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Beach, Virginia 

Dear Ms. Cooke: 

On behalf of the Navy, CHZM HILL has prepared the following responses to your 
comments on the Draft Finnl Engineering Evnlzmtion/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for Site 8 
Demolitioit Debris Landfill, Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek, Virginia Beach, 
Virginia: 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

1. The execritive srmnzman. indicates that analytical resrilts were conrpared to EPA 
Region III Risk Based Conce~ztrations and Mu~imunr Cotztarninatiorz Levels IiMCLF) 
in order to evalriate constinients of potential concerir at the sire. These RBCs and 
MCLs are hurrzan Irealrl~ based benchnzarks. According to this executive srinrmary, 
the co~ltaminarrts of potential concern (COPCs) were not based on ecologicallj 
sensitive berzchmark valties. The execrtrive srimnraq needs to more clearly indicate 
tlzat the COPCs for Site 8 are both ecological risk and hriman health risk related. 

Resaonse to Comment No. 1: 

The constituents identified as COPCs in the Site 8 EE/CA were those constituents 
listed in the Firrnl Site Itziwstigfltlon Report for SW.'dU 3 artti Site 8, NAB Little Creek, 
Virginin Bmch, Virginia, prepared by CHZM HILL in December 1999. Reference to 
these COPCs was included to provide background information on previous 
investigations conducted at the site at the time this EE/CA \\-as drafted. The 



Ms. Mary Cooke 
Page 2 
August 31,2001 

ecological risk assessment will be conducted on a separate Contract Task Order 
(CTO) upon completion of this debris clearing. Additionally, the ecological risk 
criteria are addressed in more detail in the D/RP Rrmedinl 11tz.estigntion Work Plan for 
Site 8, Demolition Debris LRnrifill, NAB Little Creek, Virginin Bmclt, Virginin, which was 
jointly scoped by the Little Creek Partnering Team during the May 2001 meeting and 
submitted on July 27,2001 to the team for review. 

2.' T l z  exectrtizv sumnzny on p q e  ES-l lists contaminnttts of potentin1 coltcent (COPC) by 
media. These contn~ninaizts ruere ~ I o p e d f r o m  fhe Final Site Inzwsfignfion Report. This 
COPC 1st is bnsrd on limited snmpling mzd tnny not include 011 potentin1 contnminnnts of 
concern nt tlzr site. 111 adciitiotz, no snmples zwre collected wlzere the debris pile nre located. 
which would be zulrrr contnminnnt concentrations woltld be exprcted to be the most elewatrd. 
Therefore, giz-en tltre Iimitntions, tlze scope of the upcoming r m d i n l  inivstigatio~r (RI) 
slzoztld not be limited to only those COPG idezttpd in the earlier sitr ittzwstigntio~t. 

Response to Comment No. 2 

Please see the response to Comment No. 1. 

3. Accordiltg to  Table 2-3 (Relative Ranking Systetn Investigation Detected Attalytes), 
the sttbsurjace soil sainples were collectedfrpm a depth of 1 to 4 feet. This doczrment 
needs to clearly state ifrhese subsurjace santples were a coi~zpositc from this 3-foot 
interval. If this is the case. fron~ an ecological perspective. tlze corzcentrations from 
these subsurfnce samples likely underestimate mrimunt  cottcentratio~zs. Tlze sanrple 
distance for these szcbncrjace soil santples should ideally be 6 itzches, centered 0 1 2  2 
feer below grozrrtd surfhce, nvith multiple cores being take to provide srrfJicient sample 
volrime. 

Response to Comment Yo. 3 

These samples were taken dunng the initial site characterization and were provided 
in this document to summarize the results of previous investigations. The purpose 
of the Relative Risk Ranking System is to determine the hkely extent of 
contamination present at a site. This data was only used to assign a priority level to 
Site 8 and aided in determining which additional investigations are to be performed 
at Site 8. Remedial investigation sampling activities related to human health and 
ecological risk assessmenfs were jointly scoped by the Little Creek Partnering Team 
and presented in the Draft R l  Work Plnn for Site 8 that was submitted to the team for 
review and comment on July 27,2001. 

4.' Section 2.4 on plzge 2 2  describes t l z  debris piles thnt ruere fottnd at the site, rind Figrrre 2-2 
shozw the locntions of  thesr piles. Based on tlze type of debris prejott nt mcft of thrse pilrs, 
snmpling in fhr trpco~tting RI a~zdrr some of these piles is reconmrrnd~d. For rxntnple, 
sampling shoziltf be coniinctrdfor semiz~olntilr orgnnic compot~nds (SVOOfrom piles 
contnirting crrosote trenteci polcs, and snmpling for metnlsfrom pilrs containing metnl ilrbris. 
Other ntuzl!lsb swy bs ric,lzrrntzted o~zcrfirll clmrncteri=ntion of rfrbris piln- Imj been 
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completed. Section 2.5 011 page 2-5 disctfsses the additional snnzpling tthn ti~in be prrformed 
in the upcomingN to,till ikrtagaps. Tlw ntrmber of samples will be determhred by the 
nzlmber ofdebris piles i ~ i ~ m e  potoztinl releases cottld June occurred. 

Response to Comment No. 4 

The sampling from debris pile locations is addressed in the Drnft Rmmcdinl 
Investigation Work Planfor Site 8, Demolition Debris Lnndjll, NAB Little Creek, Virginia 
Beach, Virginia, which has been submitted to the Little Creek Partnering Team for 
review and comment on July 27,2001. 

According to Table 2-4 (Sa~tzple Szcntmary and Associated Qitalily Control). soil 
samples were collected fro111 0 to 6 inches and from 3 to S feet. It is not clear whv 
these sanzpling depths differ front those in Table 2-3 and why the sttbsrtrface soil 
between 6 inches and 3 feet was not sanzpled. Again, substtgace soil samples should 
be front a 6-inch :one centered on 2 feet bgs. This infornlation needs to be added to 
this report. 

Response to Comment No. 5 

Please see the response to Comment NO. 3. 

According to Table 2-5 (Sir~~zmary of COPCs). PAHs were nor identified as COPCs 
because they were 1c.irlrbz backgrotrrzd. Corzsiderirtg the highly likely a~ztlrropogenic 
source of these PAHs. discozaztbzg rlzenz as within backgrozuzd or trpgradfernr is not 
acceptable. They need to be evalttated for ecological risk and illclttded in the list of 
COPCs, ifnecessap. 

Response to Comment No. 6 - 
Please see the response to Comment No. 1. 

Surface debris pile locatio~rs are siipposedly sltown OR Figure 2-2, bur this figure was 
not incltided in rhe docrcme~zt for review. 

Resvonse to Comment No. 7 

The omission of Figure 2-2 was an oversight during document production. Fi,-e 2- 
2 will be included in the Final EE/CA. 

Table 2-7 is a szonmar\. of debris pile v p e  and qzrantily. This table needs to inchide a 
meastcmnzent of the see  of tlre debris pile. For esample, debris pile 'k" is ''F" square 
feet. 
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Response to Comment No. 8 

Table 2-7 was compiled based upon estimated field measurements taken during a 
December 2000 site reconnaissance. The field team was asked to estimate the 
approximate number and size of debris present in each pile. Aerial extent (square 
footage) was not specifically calculated for the purpose of the Drnfi Finn1 EE/CA; 
however the debris piles were surveyed using GPS. The largest debris piles were 
surveyed around the perimeter. The areas shown on figures for the largest debris 
piles are a close approximation of size. The smaller debris piles would have only 
been referenced by a single GPS point, and the size depicted on the Drnft Final 
E E / C A  figures is larger than actual debris pile size. The use of the information 
presented in the table was to calculate the volume of material to be removed during 
the surface debris clearing. The estimate of cost to remove the material from the site 
was based on volume (cubic yards), not square footage. The close-out report that 
will be prepared by the subcontractor responsible for the surface debris clearing 
(upon completion) will accurately reflect the square footage of debris at Site 8. 

9.' Section 2.5 i; more tlun R geriernlized discussion oftltr trpcoming rrntedinl ini~sttgntion and 
feasibility study nt Site 8. Thr CTD is irfentifirf ns id1 ns sewn itvltts tlznt defi~te tltr scope 
nttd objrctiiirs ofthe CTO. Nonr of t l~me itrnts idrrtttFrs prrpnring n bnsrlinr rcotogicnl risk 
assessment (ERA). l?te rcologicnl risk nssrssmrnt tltnt ltns been conrpleted for tltk site z c n s  
bnsrd 011 SI dntn and ns sticlt k not cotzsi~frrr~f more thnn n screening lrvel ERA, m t t  tltotrg11 
tlw title of tiu? doctinzent strggrsted it wns n bmelitte ERA (ittcludrd strp SA). This section is 
too restrictizv of iulrnt nreds to be incltidrrl in tlle RI/FS nnd rteeds to be more general nnd 
tlzereby nlloiu tlte ioork plnn tofirlly rfezvlop tltefmrnrzuork o f  t l~e  ovrrnll RIPS doctrmrtrts 
inclrrdirtg problon formtrhltion for tltr ERA. In nd~fitiott, tltrre 1tnile brrn two conjerr?tce calls 
and nt least onr mreting regarding proposed snmpling for tlzr RIES ns well as tltis intrrim 
remowl action tltnt Imm restrltrd 111 significnttt clmrtgesfrom tltr irillformntio?~ presnttrd in 
this section. Tltereforr, BTAG recommntds tltis section br rrpdnted per tlris cornmr11t or 
eliminnted. Tltr fnct tlut nn Rim, itzcluding nn ERA, will be prrfornted nt Site 8 sltould be 
stated. 

Rewonse to Comment No. 9 

Reference to completing an ERA has been added as a bulleted item in Section 2.5 of 
the Finn1 Site 8 EE/CA. 

10." Srctio~t 3.2.1 drscribe the remozlnl action objectii.~ ("...to remow z~isiblr surfnce dehris '7t Sitr 
8 in efirts to rrstore tlre site ton wzorr rtnttrrnl srttirtgnrtd i~rrproz>itzg its rrsr rn n i~.ildljf* 
hrrbitnt nttd bird i,iric.ing nren ..." ) nnd tllat tlzis iuill br ncco~~tplislwd by estnbliihing 
tempornry nccrss, removi1zg sticfncr iiebris piles i~lltilr lirniti~tg dnmngz, staging ~febris types 
for disposnl, nttd retorntion of tlte site. Intrresti1tgly, nccontplisltirtg tlze rerno~nl action 
objectii7e rims not iticlrrde nctti~ll disposal of tlw ritbris. Rrgnrrfittg ic>etlnnds, Iirlrittng hrtzngz 
zc~ill nerd to nrfriress n~td intrgr17tr i1!for~lmtiort 011 soiI/srdimrnt compnction, bank 
stnbili=ntio1t, nttd clwnticnl concentnrtiorrs stlpyortii'r ojrfebris rrmoi,nI and the rrmoz~t71 
metltorfs selecte~f. Details on site rr.;torntion slzo~iM br proz>iried. At n minimrlrn, ntottitoriltg 
ofdkttrrbrd nren5 shotrld he prrforrnd. I f  mnrsh ivgrtrrtio~l ilors not recomr brcntisz of 
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compnctio~z nrtd crentio~t of opr11 zunter Itnbitnt, or ifl'llmgmitrs inzlna'es di-tllrbrd nrens, 
rurtln~~d ntitigntiolt or rrstorntion zuill br needed. 

Res~onse to Comment KO. 10 

Removal and subsequent disposal of the surface debris at Site 8 is the basis for 
completing the surface debris clearing at Site 8. Damage to the wetlands will be 
limited by the temporary placement of wooden logging mats, which are expected to 
provide a suitable surface for the heavy equipment to remove the surface debris. 
The location where logging mats nil1 be placed is expected to remain largely within 
the Pl~rnpitzs portion of the wetlands at Site 8. Specific wetland areas were 
identified during the wetlands delineation that was performed during April 2001. 
which was included as Attachment D to the Drnrft Firm1 EE/CA. 

Any associated reduction of elevation of wetland soils may have the long term 
benefit of creating additional higher quality wetlands, as these areas are likely to 
experience longer periods of inundation during tidal cycles. Upon completion of the 
debris clearing and remedial investigation at Site 8, wetland mitigation or restoration 
will be performed during the site remedial action phase if it is determined that the 
debris clearing has adversely affected the wetlands. The scope of this debris dearing 
includes immediate site restoration (re-grading, re-seeding in upland areas, etc.); 
however, longer term wetland mitigation activities will be addressed on a separate 
CTO, if necessary. 

Chemical concentrations m debris pile areas will be assessed upon completion of the 
surface debris clearing during the remedial investigation phase. Chemical 
concentrations within the debris will be assessed by the removal subcontractor and 
the Navy-approved permitted disposal facility, with direction from the Navy as part 
of the disposal process. 

Bank stabilization measures will be assessed upon completion of the surface debris 
clearing. Onlv debris pile #13 is located along the bank of the channel located at Site 
8. Based upon visual observations during site visits, and as depicted on Page 8 of 
Appendix A in the Drnfi Finn1 EE/CA, the "bank" is virtually non-existent. Any 
problems encountered with the bank during the surface debris clearing will be 
assessed and counteractive measures will be taken to remedy the situation. 

11. Sectio~z 3.2.2 (Removal Action Scope) indicares that debris items to be removed will 
be considered inert nlaterials tltat trill nor contai~t 11a;ardo~rs marerials. Sonie of the 
identified debris i~tcllcdes railroad ties and telepho~te poles. Tltis EUCA does not 
doclmntent tltar tltese nvo iteins have not been treated with preservatives. l~lforn~atiort 
from rite -M4\. 2001 pamterirtg nreetittg indicated tltar sonre oftl~ese wood items had 
been treated ~r.itIt creosote arrd tItat rlze reZepIzorte poles were more like!?? pilings 
(pote~lriall~ treated with the preservative CCA). The statement abo~lr these items 
being inert >rill need to be changed. 
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Resoonse to Comment No. 11 

For cost estimating purposes, the debris was assumed to not contain hazardous 
materials as they ma?- relate to disposal characteristics. Determining the extent of 
contamination that may be present in wood heatments will be required by the 
removal subcontractor as a prerequisite for disposal. 'Ihis issue will be addressed as 
part of the contract with the subcontractor performing the disposal. This issue is 
further explained in Section 3.5 (General Disposal Requirements). 

The second sentence of Section 3.2.2 (Removal Action Scope) has been modified to 
include analj-tical analyses of treatments applied to wood prior to disposal. The 
third sentence of this paragraph "...may contain materials that would be classified as 
hazardous " also reflects the scenario discussed during the May 2001 parhering 
session. Due to the nature of wood treatments (CCA), s i w c a n t  leaching of 
contaminants into site so& is not expected to have occurred. The sampling and 
analyses to be conducted during the remedial investigation will include the former 
locations of debris piles to ensure any associated contamination is properly 
characterized. Any contamination that remains at the site following the surface 
debris clearing will be evaluated in the RI/HHRA/ERA/FS. 

12. Section 3.2.2 refers ro Figzire 2-2 as showing the location of eaclz debris pile. 
However, this figure is nor included in the EEIC.4 

Response to Comment No. 12 

The omission of Figure 2-2 was an oversight during document production. Figure 2- 
2 will be included in the Finnl EE/CA. 

13. Section 3.2.2 indicates tlze rentoval action will require the disrrtrbai~ce of 
approxir,~atel?; 0.5 acres, nor including the areas nirrenttv co~rtairzing surface debris. 
It$onnation needs to be prosided indicating the total area that will be distzrrbed. 
incl~rding tlze areas czlrrentl). containing srtrface debris. 

Response to Comment No. 13 

Disturbance of those areas of the site already containing surface debris was not 
considered detrimental to the site. It was estimated that approximately 0.5 acres of 
current \\-etlands may be required to access the surface debris locations. This 
estimate includes establishing temporary access to remove debris piles #9 and #13. 
The utilization of existing roadways (Figure 3-1 in the Dr@ Finnl EE/CA) was not 
considered to be disturbing to the site. The exact area that will be disturbed will not 
be known until equipment has mobilized to the debris piles. Based upon 
observations made during the site reconnaissance, the smaller debris piles located in 
upland areas may be accessed with a backhoe (or similar equipment) without 
logging mats. Howex-er, some clearing of small trees is anticipated. Since the 
upland portion of the site (southern extent) is heavily wooded with large trees, any 
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clearing/grubbing of site trees is expected to be limited to trees 2-inches or less in 
diameter, and not detrimentally affect the wooded area that has been establshed at 
Site 8. The text in the last paragraph of Section 3.2.2 has been modified to more 
clearly reflect what areas be disturbed during the surface debris clearing. 

14.* Section 3.2.2 inriicntes tlte tentporny access ronds me shozm~ on Fipre 2-3. Bnseii 011 tltis 
figure, zul~ich dors not s l t o ~ ~  nll of the debris pilrs, concern is mised as to u~hrtlur or not nlI of 
the debris piles will be nccrssible by tltrsr temporny rcmds. The crmtion of access ronds 
should be done in n icny that ntinimizes impncts to the strrrolrnding rnnrslr, inclrrdirtg the use 
o f m t s h  mats wlwre possible, and crmtittg ronds through Plrrngmifes nrens altrre feasible, to 
minimize impncts to marsh nrrns contnb~ing SpnTtinn species. This i~$ormntio~~ ~terds to be 
inclrrdrd. 

Response to Comment No. 14 

Section 3.2.2 of the D r ~ f t  Firtnl EE/CA indicates that the temporary access roads are 
shown on Figure 3-1, which does include the location of all the debris piles. These 
formerly used roads will allow equipment to gain access to the largest, contiguous 
debris piles. Other smaller debris piles (concrete pipe, concrete blocks, etc.) in the 
upland areas of the site are expected to be removed by creating small "spurs" off of 
the access roads. The upland soils in the area are expected to be capable of 
supporting the equipment (backhoe with rubber tires or equivalent) necessary to 
remove the debris with minimal disturbance to the site. 

Information regarding the location of access roads through Phrrtgmites, rather than 
Spnrtinn, is discussed at the end of Section 3.2.2 Also, please refer to the response to 
Comment No. 13 for additional explanation. 

15.' Section 3.4, on pngr 3-3, i1tdicr7trs "[tlltis remoml nction is intrndrd to rmoite tla portion of 
stirfnce debris at tla site titat itrre plncrri within the wt1nnL." This intrrttiott dws not 
nppenr to be tlrr snme ns tlrr rr~~roznl action objective in section 3.2.1 n~td quoted in comment 
8 nbmv. This co~tftrsion tvrds to be clnrified. Also, on page 2-6, the stntement is mn17de that 
the RI report will focris on impncts of tlte debris ruitlrin the hndfill. Considering the fnct thnt 
the nature nnd extent of tltc cotrtn~ni~mtion msociated zuith nny of tlrrsr debris piles is 
zrnknozun rind tlmt some ofthe riebris piles m y  be otrtside the limits of tlre lnn~$ll comr, 
limiting thr foclw ofthe dl nt this time is prnnntrrre. 

Response to Comment No. 13 
This statement indicates that considerations need to be taken under the Location 
Specific ARARs for wetlands, since some of the debris present at this site is located 
within wetlands. This statement was not included as an objective of the removal 
action. 

The approach to conducting the post-surface debris clearing sampling as part of the 
RI investigation has been discussed in several recent meetings, and includes 
obtaining samples from agreed upon locations. The results of these samples will be 
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used to determine the extent of contamination existing at Site 8, including any 
identifiable relationship with the formerly used landfill. This information is 
presented in the Drnft RI Work Plnit for Site 8, which was submitted to the Little Creek 
Partnering Team for review and comment on July 27,2001. 

16. Section 4.0 notes C6PCs in srtrfnce soils and szrbsurface soils. bl the case of surface 
soils, the four COPCs are reduced to one by con~parittg to upgradient aitd 
backgrorcrzd coircentratioits. Previoris comnzents on orlter sites at NAB Little Creek 
have raised coitcern over she use of  rlre backgro~tnd data set and whetlzer or  nor it is 
contplere enozcgh to use to limit the list of coittan~ii~ants of concenz. This sarrte 
concern applies to  this site. n ze  firral list of COCs needs to be docrune?~ted in the RI 
mtd slzortld not be limited bx pre-RI decisions. 

Response to Comment No. 16 
Please see the response to Comment No. 1. 

7 Bnsed on tlzrfnct thnt the irtterim remoi.nl action is to take place b40re tlte RI/FS is 
completed, and may nctunlly be completed before RIsnrnpling dntn is nzjnilnblr; thrre is 
concern as to zulretller or trot tlte itrterinr remozd nction will mobilize cltemicnb or iitcmse 
tlte exposure route to enoironrrzmtnl rrceptors. Depending upon scltrdtrli~tg, either the 
EE/CA or tlre RI roil1 izerd to monitor corztnininnnt coitceiztrntions rrrmining nfter the rfebris 
piles are remoz~rrf. This zc~ill fll[07~1 for the assessment of remaining risksubseqtient to t lu 
IRA. 
Res~onse to Comment No. 17 

The purpose of the EE/CA was to ex-aluate options for removing visible surface 
debris at Site 8. The objective of the RI is to monitor contaminant concentrations 
existing at the site after the surface debris clearing is complete. Environmental 
monitoring is not a specific objective of the EE/CA; however RI sampling after 
completion of the debris clearing allows for an assessment of the site without the 
presence of surface debris. 

18. Sectioit 4.1 describes alternatiz~e 1 ns no nction nrtd incorporating surfncr debris rentom1 wit11 
tlte rrrnedinl imvstigatioit. Tlzr remom for not selecting tltis nlternntioe are not clenrly 
documrnte~f. This altenrntive seems to minimize schrdtiliitg miflicts and wolclrf nuke tlte 
ecologicnl risk nssessnten t problem fornzulatiort easier. Also, sampliilg soils nnri srrfimerrts 
beforr rfebris pile remozal ruotrld likely clnrifi~,from n contnmiltnnt-risk perspective, ifall 
debris piles inerrird to be remoz*rri. Tlzis irlformntion cozrld help in making decisions nborct 
rnnoz.ing debris pilrsfroirt zuetlnndnrrns aitd nlortg the s t m m  bnrrk iulzere the mnjorihJ of tlre 
teleplzone poles or pilings npprnr to be locnted. 

Response to Comment No. 18 

A Remedial Action at Site 8 would be conducted following the RI/FS process. T ~ I S  
surface debris clearing is intended to remove only the surficial debris present at Site 
8. Based upon previous site investigations and due to the nature of the majorit) of 
the surface debris, removal of this debris prior to the RI/FS process at Site S provides 
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a more appropriate means to investigate the site during the IU sampling. With the 
exception of possible contaminants present in the treatment that has been applied to 
the surface of the wood, the debris piles are not considered to be sources of 
contamination. The prior placement of surface debris at Site 8 is defined in Chapter 
IV in the Virginia Solid Waste hbnagement Regulations ( V S W )  9 VAC 20 80 
under "hlanagement of Open Dumps and Unpermitted Facilities". Conducting this 
surface debris clearing, followed by the samples to be obtained from each media 
(surface and subsurface soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediment) as part of 
the RI is consistent with the requirements of the VSWMR. 

19. The tlzird pargmplz of section 4.1 contains tltr stntement " ... tlzose rfebris piles Iocnted ozrtsidr 
of tlze limits of the former lm~djill nre not nnticipnted to 11nar mzy nssocinfed rrlntion to tJw 
lnndfill cnp. " The mennit~g of this stntmrnt is not clenr. 

Res~onse to Comment No. 19 

The third paragraph in Section 4.1 of the Dra? Fbml EE/CA does not seem to contain 
this statement. The last sentence of the second paragraph addresses a similar issue 
regarding the existing landfill cap (soil cover over areas of the landfill where 
subsurface debris was disposed). Debris piles could be compromising the 
effectiveness of the required 2-foot thick soil cover that is required over areas where 
subsurface debris has formerly been placed. Hence, the statement "...those debris 
piles located outside of the limits of the former landfill are not anticipated to have 
any associated relation to the landfill cap" is intended to mean that any debris piles 
not located on top of the former area of the site that was used for subsurface debris 
disposal are not expected to have compromised the effectiveness of the existing cap. 
Also, removing these debris piles is not expected to c a w  additional damage to the 
landfill cap. The extent of the landfill cap will be determined as part of the RI/FS to 
be conduc-ted at the site. 

20.' Sectiott 4.3 tiescribes nlternntive 3 Itlte cco-clttsion recornmmr& tlzis nltmntive) ns inclzrding 
reinforced .inbgmclrs for nccess rands to the rurtlnnds. 77zere n p r  to be othrr metlzods of 
gnining nccess to zuetlnnds tltnt wotrldjrrth~r minimize impacts to tlzese hnbitnts. Yet, there 
is no intiic~~tiot~ tlznt nll ntetfiods of zuorh+?~g in iurtlnnds to minimize ndwrse inzpncts h u e  
bren con.ii~Irred in tlzis EE/CA. Doczrmentntiotz of tlzrse "ruetln~zdfrietzdly" constnlction 
methods neetfs to be ittcl~rried, sz6clt tltat tl~e most npproprintr is selected. Also, disctrssions 
(conference cnlb nnd merti?tgs) lznzlr drnlt ruitlz tlte nerd to rlimi~zntr/nti~~imize co~atrtrctio~z 
impncts to tlw Sprtitta nlnrsk ntsd tlzese need to be inclzrdrd 61 tl~is srctiort. 

Response to Comment No. 20 

The Drnff EE/CA (February 2001) for the surface debris clearing at Site 8 that was 
provided for review included the construction (and removal of) temporary access 
roads to provide equipment a means of accessing the debris for removal. Further 
discussion with the Nay revealed there were "logging mats" that could be utilized 
to complete this surface debris clearing. Part of the changes incorporated into this 
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Draft Finn1 EE/CA included the use of these mats rather than constructing traditional 
access roads. 

The use of these logging mats will only be used in those areas identified as 
"wetlands" to access the largest surface debris pile (#13). Other options, such as 
access from the water, \\-ere not feasible due to channel depth, tidal cycles, and the 
lack of a location that could be used to load and unload equipment to a barge or 
similar. Impacts to the Spnrtina marsh will be avoided as much as possible while 
accessing debris pile #13 (please see Section 3.2.2). Debris pile#9, which is also 
located in the Spnrtinn marsh, may be removed from the log,$ng mats placed to 
access debris pile 13. The debris present within debris pile #9 (several wooden 
pilings laying flat in the marsh) is expected to be removed by winching the debris 
across the surface of the marsh in a manner that will not require mobilizing 
equipment into the marsh. 

21. A number of drcisro~zs or C O I ~ S ~ S I L S  on issties have been rmched n rrszdt q-tlir confeTencr 
calls nnd meetrngs pertaining to this site. These items need to be accuratefy represented in 
this EE/CA. 

Res~onse - to Comment No. 21 

Everv attempt %\-as made to include the decisions and co~l~ensus items from the joint 
scopkg sessions (May 2001) during the drafting of this Draft Film1 EE/CA. Many of 
the decisions or consensus items regarding Site 8 were related to the recently 
completed RI Work Plan, as stated m the response to comment No. 1. Specific 
changes made to this document between Drnft and Drnfi Finnl were provided as a 
"red-line" version when the Draft Final was submitted for review. 

If you have any questions concerning any of these comments, please call me at (757) 
460-3734, ext. 12. 

Sincerely, 

CH2 HILL P J ~ L  
Paul Landin, P.E. 
Project Manager 

cc: Ms. Dawn Haves, LANTDN 
Mr. Robert weld, VDEQ 
File 

Mr. Matt Louth, CH2M HILL 
Mr. Rartdv Satvver, IR Coordinator 


