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Final Second Five Year Review Report
Fort A.P. Hill

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of a Five-Year Review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy
to determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the
environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in Five-Year
Review reports. In addition, Five-Year Review reports identify issues found during the review, if
any, and document recommendations to address those issues.

The United States Army (Army) is preparing this Five-Year Review pursuant to the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act Section 121,
consistent with the National Contingency Plan (40 Code of Federal Regulations Section
300.430(f)(4)(i1)) and considering United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA),
Department of Defense, and Army policy.

This is the second Five-Year Review for the Munitions Response Site (MRS) FTAPH-003-R-01
(hereinafter “Site”), located at Fort Anderson-Pinn-Hill (Fort A.P. Hill) in Caroline County,
Virginia (Figure 1-1). The triggering action for this statutory review is the completion date of
the previous Five-Year Review (4/30/2020). The remedy for the Site addresses potential exposures
to munitions at the Site. The Five-Year Review has been prepared since hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure. The location of the Site evaluated in this Five-Year Review is shown on
Figure 1-2.

Fort A.P. Hill consists of 15 environmental clean-up sites, with one site addressed in this Five-
Year Review. FTAPH-003-R-01 addresses risk posed by munitions. This Five-Year Review
focuses only on the munitions site. One clean-up site, remediated under Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality, is excluded and reviewed in a separate Periodic Review and the remainder
of the sites do not have a remedy in place.

The Fort A.P. Hill Five-Year Review for the Site was led by the Army and was executed by
Environmental Chemical Corporation (ECC) on behalf of the United States Army Environmental
Command (USAEC). Participants included ECC, USAEC, and Fort A.P. Hill personnel. The
review began on 10/30/2024.

1.1 Site Background

Fort A.P. Hill is located in Caroline County, Virginia, approximately two miles north of the town
of Bowling Green (Figure 1-1). The Installation encompasses approximately 76,000 acres and is
bisected by U.S. Route 301, which connects Bowling Green and Port Royal, Virginia. The
Installation is located approximately 75 miles south of Washington, D.C., and 40 miles north of
Richmond, Virginia in a rural area with limited residents in the area. The Site consists of
approximately 150 acres near the central portion of the Installation along U.S. Route 301 and is
surrounded by operational areas of Fort A.P. Hill (Figure 1-2). The Site is currently owned by
Caroline County pursuant to a transfer in September 2006 and is being remediated under the
Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP) at Fort A.P. Hill. Previously the site was used for
training with live munitions that may have caused impacts. The overall cleanup strategy for the
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property is to protect human health and environmental resources given the current and reasonably
anticipated future land uses.

The Site has been informally subdivided into four areas based on land use, land cover, and the
findings of the Remedial Investigation (RI). The site used to be Peumansend Creek Regional Jail
(PCRJ), now the Site is the Caroline Detention Facility (CDF) operated by the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS). The four areas are shown on Figure 1-3 and are as follows:

Secure Area — The secure area is 15 acres surrounded by high security fence and is
occupied by the CDF. The facility is operated by the DHS. Approximately six acres of this
area is covered by pavement and buildings and the remaining area is covered by mowed
lawn.

Prison Garden Area — the prison garden area is approximately nine acres of cultivated land
northeast of the secure area. The area was used by staff to grow produce. The garden area
is not currently being used by the Caroline Detention Facility.

Northern Area — the northern two-thirds of the Site, excluding the secure area and the
prison garden area, is approximately 89 acres. This area consists of six acres of parking lot
and roads, 39 acres of undeveloped forested land, and 44 acres of landscaped/mowed lawn.
Security fencing borders the north, south, and east sides.

Southern Area — The southern area consists of a one-acre small-arms pistol firing range
surrounded by approximately 45 acres of undeveloped dense woodlands.

The Site land use is restricted by deed covenant to the construction and operation of a correctional
facility; however, between May 2021 and November 2023, a pistol range was also constructed.
There is no anticipated change in the future land use of the Site.

Table 1-1 is a summary of the chronology of the site.

Table 1-1 Chronology of Site Events

Event Date

Fort A.P. Hill is established as an Army Training Facility. 06/11/1941

Training range areas 20 and 21 used sporadically by the United States Army for light ground
maneuver training.

1941-1996

Indirect firing training occurs on ranges set up to fire from the northern to southern side of the
installation, crossing U.S. Route 301. Known target areas are to the east of the Munitions Response | 1942-1959
Site (MRS).

A practice bomb run that overflies the MRS is in use by units training with fixed winged aircraft
carrying small practice bombs with spotting charges or practice bombs with smoke charge and 1942-1955
flares to practice air to ground combat missions.

Maneuver training ceases and the MRS property transferred to Caroline County via a public benefit

conveyance. 1996
Peumansend Creek Regional Jail (PCRJ) constructed by Caroline County on northwest portion of 1997-1999
the MRS property. A 500 pound practice bomb casing is found during construction.

The Range Rule and Historical Survey report is completed which provides detailed information on 1999

the types of ranges and training associated with the MRS.

Historical records review report determined that based on historical maps and the Range Rule and
Historical Survey document that the MRS was used for training and the determined firing point
locations were of high quality and little uncertainty. The report determined that the MRS had 02/2008
sufficient evidence of potential munitions and munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) or
munitions constituents to recommend it for a site inspection field investigation.
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Event Date
Site inspection completed which concluded no further action is required for explosive compounds 10/2008
and a remedial investigation should be conducted to characterize MEC in subsurface soil.
United States Corps of Engineers instrument-aided visual inspection completed. 2010
Remedial Investigation report completed. 06/06/2012
Focused Feasibility Study completed. 05/2014
Proposed Plan finalized. 10/2014
Decision Document finalized and signed. 03/02/2015
Land-Use Controls plan is finalized and remedy is implemented. 04/2015
Caroline County enters a five year agreement with the United States Department of Homeland 07/2018
Security for the former PCRIJ to house illegal immigrants at the Caroline Detention Facility.
First Five Year Review Finalized 08/11/2020

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name: Fort A.P. Hill

EPA ID: VA2210020416

Region: 3 State: VA City/County: Fort A.P. Hill /Caroline County

NPL Status: Non-NPL

Multiple OUs? Has the site achieved construction completion?
Yes No

Lead agency: Other Federal Agency
[If “Other Federal Agency”, enter Agency name/: US Army

Author name (Federal or State Project Manager): George Fisher

Author affiliation: US Army

Review period: 10/30/2024 - 4/30/2025

Date of site inspection: 11/13/2024

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 2

Triggering action date: 4/30/2020

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 4/30/2025
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2.0 RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY
2.1 Basis for Taking Action

Due to the Site being transferred and based on historical data, the Site was evaluated as a munitions
response site during a SI completed in 2008. The SI recommended that a RI be performed. The
conceptual site model developed during the RI, completed in 2012, determined potentially
complete pathways for exposure to Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) in subsurface
soil from intrusive activities performed by construction/maintenance workers and detention
facility gardeners/landscape workers (working outside the detention facility. Although MEC has
not been found at the Site, munition debris from a 2.38-inch bazooka rocket, M1 training landmine,
MK?2 practice grenades, 60-millimeter illumination mortar, and aerial practice bombs were
discovered during the construction field investigation.

A MEC hazard assessment (HA) was completed for the Site based on the characterization of the
nature and extent of MEC during the RI. The HA is a qualitative evaluation of the explosive hazard
due to MEC and is comprised of three basic components: severity, accessibility, and sensitivity.
The MEC HA indicated a Hazard Level 4, the lowest hazard level. Due to the potential of
munitions at the Site, the Army implemented a remedy.

2.2 Response Actions

221 Initial Response Actions

Several existing Land-Use Controls (LUCs) were in place at the Site prior to the Decision
Document (DD) being issued. These LUCs included deed restrictions, PCRJ/DHS contractor
control policies, MEC identification support, fencing and signage, and physical barriers to access.
The Site was restricted for use as only a correctional facility and ownership/operations of the
property to a government body in perpetuity. If the terms of the deed restrictions are violated, the
property would be reverted back to Federal control.

At the detention facility, contractor control policies required contractors to meet with staff and
agree to policy/procedures prior to the start of work. Contractor work activities are monitored by
detention facility staff. Fort A.P. Hill range control provided MEC identification support. Fort A.P.
Hill provided initial inspection and evaluation of suspected MEC found at Site and if needed, MEC
disposal was provided by the Army Explosive Ordnance Disposal from Fort Belvoir. Fencing
restricted access to three sides of the northern area of the Site. The secure area occupied by the
detention facility was surrounded by security fencing and was monitored by video surveillance
and patrols. Signs included those reading “No Trespassing” along the eastern perimeter of the
MRS and “No Stopping” along U.S. Route 301. Buildings and pavement covered approximately
12 acres of the Site which provided a physical barrier to access and prevented incidental exposure
to subsurface soil in these areas (Bay West, LLC, [Bay West], 2014).

222 Remedial Action Objectives

The remedy for the Site was selected based on its ability to achieve the following Remedial Action
Objective (RAO):
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e Mitigate construction worker, maintenance worker, and garden staff contact with MEC
potentially present in the subsurface soil.

A DD was signed on 03/02/2015 and selected the remedy to supplement existing LUCs with hazard
notification and information distribution policies (Army, 2015).

223 Remedy Components

The remedy includes the following major components:

e Maintaining the existing deed restrictions;
e Continuing existing contractor policies, fencing, and signage;

e Revising intrusive dig policies to specifically include notification to construction/
maintenance workers and provide them with informational pamphlets that include MEC
avoidance and encounter protocols;

e Maintaining the existing construction support service provided by Fort A.P. Hill Range
Control personnel; and

e Revising policy to include a requirement to provide garden staff performing intrusive
activities (garden tilling or digging) with written or digital information on MEC avoidance
and encounter protocols. Detention facility management and garden staff performing
intrusive activities will review the MEC avoidance and encounter protocols on an annual
basis. Detention facility policy will specifically prohibit inmates from performing intrusive
activities.

2.3 Status of Implementation

The Final LUC Plan (Bay West, 2015) describes the implementation and planned maintenance of
the LUCs. The DD required the maintenance of existing LUCs including the deed restriction,
fencing and signage, and construction support provided by Fort A.P. Hill Range Control. The
implementation of each LUC component required by the DD is discussed in the following
subsections.

231 Dig Policies

Dig policies that were in place before the implementation of the remedial action included a
requirement for contractors to attend a pre-work meeting with the administrator to be advised of
the dig policies and work restrictions. Contractor personnel are required to be supervised by the
staff while working at the facility to ensure compliance.

Per the DD, the policy was revised to address MEC. Additional dig policies include notification
of potential munition hazards and distribution of munitions awareness and avoidance informational
materials are included as part of the pre-work meeting for contractor personnel performing
intrusive work. Contactor personnel are required to sign off that they have been briefed on the
potential hazards and have received the awareness and avoidance information. The revised policies
also identified staff positions that may require intrusive work to be performed. The personnel in
these positions receive informational materials on an annual basis and new employees in these
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positions are provided with informational materials as soon as possible. The updated policies also
prohibit inmates from performing intrusive work.

Between May 2021 and November 2023, the correctional facility constructed a pistol firing range.
The range was discovered after it had been built. Per the dig policies in place as a result of the DD
and LUC Plan, the detention facility was not required to notify Fort A. P. Hill Range Control of
the construction activity. No munitions items were found during the construction of the range.

232 Munitions Awareness/Avoidance Materials

Fort A.P. Hill developed a presentation for the detention facility that shares information on the 3Rs
(Recognize, Retreat, and Report) of Explosives Safety Education. The 3Rs Program educates the
public on the steps to take if they encounter a potential munition.

The detention facility is responsible for maintaining and distributing MEC awareness/avoidance
materials as needed in keeping with the dig policies. The security/maintenance staff of the
detention facility distributes the materials to contractors as needed. A copy of the briefing material
is included in Appendix B.

233 Land-Use Control Inspections

Fort A.P. Hill Environmental Division is responsible for performing LUC inspections at least every
five years including an interview with the detention facility administrator to evaluate the
effectiveness of the LUCs.

234 Deed Restriction

Caroline County is responsible for submitting an annual self-certification to the regional General
Services Administration representative. If the property is found to be out of compliance with the
deed restrictions, the property title reverts back to the Federal government. The deed restrictions
remain in effect until modified or terminated.

235 Fencing

Fencing is in place to restrict access to the MRS as outlined in the DD and LUC Plan. All fencing
is routinely inspected and maintained by the CDF as part of normal facility operations. In 2022,
trees were removed from along the fence line.

236 Signs

Signage is posted every 100 to 200 feet along the restricted area as outlined in the DD and LUC
Plan. “No Trespassing” signs are maintained by Fort A.P. Hill and “No Stopping” signs along
U.S. Route 301 are maintained by the Virginia Department of Transportation. Fort A.P. Hill
installed new “No Trespassing ” signs in 2023.
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2.4 System Operations/Operation & Maintenance

O&M consisting of fencing inspections and LUC certifications by the county are sufficient to
maintain the effectiveness of the remedy. Since the last Five-Year Review in 2020, trees were
removed along the fence line in 2022, and new “No Trespassing ” signs were installed in 2023.

Fort A.P. Hill Environmental Division is responsible for conducting an inspection of LUCs and
interviewing the detention facility administrator every five years. Previously the Five-Year
Review site inspection was used for this requirement. The Five-Year review site inspection does
not satisfy this requirement and in the future the Fort A.P. Hill Environmental Division should
conduct a separate inspection and interview.
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3.0

PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW

This section includes the protectiveness determination and statement from the last Five-Year
Review as well as the recommendations from the last Five-Year Review and the current status of
those recommendations. Table 3-1 provides the protectiveness determination and statement for
the MRS from the last Five-Year Review and Table 3-2 lists the status of recommendations
(United States Army Corps of Engineers [USACE], 2020).

Table 3-1. FTAPH-003-R-01 Protectiveness Determination/Statement from the 2020 Five-

Year Review
Site Protectiveness Protectiveness Statement
Determination

The remedy at Munitions Response Site (MRS) FTAPH-003-R-01, Training Area 20
and 21 is protective of human health and the environment. Land Use Controls
(LUCs) implemented at MRS FTAPH-003-R-01, Training Area 20 and 21 prevent

FTAPH- . . I . . .

003-R-01 Protective exposure to potential Munitions and Explosives of Concern in subsurface soil

through deed restrictions, physical controls, dig policies, distribution of munitions
awareness and avoidance informational materials, and construction support provided

by Fort A.P. Hill Range Control.

Table 3-2. FTAPH-003-R-01 Status of Recommendations from the 2020 Five-Year Review

q - Current Current Implementation Complet.lon
Site Issue Recommendation L Date (if
Status Status Description .
applicable)
FTAPH- Warning Signs Replace warning This was completed with the
003-R-01 were faded. signs. Completed installation of new signs. 31012023
FTAPH- | Trees encroaching | Remove trees leaning The trees were removed from
003-R-01 fencing. against the fence. Completed the fence. 9/16/2022

3-1




Final Second Five Year Review Report
Fort A.P. Hill

This page intentionally left blank.

3-2



Final Second Five Year Review Report

Fort A.P. Hill
4.0 FIVE YEAR REVIEW PROCESS
4.1 Community Notification, Involvement & Site Interviews

411 Public Notice

A public notice was made available by a newspaper posting in the Fredericksburg Free-Lance
Star on 11/23/2024, stating that there was a Five-Year Review and inviting the public to submit
any comments to the Army. The results of the review and the report will be made available at the
Site information repository located at the Port Royal Library, 419 King Street, Port Royal,
Virginia, 22535.

No public comments were received on the 11/23/2024 public notice. A copy of the public notice
is included in Appendix C.

412 Interviews

During the Five-Year Review process, interviews were conducted in person and via email (using
a questionnaire) with the participants listed in Table 4-1. Interviews were conducted to document
any perceived problems or successes with the remedy that has been implemented to date. The
completed interview records are included in Appendix D, with results summarized below.

Table 4-1. Interviewee List

Title/Affiliation Date Interviewed | Interview Method
Fort A.P. Hill,
Fort A.P. Hill Environmental Division L1/13/2004 Questionnaire In
Department of Homeland Security, Deputy Administrator, Caroline Person

County Detention Facility

Environmental Research Group, 11/19/2024 Questionnaire via
Installation Restoration Program Manager Email

Interviewees indicated that the remedy at the Site is functioning as intended and that to their
knowledge there have been no changes to the Site use or conditions that would impact the
protectiveness of the remedy.

4.2 Data Review

There are no ongoing monitoring or data requirements for the Site.

4.3 Site Inspection

The inspection of the Site was conducted on 11/13/2024. In attendance were the Fort A.P. Hill

Environmental Division, Deputy Administrator, CDF, and ECC. The purpose of the inspection
was to assess the protectiveness of the remedy.

During the site inspection the fence and warning signs (every 100 to 200 feet) were in place as

described in the DD. A pistol firing range was constructed at the detention facility since the last
Five-Year Review. No munitions items were found during the construction of the range. The site
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inspection confirmed that institutional controls are in place, which restrict the use of the Site to a
correctional facility. The detention facility has a copy of the munition awareness safety briefing,
and they stated that the briefing is conducted as needed, although no documentation of briefings
was provided. The current briefing requires significant updates to the information provided on the
slides, to include inserting the correct phone number for the USACE Baltimore Ordnance &
Explosive Safety Office. Also, the detention facility stated they perform annual self-certifications
of their deed restrictions for submittal to the regional General Services Administration
representative, although no documentation was given. There was no evidence that inmates were
doing intrusive work, and the facility concurred with that statement.

Fort A.P. Hill Environmental Division is responsible for conducting an inspection of LUCs every
five years, to include interviewing the detention facility administrator. Previously the Five-Year
Review site inspection was used for this requirement. The Five-Year review site inspection does
not satisfy this requirement and, in the future, the Fort A.P. Hill Environmental Division should
conduct an inspection and interview separate from the Five-Year Review effort prior to the start
of each Five-Year Review.

Although some documentation was not received, the remedy is functioning as designed and

preventing contact with subsurface MEC. Site inspection documentation and photographs are
provided in Appendix E.
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5.0 TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

51 Question A: Is the Remedy Functioning as Intended by Decision Documents?

The remedy includes LUCs that mitigate contact with MEC potentially present in subsurface soil
including deed restrictions, fencing and signage, dig polices, distribution of MEC awareness and
avoidance information, construction support, and LUC inspections. Deed restrictions through a
public benefit conveyance restricts land use to a correctional facility and restricts the possible
receptors to construction/maintenance workers. Fencing is in place restricting access to the Site
and signs are in place to discourage entering the Site. Dig policies and distribution of MEC
awareness and avoidance information materials ensure construction and maintenance workers
performing intrusive activities are aware of hazards and reporting procedures, although the training
and notification requirements for construction activities at the site need to be updated. Garden staff
are no longer at risk of contact with subsurface MEC because there is currently no garden at the
Site. If the garden area was to be utilized again in the future, dig policies include MEC
awareness/avoidance training annually for garden staff. Dig policies also prohibit inmates from
performing intrusive activities. Fort A.P. Hill Range Control is prepared to provide construction
support if potential MEC is identified.

LUCs were implemented and are being maintained per the LUC Plan. Based on review of historical
and recent documents and the Five-Year Review site inspection conducted on 11/13/2024, the
FTAPH-003-R-01 remedy is functioning as intended by the DD. However, Fort A.P. Hill
Environmental Division should conduct and maintain documentation of a site inspection every
five years and Caroline County/CDF should maintain documentation of annual self-certifications
of deed restrictions, MEC awareness safety training, and daily fence inspections. In addition,
revision of the dig policies should be conducted to include requirements for notification of
construction activities at the site by Caroline County/CDF to Fort A.P. Hill Range Control.

52 Question B: Are the Exposure Assumptions, Toxicity Data, Cleanup Values, and
Remedial Action Objectives Used at the Time of the Remedy Selection Still Valid?

There have been no changes in physical conditions, exposure pathways, toxicity data, cleanup
levels or land use that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy for FTAPH-003-R-01. The
exposure assumptions, RAOs, and the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs) in the 2015 DD for the Site used at the time of the remedy selection are still valid. Below
is the summary of ARARs and To Be Considered from the 2015 DD:

Standards,
Req_um?ment, Citation Description Status Comments
Criteria, or
Limitations
Identifies when Requirements will be applicable if munitions and
Resource 40 Code of conventional and explosives of control (MEC) is transported and disposed off-site
Conservation Federal chemical military Applicable | because MEC meets the definition of solid waste (used or fired
and Recovery . munitions become only ifa |military munitions) transported off-range or from the Munitions
Regulations . ) . .

.A.0t Part 266 solid wastes subject. to clea.ran-ce Response S.1t6 of use for the purposes of disposal or treatment
Military Subpar t’ Resource Conservation | action is prior to disposal per 40 CFR 262.202(c). 40 CFR Part 266
Munitions M and Recovery Act performed. | Subpart M is promulgated, related to a Federal environmental

Rule waste management law, a standard of control or other requirement that
requirements. specifically addresses a remedial action, and is substantive.
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The RAO to mitigate construction worker, maintenance worker, and garden staff contact with
MEC potentially present in the subsurface soil, is being achieved as no MEC was encountered in

the last five years.

5.3 Question C: Has any Other Information Come to Light that Could Call into
Question the Protectiveness of the Remedy?

No other information, such as natural disasters, has come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy.
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6.0

ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS

Issues/Recommendations

Site(s) without Issues/Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

FTAPH-003-R-01

6.2

Other Findings

The following are recommendations that were identified during the Five-Year Review and may
improve performance of the remedy and management of operations and maintenance, but do not
affect current and/or future protectiveness:

Fort A.P. Hill Environmental Division should conduct a site inspection and interview of
the detention facility administrator every five years and maintain documentation of the
inspection/interview. This should be completed prior to each Five-Year Review.

Fort A.P. Hill should review and update the MEC awareness safety briefing annually using
the https:/www.3Rs.mil website, to include confirming the USACE Baltimore Ordnance
& Explosive Safety Office phone number and 3Rs Program information (e.g., changing the
phone number to 410-982-9724 and all “unexploded ordnance” wording to “potential
munitions”, etc.). The updated briefings should be provided to the CDF personnel.

Fort A.P. Hill should revise the dig policies to include requirements for
notification/coordination of construction activities at the Site by Caroline County/CDF
with Fort A.P. Hill Range Control.

Caroline County should maintain documentation of annual self-certifications of their deed
restrictions which are provided to the regional General Services Administration
representative.

Caroline County/CDF should maintain documentation of MEC awareness training
provided to facility employees and contractors.

Caroline County/CDF should maintain documentation of their daily fence inspections.
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7.0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT
Site: Protectiveness Determination: Planned Addendum
FTAPH-003-R-01, Protective Completion Date:
Training Area 20 and 21 N/A

Protectiveness Statement: The remedy at Munitions Response Site (MRS) FTAPH-003-R-01, Training
Area 20 and 21 is protective of human health and the environment.

Land-Use Controls (LUCs) implemented at MRS FTAPH-003-R-01, Training Area 20 and 21 prevent
exposure to potential Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) in subsurface soil through deed
restrictions, physical controls, dig policies, distribution of munitions awareness and avoidance
informational materials, and construction support provided by Fort A.P. Hill Range Control.
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8.0 NEXT REVIEW

The next Five-Year Review Report for Fort A.P. Hill will be due on 30 April 2030.
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Installation Location Map

Fort A.P. Hill
Second Five Year Review Figure 1-1
Fort A.P. Hill, Virginia
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Munitions Response Site Map - FTAPH-003-R-01

Fort A.P. Hill
Second Five Year Review Figure 1-2
Fort A.P. Hill, Virginia
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Munitions Response Site Features and Areas

Fort A.P. Hill
Second Five Year Review Figure 1-3
Fort A.P. Hill, Virginia
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MEC/UXO AWARENESS SAFETY BRIEF

Peumansend Creek Regional Jall
Bowling Green, VA

RECOGNIZE
RETREAT
REPORT

USsAkmyy ©orps of EmgHeeesBaltimore District
BLUILDING STRRIDING




Background

The surrounding area of the Correctional facility are former Training
Ranges which were sporadically used by the United States Army
between 1942 and 1959, for light ground maneuver, indirect firing and a
flight path of an aerial bombing run. The Site is surrounded by
operational ranges out of Fort A.P. Hill.

The Army transferred the Site to Caroline County, Virginia
approximately 150 acres adjacent to Route 301 via a public benefit
conveyance in September 1996. The transfer deed restricts use of the
Site to the construction and operation of a correctional facility, the
secure area and parking lot occupies approximately 20 acres of the
Site.

BUILDING STRONGg,
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Munitions and

Explosives of Concern (MEC)

This term distinguishes specific categories
of military munitions that may pose unigue
explosives safety risks:

» Unexploded Ordnance or (UXO) A munition that
IS primed, fuzed, armed, or otherwise prepared
for action. This is the most hazardous category

» Discarded Military Munitions (DMM) abandon
munition that has NOT been armed or prepared
for action

» Munitions constituents (MC) (e.g. TNT, RDX)
present in high enough concentrations to pose
an explosives hazard.

9/30/2019 BUILDﬁ\IG STRONG




The following slides display the types of
munitions related material that were
recovered during an investigation.

No live munitions were recovered
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Training
Grenades

Practice
MK |
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60mm illumination Mortar
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MA48 Surface
trip flare
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M1A1 Practice
Landmine
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Mk 86 250Ibs
Practice bomb
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NOW WHAT?

A §
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When it comes to Military Munitions
ALWAYS remember the

3 R’s

‘RETREAI
‘REPORT

BUILDING STRONGg,




‘RECOGNIZE

Once you RECOGNIZE a possible UXO, do
not continue to move any closer.

BUILDING STRONGg,




‘RETREAI

RETREAT and move back at least 300 feet from a
UXO hazard and tell others to stay away!

= DANGER UXO*~ = DANGER BOMB

BUILDING STRONGg,




‘REPORT

REPORT to your immediate supervisor who
will contact the local authorities.

BUILDING STRONGg,




Information to have on hand when you
REPORT the UXO

REPORTING AGENCY: Your name and who you work for.
CONTACT METHOD: Your cell/telephone phone number.
LOCATION: The location of the suspect UXO and your location (if different).

DESCRIPTION MUNITION: Give a general description of the item you have.
Don’t worry if you don’t know the exact size or type of UXO.

BUILDING STRONGg,




UXO SAFETY GUIDLINES

Do not collect souvenirs

Do not pick up or disturb unknown or unfamiliar objects
Do not handle UXO

Remember that a UXO can have familiar shapes

If you suspect a UXO do not move closer

Keep others away from the area until proper authorities
take control

If someone picks up a UXO: Calmly tell them to put it down
not to panic and drop it

Finally if you DID NOT DROP IT, DON’T PICK IT UP!

BUILDING STRONGg,




UXO SAFETY GUIDLINES

Do not operate CELL PHONES or radios near UXO.

Make all cell phone/radio transmissions from outside
your 50’ safety zone.

BUILDING STRONGg,




REMEMBER THE

3 R’S
RECOGNIZE- you have a possible UXO

RETREAT- to a safe area
REPORT- It to local authorities

BUILDING STRONGg,




QUESTIONS

RECOGNIZE
RETREAT
REPORT

BUILDING STRONGg,
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AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

State of Florida, County of Orange, ss:

Madeline Vostrejs, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: That
(s)he is a duly authorized signatory of Column Software, PBC, duly
authorized agent of Fredericksburg Free-Lance Star, a newspaper
printed and published in the City of Fredericksburg, County of
Spotsylvania, State of Virginia, and that this affidavit is Page 1 of 2
with the full text of the sworn-to notice set forth on the pages that
follow, and the hereto attached:

PUBLICATION DATES:
Nov. 23, 2024

NOTICE ID: FHgLeuDGzmFdrLuTm9ai
PUBLISHER ID: COL-3000832

NOTICE NAME: Fort Walker 5-YR Review
Publication Fee: 705.34

Ad Size: 2 X 58 L

Category: General Legal Notice

Under penalty of perjury, 1, the undersigned affiant swear or affirm
that the statements above are true and accurate to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

(Signed) -

VERIFICATION

State of Florida
County of Orange

Subscribed in my presence and sworn to before me on this: 11/25/202

Notary Public

Notarized remotely online using communication technology via Pro

B~

See Proof on Next Page
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of Fort Walker, north of Route 301, This area was used by the Army as

an indirect firing point and for light ground maneuver training from its ac-
uisition in 1947 until 1996, when it was transferred to Caroline County
or the construction of the Peumansend Creek Regional Jail (PCRJ). In

2018, Caroline County entered into an agreement with the US Depart-

ment of Homeland Security (DHS) which changed the name of the facil-

ity ta the Caroline Detention Facility (CDF).

A Five-Year Review is required because unacceptable risk to public

health or welfare was identified due to explosive hazards associated

with munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) in subsurface soil. This

contamination currently remains at the sites above levels that allow for

unlimited use (e.g., residential). The purpose of the Five-Year Review is

to evaluate the implemented remedy at the MRS and veri{F the remedy

remains protective of human health and the environment. The review in-

volves physically inspecting the sites and any physical controls that are

in place and examining records, such as dig policies, munitions aware-

ness and avoidance informational materials, and maintenance records.

This process is repeated every five years,

The findings of this review will be documented in the second Five-Year

Review Report, A second public notice will be published to let you know

when and where the report and findings are available. Community input

for the review is encouraged. For more information about the Five-Year

Review or to comment on this notice or environmental clean-up activi-

ties at Fort Walker please contact:

Fort Walker

Environmental & Natural Resources Division

Directorate of Public Works

19952 North Range Road

Fort Walker, Virginia 22427

Phone: 804-633-8255

Email: usarmy.fort-walker.id-sustainment.mbx.enrd-mailbox@army.mil

A copy of the previous Five-Year Review report can be found on the Fort
Walker Website: https://home.army.mil/walker/my-fort/all-services/en-
vironmental/com pliance

Documentation can also be found at the following Information Repos-
itory locations:

Port Royal Library

419 King Street

Port Royal, Virginia 22535
Phone: %04»74%—5254

Caroline County Regional Library
17202 Richmond Turmpike
Milford, Virginia 22514

Phone: 804-633-5455
COL-3000832

Fort Walker 5-YR Review - Page 2 of 2
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Fort Walker, Munitions Response Site, FTAPH-0003-R-01, EPA ID No.: VA2210020416
Training Area 20 and 21

Subject: Five-Year Review Time: 1230 Date: 11/13/24
Type: Telephone Visit Other

Location of Visit: Fort Walker

Contact Made By:

Name: | GGG Title: PM Organization: ECC

Individual Contacted:

Name: _ Title: FWVA Environmental Div Organization: Army
Telephone No: [ G Street Address: Fort Walker

Fax No: N/A City, State, Zip: Fort Walker, VA 22427
E-Mail Address: [N

Summary Of Conversation

1. What is your overall impression of the project? Overall the project is easy to maintain
and the Department of Homeland Security is good to work with.

2. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and
results? Yes, Fort Walker and Homeland Security communicate regularly.

3. Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the responses.
No

4. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? NO

5. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please give details. No

6. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Yes, the site is well
maintained.

7. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
management or operation? NO




INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Fort Walker, Munitions Response Site, FTAPH-0003-R-01, EPA ID No.: VA2210020416
Training Area 20 and 21

Subject: Five-Year Review Time: 1230 Date: 11/13/24
Type: Telephone Visit Other

Location of Visit: Caroline County Detention Facility

Contact Made By:

Name: | GGG Title: PM Organization: ECC
Individual Contacted:
Name: _ Title: Lt. Col. Homeland Security | Organization: Homeland Security

Telephone No: [ G Street Address:
Fax No: N/A City, State, Zip:

E-Mail Address: N/A

Summary Of Conversation

1. What is your overall impression of the project? Overall the project is easy to maintain,
Fort Walker provides support as requested, and no future plans for change of
activities.

2. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and
results? Yes, Fort Walker and Homeland Security communicate regularly.

3. Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the responses.
No

4. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? NO

5. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please give details. No

6. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Yes, the site is well
maintained.

7. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
management or operation? NO




INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Fort Walker, Munitions Response Site, FTAPH-0003-R-01, EPA ID No.: VA2210020416
Training Area 20 and 21

Subject: Five-Year Review Time: 800 Date:11/19/2024
Type: Telephone Visit Other: Email

Location of Visit: Email

Contact Made By:

Name: | GGG Title: PM Organization: ECC
Individual Contacted:
Name: _ Title: IRP Manager Organization: Environmental
Research Group, LLC (ERG)

Telephone No: [ G Street Address:
Fax No: N/A City, State, Zip:

E-Mail Address: IS

Summary Of Conversation

1. What is your overall impression of the project? IRP program is mature and well
managed and recorded in the Army database of record.

2. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? All actions required by Decision
Documents are completed as defined.

3. Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the responses.
None that | am aware of.

4. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? None that | am aware of.

5. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please give details. No

6. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Yes

7. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
management or operation? NO
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I. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: Munitions Response Site, FTAPH-0003-R-
01, Training Area 20 and 21

Date of inspection: November 13, 2024

Location and Region: Fort Walker, Caroline County,
VA

EPA ID: VA2210020416

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year
review: ECC

Weather/temperature: 50’s Sunny

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
O Landfill cover/containment

O Monitored natural attenuation

X Access controls O Groundwater containment
X Institutional controls O Vertical barrier walls

O Groundwater pump and treatment
O Surface water collection and treatment
O Other

Attachments: O Inspection team roster attached — See Report

O Site map attached — See Report

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

See Appendix D of report

I11. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

1. O&M Documents
0 O&M manual O Readily available 0O Up to date X N/A
O As-built drawings O Readily available O Up to date X N/A
0O Maintenance logs O Readily available 0O Up to date X N/A
Remarks

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan O Readily available O Up to date X N/A
O Contingency plan/emergency response plan [ Readily available O Up to date X N/A
Remarks

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records 0O Readily available 0O Up to date X N/A
Remarks

4. Permits and Service Agreements
O Air discharge permit O Readily available O Up to date X N/A
O Effluent discharge O Readily available O Up to date X N/A
O Waste disposal, POTW O Readily available O Up to date X N/A
O Other permits O Readily available O Up to date X N/A

Remarks




5. Gas Generation Records O Readily available O Up to date X' N/A
Remarks

6. Settlement Monument Records 0O Readily available 0O Up to date X N/A
Remarks

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records O Readily available 0O Up to date X N/A
Remarks

8. Leachate Extraction Records 0O Readily available 0O Up to date X N/A
Remarks

9. Discharge Compliance Records
O Air O Readily available 0O Up to date XN/A
O Water (effluent) O Readily available O Up to date X' N/A
Remarks

10. Daily Access/Security Logs O Readily available O Up to date X' N/A
Remarks: Access to the MRS is restricted by the PCRJ and Fort Walker Staff

IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
O State in-house O Contractor for State
O PRP in-house O Contractor for PRP
X Federal Facility in-house O Contractor for Federal Facility
O Other

2. O&M Cost Records - There are no regular O&M costs associated with Fort Walker.

O Readily available O Up to date
O Funding mechanism/agreement in place

Original O&M cost estimate O Breakdown attached

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached

Date Date Total cost




3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period
Describe costs and reasons: N/A

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS X Applicable TON/A

A. Fencing

1. Fencing damaged X Location shown on site map O Gates secured ON/A
Remarks: Fencing was in good condition and is maintained as needed

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and other security measures O Location shown on site map ON/A
Remarks: There are multiple signs on the fence. The signs are about 100 feet apart and were replaced 2
years ago.

C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1. Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented Yes XNo ON/A
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced Yes XNo ON/A

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): Site inspection
Frequency: Every five years
Responsible party/agency: Army

Contact Fort Walker

Name Title Date Phone no.
Reporting is up-to-date XYes ONo ONA
Reports are verified by the lead agency XYes ONo ON/A

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have beenmet X Yes ONo ON/A

Violations have been reported OYes XNo ON/A
Other problems or suggestions: O Report attached
None
2. Adequacy X ICs are adequate O ICs are inadequate ON/A
Remarks

D. General




1. Vandalism/trespassing O Location shown on site map X No vandalism evident

Remarks
2. Land use changes on site XN/A
Remarks
3. Land use changes off site X N/A
Remarks
VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS
A. Roads X Applicable  ON/A
1. Roads damaged O Location shown on site map X Roads adequate ON/A
Remarks

B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks Trees were removed along fence and new signs were installed since the last
FYR

VII. LANDFILL COVERS O Applicable X N/A

VIIl. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS O Applicable X N/A

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES 0OApplicable X N/A

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor extraction.

None

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume,
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

Overall the remedy is functioning as intended by providing exposure to MEC. The fencing and signs are
in place and land use controls are in place preventing exposure to munitions at the site.

B. Adequacy of O&M




Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

Overall the remedy is functioning as intended. The land use controls are in place preventing exposure to
munitions at the site. Some documentation was not provided, but it was stated that inspections and self-
certifications are being conducted. The lack of documentation does not affect protectiveness.

Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromised in the future.

None

Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
None
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ECC PHOTOGRAPHIC FORM

Project: CERCLA Non-NPL Five Year Reviews

Location: Fort Walker, VA

Project Number 5216.175

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Photo #: 1

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1300

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

View of fence from detention center looking
southwest on southern boundary.

Photo #: 2

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1305

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

View of fence from detention center looking
northwest on western boundary.

Photo #: 3

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1307

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

View of fence from detention center looking
northwest on western boundary.




ECC PHOTOGRAPHIC FORM

Photo #: 4

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1310

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

View of fence from detention center looking
north on western boundary.

Photo #: 5

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1313

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

View of fence from detention center looking
north on western boundary.

Photo #: 6

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1315

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

View of fence from detention center looking
east on northern boundary.




ECC PHOTOGRAPHIC FORM

Photo #: 7_

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1318

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

View of fence from Fort Walker looking
southeast on southern boundary.

Photo #: 8

fence.

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1320

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

Typical “No Trespassing “sign located on

Photo #: 9

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1321

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

Old warning sign that was not removed.
New sign (Photo #8) is next to old sign.




ECC PHOTOGRAPHIC FORM

Photo #: 10

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1325

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

Typical “No Trespassing “sign located on
fence.

Photo #: 11

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1327

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

Typical “No Trespassing “sign located on
fence.

Photo #: 12

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1328

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

View of fence from Fort Walker looking
southwest on the western northern corner.




ECC PHOTOGRAPHIC FORM

Photo #: 13

Date Taken: 11/13/2024

Time Taken: 1330

Photographer: Jon Aglio

Description:

View of fence from Fort Walker looking
southeast on the western northern corner.
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