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“The views, opinions and findings contained in this report are 
those of the authors(s) and should not be construed as an 
official Department of the Army position, policy or decision, 
unless so designated by other official documentation.”
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“The USACE Mission    
in Spring Valley is to 

identify, investigate and 
remove or remediate 

threats to human 
health, safety or to the 
environment resulting 
from past Department 

of Defense activities in 
the area.”

Spring Valley FUDS July 2016 PP Community Meeting



AGENDA REVIEW

Welcome and Introductions
– USACE Spring Valley 

Project Team

USACE Presentation
– Dan Noble, USACE Project Manager

• Review of the Site-Wide Proposed Plan
• Project-Wide Schedule

Community Questions

Closing Remarks

Adjourn to Open House

Spring Valley FUDS July 2016 PP Community Meeting
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SITE-WIDE PROPOSED PLAN

Spring Valley FUDS July 2016 PP Community 
Meeting
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Keys to our success:

Community Involvement:
 Restoration Advisory Board 
 Residents, American University, and Elected Officials
 Transparency

Interagency Partnerships:
 U.S. EPA Region III
 D.C. Dept. of Energy and Environment
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

SPRING VALLEY FUDS
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BUILDING STRONG®

Preliminary 
Assessment

Site 
Inspection

Remedial 
Investigation
General Purpose: Collect data to 
characterize site conditions; determine the nature 
of the waste; assess risk to human health and the 
environment; & evaluate treatment options.

Feasibility 
Study
General Purpose: To develop, 
screen, and evaluate of 
alternatives for clean-up. 

Proposed 
Plan
General Purpose: Presents the 
evaluation of clean-up alternatives and 
provides a recommendation for the 
preferred alternative. 

This document is made available for 
public review and comment.

Decision 
Document
General Purpose: Select the 
alternative as well as provide an 
overview of the project. This 
would include site history, 
previous and current 
investigations, and 
characterization of contamination. 

Remedial Design/
Remedial Action
General Purpose: Implementation of the action 
determined in the Decision Document. 

Long Term 
Monitoring
General Purpose: To  conduct any long term 
monitoring necessary and conduct five year 
reviews of the Formerly Used Defense Site. 

The RI and FS are conducted concurrently. 
Information gathered as part of the RI influences the development of the FS which, in turn, may require further data collection 
and field investigations. 

At the Spring Valley FUDS, any munitions or contaminants recovered as part of the RI/FS phase are disposed of as necessary.   
A report is produced for the RI/FS phase. 

Removal 
Action
General Purpose: If prompt  
action is deemed appropriate 
prior to the completion of the 
RI/FS process,  begin removal 
of contaminants of concern. 

The CERCLA Process

General Purpose To develop,
screen, and evaluate of
alternatives for clean-up

General Purpose: Collect data to
characterize site conditions: 
Determine the nature of the waste; 
Assess risk to human health and the 
environment; & Evaluate treatment options.

Information gathered as part of the RI influences the development of the FS 
which, in turn, may require further data collection and field investigations.

General Purpose: To 
develop, screen, and 
evaluate alternatives for 
clean-up.

Removal 
Action
General Purpose: If 
prompt action is deemed 
appropriate prior to the 
completion of the RI/FS 
process, USACE will 
begin removal of the 
contaminants of concern.

General Purpose: To conduct 
any long term monitoring 
necessary and conduct five 
year reviews of the Formerly 
Used Defense Site.

Proposed 
Plan
General Purpose: Presents 
the evaluation of clean-up 
alternatives and provides a 
recommendation for the 
preferred alternative.

This document is made available for public 
review and comment.

General Purpose: 
Implementation of the 
action determined in the 
Decision Document.

Decision Document
General Purpose: Select 
the alternative as well 
as provide an overview 
of the project. This 
would include site 
history, previous and 
current investigations, 
and characterization of 
contamination.

The CERCLA Process
(The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act )
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SITE-WIDE REMOVALS AND INVESTIGATIONS

Arsenic Removal
– Close to 100% of 1,632 properties/lots screened for presence of 

arsenic and all required arsenic removals completed in 2012.

Groundwater Investigation
– Groundwater not used as a drinking water source.
– Data does not indicate a current or future threat to Reservoir.
– Groundwater generally flowing toward Potomac River.

Munition Investigations
– Ordnance disposal investigations.
– Geophysical survey and metallic anomaly investigation at 

residential properties, AU, and Dalecarlia Woods.
– Site-wide, we have recovered over 1100 munition items (MEC 

and MD), 85 known or suspected chemical.

Spring Valley FUDS July 2016 PP Community Meeting
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WHAT IS THE SITE-WIDE 
PROPOSED PLAN?

The Proposed Plan summarizes cleanup 
alternatives evaluated in the Feasibility 
Study, and identifies the Army's preferred 
cleanup alternatives: 

– To mitigate unacceptable risks posed by chemical contamination 
in soil identified at specific locations within two areas (the 
Spaulding Captain Rankin Area and the southern portion of 
American University)

– And to mitigate unacceptable explosive hazards due to munitions 
and explosives of concern (MEC) that may remain within the 
Spring Valley Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS).

Spring Valley FUDS July 2016 PP Community Meeting
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EVALUATING CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES

Spring Valley FUDS July 2016 PP Community Meeting
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In the Feasibility Study, alternatives were evaluated against three broad 
criteria: effectiveness to protect human health and the environment, 
implementability, and cost. 

The remaining alternatives were evaluated with the US Environmental Protection 
Agency’s nine criteria. The criteria are grouped in three major categories: 
Threshold, Balancing, and Modifying. 

– Threshold criteria include protection of human health and the environment, and 
compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). 

– Balancing criteria include short term effectiveness, long term effectiveness, 
reduction of toxicity, implementability, and cost. 

– Modifying criteria include regulator acceptance and community acceptance of 
the alternatives. 

The preferred alternative must also meet the Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) 
outlined in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study reports.

– RAOs describe what the proposed site cleanup is expected to accomplish.



REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES (RAOS)
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RAOs for unacceptable risks posed by soil contamination: 

– Prevent direct contact with mercury or vanadium-contaminated soil 
having a non-carcinogenic Hazard Index (HI) exceeding 1. This HI value 
will be obtained by achieving an average concentration across the EU 
for mercury of 1.3 parts per million (ppm), and for vanadium of 390ppm. 

– Prevent direct contact with cobalt-contaminated soil having a non-
carcinogenic HI exceeding 2. This HI value will be obtained by achieving 
an average concentration across the EU for cobalt of 43ppm.

– Prevent direct contact with carcinogen PAH-contaminated soil having a 
cancer risk of 1x10-4. This objective will be achieved by removing soil 
that exceeds site-specific background levels for PAHs. 



REMAINING SOIL CONTAMINATION RISKS
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Remaining soil contamination risks were identified at specific 
locations within two areas, (referred to as Exposure Units in 
the Remedial Investigation Report): 

– Spaulding Captain Rankin Area (SCRA) 
– Southern portion of American University

Four cleanup alternatives were evaluated:

1. No Further Action
2. Land Use Controls
3. Phytoremediation
4. Excavation and Off-Site Disposal



SITE-WIDE PROPOSED PLAN – SOIL RISKS

Spring Valley FUDS July 2016 PP Community Meeting
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Analysis of 
Remaining 
Contaminated Soil 
Remedial 
Alternatives

The initial broad 
screening eliminated 
Alternative 1 and 2 as 
alternatives because 
they failed key elements 
of the effectiveness and 
implementability 
screening criteria. 



SITE-WIDE PROPOSED PLAN – SOIL RISKS
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What is the Army’s 
preferred cleanup 

alternative to address 
remaining soil 

contamination?

Alternative 4: 
Excavation and Off-

Site Disposal

Total Cost ≈ $500K



REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES (RAOS)
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RAOs for unacceptable explosive hazards posed by munitions and 
explosives of concern (MEC) potentially remaining within the Spring 
Valley FUDS: 

– Reduce the potential for encountering MEC in the identified focus areas of potential 
explosive hazards by investigating and removing subsurface anomalies that are most 
likely military munitions, to the depth of detection of the technology used. 

– Reduce the probability of residents, workers, and visitors handling MEC encountered 
during residential or construction activities conducted within Spring Valley FUDS 
Munitions Response Site (MRS)-01, through education and awareness initiatives 

• In addition to the focus areas, these initiatives will also be applied to all areas of 
the Spring Valley FUDS to address the possibility that MEC could be relocated 
or, less likely, found there.

• The education and awareness initiatives RAO serves as a conservative measure 
to ensure the entire community is educated about munitions issues even though 
the USACE does not propose active responses beyond the MRS-01 boundary.



POTENTIAL MUNITION HAZARDS
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The focus areas where munition hazards potentially remain 
are within four general locations: 

– Two static test fire area buffer zones,
– The function test range/impact area,
– And Area of Interest 13 – possible disposal area.



POTENTIAL MUNITION HAZARDS
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The six cleanup alternatives evaluated for the potentially 
remaining munition hazards:

1. No Further Action

2. Land Use Controls

3. Full Digital Geophysical Mapping (DGM) Coverage, Remove All 
Anomalies 

4. Full DGM Coverage, Remove Selected Anomalies 

5. DGM of Accessible Areas, Remove All Anomalies 

6. DGM of Accessible Areas, Remove Selected Anomalies 



POTENTIAL MUNITIONS HAZARDS
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Analysis of 
Remaining 
Explosive 
Hazards 
Remedial 
Alternatives

The initial broad 
screening eliminated 
Alternative 1 and 2 
as alternatives 
because they failed 
key elements of the 
effectiveness and 
implementability 
screening criteria.



POTENTIAL MUNITIONS HAZARDS
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What is the Army’s 
preferred cleanup 

alternative to eliminate 
potentially remaining 

munition hazards?

Alternative 6: Digital 
Geophysical Mapping 
(DGM) of Accessible 

Areas, Remove 
Selected Anomalies.

Total Cost ≈ $20M



TENTATIVE SCHEDULE
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July 28, 2016 End public comment period on the 
Proposed Plan. 

Late Summer/             
Fall 2016 Prepare and sign the Decision Document.

Late Fall/                   
Winter 2016

Contract acquisition work. Begin Remedial 
Design.

~2017-2020 Conduct Remedial Action.



HOW CAN YOU PARTICIPATE?

The Site-Wide Proposed Plan was made available 
to the public on June 13th for a formal 45-day 
public comment period, which will run until July 28th. 

Written comments can be sent to the following mailing address: 

– U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, ATTN: Chris Gardner, Rm. 
11400, 10 South Howard St., Baltimore, MD 21201, post-
marked by 28 July; 

– By e-mail to: christopher.p.gardner@usace.army.mil by July 
28;

– Or provide oral comments or written comments to the 
Meeting Recorder tonight.

The Proposed Plan is available on our project website 
(www.nab.usace.army.mil/Home/Spring-Valley/Proposed-Plan/)
and at the Tenley-Friendship Library.

Spring Valley FUDS July 2016 PP Community Meeting

20
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SPRING VALLEY FUDS

Community Questions

Closing Remarks
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