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SECTION 1 

Declaration 

1.1 Site Name and Location 
This Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared for site-wide groundwater associated with 
Installation Restoration Program (IR Program) Site 4, Hermanville Disposal Site, and Site 5, 
Disposal Site near Pine Hill Run, designated as Operable Unit (OU)-6, at Naval Air Station 
(NAS) Patuxent River in St. Mary's County, Maryland. NAS Patuxent River was placed on 
the National Priorities List (NPL) on June 30, 1994 (USEPA ID: MD7170024536).  

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose 
This ROD presents the selected remedy (No Remedial Action) for Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 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 Sites 4 and 5 OU-6. 

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 clean-up of IR Program sites 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. 

Sites 4 and 5 are two of the sites identified in the FFA. 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, 2007). 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 Sites 4 and 5 OU-6, and does 
not include or affect any other sites or operable units at the NAS. 

Public comments on the selected remedy for Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 are discussed in Section 3, 
“Responsiveness Summary.” 

1.3 Description of the Selected Remedy 
The Navy has determined that no remedial action is necessary to protect public health, 
public welfare, or the environment because Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 does not pose any 
unacceptable risks to human health or the environment under current and potential future 
land use and associated exposure scenarios. Consequently, no remedial action is required 
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SECTION 2 

Decision Summary 

2.1 Site Name, Location, and 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 4, the Hermanville Disposal Area, consists of approximately 85 acres near the southern 
boundary of the NAS, north of Gate 3 and southeast of Holton Pond (Figure 1). Site 4 was 
used as a waste disposal area (miscellaneous station wastes; construction debris; sewage 
sludge; petroleum, oil, and lubricant products; paints, thinners, and solvents; and lesser 
amounts of pesticides and photographic laboratory wastes) for NAS Patuxent River 
between 1943 and 1960 (Fred C. Hart and Associates, 1984). Site 5, the Disposal Site near 
Pine Hill Run, consists of approximately 10 acres along Pine Hill Run, northeast of Site 4 
(Figure 1). Based on historical aerial photographs and site observations, Site 5 was used as a 
disposal area for rubble, demolition wastes, bulk metal parts, and empty drums from 1957 
through 1965 (USEPA, 1994). Surface elevations at Site 4 range from 28 to 38 feet above 
mean sea level (msl). The land surface slopes gently to the north across most of the site, but 
slopes steeply to Pine Hill Run and Holton Pond in the north and northwest areas of Site 4. 
Site 5 slopes gradually to the northeast and east toward Pine Hill Run. 

2.2 Site History and Enforcement Activities 
To facilitate reporting and review of the investigation activities, nature and extent of 
constituents in environmental media, and the risk assessment for Sites 4 and 5, these sites 
were divided into six OUs (Figure 1). These OUs correspond to separate physical areas at 
Sites 4 and 5 where activities were conducted during previous use that may have 
contributed different constituents to the sites from various possible source areas. The OUs 
for Sites 4 and 5 are: 

• OU-1 (Area 4A) – west of Shaw Road where debris was disposed on the ground surface 
and in piles along the southeastern edge of Holton Pond 

• OU-2 (Area 4B) – the southern portion of Site 4 east of Shaw Road where a former fire-
fighting burn area was located 

• OU-3 (Area 4C) – the central portion of Site 4 east of Shaw Road encompassing the 
former waste disposal trenches 

• OU-4 (Area 4D) – the northern portion of Site 4 east of Shaw Road where debris was 
disposed on the ground surface 

• OU-5 – Site 5 in its entirety 
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RECORD OF DECISION FOR SITES 4 AND 5 OU-6 GROUNDWATER  

• OU-6 – site-wide groundwater beneath OU-1 through OU-5 

Between 1984 and 2007, several investigations were performed to evaluate the nature and 
extent of potential contamination at Sites 4 and 5. These investigations are described in the 
remedial investigation (RI) report (CH2M HILL, 2008a) and are summarized in Table 1. 
Results of investigations associated with other media (that is, soil, sediment, and surface 
water) will be presented in future ROD documents associated with OU-1 through OU-5 at 
Sites 4 and 5. 

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 for NAS Patuxent River (CH2M HILL, 2008b) provides detailed information 
on community participation for the IR Program.  

The public information repositories for NAS Patuxent River documents, including those in 
the Administrative Record file used in the remedy selection process for Sites 4 and 5 OU-6, 
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 and NAS Patuxent River 
provided a public comment period from August 11 through September 9, 2008, for the Sites 
4 and 5 OU-6 Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) (CH2M HILL, 2008c). A public 
meeting to present the PRAP to a broader community audience than those already involved 
at the site was held on August 13, 2008, at NAS Patuxent River in the Frank Knox Employee 
Development Building, Building 2189, Room 100. Public notice of the meeting and 
availability of documents was published in The Enterprise for St. Mary’s County on August 
6, 2008; The Recorder for Calvert County on August 6, 2008; and The Tester, which is the NAS 
Patuxent River newspaper, on August 7, 2008. 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 Sites 4 and 5  
NAS Patuxent River was listed on the NPL on June 30, 1994. As a result, 46 sites were 
identified at the NAS for inclusion in the IR Program.  

Sites 4 and 5 are two 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 to the NAS Patuxent 
River Site Management Plan (CH2M HILL, 2007). During the past 12 years, a total of 12 
RODs have been signed for sites at NAS Patuxent River in accordance with the priorities 
established in the Site Management Plan. 

2-2 082660001WDC 



 SECTION 2—DECISION SUMMARY 

As of the date of this ROD, remedy decisions and associated remedies have been 
implemented for 12 IR Program sites at NAS Patuxent River. 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 and land use restrictions (September 
1999 ROD) 

• Site 11 Soil (OU-1): 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 action for 
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 addresses Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 (groundwater) only. Separate ROD documents will 
be prepared in the future for the other media (that is, soil, sediment, and surface water) 
associated with OU-1 through OU-5 at Sites 4 and 5. 

Based on the results of the Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 investigation, the Navy, the USEPA, and the 
MDE concur that groundwater at Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 does not pose any unacceptable risks to 
human health or the environment under current and potential future land use and 
associated exposure scenarios, including residential use.  None of the COPCs identified for 
groundwater were detected at concentrations exceeding the federal Maximum Contaminant 
Levels (MCLs). Shallow groundwater in the surficial aquifer at Sites 4 and 5 is not currently 
used for residential purposes (also referred to as potable water uses), and is not expected to 
be used for such purposes in the future. Furthermore, use of the surficial aquifer for potable 
water purposes is not permitted by the St. Mary’s County Health Department (1998).  
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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 4, the Hermanville Disposal Area, is located near the southern boundary of the NAS, 
north of Gate 3 and southeast of Holton Pond (Figure 1). Site 5, the Disposal Site near Pine 
Hill Run, is located along Pine Hill Run, northeast of Site 4 (Figure 1).  

2.5.2 Physical Characteristics 
Surface elevations at Site 4 range from 28 to 38 feet above mean sea level (msl). The land 
surface slopes gently to the north across most of the site, but slopes steeply to Pine Hill Run 
and Holton Pond in the north and northwest areas of Site 4. Site 5 slopes gradually to the 
northeast and east toward Pine Hill Run. 

Information on site-specific geology is based on boring logs for monitoring wells installed 
from 1985 through 2006. The shallow sediments underlying Sites 4 and 5 are primarily sand, 
silty sand, and clay. These sediments occur in alternating fine and coarse units that correlate 
across the site area. Five distinct units were encountered during drilling at Site 4. The upper 
four units correlate with Lowland deposits, and the deepest unit correlates with the St. 
Mary’s Formation. 

The surficial water table aquifer at Sites 4 and 5 consists of the upper sand, upper clay, and 
lower sand. The upper clay acts as a low-permeability layer on which an unconfined 
perched zone is present within the surficial aquifer. Hydraulic potential in the lower sand 
indicates that the lower portion of the surficial aquifer is semi-confined where the upper 
clay is present. Data collected for monitoring wells in the northwestern corner of Site 5 show 
that the upper clay is not present in this area. The surficial aquifer is underlain by low-
permeability confining units, specifically the lower clay of the Lowland deposits, which in 
turn is underlain by the St. Mary’s Formation.  

Groundwater elevations typically range from approximately 2 to 35 feet above msl. 
Groundwater flow in the perched zone is primarily toward the north and north-northwest, 
discharging into Pine Hill Run and Holton Pond. Groundwater elevations in the semi-
confined lower sand range from 7 to 11 feet above msl. Groundwater data for the lower 
sand indicate groundwater flows generally northeast and discharges into Pine Hill Run. 
Vertical hydraulic gradients between the perched zone and the lower portion of the surficial 
aquifer (that is, the lower sand) are generally downward. Based on in situ hydraulic 
conductivity tests performed in 1991 (CH2M HILL, 1994), hydraulic conductivity is typical 
of sands and silty sands. Laboratory results showed that the vertical conductivity of the 
deep clay lens within the lower sand unit are typical of marine clays and are approximately 
five orders of magnitude lower than the average conductivity in the overlying sand units. 
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The average vertical velocity of groundwater flow from the upper sand to the lower sand 
was estimated to be 0.2 feet per year.  

2.5.3 Ecology 
In general, Sites 4 and 5 consist primarily of terrestrial habitats that include open grass 
fields, shrub/scrub and fragmented forest.  Site 4 also contains some wetlands, and a 
wetlands area was constructed at Site 5 for mitigation of wetlands filled during 
implementation of the remedy for another IR site.  Additional aquatic habitats are adjacent 
to Sites 4 and 5. Holton Pond, a freshwater habitat, is located along the northwest border of 
Site 4 (Figure 1), and discharges to a stream channel that leads to Pine Hill Run. Pine Hill 
Run, a brackish tidal creek, is adjacent to the eastern border of OU-5 (Site 5). Pine Hill Run 
discharges to the Chesapeake Bay several thousand feet to the southeast of Site 5.  

A variety of semi-aquatic upper trophic level receptors (such as marsh wren, barn swallow, 
great blue heron, muskrat, wood duck, and mink) and terrestrial upper trophic level 
receptors (including gray fox, meadow vole, short-tailed shrew, American robin, and 
screech owl) are present at Sites 4 and 5. In addition, the Sites 4 and 5 wetland areas provide 
habitat for a wide variety of biota such as benthic macroinvertebrates (for example, insects, 
worms, and snails), amphibians, reptiles, mammals, and birds. Based on NAS 
documentation, no rare, threatened, or endangered species are known to occur on site.  

2.5.4 Description of Contamination  
The nature and extent of chemicals and metals detected in the groundwater at Sites 4 and 5 
were characterized by samples collected during the RI over several years and completed in 
May 2007. A conceptual site model is presented in Figure 2. Monitoring well locations are 
presented in Figure 3. 

Twenty three monitoring wells have been installed throughout Sites 4 and 5. Volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) were detected in 9 of 23 monitoring wells at Sites 4 and 5, with 
most of the detections in the northern half of Site 4. Most VOCs were detected at estimated 
concentrations less than the analytical quantization limit, and the occurrence of VOCs was 
localized.  

Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were not 
detected in any groundwater samples. A few pesticides were sporadically detected in 
groundwater samples at concentrations near detection limits. The low-level concentrations 
of pesticides detected in groundwater at the site are likely due to historic use to control pests 
throughout the base and are not indicative of a source of pesticides impacting or degrading 
groundwater beneath the site.  

Metals were detected in all groundwater samples. Although the greatest concentrations of 
metals were generally detected at locations within or downgradient of the known disposal 
areas, the detected concentrations of metals do not exceed MCLs and are representative of 
concentrations observed in groundwater throughout the base.  

The VOCs, pesticides, and metals detected in groundwater samples were evaluated by the 
baseline human health risk assessment (HHRA) (Section 2.7).  
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RECORD OF DECISION FOR SITES 4 AND 5 OU-6 GROUNDWATER  

2.6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses 
There are no complete exposure pathways for groundwater under current land use 
conditions. Because future use of portions of Sites 4 and 5 is anticipated to support the Base 
mission, the Navy evaluated risks associated with groundwater assuming unrestricted use 
in the future. For future use, it was conservatively assumed that groundwater from the 
surficial aquifer might be used as a potable water supply, although this is highly unlikely 
due to characteristics of the surficial aquifer. Use of the surficial aquifer is not permitted by 
the St. Mary’s County Health Department (1998). For future land use conditions, it was also 
conservatively assumed that future residential and industrial buildings could be 
constructed on the site. The Navy’s objective is to achieve unrestricted future land use for 
soil and groundwater associated with Sites 4 and 5.  

2.7 Summary of Risks and Recommendations 
A baseline HHRA was conducted as part of the RI in accordance with current USEPA 
guidance to assess the potential risks to human health from exposure to the chemicals and 
metals detected in groundwater at Sites 4 and 5 under current and future land use scenarios. 
The findings of the HHRA were used to determine whether any actions are needed at Sites 4 
and 5 to protect human health. Exposure to groundwater by ecological receptors is not 
considered a complete pathway; therefore, ecological risks were not evaluated. Potential 
risks to human and ecological receptors exposed to other media (soil, sediment, and surface 
water) will be addressed in future ROD documents associated with OU-1 through OU-5 at 
Sites 4 and 5. 

Three VOCs (chloroform, trichloroethylene, and vinyl chloride), one pesticide (beta-BHC), 
and five metals (arsenic, chromium, iron, manganese, and vanadium) were identified as 
COPCs in groundwater. There are no complete exposure pathways to groundwater for 
current land use conditions. For potential future land use, the HHRA evaluated potential 
exposure to groundwater by construction workers, industrial workers, and hypothetical 
future residents (adult and child). To evaluate potential exposure to groundwater at Sites 4 
and 5 by hypothetical future residents (adult and child), it was assumed in the HHRA that 
groundwater would be used as a source of potable water supply (such as drinking and 
washing).  

The current and future land use scenarios, including residential use, for Sites 4 and 5 
groundwater do not pose unacceptable risks to human health. Therefore, no remedial action 
is necessary to address potential risks associated with exposure to groundwater at Sites 4 
and 5. A summary of the HHRA findings, including the calculated carcinogenic risks and 
noncarcinogenic hazards for each receptor, is presented in Table 2. 

2.8 Selected Remedy  
The selected remedy for Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 is “No Remedial Action”. After evaluating the 
information presented in the RI report (CH2M HILL, 2008a), including the results of the 
human health risk assessment, “No Remedial Action” is selected for Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 
because there are no factors indicating a risk to human health or ecological receptors that 
would warrant remedial action under current and future land use scenarios, including 
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residential use. Based on this “No Remedial Action” determination, the Navy recommends 
that Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 be permanently removed from the IR Program. 

2.9 Statutory Determinations 
The selected remedy will not result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 
remaining at Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 above 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 Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 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 
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 original 
remedy 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 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 Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 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. 

Community members have not expressed any dissatisfaction with the Navy’s selection of 
“No Remedial Action” for Sites 4 and 5 OU-6, and no significant comments were received 
during the August 13, 2008 public meeting. Questions and concerns received during the 
meeting were addressed at the meeting and are documented in the meeting transcript 
(Appendix B).  

During the public meeting, the Navy and the USEPA described the interim removal action 
conducted at OU-5 (Site 5) in response to a question about the excavation area within the 
constructed wetland area of OU-5 (Site 5). In response to a question about the risk drivers 
for OU-6 groundwater, the Navy and the USEPA explained that specific risk drivers were 
not identified for all exposure scenarios because the potential risks to receptors were very 
close to, or within, the acceptable risk range and no one chemical or metal was driving the 
risk. In response to a question about waste disposal in the unlined ditches of OU-4 (Area 
4C), the Navy and the USEPA indicated that trash disposed in the unlined ditches consisted 
mostly of household and construction debris, and most of the waste material was burned in 
place. Wastes in the disposal trenches were removed and disposed off-site during the 
interim removal action. Samples collected beneath the bottom elevation of the disposal 
trenches did not indicate any evidence of residual contamination. 

No additional written comments, concerns, or questions were received by the Navy, the 
USEPA, or the MDE during the public comment period. 

3.2 Technical and Legal Issues 
No technical or legal issues have been identified for Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 with respect to this 
ROD. 
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Activity Key Findings Recommendations
Initial Assessment Study (Fred 
C. Hart and Associates, 1984)

Concluded there was potential for contaminant migration from groundwater to surface water in Pine 
Hill Run and adjacent wetlands at Site 4. The material disposed at Site 5 was determined to be inert.

Conduct a confirmation study

1985-1987 Confirmation 
Studies (CH2M HILL, 1985; 
CH2M HILL, 1987)

Four monitoring wells were installed at Site 4, sampled, and analyzed for metals, total organic 
halides (TOX), and total organic carbons. TOX and several metals, including cadmium, lead, 
mercury, and silver were detected in the groundwater samples.

Conduct additional sampling

1991 Interim Remedial 
Investigation (CH2M HILL, 
1994)

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, and 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were not detected at concentrations exceeding quantitation limits 
in groundwater. However, trichloroethylene (TCE) was detected at an estimated concentration of 5 
micrograms per liter (ug/L). Trace metals were not detected at concentrations exceeding either the 
quantitation limits or the concentrations observed in the background monitoring well. The low 
hydraulic conductivity and thickness of the clay confining layer were reported to be effective barriers 
to downward groundwater flow and any associated vertical migration of contaminants into deeper 
aquifers.

1995 Parcels A and B 
Investigation (Halliburton, 
1995)

Five in-situ groundwater samples were collected from the parcel of land adjacent to St. Mary's 
County Wastewater Treatment Plant. Groundwater samples were analyzed for Target Compound 
List (TCL) organics and Target Analyte List (TAL) inorganics. VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and PCBs 
were not detected in groundwater samples at concentrations exceeding laboratory reporting limits. 
Metals were detected in the groundwater samples.

1996-1997 Remedial 
Investigation field activities

Groundwater was encountered at approximately 5 to 7 feet below ground surface during test pit 
excavations. Groundwater samples identified the presence of a limited number of constituents 
associated with site activities. Fuel-related compounds were detected in groundwater samples from 
a limited area west of Shaw Road. Low concentrations of VOCs and several metals were detected in 
groundwater, but pesticides and PCBs were not detected in any groundwater samples.

2002 Site 27 Remedial 
Investigation (CH2M HILL, 
2003)

Groundwater samples were collected from 11 monitoring wells and analyzed for TCL VOCs, SVOCs, 
pesticides, PCBs, TAL total and dissolved metals, and cyanide. Chloroform and TCE were detected 
in two of the wells at a concentration of 0.2 ug/L.

2006-2007 Remedial 
Investigation field activities 
(CH2M HILL, 2008c)

The subsurface consists of sand and silt to form the shallow groundwater aquifer from approximately 
2 to 26 feet below ground surface. The occurrence of VOCs was localized, with most of detections 
less than the analytical quantitation limit. SVOCs and PCBs were not detected. Pesticides were 
sporadically detected at concentrations near detection limits. Generally, the greatest concentrations 
of metals were within or downgradient of the known disposal areas. The HHRA concluded there are 
no risks exceeding acceptable levels.

No remedial action and 
removal of site from IR 
Program

TABLE 1
Summary of Previous Investigations at Sites 4 and 5

NAS Patuxent River, Maryland
Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 (Groundwater)
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Risk Scenario Risk HI Risk HI

Future Resident (Adult) (a) RME = 0.80 (a) RME = 0.0038 (a) RME = 0.81

Future Resident (Child) (a)

RME = 1.9

CTE = 0.54 (a) RME = 0.011 (a)

RME = 1.9

CTE = 0.54

Future Resident (Child/Adult) RME = 5.8 x 10
-5

(b) RME = 3.3 x 10
-8

(b) RME = 5.8 x 10
-5

(b)

Future Construction Worker RME = 2.6 x 10
-8

RME = 0.034 NA NA RME = 2.6 x 10
-8

RME = 0.034

Future Industrial Worker NA NA RME = 1.2 x 10
-7

RME = 0.00028 RME = 1.2 x 10
-7

RME = 0.00028

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.

NA - Not analyzed

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

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

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.

Exposure Pathways Pathway Totals

Risk HI
Groundwater Indoor Air

TABLE 2

Human Health Risk Assessment Summary

Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 (Groundwater)

NAS Patuxent River, Maryland
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Figure 2
Conceptual Site Model for Groundwater
Sites 4 and 5 OU-6 Groundwater
NAS Patuxent River
St. Mary’s County, Maryland

Note: This conceptual site model presents
 potential sources and migration pathways
 present at the site before the removal of 
 surface debris and waste from former 
 disposal trenches in OU-3 (Area 4C)
 and surface debris from OU-1, OU-4, and
 OU-5 during the 2003-2004 non-time-critical
 removal action.
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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 23, 2008 

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

RE:	 Record of Decision for Sites 4 and 5 Operable Unit 6 (Groundwater) - 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 Navy's decision for a no action alternative for both Site 4 (Hermanville Disposal Site) and Site 
5 (Disposal Site near Pine Hill Run) Operable Unit 6 (groundwater). The "No Remedial Action" 
determination is based upon a Remedial Investigation, which indicates that there are no unacceptable risks to 
human health or ecological receptors from exposure to groundwater at either 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 provided by the remedy, the FFD 
concurs with the Navy's selected remedy, "No Remedial Action", for Sites 4 and 5 Operable Unit 6. 

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

Sincerely, 

Headier Njo 
Remedial Project Manager 
Federal Facilities Division 

HN:hn 

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

•
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               -    -    -    -    - 

           MR. HURFF:  Okay, this is going to be 

  the public meeting for Sites 4 and 5, Operable 

  Unit 6, Hermanville landfill, dealing with 

  groundwater.  Sites 4 and 5 are down at Gate 3, 

  they stand both sides of the road, same area as 

  the treatment plant, down near this corner. 

  This was the first landfill at the Base.  It's 

  anywhere 80 acres or so.  They buried waste in 

  trenches, waste is on the surface, waste is in 

  push-outs.  It was the last wastes were 

  allegedly placed around 1965.  And pretty much 

  anything that was disposed of at the Base would 

  have ended up here, in that time period. 

           This is a map of the site.  This is at 

  Shaw Road, it comes through here, traffic 

  circle, Gate 3.  This is the Army National 

  Guard.  This used to be Site 27 down here.  It 

  was a site to be closed down and transferred. 

  This is METCOM.  Site 5 is up here, and this is 

  collectively Site 4.  The areas shown in the
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  pink here were the waste disposal trenches that 1 
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  were in this operable unit that we've excavated 

  and cleaned up under an interim action. 

           I might as well tell you now, the areas 

  were inside of these operable units because 

  there was such a wide variety of uses for these 

  two sites.  Disposal trenches, push-out areas 

  that were done here.  There were surface 

  disposal through several areas.  There was a 

  former firefighting training area here where 

  they had planes that were lit to practice 

  firefighting. 

           MR. COLLINS:  Steve, you might explain 

  what you mean by push-out areas. 

           MR. HURFF:  Oh, I'm sorry, the push-out 

  area here, this is basically an area where you 

  would back a truck up to a sharp drop, dump, and 

  just keep on pushing it out and over until you 

  build up a fill. 

           MR. CALVANO:  What's in the little 

  wetland area there? 

           MR. HURFF:  This here is a constructed
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  wetland. 1 
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           MR. CALVANO:  No, the purple or 

  whatever color that is. 

           MR. HURFF:  That one here? 

           MR. CALVANO:  The purple inside there. 

           MR. HURFF:  That was an excavation, 

  there was a small area of waste that was up 

  there.  This is actually a wetland here as well, 

  this map has a delineation of a wetland at that 

  site.  This constructed wetland here was a part 

  of a remedy for Sites 1 and 12, Operable Unit 1. 11 
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  We built a wetland to compensate for wetlands 

  that were filled in during that remedy. 

           Going through the aerial photographs 

  again.  1938, all farm fields.  Most people are 

  pretty amazed when they looked at the old ag 

  maps, old ag photos from the thirties, forties, 

  and they see how much land was actually just 

  bare, there wasn't a tree on it. 

           1943, Base is built, we can see the 

  trenches here, that light area with the dark in 

  it, that's where they were disposing of waste.
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  And this was the accepted practice at the time. 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

  You didn't have landfills this era.  You've got 

  a few more trenches here (1952).  And you can 

  see a couple of more there now.  You can see the 

  planes down here, they were parked for the fire 

  training exercises. 

           MR. SOCHANSKI:  Oh, point out the 

  garden plots, I was going to say. 

           MR. HURFF:  Down here, gardens. 

           MR. COLLINS:  We found that out from a 

  previous CO who saw the photo and he goes, wait 

  a minute, he had been -- his father had been 

  stationed at Pax and he remembered going to the 

  garden plots with his mother for their garden. 

  We always saw this patchwork and we were never 

  sure what it was and he actually was able to 

  tell us what it was. 

           MR. HURFF:  One thing you also notice, 

  you're going to hear about Site 17 at the next 

  meeting, more on that.  At the time this pond 

  wasn't here, because this dam was just being 

  built.  This was 1952.  Then when you step up
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  one more, 1957, they've created the dam creating 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

  this pond.  That we're going to be treating as a 

  part of another remedy.  '64, the fire area is 

  still there.  You can see some activity with 

  roads heading out to the area where you have the 

  materials being pushed over the edge. 

            '65.  '69.  The sewage plant is now in 

  there.  '77, there are now horse stables here. 

  This area was used for riding for a number of 

  years.  '81.  Over time, you see a lot of the 

  roads appear, disappear, different areas 

  cleared. 

            '84.  Cover of '84.  '85.  '96, 2002, 

  and 2006.  You can see where we've cleared the 

  area for the removal of the trenched waste 

  there.  And the constructed wetland up here. 

           The remedial investigation.  We were 

  going to look at the groundwater beneath all of 

  sites 4 and 5.  We grouped it this way, we kind 

  of sort of knew what we were facing.  We had 

  placed a lot of the wells out at the site before 

  we decided to go with the distinction by
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  operable unit.  We weren't finding anything in 1 
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  groundwater at the wells at Site 4 and 5.  We 

  weren't finding contaminants out there.  So we 

  decided to group the operable units to try to 

  make the report a lot simpler. 

           A remedial investigation for an area of 

  this size, with the number of different uses 

  that occurred out here, could easily be a stack 

  of documents this wide.  This keeps it in a 

  report volume that's manageable. 

           We had 23 different wells out there, 

  seven different in situ samples from direct 

  push.  This gives you a conceptual site model of 

  the different operable units.  Operable Unit 1 

  for this -- for Sites 4 and 5 being the push-out 

  area at Site 4, as well as the push-out from 

  OU-5 for Site 5. 

           You have the area 4, Operable Unit 4, 

  some drums, OU-3 was the trenched wastes, OU-2 

  was the burn area, and these are the two water 

  bodies, Holton Pond and Pine Hill Run, where 

  surface water bodies were -- surface water could
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           This is not a scale model, this just 

  shows you conceptually everything that could 

  happen at the site. 

           And there are the groundwater sampling 

  locations for the remedial investigation.  They 

  are a little difficult to see, but they are 

  scattered all throughout the sites.  And there 

  are the groundwater contours.  Groundwater is 

  headed towards Holton Pond, and towards Pine 

  Hill Run.  Holton Pond connects to Pine Hill 

  Run.  There is a culvert here, and a stream that 

  runs around until you get to Pine Hill Run, and 

  then out into the bay.  With the well network we 

  have here, pretty much anything that would have 

  happened anywhere on the site, we've got a well 

  that intercepts it with the network that we have 

  here. 

           This is a list of COPCs.  This one 

  looks a little bit different from the other 

  assessments.  You've got tap water and 

  excavation trench.  What this looks at is if you
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  were drinking the water, or if you had a 1 
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  construction worker that was in a trench, and 

  was exposed to the water.  For indoor area, for 

  residential and industrial, this looks at the 

  scenario where if you were using the water just 

  straight out of the ground, you were showering 

  with it, indoor air volatilization, if you have 

  things that are in the water that are easily 

  volatilized, that you can inhale, it's another 

  exposure pathway. 

           This is a summary of the risks for the 

  site.  For the future resident adult, resident 

  child, the HIs were slightly above one, under 

  the RME scenario.  The carcinogenic risks for 

  all the scenarios we looked at, the resident 

  child, adult, construction or industrial, were 

  all within the acceptable risk ranges. 

           Under the central tendency exposure 

  scenario, for the HI that was above one for the 

  resident child, it dropped to 0.54. 

           MR. CALVANO:  Two questions:  This 

  doesn't have the constituents that you've had on
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  your other slides, I mean on the other ones, 1 
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  you've had exactly what you were trying to 

  detect.  I mean, I know you had it on the 

  earlier one.  What elements were you concerned 

  about here? 

           MR. HURFF:  Here -- 

           MR. COLLINS:  The previous slide had 

  those. 

           MR. HURFF:  Yeah, that's the list. 

           MR. COLLINS:  So, the constituents of 

  concern were chloroform, trichloroethane, but 

  this is a little bit different, indoor air of 

  volatiles is the big issue now, that's why it's 

  broken out this way, but these are the 

  constituents that on first pass were a potential 

  concern for risk.  And then the risk assessment 

  did a quantitative evaluation of each of those 

  for those various types of exposure, drinking 

  versus inhalation, to calculate the risks that 

  are on the next table. 

           MR. HURFF:  Did you mean here, which 

  were the risk drivers?
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           MR. HURFF:  Oh, I thought that's where 

  you were headed. 

           MR. COLLINS:  Oh, okay. 

           MR. HURFF:  Because these numbers were 

  fairly close to one already, there weren't 

  really any major risk drivers. 

           MR. CALVANO:  And that was my second 

  question, is why do you think that these, you 

  know, in an unlined trench system, are less 

  problematic than, you know, your other 

  landfills? 

           MR. COLLINS:  Oh.  The -- there was 

  anecdotal evidence that when they put the trash 

  in the trenches, they burned it, and in doing 

  work at another site, we actually found an 

  oblique aerial photo, we were looking for 

  another site, we could see this plume of smoke 

  off in the distance that was at Site 4. 

           MR. CALVANO:  Okay. 

           MR. COLLINS:  So we kind of have a 

  little bit of data to substantiate the anecdotal
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  indication that they used to burn the waste. 1 
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           MR. CALVANO:  Because these are 

  substantially less. 

           MR. COLLINS:  Plus volatiles in that 

  would have been destroyed. 

           MR. SOCHANSKI:  Plus the removal action 

  that was done for the trenches verify that, 

  because removing that material that was in those 

  trenches, you could see the material was burned, 

  we actually collected samples beneath the 

  trenches to look at residual contaminant 

  concentrations, they are clean. 

           So, we have evidence that those type of 

  activities occurred, and fortunately for us, 

  they did occur, because we have virtually no 

  problem with groundwater out here that we 

  normally would if they did not do that activity. 

           MR. HURFF:  We're also fortunate with 

  the era where waste was disposed, 1940s, 1950s, 

  1960s, you didn't have a lot of the synthetic 

  chemicals that are available now that would be a 

  lot more problematic.  They already had the area
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  at Site 6 where they were storing drums of 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

  material.  So, they didn't necessarily need to 

  bring it over to this end of the Base for 

  disposal. 

           So, when we did the removal, we were 

  finding asphalt, concrete, brick, burned 

  materials, metal, car parts, airplane parts, 

  ceramics.  More like household waste, rather 

  than drums of solvents.  I don't actually 

  believe we -- I think we pulled out just a 

  couple of drums, and that had an asphalt or oil 

  material in it, and that wasn't even in the 

  trenches, that was in an isolated spot to the 

  north of the site.  So, sometimes you get lucky 

  with these sites. 

           MR. CALVANO:  It sounds like it. 

           MR. HURFF:  The summary for the 

  remedial investigation, this does not have an 

  ecological component to it, because 

  ecological -- it's groundwater, so you don't 

  have an exposure to ecological receptors for 

  groundwater.  Ecological risk is being addressed
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  under another volume of the report.  But for 1 
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  human health, there was under unrestricted use, 

  any use of it whatsoever, no nothing was 

  identified.  No MCL excedences, no feasibility 

  study, no action. 

           And that leads you to the slide you 

  wanted to see. 

           MR. CALVANO:  That was very 

  interesting.  You know, I could tell a lot of 

  work goes into even the sites that, you know, 

  you have less problems with and some of that can 

  be attributed to the good luck and how they 

  handled the site five or six decades ago. 

           MR. HURFF:  Yeah, we still have to do 

  the full-level assessment, because we don't know 

  when we go in what the site is going to be.  And 

  that would conclude the Sites 4 and 5 of 

  Operable Unit 6.  Thank you. 

           MR. CALVANO:  Thank you. 

           (Whereupon, at 7:27 p.m., the meeting 

  was concluded.) 
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          I, Sally Jo Bowling, do hereby certify 

  that the foregoing proceedings were recorded by 

  me via stenotype and reduced to typewriting 

  under my supervision; that I am neither counsel 

  for, related to, nor employed by any of the 

  parties to the action in which these proceedings 

  were transcribed; and further, that I am not a 

  relative or employee of any attorney or counsel 

  employed by the parties hereto, nor financially 

  or otherwise interested in the outcome of the 

  action. 

   

   

   

   

   

                 SALLY JO BOWLING 
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