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Mr. Elmer Biles 
6315 Indian Head Highway 
Indian Head, MD 20640 

Dear Mr. Biles: 

We are writing in response to your letter of August 14, 1998, 
concerning the Installation Restoration (IR) Site 57 Remedial 
Investigation Work Plan. We appreciate you taking the time to 
review this document and provide your comments to us. The Navy 
has been trying to get the public involved in remediation 
activities at Naval facilities to ensure that everyone, 
especially in nearby communities, understands what is being done 
and to address all concerns prior to conducting fieldwork. The 
only way this can be done is by receiving input from active 
citizens, like you. 

A copy of your letter is included as enclosure (1). Your first 
comment refers to sampling at the location that the storm sewer 
downgradient from IR Site 57 discharges into the Mattawoman 
Creek and the number of samples that are to be taken at this 
location. First, we need to mention that the Executive Summary 
should state that 31 water samples, rather than 30, and 6 
sediment samples will be taken with respect to the storm sewer 
system. This estimate is based on the assumption that each 
manhole has 2 inlet pipes and 1 outlet pipe. We know that some 
of the manholes have only 1 inlet pipe and 1 outlet pipe, while 
others have up to 4 inlet pipes and 1 outlet pipe. 

In addition, Table 3-2 from the work plan, which has been 
reduced in size for inclusion in this letter as enclosure (21, 
provides details on the samples to be taken and their locations. 
The locations of the samples referenced in the table are shown 
on Figure 4-3 of the work plan. This figure has been included 
as enclosure (3). 
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One last item to mention before we can proceed is that the 
sampling nomenclature, as discussed on page 6-4 of the work 
plan, provides the site number, the media to be sampled (water, 
soil, sediment), and the sa'fnple number, among other information. 
For example, sample S57SWOO9 refers to IR Site 57 (S57) surface 
water (SW) sample number 009; and sample S57SD005 refers to IR 
Site 57 (S57) sediment (SD) sample number 005. 

Based on this information, the sample numbers that you have 
listed in your comment refer to 6 separate samples at 3 distinct 
locations: 3 water samples and 3 sediment samples. A surface 
water sample (S57SWOO9) and a sediment sample (S57SD005) will be 
taken at the outfall of the 36-inch pipe at Mattawoman Creek. A 
surface water sample (S57SWOlO) and a sediment sample (S57SD006) 
will be taken 50 feet down stream from the outfall to Mattawoman 
Creek. And, a surface water sample (S57SWO16) and a sediment 
sample (S57SD012) will be taken at the discharge of the concrete 
channel to Mattawoman Creek. Again, these samples are shown on 
enclosure (3): 

Next, your letter states that "...this is not an adequate sampling 
for measuring contaminants at what has to be a primary point of 
consideration. One of our primary objectives in this 
investigative work must be to assure ourselves that there is no 
discharge of contaminants from Site 57 by whatever source into 
the Mattawoman Creek." 

We would like to address the second portion of this comment 
first. The purpose of a Remedial Investigation (RI) is to 
characterize a site, that is, to determine the nature and extent 
of contamination of that site. This includes determining 
contaminants at the site; locating all possible paths that 
contaminants can follow to reach a receptor, such as humans, 
fish, etc.; and determining how far the contaminants have 
migrated. Once the site has been characterized through an RI, 
then final remedial action alternatives will be determined and 
one selected to remediate the site during a Feasibility Study. 
Therefore, the primary objective of the RI, as stated above, is 
to fully characterize the site. 
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To address the first part of your comment, it is important to 
note that this storm sewer receives industrial wastewater, such 
as cooling water from the powerhouse, and is regulated by the 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) under the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) as Industrial 
Wastewater Outfall (IW) 80. The NPDES permit for our Activity 
sets a limit of 100 parts per billion (ppb) of trichloroethylene 
(TCE) for IW 80. The permit became effective on February 1, 
1998, and requires quarterly sampling for TCE. However, 
beginning in January 1999, IW 80 will be sampled monthly for 
TCE. NPDES sample results to date for TCE at IW 80 are listed 
below: 

Quarter 
1 

Sample Date Concentration of TCE 
March 5, 1998 81 wb 

2 
* 
** 
3 

April 14, 1998 
June 9, 1998 
June 9, 1998 
July 1, 1998 

78 wb 
19 P-N 
<5 wb 
51 ppb 

* Sample taken during an NPDES inspection. 
** Sample taken by MDE inspector during NPDES inspection. 

From this data, we can see that TCE from IR Site 57 is already 
entering the Mattawoman Creek at levels below the permitted 
limit of 100 ppb. 

Also, as discussed in previous Restoration Advisory Board 
meetings, a removal action will be conducted prior to this RI 
study to decrease, and hopefully eliminate, the discharge of TCE 
to the Mattawoman Creek. The removal action involves the 
relining of approximately 800 feet of the storm sewer pipe to 
eliminate TCE-contaminated groundwater infiltration into the 
storm sewer. 

Your final statement in your first comment suggests that we 
increase the number of samples at the discharge point and 
schedule them over a period of time so that we can have 
confidence in the results. This would be appropriate after a 
final site remediation has been conducted, to ensure that the 
remedial action was successful. We can discuss this issue again 
during the Remedial Design phase of IR Site 57, which is 
budgeted for fiscal year 1999. 
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In your second comment, you discuss the need for regular 
sampling of fish and shellfksh in the Mattawoman Creek to ensure 
that they are safe to eat. Although this issue is not within 
the scope of the IR Site 57 RI work, it is an extremely 
important issue for the Navy and is worth addressing in this 
letter. 

We are planning to conduct an Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) 
of the Mattawoman Creek in the future. In fact, we have already 
had a team on-site to view the Mattawoman Creek and some IR 
sites along the Creek. The team, a technical resource for the 
Navy, contains members from the Naval Facilities Engineering 
Service Center in Port Hueneme, California; the EPA; and the 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. The team will be assisting us in 
preparing a sampling scheme to obtain a thorough and accurate 
ERA of the Mattawoman Creek. 

Prior to conducting the ERA, we need to obtain sediment samples 
in the Mattawoman Creek. This preliminary sampling will assist 
us in determining locations to sample for fish and biota. As we 
have discussed many times during Restoration Advisory Board 
meetings, funding for IR work is limited, especially with 
respect to studies. However, our Engineering Field Activity 
Chesapeake has budgeted for the preliminary sediment sampling in 
fiscal year (FY) 1999 and the ERA work in FY 2000. Information 
obtained in these efforts will be instrumental in determining 
risks to human health from eating fish from the Mattawoman 
Creek. 

Even though prior risk assessments are based on limited data, 
none have stated that eating fish from the Mattawoman Creek 
positively causes adverse health effects on humans. They do, 
however, suggest that additional sampling is required to provide 
a more accurate risk assessment. Therefore, as discussed above, 
we plan to perform additional sampling to ensure that prior 
discharges and spills from our Activity do not adversely affect 
human health and the environment. If so, then these sites must 
be and will be remediated to eliminate the problem. This, in 
essence, is the true purpose of the Navy Installation 
Restoration Program. 
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We hope that this response adequately addresses your concerns. 
If you have any additional comments or questions, please contact 
Mr. Shawn Jorgensen or Ms. ~ Elaine Magdinec of my staff on (301) 
743-6745. 

Sincerely, 

CHERYL ti. DESKINS 
Director, Waste Management 
and Prevention Division 
By direction of the Commander 

Encl: 
(1) E. Biles ltr of 14 Aug 98 
(2) Table 3-2 of IR Site 57 RI Work Plan 
(3) Figure 4-3 of IR Site 57 RI Work Plan 

copy to: 
RN3 Members 
EFACHES (Code 181) 
Interested Parties 
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FAX 743-43 80 &~“‘i‘ 
Indian Hot~d, Maryland 20640 

w 
Mr. Shawn Jorgenson August 14. 1998 
Attention Code 04GC 
Indian Head Division 
Naval Surface Warfare &titer 
101 Strauss Avenue 
Indian Head, MD 20640-5035 

MF: JR Site 57, Remedial Investigation Work Plan 
Dear Mr. Jorgensen: 

In reviewing the Investigation Work Plan for Site 57 1 have the following comtncnts; 

1. The Executive Sutntnary identifies in ES-1 some 30 wat.er samples to be taken with respect to 
the stortn scwcr system and G for sediment samples. ‘I’able 3-2, however sites only one (1) satnplc 
each for assessing; 

. “stormwater at the discharge” -- 
(S57SL&O9 and S57SDOOS) 

ourfall of the 36’ pipe tit the Mattawotnan Creek 

b. “Sediment at the discha&‘--. 50 ’ downstream fiotn the oulfall to Mattawoman Creek 
(S57SWOlO and SSSSDOOS) 

c.” J!,xatnining for other contatninants”-- at the discharge of the concrete channel to 
Mattawotnan Creek(SS7SWOl6 and SS7SDOI 2) 

Does this represent a total of,three or six samples? 

Jrr any event this is not an adcqlmte sampling fw menswing contamiannts RI what hs to 
be n primaly point of considerntion. One of our primary objectives in this invesligativc work / 
must be to assure ourselves that. there is no discharge of contatninants frotn site 57 by whatever 
source into the Mattawoman Creek. 

The proposed sampling at the above discharge points into the Mattawoman Creek should be 
significantly incrcascd and scheduled over a period of t.itne so that we can have confidence in the 
results. 

2. As a related itetn to any investigative work relating to an assesstnent of Mattawotnan 
contamination whether it be for site 57 or any other restoration project I strongly urge that 
regular satnyling be done (either by t.he Fish and Wildlife Service or by private contractor) to 
make certain thut the ftsh and shellfish in the Mattawotnnn are safe to eat and if not to tnakc 
cett&t that the NSWC is not the sou~‘cc of contamination. Il’his shollld be a prhllA~ ob~~cctive 

of lhe IUR. 

Thank you for the opportunity of cotntnent.ing, If you have any questions please give tne a call 
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