DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND, MID ATLANTIC
9324 VIRGINIA AVENUE
NORFOLK, VA23511-3095

18 Nov 15
MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD
Subj: NAVY INFORMATION OPERATIONS COMMAND (NIOC)
SUGAR GROVE, WV, PROPERTY ASSESSMENT
Ref: (a) Department of the Navy (DON) Environmental Policy

Memorandum 06-06: Streamlined Environmental
Procedures Applicable to Non-BRAC Real Estate Actions

Encl: (1) Final Environmental Condition of Property Report
(ECP) for the Disposal of Navy Information Operations
Command {(NOIC) Sugar Grove, WV (Lower Base),
dated June 2014

(2) EPA Region 3 (USEPA, A. Olhasso) Email to HR-IPT on
NFRAP (Site 2 and Site 3) and following State of West
Virginia Department of Environmental Protection
(WVDEP, P. Hickman) Email to HR-IPT on NFRAP
(Site 2 and Site 3) Agreement

(3) NRS Sugar Grove HRS Scoring Information

(4) Navy Letter dated June 27, 1991

(5) Site 2 and 3 Final Covenant (Rev 9-2015)

1. Enclosure (1) satisfies the requirements in reference (a).
Enclosures (2) through (5) update the findings of enclosure (1)
for the subject property and are summarized in this memorandum.

2. NAVFAC MIDLANT Environmental (EV3) reviewed enclosure (1,)
Environmental Condition of Property Report (June 2014 ECP
Report), information and recently again after the new
information in Enclosures (2 through (5), that came to light
during the discussions regarding the sale of the property
through GSA with the coordination and concurrence of the State
of West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP):
and EPA Region 3 (USEPA). This memorandum findings summarize
and are in concurrence with the new information presented in
enclosures (2) through (5) where the HR-IPT coordinated with the
WVDEP and the USEPA (the regulators).

3. The new information was presenhted by EPA Region 3
(enclosure (2)) as noted from their SEMS database where a NFRAP
determination - No Further Remedial Action Planned for Site 2
and Site 3. These two installation restoration sites were found



Subj: NAVY INFORMATION OPERATIONS COMMAND (NIOC)
SUGAR GROVE, WV, PROPERTY ASSESSMENT

under enclosure (1) to be Recognized Environmental Conditions
(RECs) since there was no regulatory concurrence of the No
Further Action (NFA) recommendation of the Navy Installation
Restoration (IR) Program documentation (NEESA, 1988). Since the
new information presented in enclosures (2) through (5) provides
the regulatory concurrence for the NFA determination, these
sites are now Controlled RECs (CREC’s). A CREC is defined by
ASTM E1527-13 as a REC that has been addressed to the
satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority, with
implementation of restrictions or controls. Additionally now as
CRECs, the LUC recommendations of enclosure (1) have been
changed to reflect the new information and are outlined in this
memo below in paragraph 4, and detailed in closure (5).

4. The recommended LUCs for Site 2 and Site 3 contained in
enclosure (1) have been changed due to the NFRAP regulator
concurrence documentation, eliminating the recommendations for
groundwater and soil restrictions. The only remaining LUC
recommendations for Site 2 and Site 3 are to address the
potential concern for exposure to buried debris. Therefore the
recommended LUC is limited to no excavation, digging, or
intrusive activities in the site areas. Enclosure (5) details
the environmental covenant including the LUC, site properties,
and boundaries.

5. The other findings of the ECP Report for the Disposal of
Navy Information Operations Command (NOIC) Sugar Grove, WV
(enclosure (1)) were in concurrence with EV3 review and are
summarized below:

a. Historic Recognized Environmental Conditions (HRECs) -
Three underground storage tank (UST) sites were identified as
HRECs at NIOC Sugar Grove.

(1) UST 200 was a 1,000-gallon,- steel heating oil tank
installed in 1975 located directly west of Building 20. In
Aprll 1995, during the tank removal a small volume of heating
0il discharged into the tank excavation pit; approximately three
cubic yards of contaminated soil was excavated during the tank
removal.

(2) USTs 201/202 are fiberglass-reinforced plastic (FRP)
tanks currently located southeast of Building 22. These USTs
provide fuel storage for a privately owned vehicle (POV) fueling
dispensing facility operated by the Navy Exchange (NEX). The
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current FRP USTs were installed in 1986-1987 to replace two
steel USTs that had reportedly leaked (Environmental Science &
Engineering, Inc., 1996a). Conflicting records and field
evidence cannot confirm whether the existing USTs are
single-walled or double-walled, so the assumption is that they
are single walled. When the current FRP USTs were installed in
1986-1987, they retained the same tank identification as the
previous steel USTs. In 1993, during the replacement of the
fuel dispensers and piping, hydrocarbon/ fuel odors were noted
near the pump island. On 2 March 1993, WVDEP issued a Confirmed
Release Notice to Comply. Groundwater monitoring wells were
installed to monitor groundwater contamination and soil was
excavated in 1995 in the vicinity of the former pump island
(located south of Building 22). The monitoring wells have since
been abandoned.

(3) USTs 205/206 were previously located near the
southwest corner of Building 63. UST 205 was an unregulated
4,000-gallon heating oil tank and UST 206 was a regulated
550-gallon diesel tank. Both USTs were removed in 1995. During
closure activities, soil samples indicated total petroleum
hydrocarbon (TPH) impact in the tank basin and along the product
supply line. Approximately 33 cubic yards of potentially TPH
contaminated soil were excavated and backfilled with clean soil
during the tank and piping removal. The WVDEP inspector onsite
at the time indicated that a site assessment was required for
both tanks. The resulting site assessment report recommended no
further action at the UST 205/206 site (Environmental Science &
Engineering, Inc., 1996Db).

All three of these HRECs were addressed under WVDEP Leak
Identification Number 93-048. A Review of Closure letter and
Review of Confirmed Release Review, both dated 8 December 2004
were issued by WVDEP indicating that the no additional
investigation or remedial action was warranted for the three UST
sites. Full documentation pertaining to the investigation and
closure of Leak Identiliflcalion Number 93-048 ig included willi
the ECP Report (enclosure (1), Appendix H).

b. Asbestos Containing Material Survey
An ACM survey of the facility buildings was conducted as part of
the ECP survey and previous ACM reports for the buildings
included in the Public Private Venture (PPV) housing lease were

reviewed. Although the presence of ACM is not a REC, it is a
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business environmental risk (BER) due to the capital costs and
potential liability associated with the identification,
abatement, encapsulation/removal, and disposal of ACM. The ACM -
survey conducted as part of the ECP investigation identified ACM
within the PWD/ MWR Gym/ Bowling alley (Building 20), the Youth
Center (Building 26), the Administration Building (Building 63),
and the Racquetball Court (Building 70). Reviews of previous
ACM reports for the buildings included in the PPV housing lease
indicate that ACM is present in the Pitsenbarger (Buildings 101-
110), Eckard (Buildings 111-118), and Redwood (Buildings 121-
123) housing groups. All ACM identified by the ACM survey and
identified in previous reports was reportedly in good condition,
appears to present minimal potential hazard to building
occupants and can be managed in place. If areas of damaged ACM
are identified, they should be immediately repaired. If
renovation or demolition activities are scheduled, any ACM that
could potentially be disturbed should be properly abated and
digposed of in accordance with local, state, and federal
regulations.

6. The subject property was found to be in ECP Area Type 4
condition. The NIOC Sugar Grove property being classified as an
ECP Area Type 4 condition indicates a release of hazardous
substances has occurred, and all the remedial actions necessary
to protect human health and the environment have been taken.
The ECP Report (enclosure (1)) and the new information provided
on the two IR sites (enclosures (2) through (5)) should be
referred to for more detailed gquestions of environmental
conditions.

7. 1In summary based on the detailed information stated in the
2014 ECP Report (enclosure (1), the new information provided on
the NFRAP of the two IR sites (enclosures (2) through (5)
describe the current environmental conditions, and the findings
as stated support that the property is suitable for transfer.

Cotod & Lhsa,

ROBERT G. SCHIRMER, PE
Environmental Restoration
Product Line Coordinator



ENVIRONMENTAL COVENANT

This is an environmental covenant executed pursuant to the Uniform Environmental Covenants Act,
West Virginia Code Chapter 22, Article 228, to restrict the activities on, and uses of, the following
described property:

(A legal description of the Naval Radio Station NRS Sugar Grove facility and Site 2 — Support Area Burn
Pits and Site 3 — Support Area Landfill is attached as Exhibit A; the location of both sites is shown on
Figure 5-1 Environmental Restoration site Location Map contained in the Environmental Conditions of
Property Report for the Disposal of NIOC Sugar Grove, Sugar Grove, West VA dated June 2014). Both of
these sites were recommended for No Further Action by the 1991 Preliminary Assessment and
determined by EPA Region lll to be NFRAP - No Further Remedial Action Planned.

Due to the fact that there was debris left in place at the site, to ensure that activities on and uses of the
above described property do not result in unacceptable risk to personnel, the below use restriction shall
be maintained:

e No Disturb the soil or any intrusive removal of vegetation within 10 feet of the boundaries of
Site 2 or Site 3;

e No Construction or any intrusive work within 10 feet of the boundaries of Site 2or 3

e Note that a portion site 3 is covered by the outfield of a baseball field. The use of thisare as a
baseball field is acceptable in that there is sufficient cover. No intrusive activities are
permissible in this area.

The current owners of record of the property, and their contact information, are:

linsertidentitv and addresses of gll owners of record.]

Any person, including a person that owns an interest in the real property, the state or federal agency
determining or approving the environmental response project pursuant to which an environmental
covenant is created, or a municipality or other unit of local government may be a holder of an
environmental covenant. The following are all of the holders of this covenant:

linsertidentityand addresses of alihiolders]

The facts regarding the remediation response project at this property are:
Brief narrative description of the contamination:

Site 2 — Support Area Burn Pits.

From about 1968 until 1970, three or four burn pits were used for the disposal of activity generated
waste. Each pit was excavated to a depth of six feet, a width of eight feet and a length of ten feet.
Waste was disposed of twice per week and burned in the pits. After a pit was filled with waste, two feet
of soil was backfilled over the pit with a bulldozer. The types of waste reportedly disposed of at Site 2
include household trash, kitchen waste, wood and metal scraps, paper and cardboard.




COCs and pathways: None. The 1988 Preliminary Assessment Report concluded that no hazardous
waste was disposed at the pits and the site was approved by EPA as No Further Remedial Action
Planned.

Limits on exposure: The use restrictions described in this environmental covenant are established to
protect the integrity of the landfill.

Location and extent of contamination: Site 2 — Support Area Burn Pits were located approximately 200
feet north of Building 62. The location and approximate boundary of Site 2 is shown on Figure 1. Each
pit was excavated to a depth of six feet, a width of eight feet and a length of ten feet. There are
currently no structures located within the suspected boundaries of Support Area Burn Pits (Site 2) as
depicted on Figure 5-1.

Site 3 — Support Area Landfill.

In 1970, waste disposal stopped at Site 2 — Support Area Burn Pits and was moved to an area located
about 400 feet northeast of the pits. Wastes were disposed of in two distinct areas at the site. The two
sites are separated by an earthen drainage ditch. The ditch is about 300 feet long by eight feet wide by
about four feet deep with intermittent fiow.

Waste was disposed of in the trenches twice a week at the rate of two dump truck loads per week, but
an inspection of the sanitary landfill operation at Sugar Grove in 1974 reported a garbage and trash
loading rate of 60 cubic yards/month. After a trench was filled with waste, it was backfilled with about
one foot of soil. Reportedly, no waste burning took place at either the eastern or the western areas of
the site.

The types of waste reportedly disposed of include household trash, empty exterior and interior paint
cans, empty drums of paint thinner, air conditioning filters, and various scrap wood and metal as shown
in Table 1.

Table 1. Types of Waste and Estimated Quantities Disposed of at
Site 3 Support Area Landfill
NAVRADSTA Sugar Grove, West Virginia

Period of Disposal Type of Waste Estimated Total Quantity
1970-1978 Empty exterior and interior paint cans 960 1-gallon cans
1970-1978 Empty paint thinner (Varsol) 8 empty 55 gallon drums
1970 - 1978 Household trash Unknown

1970 - 1978 Air conditioning filters Unknown

1970-1978 Scrap wood and metal Unknown

(Source: NEESA, 1985)

Site 3 is located on the fringe of the flood plain. The direction of ground water movement is to the
north northeast, toward the South Branch of the South Fork of the Potomac River. The slope of the
water table was reported to be 0.032. The ground water is located at about 5 feet below the ground
surface. During the operation of Site 3, it was reported that the trenches that were excavated to a



depth of 8 feet contained standing water. Each trench was backfilled with about one foot of soil so the
potential for direct human or wildlife contact is not considered likely.

Surface and shallow ground water will drain north to the South Fork of the South Branch of the Potomac
River which is located approximately 100 yards away. The site is located in Tioga loam and Potomac fine
sandy loams, with the soil to the north between the site and the river consisting also of Potomac fine
sandy loam. The Potomac fine sandy loam is reported to have a permeability of between 0.6 t0 6.0
inches per hour in the first 8 inch depth of soil, and a permeability of greater than 6.0 inches per hour
per hour in the soil from 8 to 60 inches in depth.

COCs and pathways: None. The 1988 Preliminary Assessment Report concluded that no hazardous
waste was disposed at the pits and the site was approved by EPA as No Further Remedial Action
Planned.

Limits on exposure: The use restrictions described in this environmental covenant are established to
protect the integrity of the landfill.

Location and extent of contamination: Site 3 — Support Area Landfill is located about 400 feet northeast
of Site 2 — Support Area Burn Pits. The location and approximate boundary of the landfill is shown on
Figure 3. The western side of the site, used for waste disposal from 1970 until about 1976, is about 400
feet by 300 feet. The eastern portion of the site, used for waste disposal from 1976 to 1978, is about
200 feet by 40 feet. Both areas used trenches about 30 feet long by 12 feet wide by about 8 feet deep.
Reportedly, it was common practice to dig to the level of the first shale deposit encountered. There are
currently no structures located within the suspected boundaries the Support Area Landfill (Site

3) as depicted in Figure 1. A small portion of the site is potentially located just within the right outfield
area of the baseball field. The continued use of this area as a ball-field is acceptable as long as there is
no intrusive work in the area

The owner{(s) of the property shall provide written notice to all holders within ten (10} days following
transfer of a specified interest in the property subject o this covenant, changes in use of the property,
application for building permits regarding the property, or proposals for any site work affecting the
contamination on the property.

The [Choose Apnlicant or Owner] shall conduct inspections of the property to monitor compliance with
this environmental covenant at least one time per year and shall submit a signed copy to Naval Facilities
Engineering Command Mid-Atlantic Environmental Director, at 9742 Maryland Avenue, Norfolk VA
23511-3095 within thirty (30) days of the inspection.

Effective from date of quitclaim deed transfer
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ey 2

Susan Webb - 4PZN <susanb.webb@gsa.gov>

RE: [Non-DoD Source] Re: FW: MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD - NIOC
SUGAR GROVE, WV - PROPERTY ASSESSMENT - 18 NOV 2015 & References
on Share drive

Susan Webb - 4PZN <susanb.webb@gsa.gov> Mon, Jan 11, 2016 at 8:43 AM
Draft To: Susan Webb - 4PZN <susanb.webb@gsa.gov>

----- Forwarded message ----—-

From: "Hickman, Patricia A" <Patricia.A.Hickman@wv.gov>

To: "Laughmiller, Lance S CIV NAVFAC MIDLANT, EV" <lance.laughmiller@navy.mil>, "Armstead, Charles W"
<Charles.W.Armstead@wv.gov>

Cc:

Date: Thu, 24 Sep 2015 08:49:30 -0500

Subject: RE: NRS Sugar Grove Proposed Way Ahead

Lance,

Charlie and | are in agreement that since EPA has confirmed the site is NFRAP under CERCLA, there are no
outstanding issues. If EPA is able to provide the closure you need on the CERCLA issue, then the WV
Voluntary Remediation Program may not have additional value in this situation.

If you wish to discuss further, let us know.

Thanks,

Patty

Patricia A. Hickman, Director

Division of Land Restoration

WV Department of Environmental Protection
601 57th St. SE

Charleston, WV 25304

304-926-0499 ext. 1263
patricia.a.hickman@wv.gov

---—-Qriginal Message—-

From: Laughmiller, Lance S CIV NAVFAC MIDLANT, EV [mailto:lance.laughmiller@navy.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2015 8:58 AM

To: Armstead, Charles W; Hickman, Patricia A

Subject: NRS Sugar Grove Proposed Way Ahead

Charlie/Patty,

As you are aware the transfer of the NRS Sugar Grove installation to WVA did not go through and GSA is now
looking to find a private party byer for the facility. In the meantime the EPA has been able to dig up more
information on the status of the site that may impact our way ahead. The EPA has confirmed that the site is
NFRAP under the CERCLA program. With that understanding, | would propose that there is no need for further
efforts to address Sites 2 & 3 at the facility.

— When | spoke last with you and Patty Hickman it was my understanding that since we did not know of any
regulatory review of the Navy's NFA recommendation that we would need to address the sites under some type
of regulation to move forward. The recommendation at the time was to address the site under the WVA VRP
program, which | understand to be similar to the EPA’s Brownfields program.

Based on this new information from EPA, | do not think it is necessary to go that path and would propose

https://maiI.google.com/mail/WO/?ui=2&ik=4a721897d8&view=pt&search=draﬂs&msg=1523%cee23526fb&dsqF1&sim|=1513b65f8bfcfde5&sim|=15230ecee2. .. 4
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including these sites in the final sale of the property with the standard CERCLA reopener language and a simple
land use control to prevent intrusive activities in the boundaries of the site.

Can we set up a call to discuss this new twist, how it impacts WVA's initial concerns and where we can go from
here.

V/R, Lance

Lance Laughmiller, PE

NAVFAC MIDLANT

Environmental Business Line Team Lead
Hampton Roads IPT

(757) 341-0470

Cell (757) 328-7193

—--Original Message—-

From: Olhasso, Alizabeth [mailto:Olhasso.alizabeth@epa.gov]

Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 8:42 AM

To: Hoover, Gerald; Laughmiller, Lance S CIV NAVFAC MIDLANT, EV
Cc: Creamer, Charlene

Subject: RE: Research assistance - NRS Sugar Grove, WVA

Hi Mr. Laughmiller,

| looked the site up in our database system. It is noted in SEMS with a determination of NFRAP - No Further
Remedial Action Planned. There are actually 2 sites | believe, both have the same status and both had a PA
and S| completed for them. Unfortunately since the site is so old, there is not a lot of detailed information on
how we arrived at that decision in the database which is very common for older sites. We would have to pull the
files from storage and review to determine more.

Charlene Creamer is the Site Assessment Manager for West Virginia. Please feel free to contact her to get
more information on the site and to discuss reviewing the files as needed. Her number is 215-814-2145.

Alizabeth Olhasso, Chief

Site Assessment and Non-NPL Federal Facilities Branch
215-814-2165

olhasso.alizabeth@epa.gov

U.S. EPA Region 3
1650 Arch Street, 3HS12
Philadelphia, PA 19103

<')))>< ~~~~Please consider the environment before printing this email.

——Original Message-——-

From: Hoover, Gerald

Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2015 4:37 PM

To: Laughmiller, Lance S CIV NAVFAC MIDLANT, EV

Cc: Olhasso, Alizabeth

Subject: RE: Research assistance - NRS Sugar Grove, WVA

From EPA's Naval Radio Station Sugar Grove Files, | have enclosed the following records in this email:
1) Navy Letter dated June 27, 1991 submitting HRS Deficiency Checklist Response.

2) EPA Letter dated December 4, 1991 submitting additional HRS Deficiency Checklist (note that the last page
of the checklist provides an explanation of inadequacy).

3) Navy Letter, (no stamped date on letter, but looks like it was faxed to EPA on 1/21/92), this letter is a
response to EPA letter date 12/4/91, and discusses a meeting to be held between EPA and the Navy to discuss

https://mail.google.com/mail/w/0/?ui=28&ik=4a721897d8&view=pt&search=drafts&msg= 15230eceez3526fo&dsqt=1&siml=151 3b65Mbfcfde5&siml=15230ecee2... 2/4
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several sites.

4) Navy Letter dated Feb 28,1992 from the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Installation and Environment to
EPA Region ill Regional Administrator

5) EPA FORM 8710-16 dated Feb 5, 1993
Lance,

This is as far as | can take your request regarding site closure for NRS Sugar Grove. | suggest you get in touch
with Alizabeth Olhasso, Chief, Site Assessment/Non-NPL Federal Facilities Branch at (215) 814-2165, whom
I've cc'd on this email, for any additional assistance with this matter. Sorry | couldn't be of more help.

Jerry

-—0Original Message----—-

From: Laughmiller, Lance S CIV NAVFAC MIDLANT, EV [mailto:lance.laughmiller@navy.mil]
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2015 12:29 PM

To: Hoover, Gerald

Subject: RE: Research assistance - NRS Sugar Grove, WVA

Gery,

First, can you send me a copy of the Navy's cover letter for the June 1991 report and a copy of the EPA form
8710-16.

Second, We need to determine if EPA concurs with the recommendations in the PA and if not get comments so
that we can reopen the site and begin to address concems. If on the other hand since it did not make the NPL
list should this be run under the WVA program. Need a call on if EPA wants to address the site or not.

VIR, Lance

-—-—0Original Message——

From: Hoover, Gerald [mailto:Hoover. Gerald@epa.gov]

Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 3:27 PM

To: Laughmiller, Lance S CIV NAVFAC MIDLANT, EV
Subject: RE: Research assistance - NRS Sugar Grove, WVA

Lance, | pulled the files for NRS Sugar Grove. We do have a copy of the Navy's June 1991 report. However,
the files don't have an EPA response to that report, nor does it have an HRS package or anything else following
up on that report. There is a file with an EPA Form 8710-16 dated February 5, 1993 entitled, 1992 Inventory of
Federal Hazardous Waste Activities at Currently Owned or Operated Federal Facilities, Naval Radio Station,
WV-170024805. I'm not familiar with this form, but it looks like something the Navy filled out and sent to us. Let
me know if you want a copy of that form.

Let me know if there's anything else | can do for you. | have Cheatham Annex Partnering meetings tomorrow
and Wednesday.

Jerry

—---QOriginal Message--—

From: Laughmiller, Lance S CIV NAVFAC MIDLANT, EV [mailto:lance.laughmiller@navy.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 3:15 PM

To: Hoover, Gerald

Subject: Research assistance - NRS Sugar Grove, WVA

Gerry,

hitns-/imail acoale com/mailifi0f71i=2&ik=4a721897488view=ni&search=drafts&msa= 15230ecee23526bRdsat=1&siml= 1513b65{8bfcfde5&simi=15230ecee2...  3/4



| need your assistance to try to find any EPA correspondence pertaining to NRS Sugar Grove. We are working a
transfer of the property and there are two landfills that were recommended for closure in the PA but | am having
trouble finding documents associated with the sites. We were able to find hard copies of the Preliminary
Assessment and two letters from EPA requesting additional information in support of EPAs HRS score effort.
Based on hand written note on this hard copy documents the attached document "New HRS Deficiency
Information Collection Effort of Naval Radio Station Sugar Grove, June 1991" was sent to EPA as a response to
the Jan-1991 and May 1991 letters but | could not find the transmittal letter or any response from EPA.

Does your office have a copy of the EPAs response to either the PA or the HRS Info letters. | am trying to
determine if these sites were officially closed so that we can document it in the property transfer records. Any
help you can provide would be greatly appreciated as this is a high profile transfer.

Note: The HRS Deficiency document is only the text of the report, | have the attachments which include large
figures and back up data that | will work to get scanned and forward when complete.

V/R, Lance

Lance Laughmiller, PE

NAVFAC MIDLANT

Environmental Business Line Team Lead
Hampton Roads IPT

(757) 341-0470

Cell (757) 328-7193

@ Site 2 and 3 Final Covenant (rev 9-2015).docx
47K
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ExcerpULow-Flow Characteristics of Streams in West Virginia

FEMA Flood Plain Maps

Phoné Cull Report/State Scenic Rivers

Phone Cull Report/West Virginia Department of Natural Resources
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would forward the information to Baker. Due to the condensed schedule of this project, the
project team attempted to obtain information “over the telephone.” Telephone call reports

were subsequently prepared and are included in the various exhibits to this report.

The information collected by the project team is discussed in Sections 3.0 through 6.0 of this
report and illustrated on figures and exhibits (e.g., wetlands). Figures were prepared based on
United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle maps and topographic maps. The sites of
concern are identified on each figure, along with radii depicting target distances from the
sites. In some cases other maps and figures, which are more site-specific (and are of a smaller

scale), are included in the exhibirs.

Documentation to the responses given in Sections 3.0 through 6.0 of this report can be found in
the exhibits. In most cases, the documentation consists of phone eall reports and excerpts
taken from various technical reports. References also were used to respond to the checklist
items. Statements made in this report which support the responses to the checklist item are
referenced. A listing of references can be found in the Reference section,

The following sections present the findings to those checklists items identified by LANTDIV
for the surface water, soil, groundwater, and air pathways that pertain to selected sites at the
NRS Sugar Grove. The findings are based on information obtained from the LANTDIV project
files and information obtained from various agencies. The checklist item number and
description is given first, followed by the finding(s) generated by the project team. The

checklist number corresponds to the deficiency checklist given in Exhibit 2.1,

3.0 GROUNDWATER PATHWAY

3A.  Determine if ground water within a four-mile radius of each source is used for
any of the following purposes and locate the wells on a four-mile radius map.
The center of the radii should begin at the center of each source if the source is

small or at the outer edge of the source if it is large,

There are assumed to be 346 known wells within a four-mile radius of the sites at NRS Sugar
Grove. These wells are shown on Figure 1. Their uses are uncertain because there is no well
registration requirement in the State of West Virginia, resulting in wells used for unspecified
purposes. This information has been compiled from a map received from the Pendleton County
Public Service District (PSD) and a telephone conversation with Mr. Raymond Harr
(Pendleton County Health Department Sanitarian). These items have been documented in
Exhibits 3-1 and 3-2, respectively. For those wells identified, it was assumed that each
structure shown on the topographic map that is not served by a public water distribution
system is served by a private well or spring. This assumption was based on information
discussed with Mr. Harr.

3Al.  Private or public drinking water source

There is assumed to be a total of 346 private, public water supply, and public consumption
wells within a four-mile radius of the sites at NRS Sugar Grove. For classification purposes,
wells serving office buildings, subdevelopments, schools, hospitals, and churches have been

considered to be public consumption wells (i.e., domestic wells),

Public water within a four-mile radius of the Sugar Grove sites is supplied by the Pendleton

County Public Services District (Pendleton PSD). The four-mile radii of the sites intersects

the boundary of the Pendleton PSD which serves the Brandywine community (see

Exhibit 3-1). The system also extends south along Route 21 towards the town of Sugar Grove
(see Seclivn 3B for the houndaries of the system). According to Me. John Propst, Pendleton

PSD operator, this system is supplied by a spring located adjacent to the South Fork of the

South Branch of the Potomac River, directly across from the operational area entrance at

Sugar Grove (see Exhibit 3-1). The location of this spring is shown on Figure 1. Information

coneerning the Pendleton PSD is provided in Exhibit 3-1.
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3A8.  Water for recreational use

There are no known private weils used for recreation within a four-mile radius of the sites at
NRS Sugar Grove.

Information received from Ms. Ruth Shrader, Secretary, Pendleton PSD, indicates that no

public water within the four-mile radii from the sites is used for recreational purposes (see
Exhibit 3-1).

Since Rockingham and Augusta counties have no public water distribution systems within the
four-mile radii from the sites, these counties use no public water for recreational purposes (see
Exhibits 3-3 and 3-4, respectively).

3A9. Stand-by wells used for drinking water at leastonce a year.
This item was identified as “acceptable” on the checklist.

Information received from the Pendleton PSD, Rockingham DU, and Augusta SA indicates
that they have no stand-by wells within the four-mile radii of the sites at Sugar Grove (see
Exhibits 3-1, 3-3, and 3-4, respectively).

3B. Outline the public water distribution system within a four-mile radius of each

source on a topographic map.

The current extent of the existing public water distribution system of the Pendleton PSD
which is within the four-mile radii of the sites is outlined on Figure 1. This area represents a
portion of the system which services the community of Brandywine. Details of the entire

distribution area of the Pendleton PSD are provided in Exhibit 3-1.

The four-mile radii of the sites intersect the boundaries of Rockinghamn and Augusta Countles
in Virginia. Conversations with representatives of the Rockingham DU and the Augusta SA
indicated that neither county's public water distribution system extended into the area of
interest (i.e., within the four-mile radii from the sites) (see Exhibits 3-3 and 3-4, respectively).

Therefore, there are no boundary lines shown for either of these counties.

3C. Identify the nearest drinking water well.

The nearest drinking water well to the operational site is assumed to be the well shown
northeast of Calvary Church adjucent to the 170-foot benchmark. The nearest drinking water
well to the support site is assumed to be the well shown north/northeast of the support areas

located between the two radio towers (see Figure 1).

3D. Determine the population (including workers, students, and residents)
drawing from each drinking water well within the following radii. The center
of the radii should start at the center of the source if it is small of at the outer

edgeifitislarge. Count overlapping areas only once.

3DL. 0-1/4 mile

ite Population

3D2.  1/4- /2 mile

Site Population
1 8
2 10
3 8

3D3. 12-1mile

Site Population
1 0
2 36
3 36

3D4. 1 -2mile

Site Population
1 59
2 90
3 102
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3G.  Discuss any evidence of aquitards and discontinuities between aquifers within

four miles of the sources.

Based on the available literature, it appears that there are no effective aquitards between the
aquifers at the site. This condition is supported by statements in the Sugar Grove PA that
identified the heavily fractured nature of the bedrock beneath the site. Specifically,
structurally-controlled zones of relatively high permeability were identified. This information
can be used to conclude that effective aquitards are not present. Documentation has been
provided in Exhibit 3-6.

3H. Describe any evidence of interconnections between aquifers within 2 miles of

each source.

As previously discussed, and as identified in Exhibit 3-6, interconnections between the

aquifers may exist.
3L Estimate annual net precipitation at the site.
This item was identified as “acceptable” on the checklist.

3d. Discuss soil or geologic conditions that might inhibit or facilitate groundwater

migration.

Joints and fractures, as previously discussed and in Exhibit 3-6, are present between site

geologic units, which could facilitate groundwater migration.

3K, Identify if any underlying aquifers are "sole source" as designated by Section
1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act.

The site is not underlain by « sole-source aquifer (as designated by Section 1424(e) of the Safe
Drinking Water Act), as confirmed by information received from the Environmental

Protection Agency’s Office of Drinking Water Protection, contained in Exhibit 3-8.

3N. Determine if any areas within a four-mile radius of each source is located in a
Wellhead Protection area according to Section 1428 of the Safe Drinking Water
Act.

The area within a four-mile radius from the site does not intercept a Welthead Protection Area
according to Section 1428 of the Safe Drinking Water Act. Mr. Gary Viola of the West
Virginia Department of Health (Wellhead Protection Program) reported that West Virginia
currently is in the process of surveying water supplies in the state, and is prioritizing the
survey based on populations served by the supplies. Pendleton and Mineral Counties are
scheduled for the next phase of the survey; therefore, NRS Sugar Grove currently is not within
an established Wellhead Protection Area, but could be in the future. Documentation of the

telephone call with Mr. Viola has been provided as Exhibit 3-9.
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4E. [dentify the nature and size of any of the following targets associated with
surface-water bodies within 15 miles downstream of the probable point of

entry:

4E2.  Sensitive environments (see Table 4-23, December 1990 Federal Register) and

critical habitats of a federally endangered species.
This item was identified as “"acceptable" on the checklist.
4E3.  Economically Important Resources (e.g. shellfish)

There are many fish species which inhabit the waters of the South Fork. Exhibit 4-2 contains

a list of the fish species that potentially may inhabit the waters of the South Fork.

4E4. Portions of the surface water designated by a state for drinking water use
under Section 305(a) of the Clean Water Act and Portions of surface water

usable for drinking water.

West Virginia designates its water bodies into different categories. Category A is used to
describe waters which, after conventional treatment, are used for human consumption (see
Exhibit 4-3). The South Fork of the South Branch of the Potomac River (South Fork) by U.S.
Naval Radio Station is a Category A water (see Exhibit 4-3).

4F, Determine the miles of wetlands (wetland frontage) along surface-water bodies

0to 15 miles downstream from the probable point of entry.

The National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Maps for the USGS 7 1/2 minute quadrangles
comprising the 15 miles downstream were reviewed. Numerous small (< one acre) wetland
areas were identified from the NWI maps, however, very few would meet the criteria defined
in 40 CFR 230.3. In addition, a few small wetland areas have been identified during a survey
of Sugar Grove conducted in 1989 by the West Virginia Natural Heritage Program (see
Exhibit 4-4) (Harmon, 1989). The total length of wetlands meeting the criteria defined in 40
CFR 230.3 was estimated as one to two miles,

4K. Estimate the size of the upgradient drainage area from each source.

The drainage basins for the sites of concern at NRS Sugar Grove were estimated using surface
elevations from the USGS Sugar Grove quadrangle map and an eiectronic planimeter. The

following estimates may not be accurate due to development and man-made drainage systermns.

Site 1 - The site is located at a point of high surface elevation, therefore the drainage area is
negligible.

Site 2 - Site 2 is located adjacent to a roadway which may affect drainage over the site. The

estimated drainage area is 30 acces.
Site 3 - The estimated drainage area is 35 acres.
4L. Determine the 2-year, 24- hour rainfali for the site,

The Rainfall Frequency Atlas of the United States indicates that the 2-year, 24-hour rainfall,
for Pendleton County, West Virginia, is approximately 2.90 inches. According to the National
Climatic Data Center, this is the most current information published and available (see
Exhibit 4-5).

4M.  Discuss the average annual stream-flow associated with each surface water
body from 0-15 miles downstream of each source.

The average annual flow rate is estimated at two gauging stations near the NRS Sugar Grove

facility, The average discharge for the South Fork South Branch Potomac River at

Brandywine, West Virginia is 99 cubic feet per second. The average discharge for the South

Branch Potomac River at Franklin, West Virginia is 165 cubic feet per second (USGS, 1989)

(see Exhibit 4-6).

40. Determine if sources are located in a L-year, l0-year, 100-year, or 500-year
flood plain.

The following information was obtained from the Federal Emergency Management Agency

. (FEMA) Flood Insurance Maps (see Exhibit 4-7).
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No national parks have been identified within a four-mile radius of the sites
(NPS, 1989a) (NPS, 1989b).

No national monuments have been identified within a four-mile radius of the sites
(NPS, 1989a) (NPS, 1989b).

No federally designated scenic or wild rivers, or national river reaches designated as
recreational have been identified within a four-mile radius of the sites (NPS, 1989a)
(NPS, 1950).

It was reported by the WVDNR that West Virginia does not have a State Scenic Rivers
Program; they have a Natural Streams Preservation Act. No streams in that area are

designated protected by the Natural Streams Preservation Act (see Exhibits 4-2 and
4-8).

It was reported by the WVDNR that all streams should be considered as spawning
areas (see Exhibit 4-2),

No national preserves have been identified within a four-mile radius of the sites (NPS,
1989a) (NPS, 1989b),

No wildlife refuges have been identified within a four-mile radius of the sites (see
Exhibit 4-9) (USDI, 1986).

It was reported by the WVDNR that West Virginia does not have state wildlife
refuges. Instead, they have wildlife management areas {see Exhibit 4-9). No wildlife
management areas have been identified in West Virginia within a four-mile radius of
the sites (see Exhibit 4-9) (WVDNR, 1989).

No designated federal wilderness areas have been identified within a four-mile radius
of the sites (see Exhibit 4-9) (WS, 1889).

It was reported by the WVDNR that West Virginia does not have state designated
natural areas (see Exhibit 4-9).

19

o~

SE. Determine the total area of wetlands within a four-mile radius of each source.

The National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Maps for the USGS 7 1/2 minute quadrangles
comprising the four-mile radious were reviewed. Numerous small (< one acre) wetland areas
were identified from the NWI maps, however, very few would meet the criteria defined in 40
CFR 230.3. A few small wetland areas have been identified during a survey of Sugar Grove
conducted in 1989 by the West Virginia Natural Heritage Program (see Exhibit 4-4)
(Harmon, 1989). The total area of wetlands meeting the criteria defined in 40 CFR 230.3 was
estimated as between one and 50 acres.

20



o}
~

) ‘Bale B
UIY3LA Pageno) are saroads paiaSuepus Joyjaym PaUTWI33P 84 30U PIN0 41 0S ‘ajqe(TeAE

30U sem 3JTRINS BYY JO J33) Z UIYIIAM UCTIBUILITIUGD [10S 30 UOTIBd0] B3 Jo uOIIRWIOIU] o
'POUIBIQO 34 30U PINED UOlIPULIOJUT UOKYINPOId YST|[BYS 10 ysyrenuuy o

‘Blqe1ieAR 30 paysijgnd A[3usiana Jou

are £3yj 3nq 'YX 4 woup passanbas ssom sdew urejd pooyy 1eas-g1 pue Jeaf-auo syl o

WIS LS uo1INgIAysIp
181em sumApurag ayy jo uonesuI|ap Ja1ead e apiaoad 03 51 1S4 A3uno) uoyajpuayg Yyl e

13400
djeIRdes 2apun AJqIAVY 0 PRIIWIQDS 90 1w 31 ‘PBUTLIQO ST UOLIBWLIOMI BY3 J] Pajoru0s

S$32an08 BY) WO} 3|qe[rEAR J0U SI J0 PeureIqo usag 384 jou svY vonEWICUY Bulmo|jo) YL

SNOILVLIKITVLIVa 0L

"PoIa1dWon g J0u pINod U018
S1y3 05 ‘olqe{TeAT J0U SBM 30BLNS Y] o 139§ OM3 UIYIIM UOHEUTIIRIUOD [10S UO WOHRULIOJU]
"$9LIBPUNOY 3315 aY) uTyILa satdads Jued PaJa3uepua swos ale a1y ‘¢ UoHI3s Ul pauorjuaw
Y 'seweds pazeSuepua 10) aq Aew sty 0 uopdasxs £juo sy, ‘(g uopoas aas) avejans ayy
J0 3933 0M] UTYJLM UOTJBUIWESUOD [10§ JO BaJE UR UIY3IM 10 pa3eao] J0u ale Lay) ‘au0jeiay) 'sayls

U3 jo SMIPEI 3)1W-Ino0) B UMYIIM POLIULP] URAq SABY SIUBWUOIIAUS BATISUDS [E11)SLI8) ON

.w«ﬁOE:O&Tw:w 3ANISUIS fernsagasi e 3o mwm&dvzﬁOD T ‘P9

"SIU} WAYU0D 03 A[qEITBAL 81 BJEP OU ‘10A3MmO}] "S3NIBPUNOY 5918 A3110%) 8Y] UTyIm

N30 pnom 28NS Y3 JO 193] 7 UM ueHBUTWEIUOD [10s Ay few jeY) STAIE A[UO By
fEAIE YOV UTYIIA S]ENPIATPU]
J0 12qunu ayy spiaoad pue soeyins 941 JO 399] 7 UIYIM UOHBUIWEBIUOGD [10§

J0 BAIE ue uppm jo aesu P2a1800] dxe seaxe Fuwofjoj ayy yo Kue aunuIz(g as

AVMHLVd 34N80dX3 TIOS [}

R



REFERENCES

Davis, 1982, Davis, Robert M., Enamait, Edward C. Distribution and Abundance of Fishes

and Benthic Macroinvertebrates in the Upper Potomac River, 1975-1979. Maryland

Department of Natural Resources, Tidewater Administration. 1982.

EPA, 1988. Environmental Protection Agency. Preliminary Assessment Report Naval Radio

Station (NRS), Sugar Grove, West Virginia. March, 1988,

EPA, 1991. Environmental Protection Agency. Designated Sole Source A uifers Nationally
(Fact Sheet and Designated Aquifer List).

United States Environmental Protection Agency,
Office of Ground-Water Protection, Washington, D.C. March, 1991.

Harmon, 1989. Harmon, Paul dJ., McDonald, Brian R, Rare Species Survey of Naval Radio

Station (R) sugar Grove, West Virginia. West Virginia Natural Heritage Program,
Department of Natural Resources. 1989, -

Hobba, 1973. Hobba, W.A, Jr., Ground-Water Hvdrology of the Potomac River Basin West

Virginia. United States Geological Survey (in cooperation with the West Virginia Geological
and Economic Survey and the West Virginia Department of Natural Resources.). 1973.

NPS, 1989a. National Parks Service. EE. U.S. Department of
the Interior, Washington D.C. 1989.

NPS, 1989b. National Park Service. National Pack Svstem Map and Guide. U.S. Department
of the Interior, National Park Service, Washington D.C, 1989.

NPS, 1990. National Park Service. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. U.S. Department of the
Interior, National Park Service, Park Planning and Protection Division, Washington D.C.

1990,

USDI, 1986. U.S. Department of the Interior. National Wildlife Refuge Svstem. U.S.

Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service. 1986,

USGS, 1984. United States Department of the Interjor Geologic Survey. Sugar Grove
Quadrangle, Virginia, 7.5 Minute Series (Topographic).

WVDNR, 1989. West Virginia Department of Natural Resources. A Guide to Publie Hunting
Areas in West Virginia. Wildlife Resource Division, 1989.

WS, 1989. The Wilderness Society. The National Wilderness Preservation Svstem, 1964.
1989. The Wilderness Society, Washington, D.C. 1989.

24



Encl, 4

%

0?
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY rELEPHONE No/
ATLANTIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
NORFOLK, VIRGINIA 23511-6287

(804) 445-2931

6280 IN REPLY REFER TO

1812:TRS:srw

JUN 27 1991

U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency

Region III

Attn: Mr. Henry J. Sokolowski
Chief, Federal Facilities Section
841 Chestnut Building
Phildelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

Re: Hazardous Ranking System Deficiency Checklist Response

Dear Mr. Sokolowski:

In accordance with the schedule outlined in our letters of
February 27, 1991, and Aprll 12, 1991, the enclosed reports are
forwarded for your use in completlnq the Hazardous Ranking System
evaluation of hazardous waste sites at the following facilities:

a. Naval Base, Norfolk, Virginia (enclosure (1)).

b. Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia Beach, Virginia, and
Naval Auxiliary Landing Field, Fentress, Chesapeake, Virginia
[enclosure (2)).

c. Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Virginia Beach,
Virginia (enclosure (3)).

d. ©Naval Radio Transmitting Facility, Driver, Suffolk,
Virginia (enclosure (4)).

e. Naval Supply Center, Craney Island Fuel Depot, Portsmouth,
Virginia (enclosure (5)).

f. Allegany Ballistics Laboratory, Cumberland, Rocket Center,
West Virginia (enclosure (6)). p

g. Naval Radio Station, Sugar Grove, West Virginiaa//
(enclosure (7)).

h. Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Virginia
(enclosure (8)).

i. Naval Supply Center, Yorktown Fuels Division, Yorktown,
Virginia (enclosure (9)).

Two copies of each report are enclosed for your use. The

information was gathered by our contractor, Baker Environmental,
Incorporated, specifically responding to the deficiencies noted
on the HRS Deficiencies Checklists for each of these facilities.

Quality Performancs . . . Quality Results



Qf%

Re: Hazardous Ranking System Deficiency Checklist Response -/

The information addressed in these reports includes groundwater
pathway information, surface water pathway information, air
pathway information, and soil exposure pathway information for
each of the sites.

The responses to Items 1E1 through 1E3 were previously submitted
as part of the information completed by the individual facilities
as contained in our letter of April 12, 1991. The remainder of
the population estimates in Items 1E4 through 1E6 are found in
the front pocket of the reports currently being submitted.

The information enclosed represents the final submittal in our
effort to complete the information required for eliminating
deficiencies indicated on the checklists. If information becomes
available in the future which will be instrumental in your
scoring of the sites at these various facilities, it will be
forwarded to you at the earliest possible date. If you have any
gquestions, our point of contact is Mr. Andrew R. Kissell at

(804) 445-2931.

Sincerely,

A

/ _+ P. A. RAKOWSKI, P.
Head
Environmental Programs Branch
Environmental Quality Division
By direction of the Commander

Enclosures
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