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SECTION 1 

Declaration 

1.1 Site Name and Location 
This Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared for Installation Restoration Program (IR 
Program) Site 6/6A, Operable Unit 2 (OU-2), at Naval Air Station (NAS) Patuxent River in 
St. Mary’s County, Maryland. NAS Patuxent River was placed on the National Priorities List 
on June 30, 1994 (USEPA ID: MD7170024536). This ROD addresses groundwater and surface 
water1 throughout Site 6/6A, and surface soil/sediment in the drainage area and 
intermittent stream downgradient of Site 6.  

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose 
This ROD presents the selected remedy (No Further Remedial Action) for Site 6/6A OU-2 at 
NAS Patuxent River, which was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended 
by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, and to the extent 
practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. In 
accordance with Section 113(k) of CERCLA, this decision is based on information contained 
in the Administrative Record for Site 6/6A. 

The United States Department of the Navy (Navy) and the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) Region III jointly issue this ROD, with the concurrence of the 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) (Appendix A). The Navy provides 
funding for site remediation at NAS Patuxent River. The Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) 
for NAS Patuxent River documents how the Navy intends to meet and implement CERCLA 
in partnership with the USEPA and in consultation with the MDE. 

Site 6/6A is one of the sites identified in the FFA. A list and description of all IR Program 
sites is presented in the September 2007 update of the NAS Patuxent River Site Management 
Plan (CH2M HILL, 2007b). During the past 12 years, a total of 12 RODs have been 
completed for IR Program sites at NAS Patuxent River, and additional investigations and 
remedial actions are ongoing. This ROD documents the final decision for Site 6/6A and 
does not include or affect any other sites at the NAS. 

Public comments on the selected remedy for Site 6/6A OU-2 are discussed in Section 3, 
“Responsiveness Summary.” 

                                                      
1 Although the Site 6/6A OU-1 ROD identified downstream surface water as part of OU-2, there is no surface water on Site 
6/6A, and the only downstream surface water that occurs within the area of OU-2 is intermittent runoff associated with 
precipitation events. 
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SECTION 2 

Decision Summary 

2.1 Site Name, Location, and Brief Description 
NAS Patuxent River (USEPA ID: MD7170024536) is located at the confluence of the Patuxent 
River and the Chesapeake Bay in St. Mary’s County, Maryland (Figure 1). The Navy serves 
as the lead agency for environmental restoration at the NAS, the USEPA is the lead 
regulatory agency, and the MDE is the support regulatory agency. 

Site 6/6A (also known as the Bohneyard Site) is located in the northwestern part of the 
NAS, at the intersection of Bohne Road and Tate Road. To facilitate review and reporting of 
the investigation activities, nature and extent of constituents detected in environmental 
media, and the risk assessment, the site was divided into two areas referred to as Site 6 and 
Site 6A (Figure 1).  

Site 6 occupies an area of approximately six acres, ranging in elevation from approximately 
42.5 to 45 feet above mean sea level (msl), and gently slopes toward the west. The site is 
bounded on the west and northwest by Bohne Road, a taxiway to the south, and Site 6A to 
the east. Site 6A is bounded by Site 6 to the west, a wooded area to the north, and roads and 
buildings to the east and south. Site 6A encompasses approximately four acres and gently 
slopes to the north.  Site 6 is now used as a parking area for aircraft-refueling trucks in 
accordance with the ROD for OU-1, which addressed potential risks associated with soil.  
Site 6A currently consists of storage facilities and open areas.  

2.2 Site History and Enforcement Activities 
Site 6/6A was identified as an IR Program site because of historical disposal and storage 
activities at the site. Between 1943 and 1949, fly ash and bottom ash generated by the coal-
fired plant for the base were disposed at this site. An estimated 110,000 cubic feet, or 6,000 
tons, of ash were deposited in a 6-inch blanket over approximately 5 acres of Site 6. From 
1949 until about 1966, the area was used as a storage yard. Beginning in 1955, the site was 
used to store drums. The drums contained petroleum, oil, and lubricant wastes. In addition, 
a partially buried 10,000-gallon tank formerly located on Site 6 near Bohne Road was also 
used to store waste oil. Beginning in 1966, drums of waste solvents, paints, and possibly 
pesticides were also stored at the site. Other stored materials reportedly included oil/water 
separator sludge, solvents, thinners, and paints.  

Table 1 summarizes previous investigations for Site 6/6A and a detailed description of the 
results for these investigations is presented in the Remedial Investigation (RI) report 
(CH2M HILL, 2008b) and summarized in the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) 
(CH2M HILL, 2008d). 
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2.3 Community Participation 
Community participation at NAS Patuxent River is facilitated by a Restoration Advisory 
Board, public meetings, public information repositories, and public notices. The Community 
Relations Plan (CH2M HILL, 2008c) for NAS Patuxent River provides detailed information 
on community participation for the IR Program.  

The public information repositories for NAS Patuxent River documents, including the 
documents in the Administrative Record file used in the remedy selection process for 
Site 6/6A OU-2, are maintained at the following locations: 

St. Mary’s County Public Library  
Lexington Park Branch 
21677 FDR Boulevard  
Lexington Park, MD 20653  

Naval Air Station Patuxent River Library 
22269 Cedar Point Road, Building 407 
Patuxent River, MD 20629 

In accordance with Sections 113 and 117 of CERCLA, the Navy provided a 30 day public 
comment period from August 11 through September 9, 2008, for the Site 6/6A OU-2 PRAP 
(CH2M HILL, 2008d). A public meeting to present the PRAP to a broader community 
audience than those that had already been involved at the site was held on August 13, 2008, 
at the Frank Knox Employee Development Building, Building 2189, at NAS Patuxent River. 
Public notice of the meeting and availability of documents was published on August 7, 2008 
in The Enterprise for St. Mary’s County on August 6, 2007; The Recorder for Calvert County on 
August 6, 2008; and The Tester, which is the NAS Patuxent River newspaper. A copy of the 
public notice and the transcript of the public meeting are provided in Appendix B. 

2.4 Scope and Role of Response Action for Site 6/6A OU-2 
NAS Patuxent River was listed on the National Priorities List on June 30, 1994. As a result, 
46 sites were identified at the NAS for inclusion in the IR Program. Site 6 is one of the sites 
identified in the FFA for NAS Patuxent River. A list and description of all IR Program sites 
is presented in the 2007 update of the NAS Patuxent River Site Management Plan 
(CH2M HILL, 2007b).  

During the past 12 years, and as of the date of this ROD, a total of 12 RODs have been 
completed for IR Program sites at NAS Patuxent River in accordance with the priorities 
established in the Site Management Plan.  The designation, media, and remedial action for 
each site are listed below. 

• Sites 1/ 12 Groundwater and Soil (OU-1):  soil cover, shoreline stabilization, land use 
restrictions, long-term monitoring and maintenance, vegetation cover, wetland 
mitigation, and erosion control structures (February 2000 ROD) 

• Sites 1/12 Surface Water and Sediment (OU-2):  removal of lead contaminated soil and 
sediment (September 2005 ROD) 

• Sites 6/6A Soil (OU-1):  asphalt and concrete cap, soil/gravel cover and land use 
restrictions (September 1999 ROD) 
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• Site 11 Soil (OU-1):  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle D landfill 
cap, landfill gas collection and flare system, groundwater and landfill gas monitoring, 
and land use restrictions (July 1996 ROD) 

• Site 17 Soil (OU-1):  excavation and off-site treatment and disposal of soil and land use 
restrictions (December 1998 ROD and June 2001 ROD Amendment) 

• Site 17 Groundwater, Surface Water, and Sediment (OU-2):  sediment removal from 
Holton Pond (September 2006 ROD) 

• Site 24 Soil, Groundwater, Sediment, and Surface Water:  No Further Remedial Action 
(October 2007 ROD) 

• Site 27 Groundwater and Soil:  No Remedial Action (September 2003 ROD) 

• Site 29 Groundwater and Soil:  No Remedial Action (October 2007 ROD) 

• Site 39 Groundwater:  in-situ bioremediation, monitoring, and institutional controls 
(October 2007 ROD) 

• Site 41 Groundwater and Soil:  No Further Remedial Action (September 2005 ROD) 

• Site 46 Groundwater and Soil:  No Remedial Action (September 2004 ROD) 

This ROD is for Site 6/6A OU-2 only, and addresses groundwater throughout Site 6/6A, 
and surface soil/sediment in the drainage area and intermittent stream downgradient of 
Site 6. After evaluating results of the Site 6/6A OU-2 investigations, including the findings 
of the human health and ecological risk assessments, and the results of the removal action, 
the Navy, the USEPA, and the MDE concur that potential risks to ecological receptors were 
addressed by the soil/sediment removal and no further action is necessary to allow 
unrestricted use for Site 6/6A OU-2. 

2.5 Site Characteristics 

2.5.1 Site Overview 
NAS Patuxent River contains buildings and runway areas supporting the NAS military 
mission. Office space and housing are also provided for Navy and civilian personnel. 
Several areas are used for recreational activities. Streams, ponds, forests, wetlands, and 
beaches provide fishing, swimming, camping, and hunting opportunities. Although 
construction and other activities have disturbed approximately 3,000 acres since 
establishment of the NAS in 1943, many such areas have since been left fallow and are now 
covered with trees, shrubs, or tall grasses. Site 6 is now used as a parking area for aircraft 
refueling trucks in accordance with the ROD for OU-1, which addressed potential risks 
associated with soil. Site 6A currently consists of storage facilities and open areas. 

2.5.2 Physical Characteristics 
Physical characteristics, including climate, topographic information, geology, hydrogeology 
and ecology for the NAS and Site 6/6A, are described in the RI report (CH2M HILL, 2008b). 
In general, the unconsolidated sediments that underlie the site predominantly consist of 
graded sand, with beds of silty clay, silty sand, and gravel. The surface soil and sediment for 
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Site 6/6A OU-2 are not distinguishable and are treated as one collective unit (i.e., surface 
soil/sediment) throughout this ROD. The surface soil and sediment are not distinguished 
from one another because the geologic material comprising sediment associated with OU-2 
is not sufficiently saturated to sustain aquatic ecological communities. However, the term 
‘sediment’ has been applied for completeness of the ecological risk assessment (ERA), which 
has different screening criteria for soil and sediment. 

As part of the implemented remedy for OU-1, a concrete and asphalt parking lot was 
constructed over approximately half of Site 6. An 8-inch cover of topsoil over 4 inches of 
compacted gravel was placed over the remaining area of Site 6 where concentrations of 
hazardous substances were greater than the site worker exposure performance standards set 
forth in the OU-1 ROD (Engineering Field Activity Chesapeake, Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command, 1999). The remaining portion of Site 6 is open habitat covered by mowed grasses 
and other herbaceous plants interspersed with patches of unmowed herbaceous plants. The 
site contains a few small structures and four larger buildings--Buildings 1132, 1498, 1497, 
and 1496. Most of the structures are constructed of sheet metal. Patches of gravel, pavement, 
and small areas of exposed soil are associated with past and current development of Site 6. 

Site 6A consists of a subcontractor supply yard and other storage facilities to the east of Site 
6. A chain-link fence surrounds a portion of Site 6A to the west. The center of Site 6A area 
consists of an asphalt parking lot used to store equipment. The parking lot was formerly 
covered with gravel, but was paved as part of the OU-1 remedy. Grassy areas occur on the 
fringe of Site 6A to the north and east. 

Based on data obtained during the RI and previous investigations, the average depth to the 
water table for the unconfined surficial aquifer is between 10 and 14 feet below ground 
surface at Site 6/6A.  Groundwater flow patterns in the shallow aquifer are generally 
controlled by the surface topography (CH2M HILL, 1985).  Groundwater beneath the site 
flows to the north across the site then shifts predominantly north-northwest towards the 
Fuel Farm.  

The hydraulic gradient across Site 6/6A is relatively flat. Based on site-specific data and 
assumptions, the average linear velocity of shallow groundwater downgradient of Site 6/6A 
is approximately 15 feet per year. 

2.5.3 Ecology 
The ecology of the NAS and Site 6/6A, including terrestrial habitats, wetlands, and plants, 
is described in the RI (CH2M HILL, 2008b).  In general, Site 6 slopes towards the northwest 
and surface drainage and precipitation runoff flow into an intermittent stream that 
eventually empties into the Supply Pond. The intermittent stream channel originates near 
Building 637 as a natural stormwater conveyance. It remains a channelized ditch bordering 
the northern edge of Site 6. Within a transmission line corridor that crosses the site, the 
channel widens and supports some herbaceous wetland vegetation, including smartweeds. 
The southwestern corner of the site drains towards the west, although no defined channel is 
present. A storm drain along Bohne Road at the southwestern corner of Site 6 discharges 
under the road to a wooded upland area. The wooded area is near the headwaters of an 
intermittent stream that eventually discharges into a low area, referred to as Beaver Pond, 
located southwest of the Supply Pond.  
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As part of the implemented remedy for OU-1, a concrete and asphalt parking lot was 
constructed over approximately half of Site 6. An 8-inch cover of topsoil over 4 inches of 
compacted gravel was placed over the remaining area of Site 6 where concentrations of 
hazardous substances were greater than the site worker exposure performance standards set 
forth in the OU-1 ROD (Engineering Field Activity Chesapeake, Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command, 1999). The remaining portion of Site 6 is open habitat covered by mowed grasses 
and other herbaceous plants interspersed with patches of unmowed herbaceous plants. The 
site contains a few small structures and four larger buildings--Buildings 1132, 1498, 1497, 
and 1496. Most of the structures are constructed of sheet metal. Patches of gravel, pavement, 
and small areas of exposed soil are associated with past and current development of Site 6. 

Site 6A consists of a subcontractor supply yard and other storage facilities to the east of Site 
6. A chain-link fence surrounds a portion of Site 6A to the west. The center of Site 6A area 
consists of an asphalt parking lot used to store equipment. The parking lot was formerly 
covered with gravel, but was paved as part of the OU-1 remedy. Grassy areas occur on the 
fringe of Site 6A to the north and east. Thus, minimal habitat is present at Site 6A. Based on 
NAS documentation, no rare, threatened, or endangered species are known to occur on 
either site. 

2.5.4 Description of Contamination 
The nature and extent of chemicals and metals detected in groundwater and surface water 
throughout Site 6/6A, and surface soil/sediment in the drainage area and intermittent 
stream downgradient of Site 6 were characterized by samples collected during the RI, which 
was completed in November 2007. A conceptual site model is presented in Figure 2. 
Monitoring well locations are shown in Figure 3.  Surface soil/sediment locations sampled 
between 2004 and 2007 are presented in Figure 4. 

Groundwater 

Several groundwater sampling events have occurred at Site 6/6A since 1985.  Historically, 
groundwater has been sampled for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile 
organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and total and 
dissolved metals. During the RI activities conducted in June 2004, VOCs, SVOCs and total 
and dissolved metals were detected in the groundwater samples collected from Site 6/6A. 
The 2004 samples were analyzed for pesticides and PCBs, but none were detected. VOCs 
were detected at low concentrations in all of the wells sampled with the exception of well 
PX-S06-MW-04 (Figure 3), downgradient of Site 6, which did not have any VOC detections. 
Toluene was the most frequently detected VOC. SVOCs were detected in two of the 12 
groundwater samples collected in June 2004, both of which were from wells within the Fuel 
Farm.  The Fuel Farm is downgradient of Site 6/6A. The VOCs and SVOCs detected in wells 
downgradient of the Fuel Farm are related to historical petroleum releases at the Fuel Farm, 
which have been addressed under the Maryland Oil Control Program.  SVOCs were not 
detected in groundwater samples from within the boundary of Site 6/6A. 

Well PX-S06-MW-09R, located just outside the Site 6/6A area and adjacent to the Fuel Farm, 
had the greatest number of total metals detected by the June 2004 event. High turbidity from 
suspended particulates in the groundwater at the time of sampling contributed to the 
elevated metal concentrations in the sample from monitoring well PX-S06-MW-09R. In 
historic groundwater samples collected from the Site 6/6A wells, total and dissolved 
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arsenic, beryllium, chromium, lead, and thallium have also been detected at elevated 
concentrations. During the 1985 sampling event, the maximum concentrations of the 
following metals were: arsenic at 110 micrograms per liter (μg/L), beryllium at 30 μg/L, 
chromium at 120 μg/L, and lead at 1,300 μg/L. In the June 2004 sample from well PX-S06-
MW-09R, concentrations of arsenic (52.7 μg/L), beryllium (0.24 J μg/L), chromium (108 
μg/L), and lead (23.8 μg/L) were similar to or less than the elevated historic concentrations. 
Thallium has been detected in the groundwater throughout the NAS at similar 
concentrations, and is not considered to be a site-related constituent. 

Surface Soil/Sediment 
VOCs were not detected in any of the surface soil/sediment samples during the April 2004 
and March 2005 events. Because these compounds were not detected previously, the surface 
soil/sediment samples collected in November 2007 were not analyzed for VOCs. 

Twenty-five SVOCs, mainly polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), were detected in 
surface soil/sediment samples collected between 2004 and 2007. Detected total PAH 
concentrations ranged from 151 micrograms per kilogram (�g/kg) to a maximum of 63,480 
�g/kg. The lower concentrations were detected in samples collected along the bank of the 
intermittent stream channel of OU-2, and the maximum total PAH concentration was 
detected in a sample (PX-SO6-SO-16) collected from the low lying area just west of the Site 6 
boundary (Figure 4).  

Eleven pesticides and one PCB were detected in the 13 surface soil/sediment samples 
collected in April 2004 and March 2005.  Pesticides were detected at concentrations ranging 
from 0.7 �g/kg (PX-SO6-SO-19) to 3,170 �g/kg (PX-S06-SO-16 (Figure 4). Detections of 
pesticide constituents are likely related to the legal application of pesticides, which has 
occurred historically throughout the NAS for pest control. Sample location PX-S06-SO-17 
had the maximum detected concentration of Arolcor-1260 at 1,700 �g/kg, with the PCB 
concentrations generally decreasing downstream in the drainage channel.  

In November 2007, low concentrations of pesticides, including 
dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane (DDD), dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), and 
dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene (DDE), were detected in all surface soil/sediment 
samples at concentrations ranging from 1.8 �g/kg to 600 �g/kg. Sample location PX-S06-
SO-33 had the maximum Aroclor-1260 concentration of 270 �g/kg. The other four sample 
locations had Aroclor-1260 concentrations ranging from 20 �g/kg to 240 �g/kg. 

Twenty-three metals were detected during the April 2004 and March 2005 sampling. All of 
the detected metals are naturally occurring and consistently detected throughout the 
sampling area. Additionally, since Site 6/6A is located within the Supply Pond Watershed, 
it was quantitatively evaluated as part of the Gardiner’s Pond/Supply Pond (GP/SP) 
Ecological Risk Assessment (CH2M HILL, 2007a).  Zinc was the only metal retained as a 
COPC in the GP/SP ERA (CH2M HILL, 2007a).  Following consideration of multiple lines of 
evidence, including limited frequency of exceedence, infrequent detection, limited spatial 
distribution, and consideration of commonly used ecological benchmarks, it was concluded 
that all metals, including zinc, were not risk drivers with respect to ecological receptors. 
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Result of Findings 

As a result of the concentrations of PAHs and PCBs detected in the surface soil/sediment 
within the Site 6/6A drainage area, the Navy and USEPA, in consultation with the MDE, 
made a decision to conduct a removal action to remove soil and sediment posing a potential 
risk to ecological receptors.  The removal action is summarized in Section 2.7.3. 

2.6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses 
NAS Patuxent River, a military base for over 60 years, has been one of the primary Navy 
centers for testing aircraft and equipment. NAS Patuxent River contains buildings and 
runway areas for supporting the NAS military mission. Office space and housing are also 
provided for Navy and civilian personnel. Site 6 is located in a restricted area of the NAS 
located adjacent to the Fuel Farm and is currently used as a parking area for aircraft 
refueling trucks. Site 6A is a parcel located east of Site 6 and is currently used as a storage 
area for equipment and materials.  The projected future use of Site 6/6A and vicinity is for 
infrastructure to support aircraft operations, specifically the construction of a new aircraft 
apron, hangar, office building, and parking lot along the taxiway. Direct contact with soil, 
surface water, sediment, and groundwater in the vicinity of Site 6/6A is unlikely to occur 
under such future conditions. Although there is no current or planned future residential use 
of the site, potential future residential use was evaluated to support the Navy’s goal of 
unrestricted land use for Site 6/6A. 

2.7 Summary of Risks and Recommendations 

2.7.1 Human Health Risk Assessment 
A baseline HHRA was conducted as part of the RI and in accordance with current USEPA 
guidance to assess potential risks to human health from exposure to chemicals and metals 
detected in groundwater throughout Site 6/6A, and surface soil/sediment in the drainage 
area and intermittent stream downgradient of Site 6.  A summary of the HHRA findings is 
presented in Table 2.  The HHRA evaluated the risks for current and reasonably anticipated 
future land use scenarios. The HHRA findings were used for decision-making regarding the 
need for any remedial action at Site 6/6A to protect human health. 

The following chemicals and metals were identified by the HHRA as COPCs for the 
environmental media at Site 6/6A OU-2:  

• Surface soil – benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, 
benzo(k)Fluoranthene, dibenz(a,h)anthracene, indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, DDT, 
Aroclor-1260, aluminum, arsenic, iron, manganese, and vanadium  

• Sediment – arsenic and iron  

• Groundwater – chloroform, PCE, trichloroethylene, iron, lead, manganese, and 
thallium. 

For current land use, no calculated risks or hazards exceed the acceptable risk levels for an 
adult trespasser/visitor, adolescent trespasser/visitor, industrial/site worker, or 
construction worker exposed to surface soil/sediment. For reasonably anticipated future 
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site use, no calculated risks or hazards exceed acceptable risk levels for the adult 
trespasser/visitor, adolescent trespasser/visitor, industrial/site worker, or construction 
worker exposed to surface soil and sediment, or for a construction worker exposed to 
groundwater. 

In addition to the current and reasonably anticipated future site use scenarios, an 
unrestricted (i.e., residential exposure) scenario was evaluated for future use.  Evaluation of 
a hypothetical future resident scenario indicated potential risks exceeding the acceptable 
threshold for noncarcinogenic risks based on potable use of shallow groundwater. This 
calculated risk is driven by a single metal, thallium.  The central tendency exposure (CTE) 
hazard for a future adult resident (1.6) exceeded the acceptable risk level (1.0), and the CTE 
hazard for the future child resident (5.6) also exceeded the acceptable risk level (1.0). 

However, the thallium detections at this site do not pose an unacceptable risk for several 
reasons. Thallium was detected in only four of nine site monitoring wells (MW-07, MW-10, 
MW-11, and MW-09R) and two downgradient monitoring wells associated with the Fuel 
Farm (MW-04 and MW-13).  Of the four site monitoring wells, three wells had only total 
(not dissolved concentrations that are transported by groundwater) concentrations of 
thallium due to particulates in the sample.  Two downgradient monitoring wells (MW-04 
and MW-13), located at the Fuel Farm, had detections of dissolved thallium.  Finally, both 
total and dissolved thallium have been detected in the groundwater throughout NAS, and 
thallium is not considered to be a site-related constituent.   

Site 6/6A is not currently residential, and the projected future use of the site, due to its 
proximity to the taxiway, Fuel Farm, and fuel truck parking area, is continued industrial use 
to support the NAS mission. As described in the RI report (CH2M HILL, 2008b) the current 
and future scenarios for use of Site 6/6A do not pose unacceptable risks to human health 
based on unrestricted site use for Site 6/6A. Therefore, no further remedial action is 
necessary to address potential risks to human health associated with exposure to surface 
soil/sediment or groundwater at Site 6/6A.  

2.7.2 Ecological Risk Assessment  
Site 6 was quantitatively evaluated for potential ecological risks as part of the Gardiner’s 
Pond/Supply Pond Ecological Risk Assessment (GP/SP ERA) (CH2M HILL, 2007a) because 
of its location within the Supply Pond Watershed. Site 6A was excluded from the GP/SP 
ERA based on the findings reported in the document titled Final Post-ROD Risk Assessment 
(Post-ROD ERA) to Address Change in Future Land Use at IR Site 6A (CH2M HILL, 2004). The 
Post-ROD ERA for Site 6A concluded no further action was necessary for Site 6A.   

The ecological risk evaluation presented in the GP/SP ERA report concluded that 
contaminants detected in surface soil at Site 6 occurred in localized hotspots that could be a 
source of PAHs and PCBs to downgradient habitats supporting receptor populations of the 
Supply Pond Watershed. As a result of the ERA findings, a removal action was 
recommended for surface soil/sediment in the drainage area and intermittent stream 
located downgradient of Site 6. Based on this finding, the Navy removed surface 
soil/sediment from portions of the drainage area between Site 6 and Beaver Pond to avoid 
the need to conduct costly ecological toxicology studies for a marginal habitat, and to 
eliminate a source area of COPCs to downgradient water bodies. 
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 2—DECISION SUMMARY 

2.7.3 Removal Action Summary  
As a result of the concentrations of PAHs and PCBs detected in the surface soil/sediment 
within the Site 6/6A drainage area, the Navy and USEPA, in consultation with the MDE, 
made a decision to conduct a removal action to remove soil and sediment posing a potential 
risk to ecological receptors. Prior to conducting the removal action, an Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) was completed to evaluate remedial alternatives to 
address the potential risks to ecological receptors (CH2M HILL, 2008a). The objective of the 
removal action was to reduce the current potential risk to the environment posed by PCBs 
and PAHs in surface soil/sediment downgradient of Site 6/6A to levels acceptable for 
unrestricted site use. As part of the EE/CA (CH2M HILL, 2008a), ecological risk-based 
removal action levels were developed for total PCBs (1,000 micrograms per kilogram 
[μg/kg]) and total PAHs (6,150 μg/kg) to address impacted surface soil/sediment in the 
drainage area.  The removal action levels that were calculated established the concentrations 
at which site-related COPCs do not pose an unacceptable risk to the environment. As 
detailed in the EE/CA report (CH2M HILL, 2008a) Alternative 2 (Surface Soil/ Sediment 
Excavation with Off-site Disposal) was the recommended alternative since it would achieve 
the Remedial Action Objectives.  

In April and May 2008, a removal action was completed to remove surface soil/sediment 
from portions of the Site 6/6A drainage area between Site 6 and Beaver Pond.  
Approximately 674 tons (449 cubic yards) of soil were excavated during the removal 
activity. Three separate localized areas of impacted soil/sediment were excavated (Figure 5) 
and the excavated material was disposed off-site as nonhazardous waste at a permitted 
landfill that accepts waste with PCB concentrations less than 50 parts per million. Analytical 
results for confirmatory samples showed PCB and PAH concentrations were less than the 
removal action levels at all sample locations after 1 foot of soil was removed in the two areas 
west of Bohne Road and downgradient of Site 6. Sample results for depths of 1-2 feet and 2-
3 feet in the third area east of Bohne Road in Site 6 showed PCB concentrations exceeding 
the action level.  Consequently, soil in this area was excavated below a depth of 2 feet to 
remove any possible risk to ecological receptors at this location.  All three areas were 
backfilled with clean backfill material. Prior to backfilling, confirmation samples were 
collected to verify removal of the soil impacted by PAHs and PCBs that exceeded the 
removal action levels. 

Based on the overall findings of the RI and the results of the removal action, it is concluded 
that potential ecological risks have been addressed and no further action is necessary to 
allow unrestricted use of Site 6/6A OU-2. 

2.8 Selected Remedy  
The selected remedy for Site 6/6A OU-2 is “No Further Remedial Action”.  After evaluating 
the information presented in the RI report (CH2M HILL, 2008b), including the results of the 
human health and ecological risk assessments, “No Further Remedial Action” is selected 
because there are no risks to human health or ecological receptors that would warrant 
further remedial action beyond the 2008 removal activities. Based on this “No Further 
Remedial Action” determination, the Navy recommends that Site 6/6A OU-2 be 
permanently removed from the IR Program. 
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2.9 Statutory Determinations 
The selected remedy will not result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 
remaining at Site 6/6A OU-2 exceeding levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure. Therefore, a 5-year review will not be required for the selected remedy. 

2.10  Documentation of Significant Changes 
The Site 6/6A OU-2 PRAP was released for public comment on August 11, 2008, and 
presented to the public at a public meeting on August 13, 2008. The PRAP identified “No 
Further Remedial Action” as the preferred alternative for the site. The Navy reviewed all 
written and oral comments submitted during the public comment period (see Section 3, 
Responsiveness Summary) and determined that no significant changes to the remedy, as 
originally identified in the PRAP, were necessary or appropriate.  
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SECTION 3 

Responsiveness Summary 

The Responsiveness Summary presents stakeholder concerns about the site and the selected 
remedy, and explains how those concerns were addressed and factored into the remedy 
selection process. This Responsiveness Summary was prepared after the 30-day public 
comment period (August 11 to September 9, 2008) and public meeting (August 13, 2008), in 
accordance with USEPA guidance (USEPA, 2002).  

3.1 Stakeholder Comments and Lead Agency Responses 
The PRAP for Site 6/6A OU-2 was presented at a public meeting held on August 13, 2008 as 
described in Section 2.3. A transcript of the public meeting is provided in Appendix B. 

None of the community members expressed dissatisfaction with the Navy’s selection of “No 
Further Remedial Action” for Site 6/6A OU-2, and no significant comments were received 
during the 13 August 2008 public meeting. Questions received during the meeting were 
addressed at the meeting and are documented in the meeting transcript (Appendix B).  

Only one question was posed by a community member during the public meeting. The 
individual asked for clarification of the cleanup levels used during the interim removal 
action at Site 6/6A. The Navy and the USEPA responded by describing the difference 
between federal Maximum Contaminant Levels, which are used for public health protection 
for public drinking water supplies, and the risk-based cleanup levels that were developed 
for the interim removal action for surface soil and sediment. It was explained to community 
members that the cleanup levels were specifically established for surface soil and sediment 
for ecological receptors because PCBs can bio-accumulate in lower trophic organisms and be 
carried up the food chain to higher-level organisms. 

3.2 Technical and Legal Issues 
No technical or legal issues have been identified for Site 6/6A OU-2 with respect to this 
ROD. 
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Table 1 - Summary of Previous Site 6/6A Investigations

Year/Activity Key Findings

1984 – Initial Assessment Study Site 6/6A was identified as a potential IR site.

1985 – Confirmation Study Soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediment samples were collected and analyzed for metals and oil and grease.  Eight monitoring 

wells were installed. Verified presence of impacted site media based on the 1984 Initial Assessment Study.

1989 – RCRA Facility Assessment Phase II Report Stated contamination at Site 6 may have resulted from past waste handling and disposal practices.

1992 - UST Removal 10,000-gallon waste oil tank was removed from the fuel farm.

1994 – Interim Remedial Investigation Additional soil samples were collected from three depths at 10 locations and groundwater samples from eight monitoring wells.

1995 – EE/CA for OU-1 Additional surface soil and groundwater samples to address OU-1 surface soil.

1996 – Draft Preliminary Ecological Risk 

Assessment

Identified potential ecological receptors.

1999 - Design Development Submittal for Site 6 and 

6A

Evaluated the presence of pesticides, characterized geotechnical properties of the surface soil, and determined whether hazardous 

constituents were present in the subsurface soil in the immediate vicinity of the former 10,000-gallon waste oil tank.

1999 – Focused Feasibility Study for OU-1 Provide the basis for selecting a remedial action for Site 6A OU-1.

1999 – Final ROD for OU-1 Completion of the removal action and ROD for OU-1 surface soil at Site 6A.

2004 – Record of Decision Amendment for OU-1 Additional soil sampling and risk assessment was performed in support of the ROD amendment and documenting there is no risk to 

human health for Site 6A OU-1.

2008 – EE/CA for OU-2 Recommended removal of surface soil and sediment posing a potential risk to ecological receptors within the Site 6/6A drainage area.

2008 – Removal Action for OU-2 Addressed PAH and PCB concentrations in surface soil and sediment posing a potential risk to ecological receptors. The removal action 

achieved the remedial action objectives.



Risk Scenario Risk HI Risk HI Risk HI

Current/Future Trespasser/Visitor 

(Adult) RME = 6.0 x 10
-6

RME = 0.058 RME = 3.0 x 10
-6

RME = 0.065 NA NA RME = 9.0 x 10
-6

RME = 0.123

Current/Future Trespasser/Visitor 

(Adolescent) RME = 2.8 x 10
-6

RME = 0.069 RME = 1.4 x 10
-6

RME = 0.085 NA NA RME = 4.2 x 10
-6

RME = 0.154

Current/Future Industrial Worker RME = 1.8 x 10
-5

RME = 0.173 RME = 6.7 x 10
-6

RME = 0.146 NA NA RME = 2.5 x 10
-5

RME = 0.319

Future Resident (Adult) (a) RME = 0.194 (a) RME = 0.218 (a)

RME = 3.199

CTE = 1.57 (a)

RME = 3.61

CTE = 1.57*

Future Resident (Child) (a)

RME = 1.6

CTE = 0.338 (a)

RME = 1.81

CTE = 0.311 (a)

RME = 7.47

CTE = 4.96 (a)

RME = 10.9

CTE = 5.61*

Future Resident (Child/Adult) RME = 6.3 x 10
-5

(b) RME = 2.9 x 10
-5

(b) RME = 4.0 x 10
-6

(b) RME = 9.7 x 10
-5

(b)

Future Construction Worker RME = 1.2 x 10
-6

RME = 0.174 RME = 5.6 x 10
-7

RME = 0.326 RME = 2.5 x 10
-8

RME = 0.032 RME = 1.8 x 10
-6

RME = 0.532

Risk - carcinogenic risk. The range of acceptable carcinogenic risk is 1 x 10
-6

 to 1 x 10
-4

.

HI - hazard index. A hazard index of less than 1.0 indicates acceptable noncarcinogenic risk.

(a) Carcinogenic risks were not calculated for an adult or child resident, but were calculated for a lifetime child/adult resident, following EPA guidance.

(b) Hazard Indices were not calculated for a lifetime adult/child resident, but were calculated individually for an adult and child resident, following EPA guidance.

NA = Not analyzed

* CTE HI is above 1 for Thallium in groundwater.  Thallium concentrations were consistent with the sporadic detections and concentrations of thallium that have been observed at other NAS IR sites. Thallium detections in 

groundwater at this site do not pose an unacceptable risk.

RME - Reasonable Maximum Exposure. This represents the maximum level of exposure to contaminants present at a site that is reasonably expected to occur.

CTE - Central Tendency Exposure. This represents the average, rather than upper limit, exposure that could reasonably be expected to occur at a site. The CTE scenario is probably more representative of the actual risk 

to a majority of potential receptors.

Pathway Totals

Risk HI
Surface Soil GroundwaterSediment

Exposure Pathways

TABLE 2

Human Health Risk Assessment Summary

Site 6/6A OU-2 (Surface Soil, Sediment, and Groundwater)

NAS Patuxent River, Maryland
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Appendix A 
State Letter of Concurrence 

 



MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
1800 Washington Boulevard. Baltimore MD 21230 

MDE 410-537-3000 • 1-800-633-6101 

Martin O' Malley Shari T. Wilson 
Governor Secretary 

Anthony G. Brown Robert M. Summers, Ph.D . 
Lieutenant Governor Deputy Secretary 

September 30, 2008 

Mr. Stephen Hurff 
NAVFAC Washington 
Washington Navy Yard , Building 212 
1314 Harwood Street SE 
Washington, DC 20374-5018 

RE:	 Record of Decision for Site 616A, Operable Unit 2 - Final - September 2008 , Naval Air 
Station Patuxent River, St. Mary 's County, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Hurff: 

The Federal Facilities Division (FFD) of the Maryland Department of the Environment' s Hazardous 
Waste Program has completed its review of the referenced document. This Record of Decision (ROD) 
documents the Nav y's final remedial action at Site 616A, Operable Unit 2. Thi s final remedial action, "No 
Further Remedial Action," is based upon a Remedial Investigation, which indicated that there are no 
unacceptable risks to human health or ecological receptors from exposure to groundwater, surface water, or 
surface soil/sediment at the site . The remedy selected by the Navy is in compliance with the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act. 

A public meeting was held on August 13, 2008 , to present the findings in the Proposed Plan . The FFD 
reviewed the response to comments within the ROD and found the Navy' s responses satisfactory. Based upon 
the acceptable level of protection to human health and the environment prov ided by the remed y, the FFD 
concurs with the Navy's selected remedy, "No Further Remedial Action," for Site 616A, Operable Unit 2. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (410) 537-4238. 

Sincerely, 

../ / /Ii' .. / 
,"{~./ /lft, 
Heather Njo 
Remedial Project Manager 
Federal Facilities Division 

HN:hn 

cc :	 Mr. S. Andrew Sochanski 
Mr. Horacio Tablada 
Mr. Harold L. Dye, Jr. 

~ Recycled Paper	 www.mde.state.md.us TTY Users 1-800-735-2258 
Via Maryland Relay Service 
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                -    -    -    -    - 

           MR. HURFF:  Okay, this is going to 

  start the public meeting for Site 6, Operable 

  Unit 2, the Bohneyard, which deals with 

  groundwater, surface water and sediment.  Site 6 

  is located over here on the Base, close to the 

  West Patuxent basin.  It was formerly used as a 

  storage area for fuel operations, drum storage, 

  equipment storage, raw material storage. 

           There's -- I didn't fix that slide.  It 

  was actually a 1999 Record of Decision for 

  Operable Unit 1.  That was to address soil at 

  the site.  It put a parking lot for a fuel 

  tanker truck parking.  There was supposed to be 

  an asphalt cap for Site 6A, which is adjacent to 

  the site.  That asphalt cap was the subject of a 

  2006 ROD amendment where they were going to 

  change it from an asphalt, just an asphalt 

  parking lot to a hanger, potentially. 

           We went back and re-assessed the data 

  that we had from the Operable Unit 1
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  sampling, and found out that there wasn't really 

  a risk posed by the items that were found during 

  the original investigation.  So, that had a no 

  further action determination for soils in the 

  area of 6A. 

           There was also an adjacent fuel farm up 

  here that was -- had three underground storage 

  tanks in it.  There was a remediation that was 

  conducted in this area as well, there are now 

  two above-ground tanks present at the site. 

  This is area 6A that was -- had a ROD amendment, 

  found no further action here.  This is the fuel 

  tanker parking area. 

           This is the area that was cleaned up 

  for Operable Unit 2 for surface soil and 

  sediment.  And this area here where it shows a 

  former waste oil storage tank, keep that 

  location in mind, it will become important later 

  on in the presentation. 

           Just to step through the aerial 

  photographs of the site.  1938, farm land.
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  storage out in the area, it's just adjacent to 

  runways, taxiways.  1952, you can see some 

  material storage out on the site.  There are 

  Quonset huts, rail lines running along the site 

  as well. 

           1957, more of the same.  Some material 

  storage.  1964, 1965, at some point, it was 

  reported that they placed a layer of ash from 

  the boiler plant out here as well.  We believe 

  that's what you're seeing from that dark kind of 

  material that will be present in some of the 

  photos as we step through here. 

           As you can see, there are some changes 

  where tanks are being built, additional 

  infrastructure being constructed over time. 

  '77, this is now a fenced in area, where they 

  had vehicles parked.  Drum storage, material 

  storage.  Those are what we believe to be drums. 

           1981.  '84.  And there is the fuel 

  parking area constructed.  And how it looks in 

  the current day.  The area that we did the work
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  for the former waste oil tank, the interim 1 
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  action is right here at the corner of that 

  expansion. 

           These are just some of the photos of 

  historical operations that happened at the site. 

  This is part of the reason why we came up with 

  the Operable Unit one remedy, as well as the 

  investigation for Operable Unit 2. 

           Let me know if you want to pause on any 

  of these.  This is one of our favorites.  Okay, 

  this guy that's standing out in the middle of 

  the field, the former waste oil UST location, 

  when they were doing the investigation was right 

  where he's standing.  They did sampling in this 

  area.  What we found out, during our most recent 

  interim action, was that he really should have 

  been standing over there somewhere. 

           That is a shot of the waste oil tank 

  when it was there.  We have been able to locate 

  the site, both the folks that were here when 

  that was here, as well as the other structures 

  are visible in the photograph, so we know



 6

  exactly where that is now. 1 
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           This is a shot of the site from the air 

  before the Operable Unit one remedy was put into 

  place.  And that's it as it's going in.  This is 

  where those -- the fuel farm remediation was 

  ongoing at this time as well.  The remedial 

  investigation.  We were looking at groundwater, 

  surface water, sediment, looking at human health 

  and ecological receptors.  We had 12 monitoring 

  wells, and 13 surface soil and sediment samples 

  that were taken at the site. 

           The conceptual model, we had drum 

  storage, potential run-off through drainage 

  ditch, the waste oil tank, on down to the beaver 

  pond, the different drainage, groundwater could 

  potentially flow, things could come down to hit 

  groundwater, flow down towards the beaver pond. 

           All this material is in the remedial 

  investigation, it's in the repositories, if 

  anyone chose to view it. 

           These are historic sampling locations. 

  We have this data to be considered when we were



 7

  doing the remedial investigation.  So, we had 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

  pretty wide coverage across the area. 

           And these are the groundwater 

  monitoring points that were used during the 

  investigation.  All the light blue dots.  Which 

  gives us this groundwater contour map. 

  Groundwater is coming around and heading this 

  way to the ponds that are up that way.  So, with 

  our network of wells, pretty much anything that 

  was coming from the site, we've got wells that 

  are seeing it. 

           MR. CALVANO:  Looks pretty flat. 

           MR. HURFF:  Pardon? 

           MR. CALVANO:  I mean, the groundwater 

  looks pretty flat there, it's very gradual. 

           MR. HURFF:  Yep, that it is. 

           This is the area that was investigated 

  for Operable Unit 2 for surface soil and 

  sediment.  There is a drainage ditch that runs 

  down along this side of the road that connects 

  to the other side of the unnamed road here, that 

  then goes into an open ditch that heads down to
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  goes down to -- 

           MR. COLLINS:  Supply Pond. 

           MR. HURFF:  To the Supply Pond.  So, we 

  had a number of samples that were taken in this 

  area.  We started off with a couple of these 

  samples, these were over time as well, these 

  weren't all done at one time.  One or two of the 

  samples came up with hits for PCBs, that 

  triggered additional investigations, additional 

  samples. 

           This is a list of COPCs for the human 

  health risk assessment.  You're going to notice 

  over here that this orange color, that's PCBs. 

  All these benzos, dibenzo, indino pyrene, these 

  are PAHs.  These, and the PCBs, were addressed 

  in surface soil during the interim remedial 

  action that we took.  They -- they're gone. 

           They were kept in the risk assessment, 

  as you see later in the numbers, for human 

  health, they weren't a risk for human health, it 

  was ecological risk that they posed a risk for.
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           In sediment, there were just two 1 
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  issues, in groundwater, just a couple there. 

  Including the usual, iron, manganese, thallium. 

           Here's a summary of the risk 

  assessment.  Under the industrial trespasser, 

  both adult/adolescent, there was no unacceptable 

  risk.  For the resident child/adult or 

  construction worker for carcinogenic, you're 

  within the acceptable risk range, so you're okay 

  there.  For the HIs, you are above, again, 

  thallium, iron, were the risk drivers. 

           Under the central tendency risk 

  exposure scenario, the HIs were still above one, 

  and the only thing that was driving risk was 

  thallium.  That was the primary driver. 

  Comprising almost all of that 1.57 and 5.61. 

           For the ecological risk, we had this 

  site was included in a watershed level risk 

  assessment.  BTAG, Biological -- 

           MR. SOCHANSKI:  Technical Assistance 

  Group.  EPA, U.S. Fish & Wildfire Service and 

  National Oceanographic Atmospheric
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           MR. HURFF:  These are folks who are 

  specialists in ecological risk, ecological 

  health.  They had some concerns over the PCBs 

  and PAH concentrations that we found during the 

  watershed assessment.  They wanted -- they 

  recommended that we do additional tox studies, 

  basically you would take soil from the site and 

  expose it to organisms and see if they stay 

  healthy or whether they have issues. 

           As an alternative, since the cost for 

  the study can get fairly large, fairly quickly, 

  we had looked at the area that was potentially 

  impacted and said, well, how about we clean it 

  up under Site 6, Operable Unit 2, and everyone 

  nodded their head and was, hey, that's great. 

           So, we went with a clean-up option 

  versus a further study option and we addressed 

  the area that was causing ecological risk. 

  Potential ecological risk. 

           So, from the EE/CA, we had a maximum PCB 

  concentration, 1.7 parts per million, PAHs, 63,
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  divided into three areas.  The cubic feet that 1 
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  are shown up on this slide is what we thought 

  the sites would be when we were going in.  At 

  the end of the day, area A was the area that was 

  definitely not 100 cubic feet, we're way above 

  that. 

           We had clean-up goals of one part per 

  million for PCBs and 6.15 for PAHs.  And those 

  clean-up goals were selected to protect lower 

  trophic levels, worms, insects, that other 

  things would be eating going up the food chain. 

           MR. CALVANO:  So, they really weren't 

  just MCLs, you were doing better than hitting 

  the MCL on those? 

           MR. HURFF:  Well, an MCL is a maximum 

  contaminant level is a level -- it's not a 

  risk-based threshold.  That's a level that's 

  used for public drinking water supplies for 

  protection of public health.  It's -- MCLs are a 

  little squirrely that way. 

           MR. SOCHANSKI:  This is for soil or 

  sediment, specifically, and for, again,
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  particularly PCBs can bio-accumulate in lower 

  trophic organisms, worms, birds, moles, eat the 

  worms, that bio-accumulates and goes up the food 

  chain. 

           MR. HURFF:  That's part of the reason 

  that we have to pay attention to the low 

  concentration, because as they go up the food 

  chain, they bio-magnify.  PCBs tend to be 

  persistent, they stick in fatty tissues, they 

  don't go away.  They're not metabolically 

  reduced. 

           MR. SOCHANSKI:  Released. 

           MR. CALVANO:  Like seafood poisoning in 

  fish. 

           MR. HURFF:  They stay with you.  So, 

  this figure here shows you the three excavation 

  areas, area A, B, C.  This is what the plan was 

  from the EE/CA.  The successes, areas B and C, we 

  met the remedial goal, we dug down a foot, it 

  was all good.  Area A, we took care of the issue 

  on the surface soil.  We did find out that there
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  was a bigger area of subsurface contamination 1 
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  from that waste oil tank.  We went down to about 

  eight feet below grade, we maxed out at 80 parts 

  per million of PCBs. 

           At that point, we were at the limit of 

  how far we could dig.  There's a pipeline that's 

  immediately adjacent to the site.  We couldn't 

  go any further because of the foundation of the 

  piping, as well as the contractual limits of 

  what we had established under the EE/CA.  We're 

  going to have to come back at a later time to 

  take care of that problem. 

           The former waste oil UST, it was there 

  until 1992.  It was waste oil, if there was 

  anything else in it, we don't really know.  They 

  did not do additional soil excavation when they 

  removed the UST, and there was no visible 

  contamination observed when they pulled the UST, 

  which is why they didn't do any additional work 

  at the time. 

           We had all thought it was addressed 

  under the Operable Unit 1 remedy, the line that
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  The lines that have been drawn, sometimes the 

  area where that tank is in it, sometimes it's 

  outside of it.  It's one of those things that 

  almost fell through the cracks. 

           So, we do know where the UST is 

  located, we do know that it's just PCBs, we did 

  additional full-scan sampling to look for all 

  contaminants, not just PCBs.  It's just PCBs. 

  We're going to create a new site to address 

  this, per the Federal Facility Agreement, that's 

  what FFA stands for up there, there's an 

  agreement between the EPA and ourselves that the 

  State is a -- they didn't sign it, but 

  they're -- let's not worry about the details. 

           MS. NJO:  They consult with us.  We 

  have -- 

           MR. HURFF:  The State would be happy to 

  see us create a site to address this problem. 

           MS. NJO:  Thank you. 

           MR. HURFF:  Speaking for Heather. 

           We've already entered this into the NAS
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  Base, they have to get a dig permit.  That will 

  be flagged in the system that if anybody goes 

  out there to dig, they have to compare it, 

  whatever, they go to get that permit, it says 

  you can't be here, don't. 

           The site is inside of a fence line, 

  which means it has no exposure, no one is going 

  there, there's no trespassers, people picnicking 

  on the site.  And there's very limited PCBs at 

  the surface, we've taken care of that problem 

  for the most part.  They don't go downgradient, 

  they don't move through soil very well. 

  Basically wherever they're carried in oil once 

  they -- once that's absorbed, it's not going 

  anywhere. 

           So, the site has been there for some 

  time, it's stable.  We've done a ring of 

  sampling around it, we know where it's at, and 

  we'll come back and get it. 

           And that was important to finish up the 

  remedial investigation, because it's awful darn
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  further action if you've got this one big 

  massive PCB sticking around.  From the human 

  health assessment that we did, we didn't find 

  that there was an up acceptable risk.  Iron and 

  arsenic, manganese, drivers, things we've seen 

  elsewhere on the site. 

           Ecological risk, we addressed that 

  through the interim action.  We didn't have any 

  MCL excedences at the site.  And we didn't need 

  to do a feasibility study, since there wasn't 

  anything left to clean up as far as surface 

  soil, sediment and surface water. 

           That's it.  Any questions on that one? 

           (No response.) 

           MR. HURFF:  If there's none, that wraps 

  up the meeting for Site 6. 

           (Whereupon, at 7:11 p.m., the meeting 

  was concluded.) 
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