1,2-Dichloroethylene
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TABLE 2-2 (continued)
- CONSTITUENTS DETECTED IN GROUND WATER
Open Storage Area
Operable Unit 1

Chemical Range of Concentrations Location of Highest
(mg/L) Concentration
Methylene Chloride DMW-7A
Tetrachloroethylene DMW-7A; B2
Toluene BDL-0.009 12
Trichloroethylene DMW-7A; B2
1,1,1-Trichloroethane DMW.-7A
Di-n-butyl Phthalate BDL-0.027 B2
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate BDL-0.035 N2
Isophorone BDL-0.003 16B
Phenol BDL-0.022 DMW-7A
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) BDL-0.00002 DMW-7A
24,5-T BDL-0.59 DMW-16B

151942 .

Maximum detected concentration in OSA exceeds MCL.
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2.5.0.6 The only compounds detected in more than one sample in the Lower Aquifer
at the OSA source hrea during the Remedial Investigation were methylene chloride,
acetone, and bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate. These compounds were determined to- be
laboratory contaminants. No correlation was established between compounds detected in

the Lower Aquifer and compounds in the soils at the OSA.

2.5.0.7 As there are no promulgated chemical-specific ARARs for constituents in
soils, risk-based soil action levels were derived for the constituents in soils at the OSA
source area. The risk-based soil action levels are presented in Table 2-3. Risk-based action
levels or maximum background levels for antimony and arsenic were exceeded in only one
sample each from depths greater than 5 feet. There was no standard available to use for
a background level for antimony. It was determined in the Draft Remedial Investigation
Report, Area 50/Open Storage Area/National Guard Area, Dames and Moore, Bethesda,
MD, July, 1989, that the maximum background level for arsenic was 73.0 ppm.

2.5.08 Risk-based soil action levels were developed in accordance with EPA
guidelines to be protective of workers at the facility who may be exposed to contaminated
soils, via incidental ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of fugitive dusts during
excavation activities. The risk-based soil action levels for carcinogenic constituents are
based on a total risk, via all pathways of 1 x 10%. The action levels for noncarcinogenic

constituents are based on a total hazard index, via all pathways of less than 1.

2.6 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

2.6.0.1 A baseline risk assessment was conducted for the OSA source area as
documented in the Draft Remedial Investigation Report, Area 50/Open Storage
Area/National Guard Area, Dames and Moore, Bethesda, MD, July, 1989. The purpose

of the assessment was to evaluate the potential human health and environmental risks posed
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TABLE 2-3
~ RISK-BASED SOIL ACTION LEVELS
Open Storage Area
Operable Unit 1

Maximum Risk-Based Soil
Detection Concentration Action Level

Chemical Frequency (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Antimony 3/54 48
Arsenic 51/54 5.7
Cadmium 4/54 5 6.0
Chromium (VI) 4/22 0.71 60
Acetone 53/54 0.27 1200
Carbon Disulfide 2/54 0.033 1200
Chloroform 6/54 0.013 1700
Methylene Chloride 54/54 0.063 1400
Toluene 1/54 0.0064 2400
Xylene 1/54 0.0028 24,000
Benzoic Acid - 1/54 0.055 48,000
Anthracene 1/54 0.062 3600
Benzo(a)anthracene 3/54 035 6.1
Benzo(a)pyrene 3/54 03 0.86
Benzo(b)fluroanthene 5/54 15 6.5
Benzo(g, h, i)perylene 3/54 0.22 41
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 4/54 05 14
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 12/54 0.87 740
Chrysene 5/54 0.98 200
Dibenzo(a, h)anthracene 1/54 0.046 0.79
Di-n-octyl phthalate 8/54 14 240
Di-n-butyl phthalate 1/54 0.23 1200
Fluoranthene 6/54 1 480
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 3/54 02 38
4-Nitrophenol 1/54 0.05 48
Phenanthrene 4/54 017 85

2-15
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) TABLE 2-3 (continued)
RISK-BASED SOIL ACTION LEVELS
Open Storage Area
Operable Unit 1

Maximum Risk-Based Soil
Detection Concentration Action Level
Chemical Frequency (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Pyrene 6/54 1 11
24-D 2/29 0.13 120
44'-DDD 1/54 0.0042 43
4,4-DDE 1/54 0.04 30
44-DDT 5/54 0.22 30

Shaded area indicates maximum concentration which exceeds Action Level.
Only one sample contained constituent at concentrations greater than the Action Level.
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by soil and ground-water contamination detected at the OSA. This risk assessment did not
distinguish between source area and ground-water based risks. The results of the baseline
risk assessment as they pertain to the OSA source area (i.e., contaminated soils) are

summarized briefly below.

2.6.0.2 The potential exposure pathways which were considered in the baseline risk

assessment included the following:

. Ingestion and dermal contact with ground water
. Ingestion and dermal contact with contaminated soils
. Inhalation of vapors and dusts
. Ingestion and dermal contact with surface water
. Ingestion of fish and game
. Ingestion of crops and other plants
2.6.03 Each of these pathways were evaluated for both on-site and off-site receptors,

under both current and future conditions. On-site workers could be exposed during both
current and proposed (future) warehouse construction. A complete exposure pathway
includes a source, release mechanism, environmental transport route, receptor, and exposure
route. Of the 44 exposure pathways considered in the baseline risk assessment, only 20 were

considered to be complete.

2.6.04 The potential current exposure pathways considered to be complete at this site

are summarized below:

e  Current ingestion of soils, inhalation of dust and dermal contact with soils

during excavation activities by on-site workers.

e  Current inhalation of vapors and particulates by on-site workers.

e ‘Current ingestion and dermal contact with surface water by off-site residents.
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2.6.0.5 The potential future exposure pathways which were considered to be complete

are summarized below:

o  Future inhalation of dust and dermal contact with soils during construction and

excavation activities by on-site workers.
e  Future ingestion and dermal contact with ground water by off-site residents.

o  Future inhalation of dust, ingestion of soil and dermal contact with soils from

construction and excavation activities by off-site residents.

e  Future ingestion and dermal contact with surface water recharged by

contaminated ground water by off-site residents.

2.6.0.6 Excess lifetime cancer risks are determined by multiplying the intake level with
the cancer potency factor. These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in
scientific notation (e.g., 1 x 10° or 1E-6). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10 indicates
that, as a plausible upper bound, an individual has one in a million additional chance of
developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetime

under the specific exposure conditions at a site.

2.6.0.7 The potential carcinogenic risks from all current and future on-site exposures
to soils were calculated to be 4 x 103, This is less than the siandard risk range EPA uses
for evaluating carcinogenic risks which is 1 x 10* to 1 x 10%. Because on-site risks were less
than 10°, potential carcinogenic risks from current and future off-site exposures to soils were
not calculated, but were assumed to be less than 4 x 10%,

2.6.0.8 Potential concern for non-carcinogenic effects of a single contaminant in a
single medium is expressed as the hazard quotient (HQ) (or the ratio of the estimated

intake derived from the contaminant concentration in a given medium to the contaminant’s
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reference dose). By adding the HQs for all contaminants within a medium or across all
media to which a given population may reasonably be exposed, the Hazard Index (HI) can
be generated. The HI provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential

significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a single medium or across media.

2.6.0.9 The potential non-carcinogenic hazard index from all current and future on-
site exposure to soils was estimated to be 1 x 10%. This value is far below the threshold
value of 1.0 which represents a potentially unacceptable risk to human health from systemic

toxicants (non-carcinogenic effects).

2.6.0.10 The potential risks involved from ground water at the site will be addressed
in a separate operable unit (OU6) for ground water at the DGSC. This operable unit
addresses the entire ground-water contaminant "plume" encompassing the Area S0/OSA/NG

Area, as well as any other affected area.

2.6.0.11 Risks posed by the site to the environment were considered very slight during
the RI. This was mainly because of the low levels of contaminants present. The primary
exposure pathway which was considered in the environmental pathway was surface run-off
to the stream near the site. Also, in assessing the environmental transport routes present

at the site, no critical habitats or endangered species were identified that would be affected.

2.6.0.12 The primary contaminants addressed by remedial alternatives are semi-volatile
organics. Although some metals are present, their concentration and extent are very limited.
Minimal risk is associated through exposure to these metals as they are at a depth greater

than 5 feet, and would not be disturbed by ahy excavation activities.
2.6.0.13 Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not

addressed by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.
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2.7 DESCRI N ALTERNATIVES

2.7.0.1 CERCLA requires that each selected remedy be protective of human health
and the environment, comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARs), utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource

recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and be cost effective.

2.7.02 During the Focused Feasibility Study for the OSA source area site (Focused
Feasibility Study Report - OU1 Open Storage Area, Law Environmental,. Kennesaw, GA,
November, 1991), six remedial action alternatives were initially identified. As a result of
screening process, four out of six remedial action alternatives were selected for detailed

analysis. The four alternatives that were retained were:

o Alternative 1 - Surface Contaminant/Capping
e Alternative 3 - Excavation and Soil Washing
o Alternative S - Institutional Controls

¢ Alternative 6 - No Action Alternative

2.7.03 These four alternatives are described in the following paragraphs. For
reference, the same alternative numbers as in the Feasibility Study Report are assigned to

these alternatives.

iv in
Capital Cost: $576,105
Annual O&M Costs: $ 20,000
Present Worth Cost: $825,300
Months to Implement: 6 to 9 months
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2.7.04 Surface Containment/Capping: The proposed design is for a multi-layer cap
that includes an asphaltic concrete upper surface underlain by a layer of gravel with a
bitumen-saturated non-woven geotextile fabric sandwiched between the asphalt layers. Cap
surface area would be approximately 31,218 sq. yd. Existing drainage structures would be
utilized. The site soils are generally well compacted and settlement under the cap should

not be a problem. .

2.7.0.5 We have assumed that approximately 15% of the total OSA source area would
need to be capped. The cap would extend to suitable distances beyond the areas with

detectable contamination.

Alternative 3 (Excavation and Soil Washing)

Capital Cost: $6,067,578

Annual O&M Costs: $ 0

Present Worth Cost: $6,067,578

Months to Implement: 12 to 18 months

2.7.0.6 The use of soil washing has been found to be effective in reducing the mass

of both organic and inorganic contaminants in contaminated soils. However, every site is
unique in both soil and contamination, therefore the process must be designed and tested
for each site prior to its approval and application. For costing purposes, we have assumed
a volume comprising 10% of the soils in the OSA source area to a depth of four feet.

. Soil Testing: Additional soil testing would be required to provide better
delineation of areas requiring treatment. A considerable number of samples
could be required. The cost of émalysis could be reduced considerably by
using a field screening method backed up with laboratory results. The cost

of additional soil testing has not been considered in this detailed analysis.
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Site Preparation/Mobilization; Surface preparation prior to excavation would

require the relocation of the numerous drums stored at the site. The site will
need to be segregated into zones and staging areas prior to mobilization or
construction of the treatment equipment. Site zones will include the exclusion
zone, support zone, and decontamination zone as well as a staging area for
temporary storage of excavated soil prior to treatment. Another staging area
will be required for temporary storage of treated soil for curing prior to re-
emplacement. Staging requirements will depend on the allowable throughput
rates of treatment equipment relative to excavation, estimated contact times,
and re-emplacement rates. The general work area including all zones and
staging areas will be fenced to delineate boundaries and prevent uncontrolled

acCess.

Equipment Testing; Prior to adoption of this alternative, bench-scale
treatability tests may be necessary to ensure that remedial goals will be
achieved. Testing will also be necessary at the site, just after the treatment
units have been erected and prior to full implementation of remedial activity,
to provide for air emissions permitting requirements and to verify on-site

performance of the equipment.

Excavation: Excavation will be accomplished using front-end loaders where
site conditions permit. For the shallow (4 feet) excavation depth at the OSA

source area, this will not present a problem.

iv ional I
Capital Cost: $ 15,000
Annual O&M Costs: $0
Present Worth Cost: $ 15,000
Months to Implement: 2 to 6 months

1519.42
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2.7.0.7

The Institutional Controls alternative involves instituting various access

restrictions and institutional controls to prevent current and future human exposure to

contaminated media at the site. No measures are taken which address or constitute

remediation of the site.

Access Restrictions: These generally consist of fencing, warning signs, and
sometimes, active security measures such as guards and patrols. Since the
DGSC is a secure federal facility, site access is already restricted and further
access restrictions would not be required. Access control to the OSA source
area itself is provided by a separate security system in addition to that of the
main post. Therefore, a dual security system is in effect and will continue to

be provided at the OSA site.

Long-Term Institutional Controls: Institutional controls will include deed

restrictions which will limit future development as follows:

1. Transfer of Property:

151942

The transfer of the property known as the Defense General Supply Center
shall be in accordance with Section 120 (h) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9620 (h)
and any regulations promulgated pursuant to Section 120 (h); (see 40 C.F.R.
§ 373 [1990]). See Attachment A.

Maintenance and Construction within the physical boundaries of the Open Storage
Area:

. Maintenance: The DGSC's regulation, DGSCR 4150.1, shall be
modified to require an environmental review in section III which is a
statement of policy. The ROD shall be incorporated in the section I,

which is a list of the references. See Attachment B.
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. Military Construction Projects: An environmental site assessment shall
be performed in accordance with the guidance provided in the DLA-W
Policy Memorandum dated 27 December 1989 (see Attachment C),
and shall be completed prior to project design within the OSA; and

3. Monitoring
. Any monitoring that is required as a result of the environmental site
assessment described above will include soil gas sampling prior to the
start of the project, and soil analysis, ambient air testing, and personnel
monitoring during the construction phase of the project.
2.7.0.8 No further site restrictions (such as fences or signs) are required because the

site is already operated as a restricted area. No measures are taken which constitute
remediation of the site. If activities include new construction regrading or reworking of
soils, measures will be taken to insure that workers and the public are adequately protected
during site activities. These measures will include environmental sampling and personnel
monitoring. Should hazardous waste be encountered during any construction or excavation
activities, a prearranged plan, which shall be approved by the EPA and Commonwealth of
Virginia, will be available and will be invoked. This alternative would require a five-year
review in accordance with Section 121 (c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9621 (¢).

Alternativ Action Alternativ
Capital Cost:

Annual O&M Costs:

Present Worth Cost:

Months to Implement: N/A
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2.7.09 The No Action alternative, as its name implies, involves absolutely no action
at the site. The site isleft in its present condition. The risks to human health and the

environment remain at the levels established in the baseline risk assessment.

2.7.0.10 The No Action alternative is carried through the screening process as required

by the NCP. It is used as a baseline for comparison with the other alternatives that are
developed.

2.8 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS SUMMARY

2.8.0.1 For the comparative analysis presented below, the alternatives from the
detailed analysis were evaluated utilizing the EPA’s nine evaluation criteria as laid forth in
the EPA’s document, "Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision Documents, July 1989".
These nine criteria are as follows:

1. Overall protection of Human Health and the Environment addresses whether
a remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through
each pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment,

engineering controls or institutional controls.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs) addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State

environmental statutes and/or provide grounds for the invocation of a waiver.
3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence refers to the magnitude of residual

risk and ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health

and the environment over time once cleanup goals have been met.
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2.8.0.2

1519.42 -

Reduction. of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment refers to the
objective of the treatment technologies that may be employed to remedy site

concerns.

Short-Term Effectiveness refers to the speed with which the remedy achieves
protection, as well as the remedy’s potential to create adverse impacts on
human health and the environment as a result of the construction and

implementation activities.

Implementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials and services needed to implement the

chosen solution.

Cost includes capital and operation and maintenance costs.

State/Support Agency Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of
the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the State and/or the Support Agency concurs

with, opposes, or has no comment to the preferred alternative.

Community Acceptance will be assessed in the Record of Decision following
a review of the public comments received on the RI/FS report and the

Proposed Plan.

Overall protection of human health and the environment:

Alternative 3 (Excavation and Soil Washing). This alternative is effective at
protecting human health and the environment as it employs treatment as the
principal remediation effort at the site. This alternative would be effective at

removing the semi-volatile and volatile organic compounds from the soils.

Metals in the soils would not be affected by the treatment.
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2.8.0.3

1519.42

Alternative 1 (Capping). This alternative does not reduce the toxicity or
“volume of the contaminants in the soil, but reduces their mobility. As the risk
posed by the site is low and primarily associated with excavation, this

alternative is effective at protecting human health and the environment.

Alternative 5 (Institutional Controls). This alternative restricts access to the
site to reduce the principal threat of exposure through ingestion or dermal
contact with the contaminated soils, therefore it is protective of human health

and the environment.

Alternative 6 (No Action). Nothing is done to affect the current situation at
the site. This alternative is not protective of human health and the
environment.

Compliance with ARARs:

ARARSs and To Be Considered (TBC) requirements for the OSA source area
are identified in Table 2-4. Chemical specific ARARs were not identified for
the OSA soils. Thus, compliance with chemical specific ARARs are not an
issue at the OSA. Risk-based soil action levels were determined as To Be
Considered (TBC) requirements. However, these action levels or background
levels were not exceeded except for single concentration of arsenic and
antimony. Because these concentrations occurred at a depth of greater than
5 feet, they were not considered significant.  This alternative will comply
with the chemical-specific TBCs identified on Table 2-4 (risk-based soil action
levels), with the exception of the single concentrations of arsenic and
antimony discussed above. No location specific ARARs or TBCs were
identified. Action specific ARARs and TBCs are discussed below.
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TABLE 24

POTENTIAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
AND TO BE CONSIDERED (TBC) REQUIREMENTS

Open Storage Area
Operable Unit 1

TYPE OF ARAR ARARs TBC Requirements
Chemical-Specific None identified Risk-based action levels for constituents in soils based
on worker exposure. .
Soil concentrations which will not result in leachate or @
ground water concentrations greater than the MCLs for
constituents in ground water
None identified None identified

Institutional Controls

Excavation and Treatment/Disposal

Containment/Capping

None identified

VA Solid Waste Management Regulations
(VR 672-20-10)

VA Hazardous Waste Management
Regulations (VR 672-10-1)

VA Control and Abatement of Air
Pollution (VR Rules 4-2, 4-3, 5-3)

RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions

(40 CFR 268)

RCRA Closure Requirements
(40 CFR 264 Subpart G)

Occupational Safety and Health Standards for Air
Contaminants (29 CFR 1910.1000)

ACGIH Threshold Limit Values (TLVs)

OSHA Permissible Exposure Limits (PELs)

Occupational Safety and Health Standards for Air
Contaminants (29 CFR 1910.1000)

ACGIH Threshold Limit Values (TLVs)

OSHA Permissible Exposure Limits (PELs)
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
(CAA 40 CFR Part 50)

None identified
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2.8.0.4

1519.42

Alternative 3 (Excavation and Soil Washing) will not satisfy Virginia Solid
Waste or Hazardous Waste Management Regulations for replacement of

treated soil, and therefore is not being considered further.

Alternative 1 (Capping) would satisfy the RCRA Closure Requirements.

Alternative 5 (Institutional Controls) would satisfy appropriate OSHA and
American Conference of Government Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH)
requirements. In addition, Alternative 5 will meet the chemical-specific TBCs

identified on Table 2-4 (risk-based soil action levels).

Alternative 6 (No Action). There are no ARARs for a No Action

Alternative.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence:

Alternative 1 (Capping) is assumed to be generally effective for as long as the
cap material maintains its integrity. Assuming that the area that is capped is
not heavily trafficked, and that periodic maintenance is performed to maintain
and repair the cap materials, this type of cap can be expected to last anywhere
from 20 to 50 years before requiring a complete reinstallation. Effectiveness

of Alternative 1 also relies heavily on the assumption that the limiting of

 infiltration through the contaminated media will also limit continued

contaminant migration.

Alternative 5 (Institutional Controls) is only effective in preventing surface

exposure at the site.

Alternative 6 (No Action) leaves the site as it is and, like Alternative 5, is

. effective only if contaminant substances are already immobile or are

significantly degraded by natural attenuation.
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2.8.0.5

2.8.0.6

2.8‘0'7

151942

Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, and Volume Through Treatment:

Alternative 1 (Capping) is primarily aimed at reducing the mobility of

contaminants and does nothing to decrease their toxicity and/or volume.

Alternative 5 (Institutional Controls) seeks to limit exposure at the site.

Alternative 5 does not affect contaminant mobility, toxicity, or volume.

Alternative 6 (No Action) also does nothing to reduce contaminant mobility,

toxicity, or volume.
Short-Term Effectiveness:

Both Alternative 5 (Institutional Controls) and Alternative 6 (No Action)
offer relatively equivalent short-term exposure potential since neither
alternative involves disturbance of site materials, and since there was no
excess risk from exposure to surface materials as determined in the baseline

risk assessment.

Alternative 1 (Capping) has a potential for short-term exposure to
contaminated materials since grading of the site prior to installation of the

surface cap may be required.
Implementability:
Alternatives 5 (Institutional Controls) and 6 (No Action) are the easiest to

implement in that no direct physical actions are to take place at the site as

part of alternative implementation.

_Alternative 1 (Capping) is relatively moderately difficult to implement in that

the site must be prepared and graded, and the cap must be carefully
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constructed under stringent quality control guidelines and supervision to
maintain that the cap will perform as designed and intended. Both

Alternatives 1 and 3 could significantly impact operations at the OSA. -

2.8.0.8 Cost: The cost comparison among the alternatives is based both on the
initial capital construction costs and the annual operation and maintenance costs. Based on

the relative present worth costs, the alternatives are ranked as follows:

Approach Present Worth Cost Ranking
Alternative 6 (No Action) $0

Alternative 5 (Institutional Controls) $ 15,000 2
Alternative 1 (Capping) $825,300

2.8.09 State Acceptance: The Commonwealth of Virginia, upon review of the

Proposed Plan, concurs with the preferred alternative.

2.8.0.10 Community Acceptance: Community acceptance of the preferred alternative
was evaluated after the public comment period on the Proposed Plan for OUl. The

community acceptance is described in the Responsiveness Summary of this ROD.

29 SELE D

2.9.0.1 Based on the preceding analyses of alternatives, the DLA has determined that
Alternative 5 (Institutional Controls) is the most appropriate option at the site.

2.9.02 Although risk-based soil action levels (TBC requirements) or background
concentrations for arsenic and antimony were exceeded in one sample each, none of the

constituents found in the soils at the OSA are present in the ground water at concentrations
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greater than MCLs. Additionally, the samples containing arsenic and antimony
concentrations greater than the risk-based action or background levels were collected at
depths greater than S feet. Therefore, exposure to these constituents would not be expected
to occur unless excavation activities take place at this site. Therefore, with respect to the
soils at the OSA site, the institutional control approach has been determined to be the most

effective and appropriate option.

29.03 The institutional control at the OSA site should include continued operation
of the site as a restricted area. Specific deed restrictions are detailed in Section 2.7.0.7 of
this ROD document. Future development of the OSA site, including excavation and other
site grading, are not precluded by the site contamination or by the institutional controls
recommended in this Record of Decision. As construction and excavation will be required
as part of the site development by the base (construction is currently taking place, and
additional construction is planned), formal safety measures will be instituted to protect both
workers and the public. A soil sampling, analysis and remedial action plan will be done with
concurrence from the regulatory agencies and instituted during excavation activities at the
site. Although the site soils do not represent a significant threat to the ground water,
continued monitoring of ground-water quality will be carried out as part of the ground-

water operable unit (OU6) for the OSA and adjacent areas.
2.9.04 The estimated cost of the system is estimated to be approximately $15,000.

The majority of the controls are already in place at the site, thereby negating many of the

costs that could be associated with this alternative.

2.10 INATION

2.10.0.1 To meet the statutory requirements of CERCLA Section 121, the selected

remedy must:
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. Be protective of human health and the environment;
. Comply with ARARSs (or justify an ARAR waiver);
. Be cost effective;

. Utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the

maximum extent practicable; and

) Satisfy the preference for treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume
as a principal element, or provide an explanation as to why this preference is

not satisfied.

2.10.0.2 How the selected remedy complies with each of these requirements is

summarized below.

2.10.1 Protection of Human Health and Environment

2.10.1.1 The institutional controls alternative is primarily aimed at reducing or
eliminating human contact and preventing the inappropriate future usage of the site or
contaminated soil. Ground-water monitoring would be conducted at this area as part of the
ground-water operable unit (OU6). Due to the low levels of contamination present at OU1
and the existing restrictive access, this alternative is effective at protecting human health and

the environment.

' 2.102 Compliance with ARARs

2.102.1 No ARARs were identified for this alternative. This alternative will comply

with the chemical-specific TBC requirements (risk-based soil action levels) identified in
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Table 2-4, with the exception of single concentrations of arsenic and antimony which were
encountered at a depth of greater than 5 feet. By requiring formal Health and Safety Plans
and environmental and personnel monitoring for all future excavation and construction
activities at the site, this alternative will also comply with the action-specific TBC

requirements.

2.10.3 Cost-Effectiveness:

2.10.3.1 The alternative is cost effective. The cost for this alternative primarily
involves costs that already are assumed as part of the DGSC operations. Additional cost
of $15,000 is estimated for legal and other miscellaneous costs required for deed restrictions

and establishing institutional arrangements and procedures.

2.104 ilization of Permanen lutions and Alternativ ment Technologies:

2.104.1 This alternative does not treat the soils at the OSA, but does have the
potential for treatment if necessary during excavation activities at the site. The alternative
does not therefore satisfy the preference for treatment technologies that reduce contaminant

toxicity, mobility, or volume.

2.104.2 However, as the risk posed by the contaminants at the site is low, and due to
their nature and extent, the DLA has determined that the selected alternative (Institutional
Controls) represents the most effective option for OU1 at the DGSC.

2.10.5 Documentation of Significant Changes

The Proposed Plan for OU1-Open Storage Area Source Soils was released to the public on
January 20, 1992. The Proposed Plan identified Alternative 5, Institutional Controls as the

preferred alternative. The DLA reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during
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the public comment period. Upon review of the comments, it was determined that no
significant changes to the alternative, as it was originally identified in the Proposed Plan,

were necessary.

2.10.6 Responsiveness Summary

The purpose of this responsiveness summary is to provide the public with a summary of
citizen comments, concerns, and questions relating to two areas of concern at the Defense
General Supply Center (DGSC) in Chesterfield County, Virginia. The area of concern

specifically addressed by this responsiveness summary is:
. Operable Unit One (OU1) - Open Storage Area Source Soils

The responsiveness summary details the DLLA’s responses to these comments, concerns and

questions.

During the public comment period from January 20 through March 6, 1992, both written
comments and phone calls were received by DGSC concerning the two operable units. In
addition, for OU1, the comment period was extended from March 9, 1992, to April 6, 1992.
Comments and calls received during these public comment periods are addressed as part
of this responsiveness summary. As part of its efforts to inform the public of environmental
activities at DGSC, the DLA held a public meeting on February 20, 1992, at the
Chesterfield Elementary School. At this meeting, the Proposed Plans for OU1 and OUS
were presented, and the public was given an opportunity to comment on and ask questions
concerning the plans. Several technical questions pertaining to OU1 and OUS were
answered during the public meeting. The responsiveness summary for OU1 is divided into
the following sections: '
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IV.

All comments and concerns summarized in this document have been considered by the DLA

in making a decision regarding the selection of the Institutional Controls Alternative for

OUI1 - Open Storage Area Source Soils as the chosen alternative. Those questions that do

Summary of questions and replies

Public meeting attendance roster.

Panel of experts.

Selected newspaper notices announcing dates of the public

comment period and location and time of public meeting.

not pertain to OU1 are preceded by an asterisk (*).
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I SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

151942

Comment: A resident sent a letter comment to DGSC stating that he agreed
with vapor vacuum extraction for the Acid Neutralization Pit Soils (OUS) as

long as institutional controls were included as part of the final solution.

DLA Response: With the preferred alternative being utilized, the main threat
at the ANP area (chlorinated solvents) in the soils are being remediated. The
single elevated occurrence of arsenic was encountered at significant depth (15
feet) and is considered unlikely to be encountered by reasonably anticipated
site activities. Therefore, the DLA feels that institutional controls will not be
necessary if chemical sampling of soils confirms that the chlorinated solvents

have been removed after treatment.

Comment: A resident sent a letter comment to DGSC requesting that the
public comment period for OU1 be started over as one of the referenced
documents in the OU1 Proposed Plan was not available in the administrative
record. He also questioned whether concerned citizens could get Technical
Assistance Grant (TAG) money to help them with the process of

understanding the remedial actions taking place at the site.

DLA Response: An additional time period is being allowed for public
comment on OU1 as the missing reference document is now present in the
administrative record. The EPA is willing to work with any group of citizens
that is interested in obtaining TAG money to help their review of past and
ongoing remedial activities at DGSC.

Comment: A former resident of the area sent a letter comment to DGSC

asking that documentation relating to remedial work and laboratory testing

' _of water be sent to her or kept available for viewing. She also requested that
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documentation as to whether or not her mother’s property has contamination

present be sent to her as they plan to sell the property.

DLA Response: The former resident was contacted to let her know that all
of the administrative record would remain available for review at the
Chesterfield Public Library, and that this administrative record contained
information on all of the remedial work done at the site. DGSC
representatives will also send any information pertaining to water well or
other sampling done at her mother’s address to help determine whether any

contamination is present at the property.

The following comments were received during the public meeting on February 20, 1992.

4.
s
* 6

151942

Comment: A resident asked that the public comment period for OU1 be
started over as the administrative record was missing a memorandum
referenced in the OU1 Proposed Plan.

DLA Response: Refer to Comment #2 response.

Comment: A resident stated that he felt that institutional controls should be
applied to the ANP area after treatment is complete.

DLA Response: Refer to Comment #1 response.

Comment: A resident asked that in the area of ground-water contamination

whether everyone was hooked up to the county water supply system.

DLA Response: DGSC will look into the situation with anyone who leaves

their name and phone number, and the location of the property in question,

_.after the meeting.
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* 7.
* 8.
* 9.
* 10.
* 11.

1519.42.

Comment: A resident asked whether the DLA was aware that not all

properfies had county water run to them.
DLA Response: Refer to Comment #6 response.

Comment: A resident questioned whether anyone present was aware of a site
not currently under investigation that the resident had pointed out to a

general’s aide a number of years earlier.

DLA Response: The DGSC will send out a representative with the resident
to investigate the site, and will also forward any testing results concerning the

site that they may have to the resident.

Comment: A resident questioned why some of the area residents were not

on the committee.

DLA Response: The reason that public meeting is being held is to bring all

of the concerned residents up to date on clean-up activities for OU1 & OUS.

Comment: A resident requested that additional people be put on DGSC's

informational mailing list for remedial activities at the site.

DLA Response: Everyone who signed in to the register tonight will be put
on the mailing list, unless they request otherwise. Also, residents can contact
George Dellinger (DGSC Public Relations Officer) to be put on the mailing
list also.

Comment: A resident asked for clarification as to who was and who wasn't

hooked up to the county water system years earlier.
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* 12.
* 13.
* 14.

15.
* 16.

1519.42

DLA Response: DGSC will look into the situation and respond to the

resident.

Comment: A resident that lives along Kingsland Creek asked if the slime that

she had on her well filter was normal.

DLA Response: The DGSC will have someone come to the resident’s

property to see about testing the water.
Comment: A county supervisor asked if material that went into the sanitary
sewer at the ANP area eventually went into the county sewer system, and

whether downstream hazards had been assessed.

DLA Response: The DGSC will look into what possible impact ANP

activities may have had on the county sanitary sewer system.

Comment: The county supervisor asked that a reply also be sent to the

county administrator.
DLA Response: A response will also be sent to the county administrator.

Comment: A resident asked if either OU1l or OUS drain into Kingsland
Creek.

DLA Response: Neither OU1 or OUS drain into Kingsland Creek.
Comment: A resident asked if any other sites drain into Kingsland Creek.

DLA Response: There are other sites that drain into Kingsland Creek, but
they are not being addressed tonight, as only OU1 and OUS are being

discussed.
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* 17.

* 18.

* 19.

* 20
21.
1519.42 |

Comment: A resident asked when the other sites will be addressed.

DLA Response: Updates as to progress at the other sites will be provided as

they become available.

Comment: A resident asked how long it would be until results would be

available from studies being done on Kingsland Creek.

DLA Response: As Kingsland Creek is addressed as part of other operabie
units not being addressed at this meeting, there are no specific dates that can

be given to the resident.

Comment: A resident asked whether the DLA had a time frame for reporting

on the other sites not being addressed tonight.

DLA Response: Updates as to progress at the other sites will be provided as

they become available.

Coﬁment: A resident asked whether proposed plans for the other sites would
be provided when they are done.

DLA Response: Proposed plans for all of the sites will be made available as

soon as they are done.

Comment: A resident questioned whether contamination that got into the
ground water at DGSC could come out at the surface of a site away from
DGSC if the site was lower in elevation than DGSC, and what the effects of

that contamination would be.

DLA Response: During studies at the site, the various ways in which the

, ‘contaminants could move offsite were investigated. The studies looked at
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* 23

24.
* 25
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different ways that people away from the site could be affected, including the

" contaminants being moved in the ground water. The studies showed that if

the recommended alternatives are used, human health and the environment

would be sufficiently protected from contaminants at the sites.

Comment: A resident questioned whether excavation involved with the

remediation would cause additional migration of the contaminants.

DLA Response: The DLA has recommended a remediation alternative that

does not involve excavation. Rather, at OUS, the contaminants will essentially
be "vacuumed" from the soils, and the contaminants will be captured in a

carbon adsorption unit.

Comment: A resident questioned whether these contaminants would be put

in the county sewer line after they are removed from the ground.

DLA Response: The contaminants would not be put in the county sewer line.

Instead, the carbon adsorption unit would be sent away for proper disposal.

Comment: A resident asked whether the whole process could be started over

so that some of the community groups can try for a EPA Tag (money grant).
DLA Response: Refer to Question #2 for the DLA response.

Comment: A resident asked how long it would take for a steel drum to rust

through if it was buried in the ground.

DLA Response: Although the exact number of years it can take depends on
the condition of the drum originally, and the type of soil it is buried in, a

_buried drum can rust through in approximately a decade.
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Comment: A resident asked if vacuum extraction would work if there were

buried drums.

DLA Response: At OUS, there is no record of buried drums being present,

nor were any found during investigative work at QUS.

Comment: A resident asked about possible contamination at his property,
and whether metals in the ground water could affect his pipes as he is not

hooked up to the county system.

DLA Response: As part of the investigative activities at the other sites, which
are not being addressed tonight, work is being done to try to determine what
types of metals and organics are present in the ground water. The remedies
proposed at OU1 and OUS are designed to be protective of ground water.
The remedies for the ground water will deal specifically with contaminants
and the problems they may pose in ground water itself. The remedies will
also take into consideration the possible affect ground-water contamination

could have on residents affected by the situation.

Comments: A resident asked whether old wells that had been filled up
previously could cause the contaminants to bypass the closed wells and move

on to open wells.
DLA Response: Due to the way ground-water flows, the closed wells would

not have an effect on the way the contaminants move through the ground

water.
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II. PANEL OF EXPERTS

The following list represents the panel members who participated in the public meeting held
on February 20,1992.

fen neral Suppl nter
Colonel John E. Dawley, Jr., U.S. Army
George Dellinger
William Saddington
Art Wells
Kent Baldwen
William Walker
Major Kerry L. Burke, U.S. Army

Environmental Pr ion Agency - Region III
Jack Potosnak
Hank Sokolowski

David Sternberg

Virginia D men W Management
Steve Milhalko
Jamie Walters

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Roger Fitzpatrick

Roger Young

Suzanne Murdock

W ironm In
Thomas Richardson

Lynden Pgtéfé
1519.42
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SELECTED NEWSPAPER NOTICES ANNOUNCING DATES OF PUBLIC
COMMENT AND LOCATION OF PUBLIC MEETING
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PUBLIC NOTICE
. Proposed Remedial Action Plans
for the
Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) Superfund Site

In accordance with the requirements of the Comprehensive Response, Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA), the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC), the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), and the Virginia Department of Waste Management (VDWM) invite public comment
on the Proposed Plans for two of the eight Superfund operable units: the Open Storage Area (0SA)
and the Former Acid Neutralization Pits (ANP). The Superfund public comment period will begin on
January 21, 1992 and close on March 2, 1992.
A public meeting will be held to discuss the specifics of the proposed cleanup actions at 7:30
PM on February 20, 1992 at the Bellwood Elementary School, 9536 Dawnshire Road, Chesterfield,
Virginia.
A focused feasibility study (FFS) has been prepared by DGSC for the contaminated soils at the
OSA. The FFS evaluated the following remedial action aternatives:
Alternative 1: Surface Containment/Capping
Alternative 2: Solidification/Stabilization
Alternative 3: Soil Washing
Alternative 4: Evacuation with Off Site Treatment/Disposal
Altemative 5: Institutional Controls
Alternative 6: No Action
Based on an evaluation of the alternatives, the preferred cleanup option for the OSA is Institutional
Controls consisting of environmental reviews prior to performing maintenance, an environmental
assessment for military construction projects in accordance with the Defense Logistics Agency policy
memorandum dated 27 December 1989 and any deed restrictions required under Part 120 (H) of
CERCLA.
A focused feasibility study (FFS) has been prepared by DGSC for the contaminated soils at the
ANP. The FFS evaluated the following remedial action alternatives:
Alternative 1: Surface Containment/Capping
Alternative 2: Excavation with Solidification/Stabilization
Alternative 3. Excavation with Soil Washing
Alternative 4: Excavation with Solid Phase Biotreatment
Alternative 5: Excavation with Bulk Incineration
Alternative 6. Excavation with Off Site Treatment/Disposal
Alternative 7. Vacuum Vapor Extraction
Alternative 8: Institutional Controis
Alternative 9: No Action
Based on an evaluation of the alternatives, the preferred cleanup option for the ANP is Vacuum
Vapor Extraction. Vacuum Vapor Extraction consists of drawing vapors from the soils using extraction
wells connected to a manifold system. The system is connected to a blower to draw vapors from the
soil. The venting of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) to the atmosphere will be controlled through
an emissions control system using vapor phase = “tivated carbon. Citizens can hear presentations
on these proposed technologies, and ask ques. .ns, at the February 20, 1992 public meeting.
Although these are the preferred remedial options at this time, DGSC, in consultation with EPA
and VDWM, may modify the preferred aiternative or select another option based on new information
presented during the public comment period; therefore the public is encouraged to review and
comment on the Proposed Plan for site cleanup prior to the close of the comment period.
Citizens may review and photocopy documents pertaining to the DGSC Superfund site studies
and remedy selections in the site Administrative File, located at the Chesterfield Public Library, 9501
Lori Road, Chesterfield, VA 23232. Library hours are 10:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., on Wednesday, Friday
and Saturday; and 10:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on Monday, Tuesday and Thursday The library is closed
on Sunday, ~
For more information on the site, the comment period, or the upcoming public meeting or to be
added to the mamng list to recewe updates on the site, interested citizens may contact:
" Mr. George Dellinger
Defense General Supply Center, DGSC-DB
Richmond, VA 23297-5000 :
(804) 275-3139




PO TR

DGSC |
begins
clean-up

“journey

By DAVID BREIDENBACH

Staff Writer - -

. CHESTERFIELD »— Twag con-
taminated sites at the Defense Gen-
erul Supply Center have sturted a
long road to being cleaned up.

About 26 area residents, and
officials from the DGSC and the
Environmental Protection Agency
discussed the sites and clean-up
plans at a public hearing Thursday
night at Bellwood Elementary
School.

The two contaminated sites
addressed were an open storage
area and an acid neutralization
facility. The Virginia Department
of Waste Management is also tak-

ing part in the cleanup operation.

IThe Progress-index, Petersburg, Va., Friday, February 21, 1982

DGSC cleanup is different than a

typical cleanup, said Jack Potas-

nak of the EPA. which is oversee-

ingthe DGSC’s cleanup operation,
- .he said.
* Usually, sites are abandoned
' before the EPA ever gets involved.
' In this case. DGSC is still a work-

ing operation.
' The entire DGSC site — which
~ has a total of eight contaminated
' areas — is considered a Superfund
' site, said David Sternberg. an EPA

public affairs specialist. The conta-

mination sites were broken down
! tosmaller areas to muke it easier to
- clean up, he said.

“Of the two tonight. neither are
» the most severe, but everything is
P reviewed and the projects should
" go ahead.” he said.
Five of the sites are called

» source areas. or places where con-

tamination is known to have
* occurred. The other three involve

See DGSC, page ‘A6

i "Marked as a Superfund site. the
L
I
'

DGSC: Has cleanup hearing

Continued from page Al

groundwater * contamination and
are considered the more difficult to
clean. he said.

Contamination a1 the DGSC
sites occurred as a result of normal
operating procedures at the DGSC
over three decades. said George
Dellinger, a DGSC spokesman.

“There were many practices in
the "40s, '50s and "60s that were
considered normal operating pro-
cedures. Nobody thought anything
about the environment,” he said.

The open storage area, 2 43-acre
fenced site in the middle of the
DGSC is used to store petroleum
products. Higher than normal
levels of two metals, amsenic and
antimony, were found in'soil sam-
ples there. The contaminated soil is
not considered to be a significant

risk, said William Saddmgton of
the DGSC.

Because the site poses little risk,
Saddington said the preferred
method of treatment is to control
the area. A fence will be put up
around thearea and the. DGSC will

continue to monitor it.

The second site, an acid neutra-,
lization facility, poses a different
problem, he said. Higher than nor-
mal levels of arsenic and an
organic contaminant were found.

The arsenic level was no great
concern, but the organic contamin-
ant, terchlorethane, which is used
in cleaning materials. is of con-
vern, he said. The DGSC intends to
vacuum the contaminant out of the
ground, he said.

Most of the citizens who spoke
at the meeting were concerned
with the effects the site has on the

groundwater.

In the mid-1980s, water was
extended to a number of house-
holds in nearby Rayon Park subdi-
vision. About five residents of the
subdivision, who are not tied into
the county wuter system, com-
plained of water problems at the
meeting.

DGSC representatives took
numes and addresses and promised
to address the questions. A public
comment period closes March 6. at
which time a final devision will be
maie on how to clean up each of
the two sites, said Stemnberg.

[¢ will probably take about four
years for the two sites to be
cleaned. The groundwater sites are
even more difficult to fix, he said.

“The EPA wants this done in a
fast and thorough manner. (But)
the site :\ difficult; itis a long-time
prouess he said,

L 4
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By Mitch Zemel
Statt writer

Federal officials have presented
plans to clean up two of eight Super-
fund hazardous waste sites at the

Defense General Supply Center in

Chesterfield County, but surround-

ing residents are more concerned

about ground-water contamination.
Representatives of the military,
the U.S. Environmental Protectic:;

Agency, the U.S. Army Corps

Engineers and the state Department

of Waste Management conducted a

public hearing last night to discuss

proposals to handle two of the sites.

Both contain soil contaminated with

arsenic, and one also contains a haz-

. ardous organic compound.

' But the approximately 30 resi-
dents who attended the hearing at
Bellwood Elementary School re-
peatedly asked questions about two
other sites of contaminated ground
water.

The officials said studies of those

" two sites and four others are not

" complete and they declined to give
the residents any information about
them. Officials added that they did
not know when those sites would be
studied or discussed.

Several residents expressed con-

. cern that the contaminated ground-
water sites had affected their wells.
One woman said multiple water fil-

; ters have failed to her water

, drinkable. Another residl;lx;t said her

" water pipes corrode rapidly.

- After declining to discuss the

ground water, the federal officials

Federal officials
plan cleanup amid
ground-water fears

took the residents’ names and ad-
dresses and said they would contact
them later.

Officials from the Defense Gen-
eral Supply Center have stated that
public safety and health are not
threatened by the sites, but EPA
officials said last night they weren't
sure whether residents are being af-
fected by the contaminated ground
vater. -

: Most residents in the supply cen-

r area were connected to county
vater lines in the mid-1980s and
don't use well water.

i EPA officials said the two sites
&scuased last night are not the most
erious ones.

To remove the organic contami-

t from the soil at one of the sites,
called “vacuum vapor ex-

ion"” would be used to blow air
the soil. The bazardous
pound would be picked up by

e air, which then would be filtered

remove the contaminant. The
would take about four years.
To deal with the other site, offi-
plan simply to restrict access to
e area,

The agencies involved will not
ake a final decision on the cleanup
until after the public com-

nt period ends March 6.
EPA officials said there is no
table for cleanup of the other
es, which were put on the Super-
nd list in 1987. Most of the con-
inants are from petroleum prod-
SO:nd were discovered in the early

o




P A
L .

- B4 Richmond m.«-o_:&. Fndny, Febraary 21, 1992

Py pee—————

Answers
on cleanup
are few

Bellwood waste
sites in question

By Randolph P. Smith
Staff writer

For. 26 years, Jo Ann Cordle has
carried water from a well 500 feet
from her home because her own well
water is “slimy” and “tastes bad.”

Even two water filters can’t tempt
Mrs.‘Cordle to cook or drink the
well water dpxped into her home.

She wonders if her well is drawing
groumd water contaminated by
chemical leaks at the Defense Gen-
eral Supply Center, which borders
her property.

Sevgral of Mrs. Cordle’s neigh-
bors in the Bellwood area of Ches-
terfield County also are worried
i{abopt- contaminated ground water
»feéding their wells. Some wonder if
itheanoer death rate in the neigh-
“borhood is er than normal.

But Mrs. e and about 30
neighbors %ot few answers last night
at a public hearing for the first phase
of the cleanup of hazardous waste
sites at DC;:E  at leas

Despite the presence of at ta
‘dozen representatives from DGSC,
-the state and the Environmental
tPrbtecnon Agency, the most com-
-mdu"answet to residents’ quesuom
ewas, “We'll get back to you.

1 Officials said they weren't pre-
*pared to talk about potential ground
water contamination.

-

.‘Iﬁy generally wanted to restrict
«the discussion to the first two of
seight cleanup projects on the 639-
fage.military installation, which is

of six major supply depots for -

: wrtroops around the worid.

- & Hoth of the initial cleanup efforts

}ocus on contaminated dirt.

* One site, a 43-acre storage area
where an estimated 80,000 drums
now sit, won't even be cleaned u
because it ““does not presenta sxng
Jeant risk,” said William Saddington,

. % DGSC environmental engineer.
_ nSonl at the site, which has been a

fdrun¥ storage area-since 1942, has

- fbeen found to contain above-normal

evels of two metals,

The‘second cleanup effort is at
the site of two acid neutralization
Plts (R ITH

Chemicals used to clean metal
flowed out of a warehouse and into
two concrete settling pits, where 1t
was neutralized before being pi
into the county sewer system. e
.pits were used from 1955 to 1985,
-When they were filled in with clean

¥ so:{. Saddington said.

' —-—-

"' *Contamination was found in soil
under one of the pits and the organ-
ic vapors will be vacuumed out of
the ground — a process that could
take up to four years.

The ground water under the acxd
pits +is contaminated, officials ac-

- knowledged, but they didn’t want to
dxscuss that in detail last night. -

*e:Officials stress that neither the

-soxl qor the ground water
_ < bealth threats toDGSC'sBm

* ployees or to Beuwood residents.

. Butseveral years ago, the federal
government paid to extend county
water t0 most of the homes in the
Beliwood area after concerns were
raised about contaminated ground
water flowing off the base. '
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EPA HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR SELLING OR
TRANSFERRING FEDERAL REAL PROPERTY

(40 CFR 373; 55 FR 14212, April 16, 1990)

PART 373—REPORTING HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCE ACTIVITY WHEN
SELLING OR TRANSFERRING
FEDERAL REAL PROPERTY

Scc.

373.1 General requirement.
373.2 Applicability.

373.3 Content of notice.

. 373.4 Definitions.

Authority: Section 120(h) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Responze.
Cnmpensation. and Liability Act of 1980, as
amended, 42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.

§373.1 General requiremant.

After the last day of the six month
period beginning on April 16, 1990,
whenever any d2partment, agency, or
instrumentality of the United States
enters into any contract for the sale or
cther transfer of real property which is
owned by the United Staies and at
which. during the time the property was
owred by the United S'ates, eny
haza:dous subsiance was stored for one
year or more. known to have been
released, or disposed of. the head of
such department, agency, or
instrumentality must include in such
contract notice of the type and quantity
of such hazardous substance and notice
of the time at which such storage,
release. or disposal took place. to the
extent such information is available on
:_};e basis of a complete search of agency
iles.

§373.2 Appliicabliity.

(a) Except as otherwise provided in
this section, the notice required by 40
CFR 373.1 applies whenaver the United

States enters into any contract for the
sale or other transfer of real property
which is owned by the United States
and on which any hazardous substance
was stored for one year or more, known
to have been released. or disposed of.

{b) The notice required by 40 CFR
373.1 for the storage for one year or
more of hazardous substances applies
only when hazardous substances are or
have been stored in quantitics greater
than or equal to 1000 kilograms or the
hazardous substance’s CERCLA
reportable quantity found at 40 CFR
302.4. whichever is greater. Hazardous
substances that are also listed under 40
CFR 261.30 as acutely hazardous wastes,
and that are stored for one year or more.
are subject to the notice requirement
when stored in quantities greater than or
equal to one kilogram.

(c) The notice required by 40 CFR
373.1 for the known release of hazardous
substances applies ouly when
hazardous substances are or have been
released in quantities greater than or
equal to the substance's CERCLA
reportable quantity found at 40 CFR
302.4.

£373.3 Content of notice.

The notice required by 40 CFR 3731
must contain the following information:

(a) The name of the hazardous
substance; the Chemical Abstracts
Services Registry Number (CASRN)
where applicable; the regulatory
synonym for the hazardous substance,
as listed in 40 CFR 302.4, where
applicable; the RCRA hazardous waste
number specified in 40 CFR 281.30,

where applicable; the quantity in
kilograms and pounds of the hazardous
substance that has been stored for cne
year or more, or known to have been
released. or disposed of, on the property,
and the date(s) that such storage,
release. or disposal took place.

{b} The following statement,
prominently dispiayed: “The
information contained in this notice is
required under the authority of
regulations promulgated under section
120(h) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Liakility, and
Compensation Act (CERCLA or
“Superfund”) 42 U.S.C. section 9620(h).”

§373.4 Definitions.

For the purposes of implementing this
regulation. the following definitions
apply:

(a) Hazardous substances means that
group of substances defined as
hazardous under CERCLA 10i(14). and
that appear at 40 CFR 302.4.

{b) Storage means the holding of
hazardous substances for a temporary
period. at the end of which the
hazardous substance is either used.
neutralized. disposed of. or stored
elsewhere.

(c) Release is defined as specified by
CERCLA 101(22).

(d) Disposal/ means the discharge.
deposit, injection, dumping. spilling.
leaking or placing of any hazardous
substance into or on any land or water
so that such hazardous substance or any
constituent thereof may enter the
environment or be emitted into the air cr
discharged into any waters, including
groundwat:r.

{Sec. 373.4d))



ATTACHMENT B




2GSGR 5150, 1
DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENCY
DEFENSE GENERAL SUPPLY CENTER
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23297

31 Jan 77

DGSC REGULATION ' DGSC-W
NO, L150.1

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR OF BUILDING AND GROUITS

I. REFERENCES

AT AR L20- 70, Repairs and Utilities Buildings and Structures.

B. AR 420-7& Repairs and Utilities Natural Resources - Land,
Forest and Wildlife Management,

C. DSAR 4270.3, Maintenance and Repair of Real Property Facilities
(Excepting Family Housing).

II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE. To define responsibilities and establish
policies for the upkeep and maintenance of buildings and grounds.
This regulation is applicable to all elements of the Defense
General Supply Center (DGSC) and tenant activities.

III. POLICY .

-Construction of new buildings, alterations or additioms to
existing buildings will not be undertaken by any individual without
the prior approval of the Chief, Facilities Engineering Division,
Dir/Installation Services ( D/I35

B. The Chief, Facilities Engineering Division, D/IS, is
authorized to approve all requests within available operation
and maintenance (0%M) funds, for work classified as maintenance
(excepting Family Housing).

C. The Chief, Facilities Engineering Division, D/IS is
authorized to approve all requests for repair within available operation
and maintenance (0&M) funds at a funded cost of $5,000 or less,
except when the cost is more than 50. percent of the facility
replacement cost, for work classified as repair (excepting Family
Housing). The Director of Installation Services is authorized to
approve all requests within available operating and mainterance
(0xM) funds at a funded cost of $5,000 to $100,000, except when
the cost is more than 50 percent of the feciL'cy replacement cost,
for work classified as repair (excepting Family Housing).

D. No painting will be undertaken by any individual without
prior approval of the Chief, Facilities Engineering Division.

E, Items showing indications of abuse or damage, other than
that due to fair wear and tear, will be called to the attention of
the responsible office and an explanation will be reguired. Unwar-
ranted damage or abuse together with an esticate of the cost of

This DGSCR supersedes CGSCR 4150.1, 1 Sep T1l. -



DGSCR 4150.1

repairs, will be brought to the attention of the Jeguty Cozzarnder o
by the Director of Installation Services for apprepriaste action.

P, Cutting of trees on the Center will not be accozplished with-
out approval of Chief, Facilities Engineering Division.

G. Cigarettes, expty cups, parer bags, etc. will not bhe scattered
ehout the Center. Bulldirng cccurants are responsible for the police
¢f +he aree surrounding their building, Drink cans corntaining steel
will be placed in trash receptacles providec unless they are alumi-
nua drink cans, which will be placed in recycling container.

. H. Care will be exercised by each person using the restrooms to
ensure that papers, cigarettes, and ashes are not thrown on the

floor, in the lavatories, or in the washstands.

I. Only emergency type work will be performed in the Family
Housing areas without prior approval of the Family Housing Officer.

IV, QRESPONSIBILITIZS

Ai. “The cn.ei, racilities Engineering Division is responsible
for the budgeting of adequate funds to provide for the maintenance
and repair for all facilities located on the Defense General Supply
Center.

B. The Chief, Facilities Engineering Division (Center Engineer),
Dir/Installation Services will UpKeep 8n< CBIQtALD 8.1 DULLGLnZ
and grounds.

C. Directors/Major Office Chiefs will ensure proper policing
and control abuse or damage to buildings, structures, facilities,
or portions thereof, occupied or used by their activities,

D. The Director of Installation Services will meintain this
regulation in a currert status and review it annually,

V. PROCEDURES

A."The Chief, Facilities Engineering Division will monitor all
activities located on the Defense General Supply Center for compli-
ance with policies stated in paragraeph III, vioclations will be
reported to the Director of Installation Services.

B. All requests for construction or alterations to bulldings
will be processed IAW DGSCR k150.1, Maintenance arnd Repair of

Buildings and Grounds.
C. All requests for work in the Family Housing Area, other than

trouble calls, will be approved by the Family Housing Officer on DA
Form 2701 prior to accozmplishment.

D. Trouble calls received from Family Housing will be accomplished
on a monthly work order approved by the Family Housing Officer.

E. All requests for maintenance and repair, except trouble calls,
will be requested on DA Form 2701.



DGSCR 4150.1

F. All troublecalls will be received by phone by the Facilities
Engineering Division on extension 3560,

BY ORDER OF THE COMMANDER

. A. J, POLUBINSKI
° Ch, Admin Services Division

Dir/Installation Services

DISTRIBUTION: E & S
S « 50 cys DGSC-WO



DGSC REGULATION DGSC-W
NO. 4150.1 SR

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR OF BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

I. REFERENCES: (See current DGSCR 4150.1 for refs A thru C)
D. Record of Decision - Operative Unit 1 - Date

II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE: (See current DGSCR 4150.1 for policy and
scope - no change contemplated)

IITI. POLICY: (See current DGSCR 4150.1 for policy items A through
I)

J. An environmental review shall be performed prior to any
excavation below 6 inches in the Open Storage Area for routine
maintenance. The review shall consist of evaluating the proposed
area of excavation through an on site inspection of the area and
evaluation of analytical results from the remedial investigation
and any other results that have been collected.

IV. RESPONSIBILITIES: (See current DGSCR 4150.1 for items A
through D

E. The Environmental section of the Facilities Engineering
Section shall be responsible for conducting the on-site review in
the Open Storage Area.

V. PROCEDURES: (See current DGSCR 4150.1 for procedures - no
change contemplated)
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
HEADQUARTERS
CAMERCN STATION
ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-6100

DLA-W/DEPO (Mr. St\mpf/(AV)284-7275/gk)
SUBJECT: Installation Characterization and Clearance

TO: SEE DISTRIBUTICN

1. Enclosed for your information is a copy of the "Interim Guidance for
Construction Site Clearance at U.S. Army Installations” prepared by the U.S.
Armv Toxic and Hazardcus Materials Acency. Also enclosed is an excerpt f-om
draft AR 415-15 which accompanied the guidance.

We are initiating our own project in FY 90 thrcugh the Huntsville Division
the U.S. Army Ccrps ¢f Engineers (CoE) to characterize all DLA-managed
talleticns based cn site cocntamination criteria. The purpuse of the project
to evaluate each installarticn to ensure safe conditions for construction
site perscnnel as well as for its cccupants. This project will result in an
installation map with all areas labeled as either Category I, II or III.
Basically, a Catecory I area is one for which there is no reason to believe
that contaminaticn has occurred as a result of past or present operations
in the area; construction may proceed without any environmental cleanup. A
Categorv II area is one for which there is potential for the presence of
contamination frcm past or present operations in or near the area; a more
extensive survey, including field investigations, is sequired before the area
can be characterized and before construction may prcceed. A Category III area
is cne which is known to be contaminated; remediation of a Category III area

may be prohibitively expensive for any construction project.

()8 ]
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3. CcE personnel or their contractor must have vowr full cooperation to

accamplish this project. Please insure that they have access to all pertinent
administrative records, documents and personnel.

4. Each area characterization will be reviewed by the installation, and all
installation comments will be considered before the installation map is
campleted. When the report is completed, it will became part of the installa-
tion's master plan. All construction projects will include the area designation

“on DD Form 1391 and will eddress any requirements for additional investigation

or cleanup as needed.
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DLA-W/DEPO PAGE 2
SUBJECT: Installation Characterization and Clearance

5. Please provide us with a point of contact for this project by 15 January
1990. You will be notified by the CoE or its contractcer to arrange a schedule

for your installation's evaluation.

6. POC for this matter at DLA-W/DEPO is Mr. Harry Stumpf, AV 284-7275.

Nz A

2 Encl '
© WILLIAN 3, ANDREWS, JR.,

DISTRIBUTION: A
DGSC-W '
DCSC-W Lo &
DESC-W B I] 53¢t Livets 1
DPSC-W
DDMT-W
DDTC-W
DDOU-W
DFSC-F
DNSC-N
CoE, Huntsville

(CEHND-ED-FM (Boswell))

FOR THE DIRECTOR:

i may



INTERIM GUIDANCE

QONSTRUCTION STITE CLEARANCE

U. S. ARMY INSTALIATIONS

° PREPARED BY: DARRYL, D. BORRELLI

U. S. ARY
TOXIC AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS AGENCY

(USATHAMA)

Ehel /



'meptzpcseoftrusmtenmdoamentzstomwzdemmed;ategmdanceto

Major Commards (MACMS) amd Engineering and Censtruction Project Managers
respensible for Military Construction, Amy (MCQA), minor MCA, Armmy Family
Housing (AFH) ccnstruction projects, and all cther constxruction projects cn Army
installations, regarding proper technigues for preconstruction site
mvstl@t:.cn ard clearance precedures. Information contained herein will

improve the safety of such projects ard decrease the risk of J.njuzy to military,
civilian, and ccritractor personnel involved in their constructien.

Final guidance which specifically details procedures presanted in this
interim document is curzently being develcped and will be distributed upen its
corpleticn. Questions on the informatien provided in this interim quidance can
be addressad to Mr. Carryl Borrelli, CEXA-IR-R, at (301) 671-2828/3921.

AUTHORITY

The autherity for this guidance is contained in memorandums frem Major
Ganerals Robertson arnd Offringa, Subject: Envirommental Survey Guidance fer
Potential Construction Sites. These memorandums contain an excerpt from
prepesed Army Regulaticn 415-15 which specifically tasks USATHAMA to provide
guidance concerning the clearance of sites proposed for MCA, Minor MCA, and AFH
construction projects at Army installatiens worldwide.



CIEZARANCE OF CATEGORY I SITES

Category I sites, by definiticn, are sites located in a traditicnally
ncrhazardous location, such as an administrative, recreation, or housing area.
The installaticn therefore has no Teascn to suspect that contaminaticn has
ocurred through past installaticn operaticns in the area. It must be realized
that clearance procecduwres for Category I sites entail enly visual inspections,
thereby inherently limiting their value. Prudent classificaticn of sites ints
Category I must be practiced to ensure worker safety. If there is any potential
for a site to contain contamination, or any doubt as to the site's historical
usage, it rust be pgraded to a Categery IT site, and investigated kv the
recuired procedures.

Procecures for sites classified as CQategory I are as follows:

1. Review of the installaticn historical reccris is required.  Pecords
recarding past constructicn at a site ‘ard its vicinity can normally be chtained
frem the Directorate of “gmee:...ng ard Heusing; while reccrds regarxding past
installaticn activities in an area may be contained in the installaticn's
likrery or museum. Emphasis should be placed not cnly cn historical text, but
also cn archived rhotegraphs. Discussions with long-time installatien perscnnel
may preve beneficial for cdetermining the historical usage of an area.

2. Review of the Initjal Installation Assessment (IIA) and the wxcate
thereof, if cne exists, is required. This document can usually be cbtained frem
the Envircrmental Office of the Directorate of Engineering and Housing, and
ccntains an assessment of envirormental contamination that was potentially
caused by past cperations of the installation. Envirormental personnel may be
of help in interpreting the information contained in this document.

3. Installaticn Restoraticn Program doauments, if any, should also be
reviesed. Specifically these would be the Preliminary Assessment and Site
Inspecticn report ard any resulting reports. ‘These reports can usually be
cttained frem the Envircrmental Office of the Directorate of Engineering amd
Housing.

4, Review of aerial photography contained in EPA's Envirommental
Fhotographic Interpretation Center (EPIC) report, and associated narrative is
recuired. mzsrepcrtcanalsousuallybefamdmthemvmmntalotnceof
the Directorate of Engineering and Housing. Photographs should be reviewed with
ernvircrmental perscrinel or samecne knowledgeable in discerning natural land
disturbances from aerial photographs to ensure that the interpretation provided
in the narrative is accurate. These photcgraphs can provide same of the most
conclusive information for the proper catecorization of a site amd its vicinity.



5. Surtace reconnaissance or physical mspect.mn of the surface of the
proposed site and its vicinity to abtain evidence of potential contamination js
required. mxsrecomazssa:nes!nzldbecarﬁuctedmﬁerthestpervzsxcncf
envircrmental perscnnel who are experienced in field notation of factors which

irdicate possible envirvrmental damage, such as stressed vegetaticn, or other
unnatiral lard features which may be related to anthropogenic sauxrces. The

surface of the proposed site should be walked by personnel spaced no further
than twenty feet apart. Care shculd be taken to enswre that all areas of the -

" proposed sites are covered.

m:aunalsurfacefeatmardman-mdestructtmcrdebnsshnﬂdbe
marked in the field by flags. Iocations should be recorded on a site rap.
Features which are indicative of prior hazardous or industrial usage of the site
ard its vicinity will elevate the site to CQategory ITI, reguiring further
investigation. The clearance program for Category I sites shoculd entail no

longer than 2 weeks.



CLEARANCE OF QATEGCRY II SITES

, Category II sites are sites for which same degree of doubt exists as to the
historical usage of the site ard its vicinity, amd therefore there is a
potential for the presence of comtaminatien. If daubt exists, a more extensive
survey than that performed for a Category I site must be performed prior to
constzuction to ensure worker safety. This will involve all of the procedures
recamerded for a Category I site as well as the use of several ncnintrusive
subsurface field investigative technicues. Specifically, the use of gecphysical
ard soil vapor extraction techniques are required. A lead time of approximately
4 to 8 weeks, deperding cn a site size, will be required to accamplish field
work ard review of results for a Category II site. USATHAMA will be available
to assist the installaticn comander in  interpreting results cf the
gecthysical/soil gas studies.

The five procedures avstlined fer Category I sites should be conducted pricr
to planning the ensuing nenimtrusive field procedures. Review cf the histerical
cocoments and a recorrnaissance of the site surface will aid in the prTper

placement of field sarrling devices.

1. GIOFRYSICAL TECGINIQUES

Surface gecphysical investigation of the proposed site and its vicinity
should occur next. ical tools use natural rhysical properties cof the
earth to previde a "picture" of subsurface conditions. Gecphysics can be used
for an assessment of natural hydrogeolegic corditions, an assessment cf
contaminants within the natural system, ard mest importantly, for the detectien

of buried wastes or unexplcded ordnance (UXD).

" A mmber of surface gecphysical metheds are available, including, ground
penetrating radar (GFR), electrumagnetics (EM), resistivity, seismic refractien,

seismic reflection, gravity, amd magnetometry. Most successful ard cost
effective for use in characterizing construction site conditicons are magnetic,
electrmagnetic, and GFR techniques., ‘These methads offer the benefit of
comtimious measwrements along a profile line, thereby providing real time
results which can be interpreted in the field. Choice of the proper methcds
will be site specific, and will require scme knowledge of the geclegic and

L drogeologic corditions at the site ard its vicinity.

Final cuidance cn this subject will address the strengths and weaknesses of
each available gecphysical methad, ard will provide direction for choosing the
proper method based on site corditions; however, formepu:poseoft}usmtenm
guidance, a general ave:v:l.ew of the three most applicable methods will be

provided.



a. GROUND FPENETRATING RADAR (GFR)

Grourd peretrating radar uses high freguency radio waves to elicit radar
wave reflecticns fram interfaces of material having different electri
preperties.  This technique is highly effective for the evaluation of natural
soil ard rock corditiens, and for the delineation of subsurface burial pits and
trenches. It can also be used for the locaticn of buried pipes and tanks.

Depth of penetraticn for GPR is highly specific and varies aocord.:.ng to
properties of the soil ard rock. Better overall penet::atmn is achieved in dry,
sard or rocky areas; poorer results are abtained in moist, clayey or corductive

soils. Penetration from cne to 10 meters is camen.

Advantaces offered by GFR are its acquisition of contimucus data, providing
highly detailed reacdcuts, ard the picture-like quality cf results. Because of
the high speed of data acguisition, site coverage with GFRR is eccnemically
attactive. As with all gecphysical technicues, experienced personnel are

recuired for the correct interpretation of radar data.

b. ELZCTROMAGNETICS (EM)

Electrtmacnetics (BM) uses low frecuency electxtmacretic inducticn o
measure electric c:nduct:.vxty of subsurface soil, rock ard grourndwater.
Electrical conductivity is a functicn of the type of soil ard rock, its porosity
ard permeability, and the fluids which fill the pore spaces. EM can be used for
the assessment of natural gechydrologic conditicns, delineation of txench
boundaries, buried wastes, and utility lines, ard potentially for the mapping of
ccntaminant plumes.

Instruments and field procedures have been recently develcped which make it
possible to cbtain contimnuous EM profiling data to a depth of 15 meters.

Contirmous profiling data can provide excellent lateral resolution for the
IM works well in a variety of

mapping of even small electrumagnetic ancmalies.
geologic settings; however, swrrourdings with a high percentage of conducting
fluids or high moisture content will provide the cptimm EM results.

Advantages of EM are again the ability to provide contimious profiling
results of high resolution, and cost effectiveness based on the ease and
quickness of data collection. This techniques offers a gocd "second best”
alternative at sites where GFR is not viable based on geologic conditiens.



c. MAGNETOMETRY

A magnetometer measures the intensity of the earth's magnetic field, and
detects charges in that field caused by the presence of ferrous metals., Tre
magnetameter's respense is properticnal to the mass of the ferrous target. This
guality makes magnetametry very useful for the detecticn of buried drums ard
unexploeded ordnance (UXO) or ferrous utility comduits. . .

Penetraticn depths for the magnetometer vary depending on the mass of the
buried ferrous cbject. Detection of a single buried dnum or UXO rarely exceeds
10 feet. Cleararce of the site surface of any ferrous metallic debris is
recquired prior to conducting the survey to eliminate the potential for its
interference. Results may be adversely affected by soils containing higher
percentages of ferrous minerals. Natural charges in the earth's magnetic field
must also be taken into account by the field cperat_ng cew. Intarpretaticn by
experienced gecphysical perscrinel is extremely irmpertant for data validatien.

Magnetmetry should be usad in conjunction with either GFR or EM to procvice
a ccplete p;c-ure cf the subsurface envircrment. Specifically, it can alex=
tained perscnnel to the pessibility of the existance of UXO, a cammen hazari at
military installaticns. Magretometzy, like GFR ard ™M, has the advantzge cf
providing contimucus real time results, which increases its appl.xcabllrv t>

‘censtructicn site clearance while reducing cost.

d. GENERAL GECOPHYSICAL SURVEY GUIDANCE

The bcurdaries for the gecphysical survey should entirely encompass the
area prepesed for construction, with a2 20 to 30 foot overlap on all sides to
necate edge effects. Areas propesed for the placement of undergrowrd utility
lires should be included in the survey as well. surveylmaslmudbespaced
at 10 foot intervals with alternating gecphysical methods run at each spacmg
For example, a magnetameter survey wauld be conducted at even interval spacings

of 0, 20, 40, etc., feet; while electrumagnetics would be conducted at the
cdd intervals of 10, 30, 50, etc., feet until the site ard its vicinity was
covered.

Use of an experienced gecphysical contractor is extremely important for
obtam.mg valid results. The installation Envirormental ot:zce may be of help
in identifying repuatable gecphysical firms in your area.

Results ‘can usually be interpreted at the ceonstzuction ‘site to alert
perscnnel to areas of interest. Areas containing ancmalous readings irdicating
buried metal (possibly UXO), buried utility lines, pits, trenches, or
certaminant plumes, should be marked on the site map. At this point, a decision
may be made to abandon the site based on these results; cr the decision to
further investigate the ancmalous readings may be reached. It is not
reccrmended to propose construction activities at any site that shows a past
usage for the burial of hazardous waste materials.



Metallic debris, indicated by the gecphysics, should be carefully
excavated by perscnnel experienced at the retrieval of UXO. The Explesive
Crdrnance Dispesal Unit may provide guidance for such field activity. After the
clearance of metallic debris from the site, the field investigation may proceed
to its secord stage, placement of soil vapor extraction devices.

2. SOIL GAS SURVEY

Soil gas sampling is used to detect wolatile organic vapors which may be
present in the pore spaces of near surface or vadose zone soils, ard which ray
be released during construction excavation., If released in quantity, these
vapers could be harmful to the health of amr—site workers.

Soil gas sampling technicues are of two varieties. The passive cr
integrative technique utilizes a static trapping device implanted in the grourd
for a pericd fram 7 to 30 days at depths wp to 2 feet. The sample collector
consists of a ferrcmagnetic wire coated with an activated adsorbent encased in a
glass protective tube. Upon retrieval, the device is transported to the
labcratory where it is analyzed by desorptive mass spectyoscopy. While this
technicue allews for the icentification of a brrvad rarnge of organic compourcs,
its arplicaticn to constructicn site clearance is limited by the relatively

leng pericd of time required for sample collection and analysis.

Of mcre use for site clearance is the real-time soil gas technique. This
technique can provide instantanecus results in the field to allow the detection
cf potentially hazardous vapors. A sampling device consisting of a hollow metal
tube is driven into the groumd to depths up to 20 feet. A vacuum is then
arplied to the tube ard a sample of the soil gas is extracted via a syringe.
This sample is then injected immediately into an on-site gas chramatograph (GC),
usually truck-mounted, equipped with a flame icnization and photo icnization
detectors capable of identifying the campourds of intsrest. Results from the GC
are instantanecus.

Placement ard spacing of the ling devices are critical. Areas
identified in the prior phases of the clearance investigation as having a high
likelihocd for contamination, such as areas of stressed vegetation, low areas
where contaminants wauld accumilate, areas of anamalous electrumagnetic
readings, etc., should be targeted for soil gas investigation. In the absence
of such imdications, ard to quide the placement of devices in areas not
suspected.of cantamination, the use of a grid pattern should be exployed.

In areas where the construction of the proposed project will require the
" excavation of soils, samplirg devices should be located an 20 foot centers, or;
cne probe shauld be placed in every 400 square feet of area preposed for
excavaticn. This applies as well to areas proposed for excavation for the
placement of urderground utilities. For areas considered part of the
ccnstruction site, but which will not be excavated, the coverage of sampling
devices can be recuced to probes on 50 foot centers. This would require cne
procbe for every 2,500 square feet of area. These guidelines can be used to
estimate the total i nunber of sampling points which can be placed on 2
random grid, or targeted to areas of suspected contamination.



Useotare;nta.bleso:.lgass:.:rveyfmzsmpcrtant Persannel should

have knowledde of health and safety requirements for hazardous waste site
cperations. The Envirummental Office at the installation should provide the

names of reputable soil gas firms in your area.

3. FOST SURVEY GUIDANCE

Based an the results of the soil gas survey in comjunction with the results
of the gecphysical survey, a decision to abardan the site or proceed with
USATHAMA, with the help of medical personnel

construction will be required.
fram AFHA, wulbeava.z.labletaa.xdmrenmmardmterpreurgsurvey
results; however, the decision to proceed or abardon a site will lie ultimately
with the installaticn cammarcer.

If it is decided that constxuction can safely proceed at the site, results
of the gecrhysical survey, any clearance procechmres performed, and soil gas
survey results should be provided in the design/construction docmments. This
will ensure that proeer protective eqm.pnent if required, m.nbepmvz.dedta
cn-site workers. In scame cases, the services of an imdustrial hygienist may be

recuired cduring excavation to asswre preper personnel menitoring and pmtec‘.:lcn.



CLEARANCE OF CATEGCRY III SITES

'categorymsztshavebeendefmedasthosesnesmmnuy)mownc:
s:spec:edofhavrgbeencontamratednthhazardmssubstmnsbypastor
current installation cperations. This will include sites in bambing ranges,
larxifills, burn sites, etc. Proposals for construction at these sites are to be
avoided if at all feasible.

midameforclearameofacztegozymsitemstbeobtainedfrm
A formal request for such guidance from the

' USATHAMA on a case-by-case basis.
majorcamandw:.llberequu-ed Invst:.gatwnandclea.rarneofsudas;tsnay

recuire extensive field surveys, to include, gecphysics, soil sanplmg arnd
analys:.s, groundwater sampling ard analysis, and the asscciated requirements for
coordination with federal and state envirormental agenc;es. The remediation of
Category III sites prior to constzuction will require compliance with all
arplicable federal ard state envircrmental regulaticns. Lead times for the

caxrpletion of the preconstructicn swrvey ard remediation of a Category IIT site
ard its vicinity could easily encompass a murber of years. Investigations of
this sort would most likely render the proposed project econamically infeasible.



EX FROM CRAFT AR 415-15

a. All propesed sites will be evaluated for pct'antmal site
ccontanination and categorized as one of the following:

(1) Category I. This site is located in a treditional non-
hazardous lecation, such as in an administrative, recreation, or housing
area. The installaticn has no reason to suspect contamination.

(2) Category II. Qurrent and former industrial sites or cother
hazard—prcducmg activity sites will fit into this category. This site
category consists of a perceived clean lecation, which, due to former
incdustrial or other activities within or near the site, have the potential
for contaminatien. Site survey will be accarplished IAW USATHAMA
guicdance. Assistance may be requested from: (IR, USA Toxic and Hazardous
Materials Agency, ATIN: CCTHA-IR, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21010-5401,
comercial phene, 301-671-3921/2828, autoven 5384-3921/2828.

(3) Category III. Sites located in areas cwrently known or
suspected to ke contaminated are included within this catesory.
Centaminaticn will vary: i.e., kncwn dispesal site as identified in
Erevicus stidies; unexpleded ordrance at former rarge, etc. Site survey
will be accerplished IAW USATHAMA gquidance.

b. Actions recuired for evaluation, mitigation, ard verification of
site ccntaminaticn are below. The statement following each action will be

inserted as a separate sub-paragraph in paragraph DS, Summary of
ernvirormental consecuences, in the DD Form 1391 Proceessor, to highlight

this issue.

(1) Categoery I sites require surface and records survey as shown
below. A physical inspection (walk of the site IAW USATHAMA gquidance)
will be conducted for evidence of possible contamination and the results

will be recorded in Detailed Justification Paragraph DS. A review of the
following documents will be ccnducted ard the firdings recorded in Block

D9: .
(a) Aerial photography fram the Evirormental P:utect:.cn

Agercy, Envircrmental Photcgraphic Interpretation Center (EPIC), P. O. Box
1587, Vint Hill Fapms Staticn, Warrenton, VA 22186, Cammercial phone 703-

349-8570, FIS 557-3110.
(b) Initial Installation Assessment ard any updates
available prepared by USATHAMA. |
(c) Installaticn historical records.
(d) If a Category I site investigation discovers

centaminated conditions (or the possibility thereof) the site will be
reclassxf;ed as Category II or III as a;prcpnate ard thcse procedures

followed.

Brel



(2) CQategory II sites are to be reviewed by MAOMS/MSCs ard
installation safety and envircrmental offices to determine the nature of
potential contamination. They will be surveyed IAW USATHAMA guidance. Site
surveys determnedtobemssazynllbeperfomedprmtopmject
design, ard furded with installation cperating furds., When investigation of
a Category IT site reveals contamination (other than minor limited
centamination which will be cleared prior to design using installatien
operating furds) the site will be reclassified as Category III and those
procedures followed. If the site remains a Category IT site, add the
e proposed

following statement to paragragh D9 of LD Form 1391 — “The
censtruction site is a current/former irdustrial/test/cther—(state what)

site that is perceived to be clean ard free of contamination. Safety and
ernvirommental evaluations of the site and available data do not show any
need for further site surveys.”

(3) Category IIT sites are to be avoided if at all feasible.

They alsorequu'e a surveyIAWUSAI}Mgmdance Clean-up shauld be
acz:r:wl:she:l prior to ccnstruction using installation cperating fumds. MQA

furds may be programmed for clean-up as part of the total project, however,
it is not encouraged due to furding censtraints that will adversely affect

the project’s competiticn for funding. 2Add the following statement to
paragzeph D1 of DD Form 1381 — “The p constructicn site is a
current/former industrial /test/other—(state what) site, with a potential
for contaminaticn. Safety amd environmental eveluaticns of the site ard
available data indicated a detailed site survey was advisable and such a
survey has been accamplished. Add one of the following:

(2) No contamination was feund and there is no reason to believe
centamination will be encountered during constructien;

(b) No contamination was fourd but there is scme potential that
contamination may be encountered during construction. FPotential
contamination is identified to the designer in SRP 4 of the DD Form 1391 ard
must be reflected in construction contract documents. A separate line item
providing for potential clean-up actions is included under the primary
facilities. Detailed back-up envirormental doaumentation is included in
paragraphs D9, Summary of Envircrmental Consequences, ard in SRP-4.”

(c) All contamination found has been cleared and there is no
reason to expect further contamination will be encountered during
construction or;

+ (@) All contamination fourd has been cleared. Additional
contamination may be encountered during constzuction and a separate line
item providing for potential clean-up actions is included in the primary
facility. Detailed back-up envirormental documentation is included in
paragraphs D9, Summary of Envirormental Consequences, and in SRP-4.”

Contracting Officers will inswre that construction conmtracts

c.
include a clause specifying the category of the construction site, the
Goverrment’s analysis of the current site ccnditions ard the contractual

responsibilities of a.ll parties in the event of encounter with
contaminatien,



