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I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy in 
order 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 such as this one. In 
addition, FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document recommendations to address 
them.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this five-year review pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, consistent 
with the National Contingency Plan (NCP)(40 CFR Section 300.430(^(4)(ii)), and considering the EPA policy.

This is the first FYR for the Camilla Wood Preserving Superfimd Site. The triggering action for this statutory 
review is the on-Site construction start date of the remedial action (RA), which was on June 4,2012. The FYR has 
been prepared because hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that 
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE).

The Site was not divided into operable units (OUs). The soil and groundwater remedy for the entire Site are 
addressed in this FYR.

The Camilla Wood Preserving Superfund Site FYR was led by Scott Miller, the EPA Remedial Project Manager 
(RPM), the EPA Region 4. Participants included Ronald tolliver, the EPA Community Involvement Coordinator 
(CIC). The review began on 9/7/2016.

Site Background

The Camilla Wood Preserving Superfund Site (Site) is located in the community of Camilla, Mitchell County, 
Georgia, approximately 0.25 miles west of U.S. Highway 19. The Superfund Site boundary encompasses the 
inactive Camilla Wood Preserving Company facility and the properties located east of Thomas Street between 
Bennett Street to the north, Powell Street to the south, and the railroad property to the east. The inactive wood 
treating facility is bordered by South Harney Street to the west, Thomas Street to the east, and Beimett Street to 
the north. A Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) facility and City of Camilla landfill border the 
facility to the south. The Site is comprised of an approximately 41-acre area. The adjacent properties located to 
the south of the eastern portion of the Site (including the GDOT facility and a former City Dump) comprise 
approximately 11 acres. Residential neighborhoods are located just north of the Site and approximately 0.25 miles 
to the west of the Site. Local residences have their drinking water supplied to them from the City of Camilla 
municipal water supply system. The City of Camilla municipal supply wells are more than 300 feet deep and 
withdraw water from the Ocala Limestone. Several deep sentinel wells between the Site and City of Camilla 
water supply well monitor the migration of COCs and confirm that Site-related contamination has not impacted 
the Ocala Limestone aquifer. The western portion of the Site, comprising approximately 23 acres, was remediated 
by the EPA in 2006 and has been successfully restored to serve as an athletic complex, including soccer fields and 
administrative offices for Mitchell County Recreation. The Site location and Site layouts are shown on Figures 1- 
1 and 1-2, provided in Appendix B.

Wood treating operations began at the Site in 1947. The facility was constructed by the Louis Wood Preserving 
Company on land that was previously a cypress swamp. In 1950, the Escambia Treating Company purchased the 
property and continued wood preserving operations. In 1985, through a series of corporate reorganizations and 
stock transfers. International Utility and Supply Corporation assumed control of the company and facility 
operations. The Escambia Treating Company retained the surface impoundments and their associated 
environmental liabilities. At that time, the name of the operating company was changed to Camilla Wood 
Preserving, Inc. On February 8, 1991, Camilla Wood Preserving, Inc., filed for bankruptcy protection, and on 
February 26, 1991, the facility closed.



During 44 years of wood treating operations, the facility prepared trees for treatment and treated prepared poles 
using either coal tar creosote or a solution of ten percent pentachlorophenol (PCP). After treatment, the poles were 
removed to the drip track area for drying and storage. Initially, wastewater generated throughout the process was 
collected in unlined impoundments located in the northeastern portion of the Site near the comer of Thomas and 
Betmett Streets. Later, the waste streams were treated in an onsite wastewater treatment system, before being 
discharged to the City of Camilla’s wastewater treatment plant. In the 1960s, surface water and sometimes 
wastewater drained into two injection wells in the south-centrd portion of the property. These wells likely drained 
into the aquifer, and the Georgia State Water Board ordered the wells sealed in 1996.

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

Site Name: Camilla Wood Preserving

GAD008212409EPA ID:
City/County: Camilla, Mitchell CountyState: GARegion: 4

NPL Status: Final

Has the site achieved construction completion?
Yes

Multiple OUs?
No

Lead agency: EPA
[If “Other Federal Agency”, enter Agency name]:
Author name (Federal or State Project Manager): Scott Miller

Author affiliation: EPA

Review period: 9/7/2016 - 6/4/2017

Date of site inspection: 1/10/2017

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 1

Triggering action date: 6/4/2012

Due date (fiveyears after triggering action date): 6/4/2017
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II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY

Basis for Taking Action

As described in the Record of Decision (ROD) (EPA, 2009), the Site Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA) provided 
the basis for taking action and identified the contaminants and exposure pathways to be addressed by the RA.



Based on the understanding of the fate and transport of contaminants and the potential for human contact, the 
following scenarios, exposure pathways, and exposure routes were quantitatively evaluated in the BRA and 
presented in the ROD;

• Future On-Site/Off-Site Recreational Users. Child and adult recreational users may participate in 
recreational activities at the Site. Potential routes of exposure for the On-Site child and adult recreational 
users include ingestion, inhalation, and dermal contact with Chemicals of Concern (COCs) in surface soil.

• Future On-Site Construction/Excavation Worker. Future construction/excavation workers may be exposed 
to COCs in soil while working at the Site. Potential exposure routes for the construction/excavation 
worker include incidental ingestion of, dermal contact with, and inhalation of particulate emissions from 
surface and subsurface soil. Future construction/excavation workers may also be exposed to COCs in 
groundwater via ingestion.

• Future On-Site Resident. Residents may be exposed to the COCs in groundwater and surface soil if the 
land use allowed for residential development at the Site. Potential routes of exposure for the On-Site child 
and adult residents include ingestion, inhalation, and dermal contact with groundwater while showering, 
ingestion and dermal contact with COCs in surface soil.

Since future receptors represent the greatest potential risk, the ROD presented risks and hazards for future 
receptors. According to the ROD, “The risks and hazards relevant to the action proposed in this ROD are 
presented for the future recreational users, future On-Site construction/excavation worker and future residents. 
These receptors represent the greatest potential risk and justify implementation of the Selected Remedy.”

The contaminants listed below by media, were present above the acceptable target carcinogenic risk of 1x10'^, or 
the acceptable target non-carcinogenic risk at a Hazard Index (HI) of 1.

• Surface soil - carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon (cPAH) benzo(a)pyrene (BaP) equivalents, 
dibenzofuran, pentachlorophenol, and 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ (dioxin).

• Subsurface soil - cPAH BaP equivalents, 2-methylnaphthalene, and pentachlorophenol.
• Shallow groundwater (screened intervals ranging from approximately 15 to 25 feet below groimd surface 

[bgs]) - benzene, 2,4-dimethylphenol, 2-methylnaphthalene, cPAH BaP equivalents, carbazole, 
dibenzofuran, naphthalene, pentachlorophenol, phenanthrene, arsenic, and manganese.

• Intermediate groundwater (screened intervals ranging from 60 to 70 feet bgs to 160 to 170 feet bgs 
targeted just below the top of the Ocala Limestone) - benzene, ethylbenzene, 2-methylnaphthalene, 
acenaphthene, cPAH BaP equivalents, carbazole, dibenzofuran, fluorene, naphthalene, 
pentachlorophenol, phenanthrene, arsenic, manganese, and nickel.

Numerical Remedial Goal Options (RGOs) were developed for individual chemicals contributing to each 
exposure pathway, if their contribution was more than 10^ risk for carcinogens or a hazard quotient more than 0.1 
for noncarcinogens. Soil and groundwater RGOs were considered in development of Site remedial goals (RGs).

The ecological risk assessment concluded that the potential for adverse risk to wildlife from contaminants at the 
Camilla Wood Site are low and not expected to be ecologically significant. The Site has been mostly covered with 
gravel and backfill following soil removal actions. Therefore, most of the area provides poor habitat conditions 
for vvildlife. Although a few small areas may pose some risks to individuals that may reside on or adjacent to the 
Site, the assessment concluded that populations of local birds and small mammals are not threatened.

Response Actions

HCRA Sampling and Initial Removal Action
Between 1980 and 1991, the Georgia Environmental Protection Division (GEPD) conducted Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) sampling and testing. Sampling found elevated concentrations of



hazardous waste constituents in soil at the former creosote recovery unit, the eastern and western cooling water 
ponds, and from the evaporation pond.

In 1991 after facility closure, the EPA secured the Site by placing a fence along the perimeter. Between 1991 and 
1995, the EPA conducted a series of removal actions to clean up contamination at the Site. During this time, the 
EPA:

• Treated approximately 667,000 gallons of contaminated wastewater.
• Backfilled 75 percent of the impoundment area.
• Stabilized the remaining impoundment area that contained sludge.
• Installed a protective cap over the impoundment area.
• Removed approximately nine tons of contaminated soil fitim a parking lot, an easement along Bennett 

Street, and four residential properties across Bennett Street.

Soils from residential yards north of East Bennett Street were reportedly excavated by the EPA in October 1994 
and backfilled with clean fill (EPA, 2006). In 1998, during the Rl, surface and subsurface soil grid samples were 
collected from the residences. None of the surface soil samples were above RGs, including the 1 pg/kg RG for 
dioxin.

In 1998, the Site was proposed for the National Priorities List (NPL) due to the magnitude of remaining soil and 
groundwater contamination.

Site Investigations
The GEPD conducted numerous investigations of the Site since closure in February 1991. In May, June, and July 
1997, GEPD conducted a Site Assessment to characterize soil and groundwater contamination in the extreme 
northeastern portion of the Site. Results indicated that elevated levels of wood treating solution compounds were 
present in the underlying soil and groundwater.

Between 2002 and 2009, the EPA conducted a Supplementary Remedial Investigation (SRI) in four phases.

• Phases 1 and 2 investigations in 2002 confirmed polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) concentrations at 
most soil sampling locations, with the highest detections found in the drip track area in the northwest 
portion of the Site. The EPA addressed the drip track area with a removal action in 2006. PCP was found 
to be widespread in surface soil, and concentrations of it were found in the shallow aquifer. PCP 
concentrations were highest east of Thomas Street and on Singleton Street, which is north-northeast of the 
Site.

• Phase 3, conducted in 2004, concluded that the extent of contamination in shallow groundwater had been 
adequately defined; however, contamination from the shallow aquifer had reached into the deeper 
intermediate aquifer.

• Phase 4, conducted between 2006 and 2008, began with the installation of monitoring wells in the 
intermediate aquifer. In March 2008, a small-scale in-situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) study using 
potassium permanganate began. Investigative results showed a continuing increase in PCP concentrations 
in one well, despite the addition of increasing doses of potassium permanganate. Additionally, 
concentrations of naphthalene, PCP, and total PAHs continued to increase in monitoring well MW 101 
(located near the eastern edge of the Site along Thomas Street).

In 2008, the EPA increased the dose of potassium permanganate in a previously existing well, MWPBEI, 
on the west half of the Site well by ten times. Eastern pole bam well MWPBEI was closed during



remedial construction and well MW28I was installed in its place. In 2009, groundwater sampling results 
showed a noted absence of shallow groimdwater contamination in wells on the portion of the property 
used by the Mitchell County Recreation Department. Free product was noted in wells near the eastern and 
northern edges of the Site along Thomas and Bennett Streets.

Time-Critical Removal Action
Results of Site investigations and propensity of the Site to flooding resulted in a response action. Between 2006 
and 2007, the Superfund Removal Program conducted a contamination assessment for removal actions and 
excavated soil and sediment containing cPAHs, PCP, dioxin, and creosote contamination on the western portion 
of the Site through a time-critical removal action (EPA, 2008). Approximately 10,000 cubic yards of excavated 
soil were placed in a soil pile on the eastern portion of the Site, were compacted, and covered with a 12 mil 
woven polyliner. Approximately 12 inches of soil was placed over the poly liner to provide a base for vegetative 
cover. Other contaminated waste removed/recycled and disposed from the Site included scrap steel, tin, and 
railroad ties/poles. The former pole bam structures were removed, and the ditch channel was improved. Species 
inhabiting the ditch were captured and relocated. After contaminated soil was excavated fi-om the recreational 
areas, a 4 ounce (oz) geo-filter fabric was emplaced before the areas were backfilled with clean fill, graded, and 
tested, and topsoil and sod were placed throughout the two soccer fields (EPA, 2007). Chain link fencing was 
installed to separate the east and west portions of the Site.

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
In 2009, the EPA and GEPD completed a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS), which summarized 
the nature and extent of the contaminants (Black & Veatch, 2009). The RI/FS documented and evaluated 
alternatives that would address Site contamination.

Results of the RI/FS determined that cPAHs were generally detected in surface soil throughout the Site with the 
exception of the 2006-2007 removal action area. The highest concentrations of cPAHs and PCP were located in 
the former chemical area, located across Powell Street - east of the Site. Higher concentrations of cPAHs and 
PCPs were noted in subsurface soil (greater than 6 inches in depth) than in surface soil. Dioxins were noted in 
surface soil (less than 6 inches of soil depth).

PCP was noted to be fairly widespread in the intermediate groundwater wells at the Site, but limited to the area 
west of the railroad tracks east of the Site. Naphthalene contamination in groundwater appeared to be isolated to 
two plumes (one practically bisecting the eastern portion of the Site in an east-west direction and one in the 
former pole bam area on the western side of the Site). There was also one smaller hot spot at the northwest comer 
of the Site. Contaminants foimd in the shallow and intermediate groundwater zones exceeded protective 
maximum concentration levels (MCLs). Therefore, potential consumption of groundwater exceeded the EPA’s 
range of acceptable risk for Superfund Sites. Contaminated surface soil posed risks in the unacceptable range for 
children to reside at the Site in the future, and for industrial workers or recreational users. Risks to wildlife were 
not considered ecologically significant.

Remedial Action Objectives
The Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) developed for contaminated soil at the Site are to;

• Prevent ingestion, inhalation, or direct contact with surface soil that contain concentrations in excess of 
the RGs.

• Control migration and leaching of contaminants in soil to groimdwater that could result in groundwater 
contamination in excess of MCLs or health-based levels.

• Prevent ingestion or inhalation of soil particulates in air that contain concentrations in soil in excess of the 
RGs.

• Permanently and/or significantly reduce the mobility/toxicity/volume (M/T/V) of characteristic hazardous 
waste with treatment.

• Control future releases of contaminants to ensure protection of human health and the environment.



The RAOs developed for contaminated groundwater at the Site are to:

• Prevent ingestion or direct contact with groundwater containing constituents at concentrations in excess 
of current federal regulatory drinking water standards (MCLs), current GEPD MCLs, total His greater 
than 1, and a cumulative excess lifetime cancer risk of greater than lE-05.

Remedy Components
The community joined the EPA and GEPD in selecting the final remedy that was documented in the September 
2009 ROD. The major components of the selected remedy included the following:

• In situ stabilization/solidification of contaminated soils in the source area.
• In situ stabilization/solidification of the top 2 feet of contaminated soils outside of the highly 

contaminated source area.
• Karst features, which are found to be sources of migration from the shallow to the intermediate zone, will 

be sealed using compression or jet grouting, if needed.
• Install a vertical barrier wall around the perimeter of the source area.
• Implement storm water improvements.
• In situ chemical oxidation with bioaugmentation within the contaminant plume to treat the dissolved 

phase contamination in the intermediate aquifer.
• Institutional controls (ICs) through a restrictive covenant to limit future land use to recreational uses only; 

prohibit potable groundwater use on the property; prohibit soil removal or digging within the boundary of 
the treated material; and

• Establish and implement a long-term monitoring program to assess the effectiveness of the RA.

Cleanup Levels
RGs applicable to the Site soil and groundwater were selected to be protective of human health in consideration of 
exposure risks for the future recreational users, future On-Site construction/excavation worker and future 
residents. The RGs selected in the ROD are included in Appendix C.

Status of Implementation

Since the ROD was signed in 2009, the EPA conducted additional investigations between 2009 and 2011 in 
support of the Remedial Design (RD), including collection of groundwater samples in 2010. In 2011, the Final 
RD Basis of Design Report was prepared to address the treatment of groundwater and contaminated soil at the 
Site (Black &Veatch, 2011).

In July 2015, a RA Report, Revision 1, was prepared to document implementation of the selected remedy 
identified in the 2009 ROD (Black & Veatch, 2015). The soil component of the remedy was designed to eliminate 
direct contact with contaminated media, eliminate onsite physical hazards, and significantly reduce contaminant 
migration to groundwater from the Site. The groundwater component was designed to contain the most 
contaminated shallow groundwater and treat the most contaminated intermediate aquifer contamination to levels 
where natural attenuation can occur. RA activities consisted of the following elements:

• Completion of additional Investigation activities between 2011 and 2013 to refine and finalize the RA 
approach, scope, and design.

• Excavation of contaminated soils from the area east of Thomas Street; onsite consolidation of 
contaminated soils within containment cell footprint; backfilling excavated areas with clean soil; and 
installation of storm water improvements (i.e., construction of a lined storm water detention pond and Site 
drainage improvements).
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• Installation of a low-permeability barrier wall to contain the greatest source of groundwater 
contamination in the shallow aquifer and confinement of additional excavated contaminated soils.

• Placement of a 10-acre composite cap over the containment cell to reduce rainwater infiltration and 
potential leaching of contaminants.

• Placement of three feet of clean soil as a protective cover over the composite cap and six more inches of 
topsoil with grass seeding.

• Ongoing monitoring of groundwater elevations to assess the integrity of the barrier wall and capping 
containment system.

• Ongoing treatment of high concentrations of contamination in the intermediate aquifer contaminant plume 
and in soil to the east of contained areas using ISCO.

• Quarterly groundwater monitoring to assess ISCO effectiveness.

It is noted that the following components of the remedy documented in the ROD were not implemented during the 
RA for reasons documented below.

• Jet grouting to seal Karst features. This feature of the remedy was initially deemed necessary as small 
amounts of dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) had been observed in intermediate aquifer well 
MWlOI. During the additional pre-RA investigation, several soil borings and wells were installed near 
MW 101 to assess the extent of DNAPL and to identify some of these transport pathways. None of the 
other wells in the vicinity, installed between 2012 and 2013, accumulated DNAPL since their installation. 
Additionally, soils collected from the interface of the overlying soils and the Karst limestone beneath 
indicated that while soil contamination above the interface was elevated in localized places, the soils were 
not leaching those conUuninants in a meaningful way to the deeper aquifer. As such, this aspect of the 
remedy was deemed not necessary and was not conducted.

• In situ stabilization/solidification of contaminated soils and consolidation in the soil containment 
area. This feature of the remedy was not conducted due to overall remedy costs. In an agreement with 
GEPD, the EPA eliminated the in situ solidification portion of the remedy given that the most heavily 
impacted soils would be stabilized by being placed inside of a barrier wall and cap system. This 
minimized the potential for leaching of contaminants from these soils to groundwater and eliminated the 
potential for direct exposure to the contaminated material. Mechanical solidification of the excavated and 
contaminated soils was deemed unnecessary due to the presence of the barrier wall and cap system. A 
value engineering study completed by an independent consultant determined that it was unnecessary to 
conduct both solidification/stabilization and capping to be effective.

• ICs. This remedial component was not implemented during the RA, but the EPA’s legal staff is currently 
engaging with the City of Camilla to implement the ICs.

• Establish and implement a long-term monitoring program to assess the effectiveness of the 
remedial action. The long-term groundwater monitoring program has not yet been implemented. 
Installation of the necessaiy monitoring well network for this purpose has been completed.

Groundwater Monitoring Activities
Pressure transducers were installed in November 2015 to monitor groimdwater elevations to assess the integrity of 
the barrier wall and capping containment system at the Site. The pressure transducer operation memorandum from 
August 23, 2016 through November 21, 2016, indicates that transducer data is downloaded approximately twice a 
month and data is evaluated and summarized in quarterly memorandums (Black & Veatch, 2016a). Pressure 
transducer operation is ongoing.

Sitewide groundwater sampling was conducted in March 2012, before commencing RA activities, and in 
November 2015, more than one year after the first ISCO injection event. Sampling results fi-om 2015 showed 
persistent high concentrations of PCP and naphthalene in the intermediate aquifer. Therefore, the EPA conducted 
a second ISCO injection event in April 2016. Before the second injection, the EPA collected baseline 
groundwater samples from select ISCO monitoring wells in February 2016 to serve as a comparison for assessing 
success of a second ISCO injection. In December 2016, Addendum 1 to the RA Report, Revision 1, was prepared 
to document the second ISCO injection event (Black & Veatch, 2016b). The first three quarterly performance



groundwater sampling events were completed in July 2016, October 2016, and January 2017. Addendum 1 to the 
RA Report indicates that quarterly ISCO performance groimdwater sampling is in progress. An analysis of the 
data from these events and evaluation of the effectiveness of the injection activities is anticipated to be completed 
at the end of the first year of post-ISCO performance monitoring and submitted in a Data Summary Report in 
June 2017.

It is noted that groundwater sampling to monitor the performance of the containment cell has not been conducted. 
A performance monitoring plan has not been prepared but is reportedly being prepared at the time of this FYR.

IC Summary Table

Due to the presence of Site-related media that cannot support UU/UE scenarios, ICs were identified as a 
component of the selected remedy in the 2009 ROD. The general types of ICs identified in the ROD are 
summarized in Table 1 below. In addition to the generally defined ICs, the ROD also identified that permanent 
access to the property should be granted to the EPA, GEPD, and their agents and/or representatives. To date, a 
formal IC Plan has not been prepared. However, in 2008 a report was prepared documenting research on state and 
local laws to assist in consideration of ICs at the Site (E^ Inc., 2008). In addition, at the time that this FYR was 
prepared, the EPA’s legal staff were engaging with the City of Camilla to implement ICs. The City’s execution of 
a tax lien on a parcel within the Site area has resulted in an implementation delay. Some of the property parcels 
that may be affected by ICs are provided in Table 1.

Table 1: Summary of Planned and/or Implemented ICs

Media, engineered 
controls, and areas that 
do not support UU/UE 

based on current 
conditions

ICs
Neede

d

ICs CaOed 
for in the 
Decision 

Documents
Impacted Parcel(s)

IC

Objective

Title of IC 
Instrument 

Implemented 
and Date (or 

planned)

Site Properties Yes Yes C0230-050-000 & C0220- 
024-000

Limit future land 
use to recreational/ 
nonresidential uses 
only.

Undetermined*

Treated soil Yes Yes

Treated material disposal 
areas on the Camilla
Wood Treatment property 
(C0220-024-000 and a 
portion of C0230-050- 
000)

Prohibit soil 
excavation or 
removal that 
penetrates the liner 
system within the 
boundary of the 
capped treated 
material disposal 
areas.

Undetermined*

Soil Yes Yes
Camilla Wood Treatment 
property (C0230-050-000 
& C0220-024-000)

Prohibit excavation 
without written 
approval from EPA 
and GEPD.

Undetermined*

Groundwater Yes Yes

Site Properties; C0230- 
050-000, C0220-024-000, 
C0220-103-000, C0220- 
104-000, C0230-058-000,
& Former Auto Repair 
Property at 320 Thomas
St. (Parcel # unavailable)

Prohibit 
groundwater 
extraction for 
potable use.

Undetermined*

* - Although specific IC Instruments have not been established, the types that may be appropriate for the Site were identified in the 2008 
E2, Inc. report entitled “Research on State and Local Laws and Related Issues to Assist in Consideration of Institutional Controls at the 
Camilla Wood Preserving Company Superfund She.”
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Systems Operations/Operation & Maintenance

The need for operation and maintenance (O&M) of the soil and groundwater remedy components was identified 
in the 2009 ROD. The Final RD Basis of Design Report identified maintenance of the surface of capped treated 
source area soil and groundwater performance monitoring as anticipated O&M activities. A comprehensive plan 
detailing all of the specified O&M activities was prepared in July 2017.

Although routine monitoring and maintenance of the cap surface has not been documented, pressure transducers 
are cunently monitoring groundwater elevations to assess the integrity of the barrier wall and capping 
containment system at the Site (Black & Veatch, 2016a). Requirements for long term monitoring of these 
systems are included in the 2017 O&M Plan (Black & Veatch, 2017a)

In April 2016, an O&M Plan, Revision 0, was prepared for use by the EPA and the owner for the physical 
maintenance of the storm water detention pond and ditches located at the Site (Black & Veatch, 2016c). The plan 
states that post-construction care should begin immediately upon completion of the storm water detention pond 
and Site drainage facilities and the authorization of a Closure Certificate. The storm water detention pond and Site 
drainage facilities were completed in December 2014. The plan specifies that the owner will monitor, inspect, and 
maintain the remedial measures throughout the life of the remedy. This includes:

• Maintaining the integrity of the liner/berms, including making repairs, as necessary, to correct 
penetrations, subsidence, erosion, or other events.

• Maintaining the condition of storm water features and appurtenances, ensuring that conveyance ditches 
are clear and blockages are removed.

• Preventing run-on and runoff fi'om eroding or otherwise damaging the constructed berms.
• Ensuring that the engineering and institutional controls are being enforced.

Storm water control structure maintenance activities, inspections, and inspection reporting requirements are 
detailed in the 2016 O&M Plan.

During the interviews for this FYR conducted in December 2016, it was determined that minimal maintenance 
activities have been conducted at the Site. City of Camilla (City) staff indicated that the City has cleared leaves 
clogging the pond gate. Mitchell County Parks and Recreation staff indicated that prison inmates mow around the 
outside of the containment cell fence and around the outside of the pond when maintaining the soccer fields. 
However, no records of O&M inspections or activities have been kept.

III. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW

This is the first FYR for the Site.

rV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 

Community Notification. Involvement & Site Interviews

A public notice was made available by a newspaper ad published in The Camilla Enterprise on 12/14/2016, 
stating that there was a five-year review and inviting the public to submit any comments to the EPA. The results 
of the review and this report will be made available at the Site information repository located at the DeSoto Trail 
Regional Library System, Camilla Public Library, 145 East Broad Street, Camilla, Georgia 31730.



During the FYR process, interviews were conducted in November 2016 to document any perceived problems or 
successes with the remedy that has been implemented to date. The results of these interviews that are relevant to 
remedy protectiveness are summarized below.

Six individuals closely associated with the Site, either as property owners or representatives of state (GEPD) or 
local government (City of Camilla and Mitchell County Paris and Recreation), were interviewed. None of the 
interviewees were aware of trespassing at the Site, or any complaints, violations, or incidents related to the Site. 
One interviewee from the City of Camilla acknowledged the positive impact on area flooding provided by the 
construction of the storm water pond. This interviewee indicated that since the construction of the pond, the city 
installed another gate in order to allow pond equalization. Interviewees from the GEPD and the City of Camilla 
both recognized there was no long-term O&M Plan, other than for the storm water pond at the time of interview. 
An interviewee with the GEPD expressed concern over the Site’s long-term O&M. An interviewee from the 
Mitchell County Parks and Recreation Department noted that inmates typically mow around the outside of the 
containment cell fence and around the outside of the pond when maintaining the soccer fields, but no records are 
kept. There is no routine maintenance inside the fenced cell area, other than trimming vegetation aroimd wells 
when the EPA contractors notify Mitchell County Parks and Recreation about upcoming sampling or monitoring. 
The interviewee from the City of Camilla indicated that the city provides pond maintenance and mows around the 
ditches. While interviewees from the City of Camilla and the Mitchell County Parks and Recreation Department 
were aware of informal restricted activities at the Site, they were also unaware of formal documentation ensuring 
follow through on long-term restrictions.

Data Review

Since completion of containment cell construction in 2013, data collection activities have included sitewide 
groundwater sampling, ISCO performance monitoring, and barrier wall and capping containment system water 
level monitoring using pressure transducers. Routine sitewide performance sampling has not been initiated.

Sitewide groundwater sampling. One sitewide groundwater sampling event (November 2015), has been 
conducted since completion of the soil excavation, storm water improvements, barrier wall installation, 
engineered cap installation, and first ISCO injection event. The samples were analyzed for semivolatile organic 
compounds (SVOCs), SVOCs using select ion monitoring (SIM), chlorinated herbicides (pentachlorophenol 
only), and total metals (select wells). Although benzene and ethylbenzene are groundwater COCs, samples were 
not analyzed for VOCs. Concentrations of carbazole, dibenzofiiran, naphthalene, PCP, and 2-methylnaphthalene 
were above remedial goals in shallow groundwater monitoring wells. In intermediate groundwater monitoring 
wells, concentrations of carbazole, dibenzofiiran, naphthalene, PCP, 2-methylnaphthalene, and manganese were 
above remedial goals. One exception was noted in monitoring wells outside of the ISCO treatment area, including 
MW14S located north of the containment cell. In November 2015, the PCP concentration (2,200 JO pg/L) in 
shallow well MW14S was an order of magnitude higher than concentrations measured before remedy 
implementation (62 pg/L in March 2012 and 890 pg/L in April 2010). Tables summarizing groundwater results 
are provided in Appendix D.

ISCO performance monitoring. Five quarterly sampling events were conducted after the first injection of 
oxidant was completed in October 2014. The samples were analyzed for SVOCs, SVOCs using SIM, chlorinated 
herbicides (pentachlorophenol only), and total metals (at select wells during select events). Post-ISCO 
performance monitoring did not include sampling for VOCs. The first round of injection reduced the mass and 
concentrations of PCP to lower levels, an order of magnitude or more. However, Aere were portions of the 
intermediate aquifer above the 500 pg/L target treatment level (Black & Veatch, 2016d), thus, requiring a second 
ISCO injection. The first three quarterly performance groundwater sampling events (July 2016, October 2016, and 
January 2017) have been conducted since the second injection was completed in April 2016. The samples were 
analyzed for SVOCs, SVOCs using SIM, and total metals (at select wells during select events). Since reporting 
and evaluation of the data from these events is not anticipated to be completed until June 2017, ISCO 
performance data collected since the second injection is not reviewed in this FYR.



Water level monitoring. Pressure transducers are currently monitoring groundwater elevations to assess the 
integrity of the barrier wall and capping containment system at the Site. Water level monitoring post-barrier wall 
and capping containment system installation has indicated that water levels are higher outside than inside of the 
barrier wall. This was attributed to water that is intentionally shed off the cap creating a temporary potentiometric 
“mound” along the outer perimeter of the cap (Black & Veatch, 2016e). Results indicated that at three monitoring 
locations (CAP02, MW04S, and MW08S), water elevations periodically exceeded the height of the barrier wall 
during the monitoring period of November 22, 2015 through November 21, 2016. The quarterly memorandum 
from December 2016 is included in Appendix E.

Site Inspection

The FYR inspection of the Site was conducted on 1/10/2017, by Carrie McCoy of Black & Veatch Special 
Projects Corp. The purpose of the inspection was to assess the protectiveness of the remedy. No changes in land 
use were observed. The Site inspection identified the following issues:

• Access controls
o The gates leading to the storm water pond were open and unsecured.
o There are a few locations where the fencing has been damaged and could be used by unauthorized 

personnel to access the Site. The reason for the damage could not be identified.
o Although both of these issues permit unauthorized access to the Site, it should not affect the 

short-term remedy protectiveness since contaminated materials are beneath a clean cover.
• Low permeability cap

o Extensive erosion was observed across the cap at the crest of the top slopes, particularly on the 
southern and eastern boundaries of the cap. In some areas, the erosion has formed gullies that are 
nearly two feet deep. Although the geosynthetic clay liner and drainage layer have not been 
breached, if erosion in these gullies is not addressed and is allowed to continue, it has the 
potential to expose the liner and drainage layer and affect the protectiveness of the remedy in the 
long-term.

o Due to the very low slopes present around the cap, ponding of surface water was observed at the 
toe of the slope on all four sides of the cap. Significant rains were encountered in the days leading 
up to the inspection, which is likely why some of the ponding was present onsite. This ponding is 
not deemed to be an O&M issue, but a result of area topographical constraints. Vegetation has 
begun to grow in the wet areas on the south side of the cap. This ponding and vegetation should 
not affect protectiveness if vegetation is cleared and flow of surface water over this area is not 
impeded.

o Minor areas on top of the cap exhibited ponding of water, specifically, around the installed 
foundations. This ponding does not currently affect remedy protectiveness. However, if areas 
remain wet, or foundations become eroded, minor filling and grading around the foundations 
would encourage the flow of water away from the foundations.

o Small amounts of water also collected on top of the light pole foundations as a result of the 
presence of the concrete form tubes used to install them. This ponding does not affect remedy 
protectiveness unless there are cracks or gaps between tubes and foundations that may allow 
water to penetrate the cap. Cutting down the tubes to remove the lip would prevent the ponding of 
rainwater on light pole foundations.

o Many of the fence post sleeves were missing caps, allowing sleeves to fill with rainwater.
Remedy protectiveness is not affected.



• Surface water collection system (lined storm water pond)
o Heavy buildup of silt was observed in several areas of the pond, specifically at the pump outfall, 

in the vicinity of the gate valve that allows water into the pond at the northeast comer, and at the 
pond outfall in the southwest comer. Silt buildup can prevent proper flow of water through the 
pond and encourage growth of vegetation. Some vegetation was observed to have taken root in 
the silt. The accumulation of vegetation roots could compromise the liner system and affect 
remedy protectiveness. Routine removal of silt and liner inspection and maintenance would 
facilitate remedy protectiveness.

o The pond liner was observed to be pulled taught in the southeastern comer of the pond such that it 
is no longer lying flat on the side slopes. The weight of the water in the other areas of the pond 
appeared to be pulling the liner up from the side slope. This pulling of the liner does not affect 
remedy protectiveness unless the integrity of the liner is compromised.

Issues are described in detail in the Site Inspection Report is included in Appendix F.

V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

QUESTION A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

Question A Summary:

The remedy is mostly functioning as intended by the decision document. The remedy has met the surface soil 
RAOs: to prevent ingestion, inhalation, or direct contact with surface soil that contain concentrations in excess of 
the RGs; and to prevent ingestion or inhalation of soil particulates in air that contain concentrations in excess of 
the RGs. Contaminated surface soil has been excavated and consolidated in the onsite containment cell and/or 
covered with clean soil. No contaminated surficial soils remain onsite to complete the direct exposure pathway 
(Appendix G). The remedy has also met the RAOs to control migration and leaching of contaminants in soil to 
groimdwater; and to control future releases of contaminants. These RAOs have been met by placing conteiminated 
soil in the monitored containment area. The RAO to permanently and/or significantly reduce the M/T/V of 
characteristic hazardous waste with treatment has been met via ISCO of high concentration areas outside of the 
containment cell. The RAO to prevent ingestion or direct contact with contaminated groundwater will be met 
upon initiation of long-term groundwater monitoring and implementation of ICs. However, the remedy is 
currently protective for groundwater since currently there are no complete exposure pathways.

An evaluation of specific remedial components by area is provided below.

The onsite storm water pond. The storm water pond construction was successfully implemented, and 
contaminated soils were appropriately segregated and handled according to design documents. Most of the 
remaining soils are covered by the pond liner thereby preventing direct contact. In one area along the southeast 
edge of the pond, contaminated soils identified during pond grid sampling were not addressed during the remedy 
due to the presence of existing monitoring wells that were retained for long-term monitoring. However, this entire 
pond area is fenced with a locking gate thereby deterring access to contaminated areas. Some additional clean soil 
cover was placed in the pond area, particularly the southeast comer, to assist with surface drainage around the 
pond. More than one foot of surface cover was placed in the southeast comer. Therefore, this action generally 
meets contaminated soil RAOs in the storm water pond area. While migration and leaching of contaminants into 
soil and groundwater should have been significantly reduced due to the soil removal and installation of pond liner 
preventing water infiltration, it is uncertain whether they have been controlled. Groundwater monitoring data is 
lacking to the west and directly east of the pond area. The RAO for contaminated groundwater may not have been 
met in this area. Formal controls on groundwater use and a plan for routine verification of contaminant



concentrations in groundwater have not been established. However, in spite of the lack of monitoring and ICs, 
there are no current exposures to contaminated groundwater.

The storm water improvements, including the lined storm water pond in the southwestern portion of the Site, 
continue to operate and function as intended. During the 2016 FYR interviews, proper operation of the storm 
water improvements during storm events was verified. However, there was no documentation that routine pond 
maintenance actives are being conducted.

During the 2016 FYR interviews, one potential exception to long-term effectiveness of the storm water pond was 
identified. A city representative indicated that the city installed another gate valve in order to allow equalization 
of storm water between the original drainage pond and the pond installed during the RA. However, during remedy 
construction, part of the pond design was revised to no longer include such a gate valve to control outflow from 
the original pond. During construction, storm water was allowed to saturate the berm between the original 
drainage pond and the new pond, and caused a failure of the slope. During inspection of the slope materials 
following this failure, the soils inside this berm were identified as predominantly sands with waste materials 
intermixed. The failed materials were extremely soft and lacking in structural properties desirable for a pond 
containment berm. As a result, serious concerns were expressed about the potential risk of berm failure due to the 
effects of hydrostatic pressure that would be exerted on this berm by allowing the original drainage pond to fill 
routinely. The memorandum detailing the pond design revision is provided in Appendix H.

Soil containment area. The contaminated soil consolidation and construction of containment cell components 
were successfully implemented. Direct contact is prevented by a cap installed over the area. A vertical barrier wall 
was installed around the consolidated soils and shallow groundwater source to control shallow contaminant 
migration. The containment area is fenced with a locking gate thereby deterring access. This action meets soil 
RAOs in the soil containment area. However, the RAOs for contaminated groundwater have not been met in this 
area. Although contact with and migration of shallow contaminated groundwater has been addressed, formal 
controls on groundwater use and a plan for routine verification of contaminant concentrations in groundwater 
have not been established. Long-term effectiveness of the containment area is dependent on proper maintenance 
of remedy components.

Remediation area east of Thomas Street. A substantial portion of the contaminated soils in this area were 
excavated and clean cover was provided for the area. Direct contact with contaminated soils has been eliminated. 
Post-excavation results indicate that subsurface contamination may remain above remedial goals for groundwater 
protection, but not above goals for dermal contact. The majority of the exceedances were observed in excavation 
sidewall samples, which then drove deeper excavation until confirmation soil samples at or very close to RGs 
could be obtained from excavation bottoms and sidewalls, where possible. The hipest PCP confirmation result is 
noted to the east of the excavation area in sample SW23. However further excavation of this area into off-site 
areas on railroad property was limited due to denial of property access rights. The area to the east is a railroad 
easement. The EPA attempted on multiple occasions to obtain access to this property to delineate and remediate 
the contaminated soils, but could not reach mutually agreeable terms with the railroad. The EPA does not have 
access to this property for soil delineation or remediation.

It is noted that shallow permanent monitoring wells have not been installed to monitor off-site groundwater 
concentrations east of the excavation area. Although some subsurface soil contamination may remain above 
remedial goals for groundwater protection, the substantial portion of contamination was apparently removed 
thereby reducing the contamination available for potential migration into groundwater. Therefore, this action 
substantially meets contaminated soil RAOs in the remediation area east of Thomas Street. Although the RAOs 
for contaminated groundwater have not yet been met in this area, active remediation of contaminated groundwater 
by ISCO is in progress. Formal controls on groundwater use and a plan for routine verification of contaminant 
concentrations in groundwater have not been established. However, in spite of the lack of monitoring and ICs, 
there are no current exposures to contaminated groundwater.



Athletic fields. Prior to the ROD, the western portion of the Site was returned to beneficial use. It was remediated 
by the EPA in 2006 and continues to function as an athletic complex that includes soccer fields and administrative 
offices for Mitchell County Recreation. Contaminated soils in this area were removed and consolidated in the 
containment area on the eastern portion of the site. A 4 oz geo-filter fabric was emplaced before the area was 
backfilled, graded, and topsoil added. The fields are covered in sod and are maintained, reducing the potential for 
direct contact. The facility is also fenced and closed off from the public when not in use for recreation. The 
potential for contaminant leaching from subsurface soils is unknovm. However, the most highly contaminated 
soils were removed during the 2006 removal action. This action substantially meets contaminated soil RAOs in 
the athletic complex area. However, there is one exception. While migration and leaching of contaminants into 
soil and groundwater have been reduced, it is uncertain whether they have been controlled. Groundwater 
monitoring data is lacking to the west of the Site area in the possible direction of groundwater flow based on 
historic potentiometric surface maps. The RAOs for contaminated groundwater have not been met in this area. 
Formal controls on groundwater use and a plan for routine verification of contaminant concentrations in 
groundwater have not been established.

Former city landfill area sampled (outside of Site area). Grid surface and subsurface soil sample results 
presented in the ROD indicated contamination above remedial goals. The preferred remedial alternative presented 
in the ROD included this area within the soil containment area. However, the design revised the soil containment 
area to remain within the boundaries of the Site property. It was determined that these areas could not be 
remediated without disturbing the cover and wastes from the former landfill. The design included the possible use 
of excess soils from the excavation of the storm water pond to supplement the thinning soil cap on the adjacent 
closed city landfill. Ultimately, a soil cover was not added to the closed landfill and no remedial activities were 
conducted at the former landfill. The EPA and GEPD have agreed that the former landfill will be addressed as a 
separate site under the State’s lead (Appendix G). It is noted that the area is fenced with a locking gate thereby 
deterring access between the Site area and the former landfill.

Other areas outside of the remediation area. Based on a review of grid sample results for areas outside of the 
Site, there is uncertainty whether subsurface soil contamination is present above remedial goals for protection of 
groundwater. Detection limits were elevated above remedial goals. This applies to the residences north of E. 
Bennett Street, the wooded area west of the Site, and the original drainage pond/ditch south of the Site. There is 
one exception for grid location 104 in the original drainage pond/ditch where concentrations of cPAH and PCP in 
subsurface soil were above remedial goals. Post-ROD RAs were not conducted in these areas. There is no 
immediate exposure pathway to contaminants in shallow groundwater, and downgradient compliance monitoring 
wells have been instilled to monitor intermediate groundwater. Sample results indicate that there are no 
contaminated surficial soils in these areas, and therefore no direct contact risk.

O&M and ICs. While the remedy has been substantially functioning as intended, with the exceptions noted 
above, remedy protectiveness in the long-term is dependent on implementation of ICs and on proper O&M of 
remedy components (including COC monitoring in groundwater). Without established routine groundwater 
performance sampling to monitor COC concentrations in Site groundwater, it is uncertain whether the remedy is 
functioning as intended. A comprehensive plan for sitewide O&M has been established and annual groundwater 
sampling will resume in October 2017. As part of the long-term monitoring program, an O&M Plan and Quality 
Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) (Black & Veatch, 2017b) have been prepared. An instrument for implementing 
ICs and the parties responsible for implementing ICs have not been established. These components are expected 
to fimction as intended by the decision documents once implemented.



QUESTION B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAOs used at the time of the 
remedy selection still valid?

Question B Summary:

While the exposure assumptions and RAOs used at the time of remedy selection remain valid, some of the 
toxicity data has changed. Since remedy construction, there have been no changes in the physical conditions of 
the Site that affect the protectiveness of the remedy. However, some of the toxicity data used in the human health 
risk assessment are no longer consistent with values currently recommended by the EPA. Since the original risk 
assessment in 2009, the following toxicity values for some Site COCs were revised by the EPA:

• Dibenzofliran (COC in surface soil and groundwater) non-cancer oral reference dose (RfD) changed from 
2.00 E'^ to l.OOE"^ milligrams per kilogram per day (mg/kg-day). In generating the RGOs for 
dibenzofuran, the risk assessment used a sub-chronic reference dose in the calculation for a child resident. 
Therefore, the cleanup level is protective (Appendix G).

• PCP (COC in surface soil and groundwater) non-cancer oral RfD changed from 3.00E‘^ to S.OOE'^ mg/kg- 
day; cancer SFO changed from 1.20E'^ to 4.00E'* (mg/kg-day)'*; cancer lUR changed from 4.60E'® to
5.1OE"* inverse micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m3)'*

• 2,3,7,8-TCDD (dioxin a COC in surface soil) non-cancer oral RfD was established at 7.00E'*° mg/kg- 
day.

None of the recent toxicity factor changes would affect the retention of COCs as primary Site-related 
risk drivers. In addition, there are no contaminated surficial soils left onsite to complete the direct exposure 
pathway. Due to the lack of contaminated surficial soils present, dioxins do not need to be reevaluated (Appendix 
G).

At sites that have been previously investigated or cleaned up under Superfund and RCRA, the EPA Regions will 
consult with the EPA Headquarters and will coordinate with state partners to identify, prioritize and evaluate sites 
to determine if additional response action is needed. The EPA does not expect the dioxin reassessment or the 
changes in dibenzofuran and PCP toxicity values to affect the cleanup levels at this Site, and does not anticipate 
any further actions to confirm that the remedy remains protective. Additionally, the pond liner, clean soil cover, 
and containment cell cap are designed to prevent direct exposure to soil contaminants through ingestion and 
dermal contact.

QUESTION C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness 
of the remedy?

There is no other information to call into question the protectiveness of the remedy.



VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OU(s):

Sitewide

Issue Category: Institutional Controls
Issue: Institutional controls are not in place for the Site
Recommendation: Responsible party should develop and implement institutional 
controls. The ROD identified institutional controls to: limit future land use to 
recreational/ nonresidential uses only; prohibit groundwater extraction for potable 
use; prohibit soil excavation or removal that penetrates the liner system within the 
boundary of the capped treated material disposal areas; and prohibit excavation 
without written approval from EPA and GEPD. This includes identification of 
areas of the property for which each institutional control should apply.

Affect Current 
Protectiveness

Affect Future 
Protectiveness

Party
Responsible

Oversight Party Milestone Date

No Yes State EPA/State 9/1/2018

Issues and Recomiuendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OU(s):

Sitewide

Issue Category: Monitoring
Issue: Laboratory detection limits exceed RGs
Recommendation: A performance monitoring work plan for long-term 
monitoring of COCs in groundwater has been prepared. Monitoring COCs in 
groundwater with detection limits set below the RGs is necessary for assessing 
remedy effectiveness and continued remedy protectiveness. However, as outlined 
in the QAPP prepared for this facility, detection limits may be elevated in samples 
where at least one of the COCs exceeds RGs. Where few or no COCs exceed
RGs, SIM analysis for COCs with low concentration should be performed.

Affect Current 
Protectiveness

Affect Future 
Protectiveness

Party
Responsible

Oversight Party Milestone Date

No Yes State EPA/State 9/1/2018



Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OU(s):

Sitewide

Issue Category: Operations and Maintenance
Issue: Site upkeep needed (damage to fencing, open and unsecured gates leading 
to storm water pond, cap erosion, vegetation growth at toe of cap, ponding on 
light pole foundations, missing fence post caps, silt buildup and vegetation growth 
in storm water detention pond)
Recommendation: As outlined in the O&M Plan prepared for the Site, complete 
necessary upkeep activities including repair fencing, secure Site gates, routine 
mowing and maintenance of the vegetation on the cap, partial removal of concrete 
form tubes from light pole foundations, adding caps to the fence post foundations 
and clearing the silt and vegetation from the storm water pond.

Affect Current 
Protectiveness

Affect Future 
Protectiveness

Party
Responsible

Oversight Party Milestone Date

No Yes State EP A/State 9/1/2018

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OU(s):

Sitewide

Issue Category: Changed Site Conditions
Issue: City has installed a gate valve between old drainage pond and storm water 
detention pond.
Recommendation: The stability of the berm between these two ponds has proven 
to be unstable in the past. If the City intends to continue using the gate valve to 
fill the old drainage pond during rainfall events, a stability analysis of the berm 
separating the old drainage pond and new storm water detention pond should be 
completed.

Affect Current 
Protectiveness

Affect Future 
Protectiveness

Party
Responsible

Oversight Party Milestone Date

No Yes State EP A/State 9/1/2018

OTHER FINDINGS

The following are other findings identified during the FYR that will likely need to be addressed after the parties 
responsible for long-term Site O&M have been coordinated.

• Implementation of ICs is in progress. The EPA’s legal staff are engaging with the City of Camilla to 
implement ICs. The City’s execution of a tax lien on a parcel within the Site area has resulted in an 
implementation delay.



VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

Sitcwidc I’l ciK'ss Scaltim iil

Protectiveness Determination: 
Protective

Planned Addendum 
Completion Date: 
NA

Protectiveness Statement: The soil excavation, soil containment area, and storm water control 
components of the remedy for the Site have been completed. Exposure pathways that could result in 
unacceptable risks onsite are being controlled. Exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable 
direct contact risks are being controlled. The groundwater treatment is ongoing. Implementation of 
institutional controls to maintain the protective restrictive use and activity assumptions are in progress. 
In addition, there are other issues that may affect long-term remedy protectiveness that should be re­
evaluated after the parties responsible for long-term Site O&M have been coordinated. The remedy as 
implemented is short-term protective of human health and the environment because contaminated soils 
were excavated and capped and the groundwater is being treated and monitored annually until cleanup 
goals are attained. The remedy will be long-term protective with completion of the recommendations 
identified in Section VI. of this Review.

vm. NEXT REVIEW
The next five-year review report for the Site is required five years from the completion date of this review.



Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Mitchell County, Georgia

ib/ary

HigS ScBT 
SP£ 1

Camilla Wood Preserving 
Site

sn

Legend
Approximate Boundary

c

N 0 0.125 Site Location Map 
Camilla Wood Preserving Site 

Mitchell County, Gerogia
Figure 

1-1Miles

NAD83 State Plane GA West. Feet



'i-m
mKOJIiil©

SBEAnMDEPJJ

d- ■ -._i4 F-
<■>( MW07I .

in SOCCER FIELDS

NEW STORMWATER
J 5 DETENTION POND

Ma:NAOn state Pim 0«>rgta WbM. FMt

Site Layout Map 
Camiiia Wood Prenrving Site 

Camilla. Mitchell County. Georgia

Figure
1-2



APPENDIX C - ROD REMEDIAL GOALS

C-1



Table 18
Human Health Risk>Based Cleanup Goals for Surfece Soil

Camilla Wood Preserving Site
Camilla, Mitchell County. Georgia

Chemical of Concern Cleanup Level 
(ug/kg) Basis for Cleanup Level Risk at Cleanup 

Lever
cPAHs 1,310 Human Health Risk-Based Level - 

Lifetime Recreational User
lO"* Excess Cancer Risk

Dibenzofuran 438.702 Human Health Risk-Based Level 
- Child Recreational User Hl = 1

Pentachlorophenol 46,378 Human Health Risk- Based Level 
- Lifetime Recreational User

10 ° Excess Cancer Risk

2.3,7,&-TCDDTEQ (Dioxin) 1 Residential - EPA 1998 OSWER 
Directive

10-*

Abbreviations
EPA Environmental Protection Agency
HI hazard index
OSWER Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
ug/kg milligram per kilogram

Notes

^ Cleanup levels and residual risk information presented in this table are based on the risk associated with exposure to 
contamination through incidental Ingestion and dermal contact by the child and adult recreational user.

Table 19
Human Health Risk-Based Cleanup Goals for Subsurface Soil

Camilla Wood Preserving Site
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Chemical of Concern Cleanup Level 
(ugAg) Basis for Cleanup Level Risk at Cleanup 

Uver
cPAHs 300 Ground Water Protection 

Standard 10'” Excess Cancer Risk

2-Methylnaphthaiene 1,034,937
Human Health Risk-Based 

Level-
Construction/Excavation

Worker
Hl = 1

Pentachlorophenol 7 Ground Water Protection 
Standard 10'” Excess Cancer Risk

Abbreviatione
ug/kg milligram per kilogram
HI hazard Index

Notes

^ Cleanup levels and residual risk information presented in this table are based on the risk associated with exposure to 
contamination through Incidental ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation by a construction/axcavation worker.

C-2



Table 20
Human Health Risk*Based Cleanup Goals for Ground Water

Camilla Wood Preserving Site
Camilla. Mitchell County, Georgia

Chemical of Concern Cleanup Level 
(ug/L) Basis for Cleanup Level Risk at Cleanup 

Lever
Benzene 5 MCL 10'* Excess Cancer Risk
Ethvibenzene 700 MCL 10*° Excess Cancer Risk
2,4-Dimethylphenol 313 Human Health Risk-Based 

Level - Child Resident Hl=1

2-Methylnapthalene 31 Human Health Risk-Based 
Level-Child Resident

Hl=1

Acenaphtene 469 Human Health Risk-Based 
Level-ChHd Resident Hl=1

cPAHs 0.2 MCL
Carfaazote 48 Human Health Risk-Based 

Level - Lifetime Resident
10-* Excess Cancer Risk

Oibenzofuran 31 Human Health Risk-Based 
Level-Child Resident

Hl=1

Fluorane 313 Human Heafth Risk-Based 
Level-Child Resident HI =1

Naphthalene 156 Human Health Risk-Based 
Level - Child Resident

Hl=1
Pentachlorophanol 1 MCL 10~° Excess Cancer Risk
Phenanthrene 469 Human Health Risk-Based 

Level-Child Resident Hl=1

Heptachbr Epoxide 0.2 MCL 10*° Excess Cancer Risk
ArMnic 10 MCL 10'” Excess Cancer Risk
Manaanese 300 Lifetime Health Advisory 10'° Excess Cancer Risk
Nickel 313 Human Health Risk-Based 

Level - Child Resident HI =1

Abbreviations
ug/kL milligram per liter
HI hazard index
MCL maximum contaminant level

Notes

' Cleanup levels and residual risk information presented in this table are based on the risk associated with exposure to 
contamination through incidental ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation while showering by child and adult residents.
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APPENDIX D - GROUNDWATER DATA TABLES
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V14/20153/6/20U 1/14/2015

S»T«le deplAtiven 14 feet bdew ground turftee 
- Not ««npi«d or no vefue B<e)P-Bento(e)pvr«w

ce Fictors for PAHf H per NEPM Schedule Bl, TaMe lA
J-Estlmned value

U - Compound anelyted for but not detected 
ufA • mtefograma per Hter



SMnsla
Sampta Locatlen SMipleOaU 

IdanOHcatlOB No.

AFMW04D
V12/2CaS

AFMW-040

AFMW05I
2/6/2014

AFMW05I

AFMWD5I
1A3/2015
AFMW-OSI

AFMW06I
2/7/2014
AFMWD6I

AFMWO®
1/14/2015
AFMW-06I

AFMW07I
1/14/2015
AFMW-071

AFMW08I
1/13/Z315
AFMW-OBI

CMWOll 1 CVIWOll
3/7/2012 2/5/2014

CMW(Ai0312 1 CMWOll

CMWOll
1/13/2015 
CMW-OU

lotemtepl Name
Unto HamattolGoal Raault )uaaiv RomN QuaMar tosuit fliiiWIar iMUlt QuaMar QuaMar RaeuK ^SSSSL iSSilL— issn_1 OuNMar iRaaM

QuaMer toMN QuaMw

........... ufl/L
469

u as u 0.5 U 0.50 u 0.5 u 0.5 u 0.5 u 0.73
3.0 0.5

U 10 u
ui/L 0.5 u 0.5 J 0.5 u D.SO u 0.5 i 0.5 u 0.5 u 5.0

UJ.O 0.5
U 10 u

Benzotalanthmeene uo/L

_ u 0.05 J 0.05 u 0.050 u 3.05 J 0.05 u 0.05 u 5,0
U 0.019

10 u
tenzolalovrene uk/L 0.05 J 0.05 u 0.05 u 3.050 u 0.05 u ao5 u 0.05 u 5.0 u lo.os U 10 u

ug/L

_ 0.1 u 0.1 u 3.1 u 0.10 u 0.1 u 0.1 u 3.1 u 5.0 u 037 - 10 u
ug/L 0.05 u 3.05 u 0.05 u 0.050 u 0.05 u 0.05 u 3.05 u 5.0 u 0.05 u 10 u

'hrvsene ug/L 0.05 u 0.05 u 0.05 u 0.050 u ao5 u 0.05 u 0.05 u 5.0 u 0.016 10 u
DllMnia(8,h)anthracane Ug/L 0.1 u 3.1 u 3.1 u 0.10 u 0.1 u 0.1 i 1.1 u 5.0 u 0.01S 10 u

Indeno (U,3-ctfl pyrene
ug/l- 0.0S u 3.05 u 0.05 u 0.050 u 0,05 J 3.05 u 0.05 u

5.0

lewM

U

0.0093 10

10 J
MalPTEQ Uf/L 3.08 - 0.08 - 0.0S - 3.08 - 0.08 - 0.08 - -Carbaule U|/L u 10 u 10 u 10 J 10 u 10 u 10 u 10 u
Olbenzofuran u|(/L lio u 10 u 10 u 10 u 10 u 10 u 10 u 0.88 .0 0 u 10 u
Fluorene U|/L u 0.1 u 0.1 u 0.10 u 0.1 u 0.1 u 0.1 u 5.0 u .1 -

10 u
Naphthalene iiefl u 0.5 J 0.11 .5 i 3.5 J 0.5 u UJ,0 .5 u 10 u

■BBiB D.»
Phenanthrene

469 Io!o5
0.027

> 10.05 lu
0.(S J 3.(6 J O.I» u J 10 u

V J

.5 J maAnenic ubA 1 - - - - -idaiwanese ug/L
Nickel ug/L 313 _ |20 lu -

20 u - - -
|40 u - -WMlBOnMkCMMOHMla

------ ug/L 1 - - -
Icttivl Benzene ug/L 1 - - -

“

Sample depth given K feet below ground nirface

B(«|P TIQ value shown Is Worid Health Organisation Tonic
Equivalonca Factors ter PAHa as per NEPM Schedde Bl, T*le W
J-Esumated value
TEQ • towdtv eoulvBlonce Qu«iam
U - Compound analyzed ter but not detected
ug/l - mlcrograms per liter



MW02S
3/5/2012

MW02S0312

F15MWI
LMWt-1 MASMWOl

3/7/2012 3/^^2
LMW1I0312 MASMW01I0312

CMWOlS
3/7/2012

CMW01S(B12
3/7/2012

rsenic

Mwi&ennne

S«npl* dipOi given li feet betow ground wrtaee 
-Not templed or no v«ue 3<e)P-Ben»(e)pvrant

«i)p TEQvilue ihown It Wortd Heetlh OrginlsMon Tome
tqulvelence Fectora for PAHt at per MEPM Schedule 81, Table lA
l-Etmmated value
TEQ • tomdty equivalence quotfent
U • Compound andyzed for but not detacM
u|A ■ rMcrograms per IHer



Sample iMtlM SampUOate
MW03A

3/9/2012
MW03A0312

MW03B
3/9/2012

MW03B0312

MW03I
3/8/2012

MVWBI0312

MW03S
3/8/2012

MW03S0312

MW04A
3/8/2012

MW04A0312

MW04S
3/8/2012

MW04S0312

MWOSI
3/8/2012

MW05I0312

MW06I
3/8/2012

MW06I0312

MW065
3/7/2012

MW06S0312

A4W071
3/8/2012

MW07I0312

OwmiolName Unto RemadteiGoel tauN Quainar Rawlt QuaHner itesutt 2ua«er auamar toault Qiiymnr toault QtwMtor
leiult QuaHtof

Qualtor !S2S* QualWar
taauk QvaRtor

uk/L
469

j 5.0 u 5.0 U 2.4 1.0 18 :----- .1 J.0
5.0 U

5.0 U s---- 5.0 iu
Acenaoh^ene ug/L 3.8 J.0 5.0 u 0.71 1.0 35 - 16 - .6 1.0

5.0 U
5.0 U 69 5.0 lu

lenzofalanthracene Ug/L S.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 5.0 u .0 U
S.O u

5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 lu
ftenzofalDvrene ug/L - 5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 J 5.0 5.0 u .0 U 5.0 lu 5.0 U 5.0 u

5.0 UBenzatblfluoranthene M/I _ 5.0 u 5.0 u .0 u 5.0 5.0 u .0 u 5.0 lu 5.0 U 5.0 u
5.0 UBenn>(k)fIuoranthene Ug/L 5.0 u 5.0 u .0 u 5.0 5.0 u .0 u

S.O u
S.O u 5.0 u

S.O UChrvsene Ug/L 5.0 u 5.0 u .0 u 5.0 5.0 u .0 u
5.0 U

s.o u 5.0 u S.O lu
Ug/L _ 5.0 LI 5.0 u .0 u 5.0 5.0 u .0 u

5.0 U
5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 |u

nrienn f1 ovrene

iig/l 5.0 5-0 s.o u 5.0 5.0 LI .0 u S.O lu S.O J u
S.O UBfalPTEQ uf/L .CaiDaaole ug/L |5.0 u 5.0 u .0 u 12 0.56 J.0 2.0 1.0

S.O lu
s.o

u 1
?o^1

Dlbenzofuran un/L I1.7 1,0 5.0 LI .0 u 20 - 11 - 1.6 J,0
5.0 U

5.0 u 5.0 lu
Fluorvne ue/L 1.8 1.0 5.0 u .0 u 27 _ 7.2 .8 J.0

S.O u
5.0

U 54 5.0 UU|(^L 5£^|i$H
uf/L

469 16.6
s.o u 5.0 u 5.0 u 7.2 .0 u

5.0 lU
5.0

U 5.0 U
5.0 U

Arsenic ue/L

ue/L I
IS

U I- 1- _ _Nickel
ug/L I

u 40 u 40 u 40 u 40 u 40 u 40 lu 40 u I40 lu 40 U

5.0 J
Bentene 1.9 1.0 4.1 1.0 2.0

Ethyl Benzene ug/L |700 I5.0
J 5.0 u .0 u 1.5 1.0 5.0 u 5.0

U 15.0 lu 15.0 U II6 1-

Sample depth given it feet below ground turface 
-Not sampled or no value

B(e)P TEQ value shown is Wi
M Factors for PAHs at per NEPM Schedule Bl, Table lA

J-Ertmated value
TEQ - toxidtv epulvalence quotient
U - Compound analyzed for but not detected
ug/L - micrograms per liter



3/6/2012 3/7/20123/9/2012 3/8/2012 1/12/20153/8/2012

Ut/L 1313

S«nple dwoi given is feet below round SHrtiee 
- Not tempM or no velue

8(e)P TEQ value thovm It World Hertih OrfantatlOR TMc 
lOuMUencefactenilerPAHsasperNEPM Schedule 81. TMelA 
J - EiUmcted value 
TCa- toridty eomvelence quottent U-Compou

1 for but not detected



Swnple location SantpieDato
MW14S

3/7/2012
MW14S0312

MW16I
3/9/2012

MW16I0312

MW171
3/8/2012

MW17I0312

MW18I
3/7/2012

h4W18l0312

MW18I
2/7/2014
MW18I

h4W18l
1/15/2015

NIW-181

MW18)
1/15/2015
MW-9181

MW19I
3/6/2012

MW19I0312
2/7/2014
MW19I

MW20I
3/7/2012

MW20I0312

OitfiilcalNamt LMts Bamatfaiaotf lesult ftaBWar Rasutt QuaWler Reauit Qualifier RaatiN QuaMer Raautt QuaHftar Rasutt QuaMHer tesutt
***** ■

Qualifier ReeMt SsSSs. RmuR OMOIar

itt/L
4«9

5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 0.074 10 u 10 u 5.0 u aso u 5.0 |u
Acenaohthene ub/L 5.0 u 21 - 10 - 5.0 U 1.50 10 u 10 u 5.0 u 0.50 u S.0 lu

ug/L

_
5.0 u 5.0 U 5.0 u 5.0 u >.050 10 u 10 u 5.0 u 0.050 u 5.0 iu

Benzofalovrsne Ug/L. 5.0 u 5,0 u 5.0 u S.O u 0.050 10 u 10 u .0 u 0.050 u
5.0 Uua/l 5.0 u 5.0 J 5.0 u 5.0 u 0.10 10 u 10 u .0 u 0.10 u
S.O UenzoOtKIuoranthene ug/L 5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 u 0.050 10 u 10 u 5,0 u 0.050 u 5.0 lu

UB/L 5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 u 1.050 10 u 10 u 5.0 u o.oso u S.O lu
ug/L _ 5.0 Lt 5.0 u S.O u 5.0 u 1.10 10 u 10 u S.O u 0.10 u

,0 U
hdanod^.S-cdl pyrene

ug/L
U 15.0

J 5.0 J 5.0 u O.OS) 10 u 10 J 5.0 u 0.050 u
WalPTEQ ub/L 1.08 D.08

Carbazole ub/L 15.0 U 5.0 u 2 - 2.6 1.0 10 10 u 10 u S.O u 10 u S.O U

Olbemofuran ub/L 5.0 U 13 - IS - 17 - 12 11 - 12 - S.O u 10 u 5.0 U

luorene ug/L 5.0 u 9.6 - 6.8 -
18 - 12 10 u 10 u .0 u 0.10 u 5.0 u

faohchalerie
ui/L 1

.0 5.0 u 20 S.O J 10 u 10 u .0 u 1,0

PentachloroDhenol
ug/L 1
UB/L |4ra |5.0

u 3.9 1.0 11 18 17 110 10 5.0 u LOSO 1/
.0 lu

Arsenic
UB/l ! - __L__

Manganese
UB/l 1Nickel ug/L 313 11 J.O 40 u 40 u 13 1,0 - —¥— - - 40 u - - 22 1,0

[Benzene
ub/L - - ~ 5.0 u - .0 LI

lEthvI Benzene
ub/L

700 |5.0
u .2 1.0 1.0 LO 5.0 u - 1- - - - - -

Semple depth given Is feet tMiow ground suffice 
- Not sampled or no velue

B(a)P TEQ value shown tt World HeeMi Organlsatloo Toxic 
Equhrelance Factors for PAHs as per NEPM Schedule Bl, Table lA 
J-Esttmated value

U - Compound analyzad for but not detected 
ug/L-mierograms per liter



J/8/20U2/8/2014 l/lS/2015 2/8/2014 1/15/2015 1/15/20153/7/2012 3/8/2012

NAm:

Sample depth given is feet be 
- Not sampled or no value B(a)P-8ennXa)pvrane

Equtvalence Factors lor PAHa at per NEPM Schedule 81, Table lA
1-Esbmated value
TEQ - tmldty aqulvalance quoHant
U - Compound analvMd lor but not detected
ug/L • mlerogrimi per tfter



SwitplelocnioD 
Sample 0«ta

MW26D
1/14/2015
MW-260

MW29I
2/9/2014
MW39I

MW30D
2/8/2014
MW30D

MW30D
1/14/2015
MW-300

MW31I
2/5/2014
MW31I

MVV311
1/13/2015

MW-311

MW32D
2/9/2014
MW32D

MW330
2/7/2014
MW330

lvrW330
2/7/2014
MW933D

MW33D
1/12/2015
MW-33D

OMHRkalNMIW Unitt tonM«alGoBl Ratutt QUBimer RewIt Ouaimer iMHlK 2wmer RMUft OiaHnar Rault Qu^mer tawK Quatiner RMUh tualMer Remit Quamar RaiiBt Quaaner
RawR Quamar1

2-Methvlnaohth8lene ue/L
469

u 0.06 0.032 12 _ .6 _ 10 u 3.8 _ a50 U 0JI18 10 lu
Acenaphthene iu/1. 10 u 0.97 _ 0.18 13 _ .5 U 10 u 6.5 0.075 .067 10 lu

ua/i 10 u 0.02 0.05 U 10 u .18 -
10 u 0.079 - OJBO U .050 u 10 lu

Benzolalovrene ua/L

_
10 u 0.05 U 0.05 u 10 u .18 >■ 10 u 0.CS J 3.IS0 U .050 u

10 uue/L

_
10 0.1 u }.l u 10 u .24 10 u 0.1 J 0.10 U .10 u

10 uub/L 10 u 0.05 u 0.05 u 10 u .094 - 10 u I.QS U 0.050 u .050 u
10 uChrvsane UB/L

_
10 u I.OIS 0.05 u 10 u .14 - 10 u 0.054 - 0.050 u .050 u 10 lu

Dibefao(a.h)anthrae8ne ub/L 10 J 0.1 u 0.1 u 10 u .02 10 u 0.1 U 0.10 u .10 u 10 lu

Indene (1^.3^ evrene
UB/L 10 u u 0.05 u 10 u 0.053 - 10 u }.05 J 3.050 J .050 u i^^r

MalPTEQ ub/L _ }.0S _
0X» - 0.08 - .08 -Carbaule U£^ 10 u 10 u 16 - 24 - 10 |u
10 u 10 u 10 u 10

ui/L u 10 u 10 u 10 u 3 - 10 lu .6 10 u 0 u 10 u
itt/L V 033 _ 0.08S J 10 u 3 - 10 lu .5 -

0.074 0070 10 u
iaphOwtene 0.5 u 35 5 10 lu .8 u 10

k^L 1469 llO
u 0.28 0.066 10 u 8

10 lu
3 0.23 0.20 10 u

i
Afsenlc

It '—1 —
Nickel ub/L =---- F----
Benzene UB/L

Elhvi Benzene
ue/L

Samcrie depth given Is feet below ground surfeee 
- Not ssmplad or no vilue

B(e)P TEa value shown Is Wi

j-EshmetaO value
m for PAHs as pv NEPM Schedule Bl. Table lA

U • Compound ins»v»d for but not detected 
ug/L - nwrogiami per liter



Sample locaNon 
Sample Data 

Sample Identificaekm No.

MW340
2/7/2014
MW340

MW3SD
1/14/2015
MW'350

MW36D
1/13/2015
MW-360

MW37
1/13/2015

MW-37

MW3SA
1/13/2015
MW-3SA

MW38B
1/13/2015
MW-38B

MW39A
1/14/2015
MW-39A

MW39B
1/14/2015
MW-39B

MW40
1/14/2015

MW-40

MW41
l/14/^5

MW-41
ChemkalNama Units

Remedial Goal ResuR QualMar Result QtiaNfiar ResuR QualMor ReeuR QuaWw ResuR QuallAer ResuR Qualifier ResuR QuaWtor RaauR QuaBflar tesuR Qualiflar ResuR QuelMer
1 li 11 m at 10 b 10 J

AcanaoMlwne ue/L 469 0.50 u 10 u 10 iu IlO J 14 _ 67 38 - 10 u
100 |u

10 u
ug/L

_ 0.050 u 10 J 10 iu ilo LI 10 J 10 u 10 u 10 u
100 u

10 u
Oamo<»>p»wm Uffl _ (XO50 U W u 10 iu lio u 10 L> 0 u 10 u 10 u 100 lu 10 u

<#• _
3.10 u 10 u 10 u lio 10 } 0 u 10 u 10 u 100 iu 10 u

8afin(lc)MMnmho<w itt/l

_ iJOSO U 10 u i5 P R5 E 10 i 10 u 10 u 10 u
100 u

10 u
Swvaene ut/L

_
nntfi U 10 u M u L u 10 U 10 u 10 u 10 u

100 u
10 u

ueA. _ 0.10 u 10 u 10 u ho u 10 J 10 u 10 u 10 u
100 u

u u

Indeno (L2J-cd) ovranc
ug/k _ U 10

u lio |u lio lu
10 u 10 i 10______ y_____ 10 u 100 iu

10 i
WalPTIQ UI^ 1 . 141 . uttoa

iCarbazole U|/L u 10
U (10 lu lio u m . 10 u ^ 10

^Ibartzofunm
Ug/l 1 u 19 lio lu lu> 10 u b-- 10 u

Floorene ug/L 1 10 u hu) u u> J 10 u
100 lu

10 u
Naphthalene u^L 1 u 10

10

100 lu 10

ue/L 1
ue/L 1469 10.094

10
U ilO |U |10 lu

27
l57 1

46 u 100 [u 10 u
UMilP' 1 1' r.-j.—
Anenie ue/L IlK ' -'n- _ 1- MiK^rritii.- sai - - |_ - - - m ft - -Manganese

ue/L 1|3S3 _ _ _ 1- - - |_ - - - z___Si—> l- . ■ - -Nickel
ue/L 1 - - - 1“ 20 u

21.1 !- - -
leiuene Ug/L

Ethvi Benzene
ue/L

Sample depth even u feet below ground swte 
- Not s«Ti(rie<l or no value #(e)P-BeMo(eh»yrene

l(a)P TEQ value mown it WoiW Health OtganNalion TsMe
IqiHwalcnee Feetors for P*H» as per MPM Schedule Bl. Table U
i-Eidmned value
TEQ - KMcRv equivalence quottem
U - Compound inalvied for but not deneted
ug/L-mMrognms per liter



Sampte Location 
Sample Data

MWPBWI
3/5/2012

MWPBWI0312

PMWOll
3/6/2012

PMW0H0312

PMWOll
2/7/2014
PMWOll

SMWOll
3/7/2012

SMW0U0312

SMWOll
3/7/2012

SMW01I00312

SMW021
3/7/2012

SMW02I0312

SMW03I
3/7/2012

MW03I0312

TMWOll
3/7/2012

TMW01I0312

TMW02I
3/6/2012

TMW02I0312

Chtmkal Nwne
UfiKs tamadMSoal

IMmiR QiiaMar
niiilinar

tasutt Quaimar RatuR Quaimar laaidt flualHIit lanR QuaSnar RawR QuaWlar RawR Quaimar RaeuR Quaimar

469 45

12-Methylnaphthalene tut/L 5.0 Id 5.0 0.61 .. •> 8
5.0 J 5.0 Id 5.0 U 5.0 U

Acenaphthene UR/L
5.0 D

S.O 0.50 U 9 - 61 - 5.0 iu 5.0 U 5.0 u
Benzoialan^recsne Ug/L _ 5.0 Id |5.o

.050 J S.O U .0 u 5,0 U S.O iu .0 U S.O u
Ug/L

5.0 |U
5.0 .050 u 5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 u

5.0 U
.0 U 5.0 u

ug/L
5.0 U

5.0 .10 u S.O u 5.0 u 5.0 u
5.0 U

5.0 u 5.0 u
Benzodtlflueranthene ug/L

5.0 U
5.0 .(»0 u 5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 u

5.0 U
S.O u 5.0 u

Chivsene ug/L
5.0 U

S.O .{go u 5.0 u 5.0 u 5.0 D
5.0 U

5.0 u 5.0 u
ug/L

5.0 U
5.0 •020 5.0 u .0 u 5.0 U

5.0 U
5.0 u 5.0 u

Indeno <l,2.3-ctn cvrene
ug/L

5.0 U
0,023 5.0 u .0 u 5.0 U

5.0 U
.0 u 5.0 u

UalPTEQ U|/L 0.05
Carbazole ug/L

15.0 |U
5.0 U 10 u 17 121

- 1 |5.0 Iu
S.O u 5.0 u

u|(/L
5.0 U

S.O u 10 u
5.0 U

SjO u 5.0 u

luo retie
ue/L

5.0 U
5.0 u 0.048 1 53

- |S9
1 S.O Iu 5.0 U 5.0 u

Naphthalene ufi^L 5.0 lu 5.0 U 5.0 u
Pentachloreohenol ug/L

ue/L 1469 15.0 lU
5.0 u 0.12

53 r r 5.0 lu
.0

u Is.o
u

1 1 1 1 1 iBjMSArsenic - -Manganese ur/L
1- I- - - - - 1- 1- J-Nickel ug/L 313
40 U

40 J.O - - 21 |j.O 24 U.0 40 u 260 30 1.0 40 u

Senzene ug/L -11i

ug/L 700
5.0 Id

5.0 u - Is.o Id Is.o |u |7.7 - 5.0 lu Is.o
u S.O u

S«inple depth given Is feet betow gfound surface 
- Not sampled or no value a(a)P-Bento{a)pvrene

B(a)P TEQ vtfue ihotvn (i World Health Orgartisailoo TokIcEqi
» Factors for PAHi as per NEPM Schedule Bl. Ti

j - Estimated value
TEQ - toxidtv equivalence quotient
U - Compound anilyud for but not detected
ug/L • mIcrograms per liter



Table 1-8a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
CMW01S MW01S

(pob)
4121/ISM 1 1 2/24/2003 1 2/10000S 1

4/11/2010
4/21/1MS 1 1 2040003 1 1 2040003 1 1 20/2009 1 20/2009 1 1 40/2010

2.4-Dioicthvlphatol 313 ^501^1 1 ^ U,J lOU
10 u 10 u 5U 5U 5 U

2-Mclhv!naphthalcnc 31 20 lOU
10 u 10 u ,1U

.066 J 5 u
CarbKole 4« lOU

10 UJ 10 UJ
5U 5U 5 u

31 1 10 u 10 u 10 u 5U 5U 5 u
156

10 UJ 10 u 10 u .092 J
.44 5 u

1 1 25 U 25 UJ 25 UJ 091 J .08 J 10 u
Phcnanthroic 469

120 J 380 J 71 72 lOU
10 U 10 U .1 U

.12 5 u
Total SVOCi'

NA 6J83 2,707 884 484 ND 380 58 0.28 0.89 ND

BonzoCalontbraccnc
10 U 23 J

,9J 5 U
10 U 10 u 10 U lU ,1U 5 u

Bcnzo(a)pvrcnc
10 u 8J 14J 5 u 10 u 10 u 10 u lU .lU 5 u

Bcnzofblfluoranthene lOU lOJ ,15J 5 u lOU
10 u 10 u lUJ .lU 5 u

NA
10 u 9 J 14J 5 u 10 u 10 u 10 u lU .lU 5 u

Chrysene
10 u 26 J

I.3J 5 u 10 u 10 u 10 u .lU .1 u 5 u
Dibcnw)(aJi)onlhr8ccnc

10 u 50 UJ
,1U 5 u 10 u lOU

10 u .lUJ lU 5 u
Indenof 1 ^.S^lDvreae 10 u 50 UJ .1 U

5 u 10 u 10 u 10 u .lU lU ^5^ IJ

B(a>P Eqalvaleac’
0.20 1 0.12 0.12

Benzene
1------- i------ '

I 20 U 1 NS 11 5 U 1 5 u 11 1 u 1 1 NS 1 NS 1 5U 1 5U 1 5 u

Blue Shuting nuUoetiH m miJyte oxooedi remedial goal
B(a)r cxooedanoo due (o inuluiinn uf ND velum thown with blue dol tMitem.

2-oPAHCompoun<b-Caix 
1 - BaP equivalents - BenzM xl per KPA Region '< guidance

ppb-part, perbiUim.NA.SotAppheable 
ND - Not Deteoted 
NS - Not Sampled 
Nr ■ Not Celoulated 
- ■ No dau available
J - The ideocKioatian of the analyte ii aeoopuble: the rupoited value is an esUmau 
R • The data are rejeoted and eonaidered unusable.

• The analyte was not deteoted at or above the reporting limit.
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Table 1-8a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla. Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
(ppbl

MW02S 11 MW03S

4A1/1MI 1 1 2/7/2000 1 1 4/7/2010 1 1 4/21/1900 I1 2/100000 11 4/11/2010

2.4-DimethvlphcnoI 313
10 U 5U 5 u 1 1 5 UJ

2-Methvlnaphthalene 31
10 u ,1U 5 U 16 8.10

Carbazole 48 lOU 5U 5 u 24
^ibenzofunm 31

10 u 5U 5 u
Naphthalene 156

10 UJ
.17 5 u 1

^enlachlorophenol 1
25 U .085 J 10 u U.J

^hcnonlhraic 469
10 U .lU 5 u 50 44 23

ToUaSVOCs* NA ND 1.03 ND UOl 561

jcnzo(a)antliracene
10 U .lU 5 u 10 u .44 5 u

knzo(a)pVTenc
10 u .1 u 5 u lOU

.1 U 5 u
10 u .lUJ 5 u lOU lU 5 u

Bcnzo(k)fluoranlhene NA
10 u .1 u 5 u 10 u .1 u 5 u

Chrysene
10 u .lU 5 u 10 u 38 5 u

>i benzo( )aiUhracenc 10 u .1 UJ
5 u lOU

1 UJ
5 u

LndeniN 12.3-cd)pvrene 10 u .lU 5 u lOU
.1 U

5 u
B(a)P Equlvaleat^ 0.20 1 0.12

folHfc OwM* Cemeoundi 1
Icnz.enc 1 5 11 nj 1 1 5U 1 1 5 U 11 20 U 11 3.4 J 1 1 2.60 J 1

Ml j>er UI’A Kogion 4 guidutuc

I3lue Sh*aing mdioUes an ia*lyl< exModi remedial goal

B(«)P oxveedanec due lo inoluiion ol' ND valuca ahown wdh blue do) patlor

1 - Total SVCX' - Total Semi volatile orgaoii) uompounda

2 • oPAl I Compoonda • Caroinogenio Potyoyolic .Vomalio Mydnuarhona

3 • equivalenla • Betizo(a)pyieno c(|uivale 
pph • parla per billion 
NA - Not Applicable 
ND-Not Detected 
NS • Not Sampled 
NC • Not Caloulaled -.-NodaUavaUable

; • Die idenliTioation of the analyte ■ acceptable; the repotted value la ar 
R • The data are rejevtad and contidored unuaable.

U ■ llie analyte waa not detooted at or above the repotting linii.

Page 2 of 10
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Table 1-8a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results; Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County. Georgia

I__________ Renwdial Goal(pob)

MW04S _1 MWOSS

4/22rtM8 1 1 10/31/2002 1 1 10/3V2002 1 1 2/24/2003 1 1 2/27/2003 1 2/0/2008 11 4/8/2010 1
4/22/1008

•mM VelMllaOraante CcNWMunds2.4-Dinu;thvli}benol 313 ^MOUl
1 10 UR 10 UR 10 U 100 UJ ] ! 5U

5 -M 1 140 J
2>Methv InaDhthalene 31 1 1 10 u 10 U lOU

100 UJ
18 25 i| 240 J

Curha/ok 49 1 1J 10 u 10 UJ 100 UJ
6,4 7 1 750 J

Dibcnzofuian 31
10 u 10 u 10 u 100 UJ

8,5 12

__
1 190 J

Naphthalene 156
10 u 10 u 10 U 33 J

58 77 1 3700J
1

25 U 220 J?hcnanthrene 469
71 J

lOU
10 u 10 u 100 UJ

6.6 12
200 J

ToUl SVOCs'
NA 3.391 101 6 207 658 454.6 539 7.754

3enzo( a )onthracene 200 U 10 u 10 u 10 u 100 UJ
,1U 5 U

10 uBenzo(a)pvrenc
200 U 10 u 10 u 10 u 100 UJ

,1U 5 u 10 uBciuo(b)tluoranthene
200 U 10 u lOU

10 u 100 UJ ,I u 5 u 10 U3cnzoCk)HuoiantheDe NA
200 U 10 u 10 u 10 u 100 UJ ,1 U

5 u lOU
Chrvaenc

200 U 10 u 10 u 10 u 100 UJ .1 U
5 u lOU

DibenzcK a Ji)aathracene 200 U lOU
10 u 10 u 100 UJ .1 u 5 u 10 u

[ndoio< 1^. J-ctDpVTcnc 200 U 10 u lOU
10 u 100 UJ .1 u ^u

B(a)P Equivalent' 0.20 1 1 0.12

ifieBiSB fimiw riiiinuuiidt 1\Bcn/cne 1 5 1
1 10 u 1 NS 1 1 NS 1 NS 1 NS 1 1 5U ! 5 u 11 sou 1

Blus Shuline indiiMte* m uialyle ecoeedt leoediil goal
B(«^ exoeoduioe due lo inoluaion uf ND v.luo ihmim with blue dot pMtorr

xl porliPA Region A gi

1 • Total SVOC . TcpUI Saul volatile organic c
2 - ePAH Compounch - Caroinogenio Polyoyol 
i - Bap oquivalenta - Benzo(B)pyrene equivalo 
ppb - pafta per billiot
NA - Not Applicable 
ND • Not Detected 
NS • Not Sampled 
NC • Not Calculated 
... No dau avaiiable
J - The ukmtillcauon of the analyte » acceptable; the reported t'alue a an eitimale.
R - The data «e njeoied mi conaidered unuaable
i; - The anaMe wai not (kteoted a or above (he repotting limit.
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Table 1-8a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Blue Shading imiioalei mi analylc exueedi remedial god
B<a)t> exceedanec due lo muliuiun of NI> valuca iihowii with blue dot panerr

1 - Tolal SVrx: - Total Sem
2 ■ oPAH Compoundi - Can

3 - BaP equivalenU - Benzol sd per lil’A Region 4 guidanee

ppb - parti per billion 
NA - Not Aj^Uoabk 
NI3 • Not Deteoted 
NS • Not Sampled 
NC - No) Caioulaled 
-•No data available
J - The ideotifieslion of the analyte n aooeplable; the lepntcd <.alue u en e< 
R • The <ku are rejeeted and oaoiidered unuable 
r • The Bialytc wai not detected at or above tbe reporting liotil.

Remedial Ooel
MWOSS MW07S

ftM*)
4/21/INt 1 1 4/22nm 1 1D/31/3002 II 10/31/2002 1 1 M12009 1 1 4/1/2010 _

2.4-Dimetlivlphencil 313 NS
1 2J 1 50 UR I 1 10 UR 1 4.3 J 4 J — NS

2-Metlivlmphthalene 31 NS 50
n . :1.m NS

Carbazole 4« NS ^K^dui'.. .1 81 •m NS
Dibenzofuian 31 NS S8 T* ''1:La NS
Naphthalene 156 NS 430

650. '.'ll.
NS

1 NS
38 J 16 *

NS
I%enanthraie 469 NS 160 95

62 J 38 93 NS

Total SVOC*'
NA NS 1J53 U05 M90 1 lfiS2 i;ki6 NS

lamwCMMaundi^ IBenztRaianthrace&e NS
10 U 50 U 10 u .15 J

5 U NS
Bcnzo<a)pvrene NS

10 u 50 U 10 u -lU 5 U NS
Bcnzotbinuonuitheae NS

10 u SOU
10 U .1 UJ

5 u NS
Benzo<lc)fluoninlhenc NA NS

10 u SOU
10 u • lU 5 iL NS

Chrvsene NS
10 u SOU

10 u -18J 5 IL NS

I>i benzol a^totlhraceac
NS

10 u sou
10 u .1 UJ

5 u NS

Indenol U.3-cd)pvrenc
NS

10 u sou 10 u -lU 5 u NS
B(a)P£qalvakBl’ 0.20 NS ■ NS

MeWleOlanfeCeapeaBei _________ ________ IiBenzene
1 5 11 10 u 1 1 NS 1 I NS I1 NS 1 5U 1 1 5 U 1 NS 1

Page 4 of 10
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Table 1-8a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County. Georgia

Rerrwdlal Goal 1 lyfwoss j MW11S MW12S MW13S MW14S

(ppb)
1 4/21/1MS 1 100V2002 1 1 10/31(2003 1 2A4/2003 1 1 2W2000 1 1 4A0010 1

4/11/2010 4/100010 4/10/2010 4/28/2010

lemliMMteOiMiile CdnmwMto2.4-Dimethvlrtienoi 313
I 120 ! 49 J 1

44J 69
1 16 1

5.20
1 53

UJ
1 S 1 3.80 J 1 5 u

2-MclhvtnaDhthakste 31 sou 1 SOU
14 J 5 U ?■'. rr- -

5 u
Carhy/olc 48 sou SOU

SO UJ 1 41 1
5 u

1 17
5 u

>benzottuan 31 El __ SOU
SO u ISJ 5 U 5 MlHti 5 u

156 rw— 110 sou Him
1 H'>:’1IIB'4B

5 U.J
Pentachlorophenol 1

130 U 130 U . ■ ■ ■

j! ^:sKai KiiZKai 890 __ I
'henanthrcnc 469 ISO SOU sou .SOUJ 51 5 u

1 no J 1 1 56
J

1 120 J 1 5

Total SVOC*'
NA 5,836 7» 436 IvlOO 2,093 37 1 3.692 1 3.996 11 4.713 r 909 1

lonilll Conwoundi^ I3cnzo(a)on(hniccnc lOOU sou sou
so UJ •2J !

5 u 53 UJ S UJ 2.30 J 5 u
Bcnzo(a)pvrcne

100 U SOU SOU
so UJ .1 u 5 u S3 UJ 5 UJ 5.30 UJ 5 UJ

Denzo(b)fluoranthenc I 100 u sou sou
so UJ .1 UJ

5 u S3 UJ 5 UJ 5.30 UJ 5 UJ
NA 100U sou sou SOUJ ,1U 5 u S3 UJ 5 UJ 5.30 UJ 5 UJ

Chrviicnc
100 U sou SOU

so UJ .23 J
5 u S3 UJ 5 UJ 2.70 J 5 UJ

!>ibcn/o(Qji^thracenc
100 u sou sou

so UJ .1 UJ
5

U 1
S3 UJ 5 UJ 5.30 UJ 5 UJ

]ndeno( 1 i.J-ciitovrcne 100 u sou sou
so UJ

.lU 5 u ! S3 UJ 5 UJ 5.30 UJ 5 UJ
0.20

Benzene 1 5
1 sou

1 NS 1 NS 1 NS 1 1 5U 1 5 1 0.52 J l_J_ U 11 5
u 1 S 1=\

M Blue ShutBigu a an eaaJyte exoeedi reneduU goal
ae due lo mcluiion of ND vejue* thown with blue dot pMlor

1 • Total SVOT . Total Semi volatile orgai

2 - ePAH Ocanpouiuk - Careinogtaiic Poly 
2 - BaP ocfuivalenU - Ben/o(a)pyrone oqur 
ppb-parti per biUion
NA - Nol Appboablc 
ND - Not Deteoted 
NS • Not Sampled 
NC - Nm Calculated -•Nodalaavaiiahle

1m1 per EPA Region 4 guidanuc

J - The uhmtiTioati 
R - The (lata ate re 

- Tlio analyte wi

m of the analyte i> a o; Uie nrported value it as etlimnte.

> not delected al or above the reporting lim it.
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Table 1-8a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Renwdlat Goal
MW22S P4WPBCI 1 SMW01S 1 TW-C5 1 ™.CB 1

(PPb) Ainmto 2«t00l 1 sonoos 11 2M/2006 1 [ 4/120010 1 1000/2002 1 1 10/90/2002 11 204A009 1 10/90/2002 1 1 10/300002 1

2.4-Dimethvlphcnol 1
513 L. _5U____ 1 10 UJ

5U 5 U.J
1 17 J 1 10 UR 10 U

2-Mcthvlnaphthalcne 1
31

10 UJ
.23 5 U

7 J 10 U 25 J
Caiinzole 48

10 UJ
5U 5 u 1 13J 1 18 J 10 UJ 23 J 16 J

3ibenzoi\inm !
31

10 UJ
5U 5 u 21 J 10 u 17 J 11 J

NophlMcne 156
2 J 1.1 5 u 1 50 UJ

lOUJ
10 U '^entschlorophcRO] 1

2 J 26 UJ 2.2 ~wi 10 u,J HTWr I40J llOJ 'FI
^honanthrenc 469 310 29

10 UJ
1,2 5 u 21 J 10 J 10 u UJ 6J

Total SVOCi'
NA 204>94 764 2 6.49 1 ND 1 465 300 113 3,144 2,180

bMUl'CMMun^ 1 1
Benzofa^thradcne

140 U ,1 U 10 UJ
lU 5 u

50 UJ 10 UJ 10 u 10 UJ 10 UJ
Bcnzo(a)pvTcne

140 U .1 u 10 UJ
-lu 5 u .50 UJ 10 UJ 10 u 10 UJ 10 UJ

Benzo<1>)nuoninUiene
140 U .1 u 10 UJ .1 u 5 u

50 UJ 10 UJ
lOU

10 UJ 10 UJNA 140 U.J ! 1 u 10 UJ .1 u 5 u
50 UJ 10 UJ 10 u 10 UJ 10 UJ

Chrvucnc
140 U.J ,074 J 10 UJ .055 J 5 u

50 UJ 10 UJ 10 u 10 UJ 10 UJDtben»>(aJi)Bnlhnicene
140 U .1 u 10 UJ .1 u 5 u 50 UJ 10 UJ 10 u 10 UJ 10 UJ

IiuJeno( 1 i.3-c(l)pvrcnc 140 U .055 J 10 UJ .1 u 5 u
50 UJ 10 UJ 10 u 10 UJ

0.20 0.17 0.12 HiH IHHIHHHHh
iteiwaaatawelft GBODOunda

1
Benzene i 5 1 5U 11 NS 1 5U 1 5 u :1 NS 1 NS 1 NS 1 1 NS 1 1 NS 1

iduMUa «B ■nafyte exosedi rametlitl go«l 
w duo to inoluiion of NO value* ihows wdj

• Toul SVOC - Total S<
2 - aP/VH Compouiuh - Caroinogumc Polyoj

3 - BaP o<juival«ti - Bonmn*>pyrwie ®S>uv» ppb-p«t.perbiUio<.

NA • Not Applioable NI)-N<nDotoeiod 
NS - Not Sanplod 
NC - Not Caloulalorf 
--No ilata available
J . The idealifioation of the analyte n aooaplabk , the tupoflod vale 
R - The dau are rejected and oonaidered umieable.
1.1 - The analyte wai not deteeled at or above the repotting limU.

Bled per £PA Region * guidanee
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Table 1-8a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results; Organic Contamiruirtts of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
TW-CS VN-02 TVW45S 1 1 TWE1-1 1 1 7WE2 TWE4 TWE13 TWE15

(Debt
2/28/2003 1 1 3«2004

3/S/2004 3/8/2004 1 1 2/24/2003 1 1 3/8/2004 11 2/27/2003 2/27/2003 204^003 3/9/3004

2.4-Dimethvlphcnol 313
10 UJ

lOU
11 U

lOU .SOU
10 U 1 1 1000 UJ

IOU
10 U31

10 UJ 10 u 11 U 5 J 50 UJ 10 U 1 1000 UJ 10 UJ
IOU

Carbazole 48
10 UJ 10 u 11 u 6.9 J 50 UJ 10 u 1 1000 UJ 10 UJ

IOU
>ibcnzofunin 31

10 UJ
lOU

11 u 3.2 J 50 UJ 10 u 1 10 UJ 10 uMaphthalenc 156 ^lOUJ^^
10 U ^11^^ 35

50 UJ
IOU 1 10 UJ 10 u1

1 u 130 UJ
lU

25 UJ
lU

Phcnanthrcnc 469 1J
10 u 3,9 J 50 UJ IOU 1 370 J 10 UJ 10 u

Total SVOCf‘
NA 17 ND 3.6 73.2 280 ND 1 1 4333 14310 310 ND

Bcnzo(a>anlhraccnc
10 UJ

lOU
11 u lOU

50 UJ 10 U 100 UJ 1000 UJ 10 UJ 10 uBcnzo(a)pvrenc
10 UJ 10 u tl u lOU

50 UJ 10 u 100 UJ 1000 UJ 10 UJ 10 u3enzo(bHluoranlhene
10 UJ 10 u 11 u lOU

50 UJ 10 u 100 UJ 1000 UJ 10 UJ 10 uB«nzo(lt)nuoTanthcne NA
10 UJ 10 u II u 10 u 50 UJ 10 u 100 UJ 1000 UJ 10 UJ 10 uChrvsenc
10 UJ 10 u II u iOU

50 UJ 10 u 100 UJ 1000 UJ 10 UJ 10 uDibcnzoiaiilanihiaccnc
10 UJ 10 u 11 u lOU

50 UJ 10 u 100 UJ 1000 UJ 10 U 10 u
Indcnof 1.2.3-cd')D\Tcnc 10 UJ 10 u 11 u lOU

50 UJ 10 u 100 UJ 1000 UJ 10 UJ 10 u
B(.)P EqilvilcDl'
iWMle OMiwin rn—jpitsBenzene

1 5 NS 1 1 NS 1 1 NS 11 NS 1 1 NS 1 1 NS 11 NS 1 NS 1 NS 1 1 NS

Hlue ShMlifig indioMc* mlyto exoc«d> ramediol goal 
B(a)P exeeedanM doe lo tncluium of ND valua ihown with blue dot paoerr

1 - Total SV<x: - Total Senl volatile orgtnw eocBpoaidt

2 ■ oPAH CompouDik - Cauinogenio Pi^yoyolio Arcntlic Hydroeartians

.1 - BaP cquivaJenli - Ben»Ka)pyreic ctpiivalenu ealcuialcd per EPA Region 4 guidanee
ppb • parti per billion

NA - Not Appbeable

NO ■ Not Oetoeted

NS - Nol Sampled
NC- • No) Caleulaled
... Nodauavailable
J . The ideotifioation of the analyte n aoooptable; Ihe reported value ii an ettimalc.
R. The data are rejeoted and uoniidered umiiahle.
II - The analyte wai nol dotooteda) or above the reporting limit.
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Table 1-8a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results; Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
TW-F2 TWF3 TWF« TWF15 7W-F16 TWQ1

(ppb) 3W2004
10/30/2003 1 1 10/300002

10/300002 300004 3/00004
10/300002 1 1 10/30/2002 I 1 2040003 1 1 2070003

Mtf oia^e CetoDoen*2.4*Oiniethvlpheno] 313 47 1L^no^l1 llOJ 11 lOUR 10 u 1.5J 1 [ 10 UR 1 I 10 UR 1 10 U 10 UJ
31 10 u 1 10 UJ 10 u lou 1 1 10 u 11 J

Carbazole 48
11 J 10 UJ 10 u lOU SJ 6J 1 10 UJ 2 J

DibcTBofuiai) 31 8.2 J 1 I 10 UJ 10 u 10 u 23J 1 10 u 8 J
Naphthalene 156

10 UJ 10 u 23
79 J 77J

10 u 14J
1

25 UJ 1 U I 1 ""noonr-^ 25 UJ lerrom
Phenanthrene 469 2J

10 u 10 U 72 J 77 J 10 U 19 J
Total SVOC*'

NA 171.4 1 1 6,826 '1 16.054 11 6 1.2 59.8 2.013 1.874 560 782

HenzcKatanthiaccnc
10 U 43 J 280 J 10 UJ 10 u 10 U 2J

10 UJ 10 U 10 UJ
Bcnzofalpvrcnc

10 u 16 J 89 J 10 UJ 10 u 10 U 10 UJ 10 UJ
lOU lOUJ

BenzotbtfluoiBnthene
10 u 19 J 120 J 10 UJ 10 u 1.2 J 10 UJ 10 UJ

lou lOUJ
BenzoikMluonnthcnc NA

10 u 1GJ lOOJ
10 UJ 10 u 10 U 10 UJ 10 UJ

lOU lOUJ
Chrvscne

10 u 40 J 270 J 10 UJ 10 u 10 U 2 J 10 UJ 10 u lOUJ
Dibenzo(oJ))anthracene

10 u 50 UJ 100 UJ 10 UJ 10 u 10 U 10 UJ 10 UJ 10 u 10 UJ
Indenoi 1 ^.3-ctl‘lDVTcne 10 u 6 J 35 J 10 UJ 10 u 1.7 J 10 UJ 10 UJ 10 u lOUJ

B(a)P Bqnivolenr*

Benzene 1----- ^----- 11 NS 1
1 NS 1 NS 1 1 NS 11 NS 1 NS 1 1 NS 11 NS 1 NS 1 1 NS 1

Blue SMingmaioflannalylocxeewfarooedial goal
H(*)P occcedenae due U> umIiukmi of VD veluce ihown wuti blue dM ptfterr

1 • Total svex: - Total Semi voleulo orgaue ooopotiiidi

2 - oPAJI Compounck - C*romogen«J Polycyclic Aromolic Hydrooirboiu
.•I - BeP equivdenU • Ben7o(e)pyre« o«piiv«lonU oelouUtod per EPA Region 4 gutduiceppb-pnrtiperbiUion

NA - No« ApplicableND-NolDeteetad

NS - Noi Sampled
NC ■ Nut Calculated
--- No data available
J ■ Tlw idenliTioation orihe analyte ie auoeplabk; the reported value ii sn mlimale.
R - 'nie data are rejeoled and eoniidered unuaabic.
V - The analyte wan ikH dutected at or above the repotting limd.
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Table 1-8a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla. Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
TWG11 TWG13 11 TW02-2 TW-G2-2 TWG2-3 TW4H15 TW-H3-1A I1 TW411 TW43-1A

(ppb) 3/»/2004 2/24/2003 11 2/24/2003 1 1 2/27/2003
3/9/2004 2/27/2003 3/9/2M4 3/9/2004 I I 3/9/2004 3/8/2004

2,4-Dimethvlphenol 313
10 U 1 1 lOU 200 UJ

lOU
1000 UJ 10 u 1I 5.7J II I I 2,4 J

2-Methvlnaphthalene 31 10 u 1 1 10 UJ 200 UJ
lOU

1000 UJ 10 u I 10 U 1
Carbazole 48

10 u 25 J 10 UJ 200 UJ
lOU

1000 UJ 10 u 10 UOii)CEi2ofuraii 31
10 u 10 UJ 200 UJ

lOU
1000 UJ 10 u 1 10 U \

Naphthalene 156
10 u 45 J 10 UJ 200 UJ

lOU
1000 UJ 10 u 6J lOU 1

Pentachlorciphcnoi j 1 u469
10 u 42 J 10 UJ 200 UJ

lOU
1000 UJ 1 10 u 91

10 U 7,9 J
Total SVOC»‘

NA ND 1J57 594 1,600 1«M>4 100J60 1 2.3 7.759 ND 1X11

Benzolajanthracene
10 u 50 UJ 10 UJ 200 UJ 10 u 1000 UJ 10 u 10 u 10 U 10 UBcnzofalpvrcne
10 u 50 UJ 10 UJ 200 UJ

lOU
1000 UJ 10 u 10 u 10 u 10 UBenzo(h)Quoranthcne

10 u 50 UJ 10 UJ 200 UJ
lOU

1000 UJ 10 u 10 u 10 u 10 UBenzo(k)fluoranthene NA
10 u 50 UJ 10 UJ 200 UJ

lOU
1000 UJ

lOU lOU lOU
10 UChrvaene

10 u 50 UJ 10 UJ 200 UJ
lOU

1000 UJ 10 u 10 u lOU
10 u[>ibenzo(aJtlanthTacene

10 u 50 UJ 10 UJ 200 UJ
lOU

1000 UJ 10 u 10 u 10 U 10 u
Indenof 12.3-cd>Dvrcne 10 u 50 UJ 10 UJ 200 UJ 10 u 1000 UJ

lOU
10 u 10 U 10 u

B(a)P Eqnivaient'
IfattaaHm naniMbt JWaBMMaaita |i I
Benzene I 1 5 11 NS 1 1 NS 11 NS 1 1 NS 1 1 NS 1 1 NS 1 NS 1 1 NS 11 NS 1 1 NS 1

Blue Shading indioaloa an analyte exocedi remedial goal 
B(a)Pcxeccdanccdu«UMncliuion of ND valucaihovm with Muc dot panerr 

I - TuUl SVOC - Total Semi voUlile organic oompoundi2-oPAHCcanpoundi-Cai<

io PolyoyoUo Aromatic Hydrocarbon! 
le equivalenU caloulaied per EPA Region 4 guidance

ppb-paitt per billion 
NA - Not An>lioable 
ND-Not Detected 
NS-Not Sampled 
NC • Not Calculated 
- • No daU available

J - The idendfieation of the analyte i> aoceptable', the reported value ii an eitimale. 
R • The data are rajeoted and oonaictared unuaablo.

D • The analyte waa not delected at or above the reporting limiL
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Table 1-8a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal TWJ5-1 11 TWJ9 TW-K4-1 TW-K5-1

3/8/2QM 1 1 2/250003 3/50004 I 1 3/50004
30/2004

Beeri VUeMe OMMlB Cameeunds2.4-Dimethvlphenol 313
10 U 10 u 10 U 10 U 10 u2-Mcthvlnaphthalene 31 lOU lOU

10 U lOU
10 uCarbazole 48 lOU

10 UJ 10 U lOU
10 u31

10 u 10 u 10 U lOU
10 uNaphthalene 156

10 u lOU
10 U 10 u 10 uPentBchloTophenol 1 1 3J 1 25 UJ 1 lU

Phenanthrene 469
10 u 10 U 10 u 10 u 10 u

Total SVOC»*
NA 3 2^ 34.3 45.1 ND

■ irflil rnnmiinry*Benzo<a)antliracene
10 u 10 U 10 u 10 u 10 u3enzo(a)pvrene
10 u 10 U 10 u 10 u 10 uBenzofbttluoranlhene
10 u 10 U lOU lOU lOU

BcnzodOfluoranlhene NA
10 u 10 u 10 u 10 u 10 uChrysene
10 u 10 u 10 u 10 u 10 u

Dibciutoi a Ji lanlhracene
lOU

10 u 10 u 10 u 10 u
Indenof 1 ^.3-cdlpvrene 10 u 10 u 10 u 10 u 10 u
B(a)P Equivaleiit^

Benzene 1 5
1 NS...... 1 NS 11 NS

1 NS
1 NS 1

Blue Shading indioaus an analyte cxcccda remedial goal 
8(a)P exoeedanoc due to inclusion ofND values shown with blue dolpaneit

1 - Total SVOT - Total Sam volatile organiu compounds
2 - oPAH Compounds ■ Caroinogonio Polyoyelio Aromatic Hydrooafboiu

3 - BaP equivalents - Bonzo<a)pyrenc equivalei 
ppb - pans per billion 
NA-Not Applicable 
ND • Not Ckrtected 
NS • Not Sampled 
NC - Not Calculated 
-■No data available
.1 - T he idenlilication of the analyte n acceptable: the reposted vah 
R ■ Ibe data are rejeoted and ootwiderod unusable.
U - The anal.v1e was not detcoled at or above the repotting limit-

xl per EPA Region 4 guidance
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Table 1-8b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
(PPb)

AFMW01I AFMW03I

3/5/2003 I I i2nonooo |1 217/2009 1 1 2/7/2009 1 1 4000010 12n00006 1 1 5^30001 1 1 200009 1 1 400/2010
BmI VdMMb OMMieConoeunds2-MethvliuiDhthalenc 31 lOU

.1 U .1 u .059 J 5 UJ
.1 U JU lU 5 UJ

Accnaphthcne 469 lOU
.1 U .1 u .1 U

5 UJ
.1 U .1 U

.lU 5 UJ
Caibazole 48 lOU 5U 5U 5U 5 UJ 5U 5U 5U 5 UJ
Dibenzofiuan 31 lOU 5U 5U 5U 5 UJ 5U 5U 5U 5 UJ
Ruorene 313 lOU

.1 U 1 U .1 U
5 UJ .lU

.1 U .1 U
5 UJ

SaDhtbalCDC 156 lOU
.1 U

1 .31 5 UJ .lU lU .28 5 UJ
PcntachlotDphcnol 1

25 U .2 UR
()6J ,2U lO UJ

.2 UR
lOU

.094 J 10 UJ
Phenanthrene 469 lOU

.1 U .1 U .08 J 5 UJ
.1 U .lU

.07 J 5 UJ

Total SVOCi*
NA 79 ND 0^ 045 ND ND ND 0.52 ND

rrilirnimni—^
Benzo(a)anthfaccne lOU

.1 U .1 u ,IU 5 UJ
.1 U .lU

.1 U 5 UJ
Beiuo(a)ovrene lOU

1 U .1 u .1 u 5 UJ
• lU .1 u .lU 5 UJ

Bcnzofb)fluoranthcnc lOU
• lu lUJ .lU 5 UJ

.1 u .1 u .1 u 5 UJ
Benzo(k1fluonmthene NA lOU

.1 u .1 u .1 u 5 UJ
.1 u .1 u .1 U 5 UJ

Chrvsene lOU
.1 u .1 u .1 u 5 UJ

.1 u ,1U -lU 5 UJ
Dibenzora.hlanchniccne lOU

.1 u .1 UJ .1 u 5 UJ
• lU .1 U .1 U 5 UJ

Indenod .2.3«hovrene
,1U

.1 u ,1U 5 UJ .lU .lU
.1 u UJ

W>>P Eqaiviknt’
OJO 1 0J2 0.12 0.12 1 0J2 0J2 0.12

SUMS*
Benzeie

1 5
NS NS 5U 5U NS NS NS 5U NS

Edtylbenzene i
700 NS NS 5U 5U NS NS NS 5U NS

PMIoMm MtPCS CamBcinA
Heotachlor cDoxide i 0J2

NS
1 NS 1 1 .05 U 1 1 .05 U 1 I N:S I 1 NS 1 NS 1 ,05 U 1 NS

Blue Shading indicilm an nnaiyie excocda remedial goal
B(a)P exceedance due lo inclusion of ND values shown with hluc dot paneni.

1 ■ Total SVOC - Total Senu votolile organic compounds

2 - cPAl'I Compounds - Carcinogenic Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocathons

It - BaP etfuivalcnts - Benzo(a)pyreno equivalents calculalod per RPA Region 4 guidance
ppb-pans per billion
NA - Not Aiqilicablc

ND-Not Detected
NS - Not Sampled
NC • Not Cakulatad
-• No dau available
J • The tdemiTicsuon of the analyte u accepiable; the reported value u an estimate.
R • The dau are rejected and conaidered unusahic. 
r • The enalyte was not delected at or above the reponing limit
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Table 1-8b
intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, MKcheli County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
AFMW02I CMW01I F15MWI

(ppb) ««009 _]1 4/»)/2010 4l2tnwt 1 2«4/2003 1 12^30006 1 1 znonaot \1 4rt1«010 SMOOOS 11 2Aa009 1
4^40010

■MMl Wreindll. Omnlc COOIDOUndS 31
.1 U 5 U.J

lOU lOU 7.1 8.1
4.20 J 10 U .lU 5 U

Acenaphthenc 469 .1 u 5 UJ
lOU lOU .33 lU

5 U
lOU .lU 5 U

48 5U
5 U.J

lOU lOUJ 5U
2.3 J 2.60 J 10 U 5U 5 U

Dibemofuran 31 5U
5 U.J

lOU lOU
3,4 J

5.1
5 70

lOU 5U 5 U

Huorenc 313
.1 U 5 U.J

lOU lOU
.1 U

6
5 U

lOU .lU 5 U

Naohthalene 156 .15
5 U.J 10 UJ

lOU 65 89 60 lOU .13 3.10 J

Pentachloroohenol 1 ,2U
10 UJ 25 U 25 UJ

,2U 10 UJ

Phenanthrene 469 .08J
5 UJ 10 u lOU

2.3 J
2.9

5 U
lOU

.055 J
5 U

NA 0^ ND ND ND 19.29 540 398 ND 0.411 3.10

I ram rnmniiMntlif^nzo(a)anthracene .1 u 5 UJ
lOU

10 u ,1 U
lU

5 U
lOU

,1 U
5 u

)eiuo(8)Dvreiie .1 u 5 UJ
lOU lOU lU lU

5 U
lOU

.1 u 5 u
Jenzofbmuoranthene .lU

5 UJ
lOU lOU ,1U .lU

5 U
lOU ,1UJ 5 u

Bcnzork)fluoranthene NA
.1 u 5 UJ

lOU
10 u -lU

.1 U 5 U
lOU

.1 u 5 u
Chrvsenc ,nj

5 UJ
lOU lOU

.1 u • lU 5 U
lOU .lU 5 u

Dibeiuo(a.h)aiithracenc
• lU 5 UJ

lOU
10 UJ .1 u ,1U

5 U
lOU

.1 UJ
5 u

Indcnof 1.2.3-cd)Dvrenc
lU

5 UJ
lOU lOU

.1 u lU ^101^^
.1 u ^u

B(a)P Eaaivalcat’
0^ 0.12 1 0.12 0.12 1 0J2

Comseundi
Benzene 5 5U NS

1 U
NS NS 5U

5 U
NS 5U 5 u

Ethvlbenzene 700 5U NS
1 u NS NS 5U

5 U
NS 5U 5 u

■ -------- -- - ............■■|||

1 02 05 U 1 NS .05 u 1 NS 1 NS 1 05 U 1 NS 1 NS 1 ,05 U 1 1 NS

Blue ShKiing indksles an analyw excoedi. nmwdial goal 
B(a)P exceedance due to inclueioit ol ND value* shown with blue dot puttcm.

1 - Total SVCX) • Total Setni volatile orsanic compounds

2 - cPAH Compounds - Carcinogenic Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons

3. BaP o«|uivalems - Ben»Xa)pyrene 
ppb - pans per billion NA-N'ol/Vpplicable 
ND-Not Detected 
NS • Not San^iled 
NC • Not Calculated 
- • Nodau available 
J - The idemiTicauon of the analyte b 
R - The data ate rejected and ccnaidcred unusable.
I’ - Tlw analyte was not <^cted at or above the reporting limit.

ts calculated per RPA Region 4 guidance

c; the repotted value is an estimate.
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Table 1-8b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Stte 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
iPPb)

LMWM MASMW01I MASMW02I

3/20003
1 4^2/2010 12/70000 1 1 S/14000S 1 1 2AOOOO 1 1 400/2010 i2n300oe 11 SP140000 1 1 20/2000 11 400/2010

l—nfinMIlli nmwSr ..........2-McthvlnaohAalenc 31 lOUJ 5 U
.025 J .1 U .1 U 5 U.J .1 u .lU .lU 5 UJ

Acenaohthene 469
10 UJ

5 U
.1 U 1 U .1 u 5

. UJ
lU

.1 U .1 U
5 UJ

Carbazole 48 lOUJ 5 U 5U 5U 5U 5 UJ 5U 5U 5U 5 UJ
Dibeiuwiuran 31

10 UJ
5 u 5U 5U 5U 5 UJ 5U 5U 5U 5 UJ

Fluorcne 313 lOUJ 5 u .1 U .1 U .1 U
5 UJ .1 u .lU

.1 U
5 UJ

Naohtfaaicne 156 lOUJ 5 u .32 J .1 u .32 5 UJ .1 u .022 J .27 5 UJ
Pcntachloronhenol 1

25 UJ
5 u .2 UJ

lOU 2U 10 UJ
.2 UR

lOU .2U 10 UJ
Phenanthrene 469 lOUJ 5 u .1 U .1 u .1 U

5 UJ ,1U .1 u .1 U
5 UJ

Total SVOC*'
NA ND ND 1.16 ND 0J8 ND ND 0.022 0.27 ND

Benzo(alanthracene lOUJ 5 u 1 U .1 U .1 U
5 UJ ,1U .1 u .lU 5 UJ

BcnzofalDvrene lOUJ 5 u 1 U .1 U lU 5 UJ .lU .lU ,IU 5 UJ
Ben2orb)fluonintfaenc lOUJ 5 u 1 u 1 U 1 u 5 UJ .1 u .1 u .lU 5 UJ
Bcnzo(1c)fluoranthene NA lOUJ 5 u 1 u .1 u .1 u 5 UJ .1 u 1 u .lU 5 UJ
Chrvscne lOUJ 5 u .1 u .1 U .1 u 5 UJ .1 u lU .lU 5 UJ
Dibeiu!0(a.h)anthracene lOUJ 5 u .1 u lU .lU 5 UJ .1 u lU .lU 5 UJ

Indcnod .2.3-cd)Dvrcne
lOUJ 5 u .1 u 1 u lU lU lU .1 u .lU 5 in

BhlPEqalv.lut’ OJO 1 0.12 0.12 0.12 1 1 0.12 0.12 0.12
iToMIS/OmBloCenaeunds
Benzene 5 NS 5 u NS NS

5U 1 s NS NS 5U NS
Ethylbenzene 700 NS 5 u NS NS

5U 1
1 n:5 NS NS 5U NS

Heotachlor cooxide i 1 OJ
NS

1 NS 1 NS 1 NS 1 1 ,05 U 1 1 n:s 1 NS 1 NS 1 .05 U 1 1 NS

8kte Shading indicala an nalyle exceedi remedial goal 
B(a)P exceedance due In incluuonofND vtiuee shown with blue dot pattern.

1 - Total SVOC - Total Semi volatUe organic congwindi

2 - cPAil Compounds - Carctno^nic Polycyclic Aramauc Hyifrocarbons

3 - I3aP ertuivalems ■ Benzo<a)pyrene equivalents calctdaled per EPA Region 4 guidance 
ppb - parts per billionNA-Not.\pplic^le 
ND-Not Detected 
NS-Not Sampled 
NC - Not Calculated 
- - No data available
J - 'Dm identification of the analyte is acceptable^ the reported value is an estimate.
R - Ihe data are rejected and considered unusable

I.' - TTie analyte was not detected at or above Ihc reporting limn.
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Intermediate Ground Water Sai
Table 1-8b

ilts: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary
Camilla Wood Preserving Site 

Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Renmdlal Goal MW01A 1 MW01I I1 MW02 1
(PPb)

4/22/1 MS I 4ai/im 1 2«nOM 11 4/9/2010 1 1 4/22/190S 1 1 12W2006 1 1 2^1/2009 I 1 4nzmM) j

31
10 U 10 u ,1U

5 U
lOU n .61 5 U

Acenaohthene 4«9
10 u lOU

.1 u 5 U 10 U ,056 J ,1U 5 u
Carbazole 48 lOU lOU 5U

5 U
lOU 5U 5U 5 U

Dibenzofiiran 31 lOU lOU 5U
5 U

lOU 8.4 6.6 5 U
Fluorcnc 313 lOU lOU

1 u 5 U
lOU

1.5 J 76 5 u
Naohthalene IS6

10 UJ 10 UJ
.11

5 U 10 UJ
48 66 7.30

PemachloroDhenol 1
25 U 25 U 2U

10 u _____ -- _M 10 U.J
Phenanthrene 469 lOU lOU

,1 U 5 U
lOU 9.5

3.4 :
5 u

Total SVOC*' NA 3 ND 0.11 ND 62 177JW 103.62 7J0

famOonsDUBd^ _ ______________ 11 1
BeQzo(a)anthracene lOU ! lOU .lU 5 U lOU 1 ,1 U .1 U 5 u
Benzo(a>Dvrene 10 u lOU .1 u 5 U lou ; ,1 U

.lU 5 u
Benzo^)fluoranthene lOU lOU

.1 UJ 5 U
lOU -lU

,1 UJ
5 u

BenzoOc)fluoraathene NA lOU lOU lU
5 U

lOU lU
.1 u 5 u

Chrvscnc 10 u lOU lU
5 U

lOU
.1 u .lU 5 u

Dibenzo(a.h)anthraccna lOU lOU .1 UJ 5 U 10 U .1 u -lUJ 5 u

IndencK I.2.3-cd)Dvrene 10 u lOU .1 U .1 u .lU 5 u

B(a)P Eqalvakat^
0.12 0.12 0.12

MsMs OMMie ConoottidiBenzene S
1 u 1 u 5U 5 U 1 I u NS 5U 5 u

Ethvlbenzene 700 lU 1 u 5U 5 U 1 lU NS 5U 5 u
IPMlicMwsndPCBeomMUMis 1 1
iHeotachlor cDOxide 1 0^ 1 -17N 1 .05 U 1 .05 U 1 NS 1 .05 U I NS 1 .05 U 1 NS 1

Blue Shading indicales an analyte exceed* remedial goal 
B(*)l’ exceedance due U> inclusion of ND values shown with blue dot pallcm 

1 - Total SVOC • Total Semi volatile organic compound*

2. ePAH Compoinds - Carcinogenic Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbone

y ■ BaP equivalentt - Benzo(a)pyrene cqiuvalcnla caUulated per KPA Kegicti 4 guidance

ppb-part! per billion

NA-Not Applicable

ND-Not Delected

NS - Not Sampled
NC - Not Calculated

■■■ No daU available

J • 'nie idemiTicolion of the anaJyic is acceptable-, the rqwncd value is an eatimale 
R - The data are rejected and canaidemd unusable.

1.' - The analyte was not lieicclcd at or above lf» reporting limit.
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Table 1-8b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
MW02I MW03A MW03B

(PPb)
4t22n9n 1 1 2/8/2009 11 4/7/2010 4/22/1998 1 1 2/11/2009 I 1 4/14/2010 2A/2009 1 1 4n40010

2-MethvlnaDhthaIcne 31 H 47 .I1 5 U 6J .54 5 U .6 5 U
AccnaDhthcnc «9 1 lOU 1 .52 1

1 100 J 10 U .075 J 4,60 J .1 U
5 u

Carbazole « 1 1 35 11 28 lOU 5U 5 u 5U 5 u
Dibenzofuran 31 SBBH 12

2.8 J 2,50 J 4.3 J 5 u
Fluorenc 313 1

1 92J
1 56 1 49 1 10

2 6 2.20 J
3.4 5 u

Naphthalene 156 T U VlIBi 7,3
3.30 J

15 5 u
Pentacbloropbcnol

25 U i 1 .26 J 10 u
251J lOUJ 10 U.J

.086 J 10 U.J
Phenanthrene 469 79 ---- IT---- 26 22 8.5 6.50 3.2 5 u
Total SVOCi*

NA 1059 1 585^ 277 295 49J2 28 34.02 ND

bWWOnisMmlSi^ ______  ______ . ___Benzo(a)anthracene lOU
.1 U 5 U 10 U .38 5 u lU 5 u

Be&zo(a)pvrene
10 u 1 U 5 U

lOU
.1 U

5 u lU 5 u
Benzofb>nuoranthene lOU

1 U 5 U
lOU

08 J 5 u .lUJ 5 u
BenzoOonuoranthenc NA lOU

,1 U 5 U 10 u .063 J 5 u lU 5 u
Chrvsenc lOU

.06 J 5 U 10 u .72 5 u lU 5 u
Dibenzo(a.h)anthncene lOU lU

5 U
lOU

1 UJ
5 u .1 UJ

5 u
Indenof 1,2.3<d>ovrene ,093 J 5 U 10 u .1 U

5 u J u IJ

B(a)P Eqatvatoar* OJO 1 1 0*12 1 1 0J2
Benzene 5

20 U 3,4 J 3.20 J
4U 5UJ 5 u 5U 5 u

700
20 U 5U

5 U
4U 5U 5 u 5 U

5 u

Bcptachlor cooxide 1 OJ 05 U 1 05 U 11 NS 1 1 .05 U 11 .05 U 1 1 NS 1 -05 U 11 NS

Blue Sluduig iiuticjtce si oialytc exceeds remedial goal 
B(a)P oxwedawo due to inclusion of'ND values shown with blue dot panem

1 - Toul SVOC - Total Semi volatile organic compounds

2 • cP.Mi Compounds • Carcmogenic Polycyclic Aiomatic Hydrocarbons

^ - BaP equivalents - Heiu:D<a)pyrene equivalents caleulaled per EPA Region 4 guidance

n>b - parts per billion
NA-Not ApplicableND-NotOelocud

NS • Not Sampled
NC-Nol Calculated
-•No data available
J • The idenUficalion of the analyte ia acceptable; the reported value U an eaiimaie,

R - The dau are rejected and conaidarod umiaable.
L' • The analyic was not doiecicd at or above the reporting lural.
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Table 1-8b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results; Organic ConUmlnants of Co 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
(PPb)

MW03I MW04A Mwoa

4n2nw 11 2n 0/2009 1 1 4/21PIM« 1 2/7/20M 1 1 4/16/2010 4/22/1 m 1 1 12^ 3/2006 1 1 W1/20W 1 1 4m/2010
laMrt OMMie CeinaoMnd*
2-MethvlnaDhthalene 31 1J .16 5 U 10U 1 1 5,9 .17 5 U

469
10 u .086 J 2.40 J

lOU ,33 33 1 lOU 7,1 .13 5 U

Carbazoie 48 10U 5U 5 u 3 J
5U 5 U 1 3J 9,1

2.7 J 5 U
31

3 J .81 J
5 u 18 18 12

3.7 J 2 J
Fluorcnc 313

1 J
.2 5 u 20

25 1 1 23 1 1 11 4,7 J 1.3 5 u
Njmhrttnlrtne 156 U 2.8 5 u 5J 23 .25 5 u
PentachloroDhenol 1

25 U .65 J
10 U.J

25 U 2U
Phenanthrene 469 3J .46 5 u 23 37 34 60 6 .2 5 u
rotal SVOCa'

NA 23 19.056 11 98 4454 853 184 335.5 95J 59

Benzo(a)anthracene lOU
.22 J

5 u lOU
.1 U 5 U 10 U .25 .39 5 u

Benzo{a)pvrene lOU
.1 U

5 u lOU
.1 U 5 U

lOU
.1 U .1 U

5 u
Benzo(b>fluoranthene lOU ,IU 5 u lOU

.1 u 5 U
lOU .lU

• lUJ
5 u

Bcnzo{k)fluoranthcne NA lOU
.1 U

5 u 10 u • lU 5 U
lOU

.1 u .1 u 5 u
Chrvsenc

10 u ,33 5 u lOU
.053 J 5 U 10 u .11 .34 5 u

Dibenzo(a.h)andinicene lOU
.1 U

5 u lOU lU
5 U

lOU
.1 u .1 UJ

5 u
ndeBofl 2,3-cd)ovTene

lOU
• lU 5 u lOU

.1 U 5 U
lOU

.1 u .lU 5 u
B(a)P Eaalvaknf*

0^ 1 0.12
COaaaandi

Beiucne 5
1 u 3U 5 u 1 3.7 J 3,50 J 1 u NS 5U 5 u

Ethylbenzene 700 lU 5U 5 u 1 5U 5 U
lU NS 5U 5 u

MS Cansmdi
1 0.2 .05 U 1 .05 U 1 NS 1 05 U 1 .05 U 1 NS i .05 U 1 NS 1 1 NS

Blue Shading indicass an analyte exceeds remedial goal 
B<b)P exceedance due lo inclusion of ND values dtown with blue dol paRen

1 - Total SVeX; • Total Semi volatile organic comptrunda

2 - ePAH Compounds - Carcinogenic Polycyclic /Xromatic Hydrocations

3 • BaP equivalents - Beiuola^iyrcno equivnlenla oolculaled per PPA Region 4 guidance 
n>b - parts per billion
NA - Nut Appliodtle 
ND-Nol Detected 
NS'Not Sampled 
NC • Not Calculated 
- • No dam aviulable
J - I1ic idcntii'ication of the analyte is acceptable', the reported value ia on estimate.

R • The dam arc ntjecud and conaidered unuaable 
U - The analyte was not delected at or ^vo the repoiling limit.
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Table 1-8b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
MW06I MW07I

(ppb) 4l22n9M 1
2f2*n00i

1 2/11/20M 1 1 2/110009 1 1 4/130010 402/1990 1 1 12^30000 1 1 2ni/2009 I 1 4020010
fTnilr r---------- 31 lOU lOU

.077 J .067 J
5 u 10 u .1 u .078 J 5 U

AcenaDhtheoe 469 lOU lOU
,1 U 1 U

5 u lOU lU
.1 u 14

"arba/olc 48 lOU
10 UJ

lOU 5U
2.20 J 10 u 5U 5U 9.10

^ibcnzo^iran 31 lOU lOU lOU 5U 5 u lOU 5U 5U 11
luorenc 313 lOU

10 u .1 U .1 U
5 u lOU

,1 u .1 U
23

Naobthalene 156
10 UJ

lOU .15 13
10 UJ .1 u .16 ^5^

^entachioroohenol 1
25 U 25 UJ .3 J 10 u 25U

.075 J
,48J

’*hcnanthrene 469 lOU
10 U .062 J .058 J

5 u 10 U .lU
.059 J

19

Toni SVOCi'
NA ND 4004 3^ 0.58 15 ND OM 14)1 91

-—----------Benzo(a)anthiacene lOU
10 u .1 U

,1U 5 u lOU
.1 U

lU 5 u
Bouo(a)Dvrene lOU lOU .lU

.1 u 5 u lOU
.1 u .1 U

5 u
Benzo(b)fluoranthcne lOU lOU

.069 J .1 UJ
5 u 10 u .1 u .1 UJ

5 u
6en743(k)fluorantbene NA

10 u lOU
.1 U .1 u 5 u 10 u .1 u .1 u 5 u

Chrvscnc lOU lOU
.1 U .1 u 5 u lOU

.1 u ,1U 5 u
Dibcnzo(a.b)antfaracenc

10 u 10 u .1 UJ .1 UJ
5 u 10 u .1 u .1 UJ

5 u
Indcnof 1.2.3<d)ovrcnc

lOU lOU
1 U .1 u IJ ^101^^

.1 u ,1U IJ

B<a)P Equivaleaf* 0^ 1h llJi llA 0.01 0.12 1 0.12 0.12 1

)cnzene 5 lU NS 5UJ 5U 5 u 1 u NS 5U 5 u
ithvlbeozene 700

1 u NS 5U 5U 5 u lU NS 5U 5 u

leotachlor eooxide 1 0^ .05 U 1 1 NS 1 ,05 U 1 1 .05 U 1 NS 1 .05 U 1 NS i 05 U 1 1 NS

Blue ShKiinc indicaia an aniJyie exceedi remedial goal 
B<a)P exceedance due to incluaion orND values shown with blue dot paneni. 

I - Total SVex: - Total Semi volaule organic compounds 
2. cPAH Compounds - Careinogonic Polycyclic Aromaiie Hydrocarbons

id per EPi\ Region 4 guidance? ■ BaP etiuivalenls ■ Beo»Xa)pyivne equivalei 
ppb - pm per billion 
NA-NM Applicable 
ND-Not Detected 
NS ■Not Sampled 
NC - Not Calculated 
-■ No dau available
J • The idermrictfion of the analyte is accqitahio; (he reported value is an estimate. 
R • The data are rejected and considered unaable.

I’ - The analyte was not detected at or above the icporting limit.
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Table 1-8b
i Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preseiving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

1 Rttm«dial Goal
(ppb)

MW09I MW10I MW11I MW15I

i2nw2ooe 11 5^40008 1 2ni/2009 1 1 4^3/2010 i2n»(20oe I1 8/13(2008 1 2W2009 1 1 4^3/2010
4/100010 4/10/2010

■Bam vaisas OnsBfB Coneonds 31
.1 u 5U

.092 J 3 UJ
AcenaDhthene 469 ,1U 5U ,1U 5 U 1 r ^ UJ
Carbazole 48 5U 5U 5U

5 U
3 UJ

Dibenzofutan 31 5U 5U 5U
3.10 J 1

____5_ UJ
Ruorene 313 064J 5U

053 J 5 U 1 290 1
200 3 UJ

NaDhthalene 1S6
.! U

5U 22
5 U

____ 3____ UJ
Pentachiorooheno! 1

,95 J lOU
80 J

10 UJ
Pheaanthrene 469

.1 U
5U .14

5 U
87 160 240 260 11 J-J_L_ UJ

Total SVOC*'
NA 022 ND 7.00 91 .2,923 11,126 16,711 16,061 11 42»1 1 ND

3eozo(a)anthntcene
,1 U 5 U .1 U 5 U

16 5U
1.2 J 5 U.J

200 U.J 5 UJ
Benzofa^Dvrene

,1 u 5U ,1U
5 U .1 U 5U

.34 J 5 U
200 Ufl 5 U.J

BenzoO))fluoranthene .1 u 5 U 1 UJ 5 U .1 U
5U .3J

5 U
200 UJ 5 UJ

Bciuontlfluoranthcne NA
.1 u 5U

.1 u 5 U ,1 u 5U
.29 J 5 U

200 UJ 5 UJ
Chrvsene

.1 u 5U
062 J 5 U

.14 5U
.94 J 5 U.J

200 U.J 5 UJ
Diben»>('8.b>8nthracene -lu 5U

.1 UJ 5 U .1 U
5U

,082 J 5 U
200 U.J 5 UJ

Indcnol 1,2.3-cd)ovrcnc
,1U ^5U .lU

5 U .1 U 5U ,12J
5 U

200 UJ 5 U.J

Ka)P Coulv.lcnt'
0^0 0.12 1 0.12

^OUisOMSiilseomDounds
Benzene 5 NS NS 5U

5 U
NS NS 1 1 2,20

J
1,10 JEthylbenzene 700 NS NS 5U

5 U
NS NS 1t 40 1 44 1 1 15 5 u

HeotacMor eooxide 1 02
NS

t NS 1 05 U 1 NS 1 1 NS 1 NS 11 .05 U 1 NS 1 1 NS 1 NS

Blue Shading indicitea an analyte cxcecda remedial goat 
B(a)I> exceedance due to inclusion ufND values shown with blue dot panem.

1 - Toco] SVOC • Total Semi volatile organic compounds

2 - cPAH Compounda - Carcinogenic Polycyclic AromaUc HydrucBbom
2 • BaP equivalents - lienz<HB)pyTene equivalcms calculated per EPA Region 4 guidance

ppb • parts per billionNA-Not/\ppbcable

ND-Not Detected

NS - Not Sampled
NC - Not Calculated
--No data available
J - Die ideotiTicalion of the analyte is acceptable; the reponud value is an estimalc.
R - The dau are rejected and conaidared unuaable.
I' • The analyte was not delected at or above the repotting lnrot.
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Table 1-8b
i Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Ramedlai Goat
MW16I MW17I MW18I MW19I MW20I MW21I MWPBCI

(PPb) 4/1W2010 4n«2010 4/lftOOIO 4OW201I) 4n«2010 4/2W2010 2/4/20M

2-Mcdivlnaohthalene 31
4.90 J 2 10

J
5 U

5 U.J 5 u
AcenaohAene 469

36 J 23 J
5.10 U.J

5 U
5 U.J 5

Carba7.oIe 48
22 J

^37^J
5 10

U.J
5 U

5 U,J 5
Dibenzofuran 31

10 J
16 J

5 U
5 U.J 5

Fluorcnc 313
13 J 9,20 J

2.90 J
5 U

5 U.J 5 U ^31^1
NaDhthalenc 156

720 J 5 U.J
5,10 U.J

5 U.J
0.92 J 5 U.J

Peniachlorophenol 1
13 J 20- J 1 10 U 10 U.J 10 u ,2 JPhenanthrene 469

3,90 J 27 J
10 J

5 U
5 UJ 5 u 29

Total SVOC*'
NA 860 177 2,253 ND 032 ND 764

Benzo(a)8Dthr8Cenc
5 U.J 5 U.J

5.10 U.J
5 U

5 UJ 5 u 1 UBenzo(a)0vrene
5 U.J 5 U.J 5 10

U.J
5 U

5 UJ 5 u lU
Bcnzofb)fluoranthcne

5 U.J 5 U.J
5.10 UJ

5 U
5 UJ 5 u 1 UBenzo(k)fluonmtbenc NA

5 U.J 5 U,J
5.10 U.J

5 U
5 UJ 5 UJ

1 UChA-senc
5 U.J 5 U.J

5.10 U.J
5 U.J

5 UJ 5 UJ
.074 JDibenzo(a.h)anthraceiie

5 U.J 5 U.J
5.10 U.J

5 U
5 UJ 5 u -lU

Indcno(1.2.3-cd)Dvrenc
5 U.J 5 U.J

5,10 U.J
5 U

5 UJ 5 U
.055 J

B<a)P EqnivaleBr' 020 1 1 0.12
tfoMHs-OiCMie.CanMunds
Belize nc

5
1 3.60 J

5 u 1 5 U
5 u 5 U 5U

Ethylbenzene 700
1.50 J 1 6.90 5 u 1 5 U 5 u 5 u 5U

IncDtachlor CDOxide
1 02

NS
1 NS 1 1 NS 1 NS 1 1 NS 1 NS 1 .05 U

muc ShidiDS indiciles ai inttyle exc«e<h rarnedisl go&J 
B(a)P exce«dance dua to incluuon of ND values shown wnh blue dot panero.

1 • Toul SVOC • Total Soni volatile organic compounds

2 - cPMI Compounds - Carcino^c Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons
3 • l3aP equivalents - Denzo(a)pytene equivalents oalculmed per F.PA Region 4 guidance 
R)b-parts per billion
NA-Nol Applicable 
ND-Nol Detected 
NS • Not Sampled 
NC - Not Calculated 
•• • No data available
J • The identiTicalion ofUie analyte is acceptable, the reported value u> an estimate.
R - The data are rejected and conaidered unusable
1’ • The analyte was not delected at or above the reporting limn.

Pagc9on3

D-30



Table 1-8b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla. Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
MWPBEI MWPBWI

(PPP)
12m/200l 1 1 snsoMt 11 2/80009 1 1 4^40010 12m/2008 1 1 2/5/2000 1 1 4^4/2010

teiri CcNSDomds
31 1 |: 31 -t ■ 1 .lU .12 5 u

AcenaDhthene ---- it,---- lU .lU 5 u
Carbazolc « 5U 5U 5 U
Dibenzofuran 31

__ ____
5U 5 U

Fluorene 313 lU .16 5 U
Naohthalene IS lU .6 5 u
Pentachloro  phenol

-------- T 1 18R .62 J
10 U.J

Phenanthrene 469 210J 120 54 lU .51 5 u
Total SVOC*' NA 1.243 4460 3401 900 2.11 8J)7 ND
aWWJCMMOunda*
Benzo(a)anthracenc

.071 J
5U

.28 J
5 U

.1 U .lU 5 u
Benzo{a)ovrene lU 5U

.1 U 5 u .1 u .1 U
5 u

Benzo(b)fluoranthcne
.1 U

5U
.055 J

5 u .1 u .lU 5 u
Benzo(k>fIuorantbcne NA

.1 u 5U
056 J

5 u .1 u .lU 5 u
Chrvsenc

068 J
5U

.36 J 5 u -lU
.055 J

5 u
Dibenzo(a.h)anthracene

.1 U 5U
.1 U

5 u lU
.1 U

5 u
IndenoC 1.2.3-cd)ovrcnc .1 u 5U

.057 J 5 u .1 u .1 u IJ

B(.)P EquIvateBt’
0.20 0.14 1 0.12 0.12

ifni^Bk nifittrBeo/cne 5 NS NS 5U 5 1___ NS___ 5U 5 u
700 NS NS

4.8 J
2.60 J

1 NS
5U 5 u

Hcptachlor epoxide 1 0.2
NS

1 NS 1 1 .05 U 1 1 NS 1 NS 1 .05 U ! NS

Blue Shiding indicMm an analyte exceo* remedial goal 
B(a)P exceedance due ui incluaion ol'valuci ihown with blue dot paUem.

1 • Total SVOC • Total Semi volatile organic comp.utnd»
2 - ePAH Compounda - Carcinogenic Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocaitwiui

S ■ BaP oquivolenta • Bcnzo(B)pynne e>|tuvalentii ctdculoled per EPA Region 4 guidance

ppb-pana perbilUon

NA - Not Applicable
ND-Not Detected
NS - Not Sampled
NC - Not Calculated•■•NodalaavaUable

The ideMificiljon ol'(he analyte is acceptable: the reported value la an estimate.

R - 'Otc daU arc rejected and considered unuoablc.
I' - The analyte was not delected at or above the repotting Imul.
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Table 1-8b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial 6o^
PMW01I SMW01I

<P0b) 12/«/200«
1 2IW20M 1 1 2W2009 1 1 4^40010 3/2/2003 1 1 3/2/2003 1 12^ 2/2006 1 2/4/2000 1 4^2/2010

2-Methvlnaohd)aleiu 31
.83 J .15

.088 J 5 U 10 UJ 10 UJ
7.8 .14 5 U.J

Acenaohthme 469
.73 J lU

.077 J 5 U
2J IJ 1.6J -lU 31 J

Carbazoie 48
2.4 J 1.6 J 5U

5 U 10 UJ 10 UJ
28 19

Dibenzofuran 31 6.1 5U 5U
5 U 1 J

2J 1 15 22
Fluorene 313 .78J .54 .76

5 U
2J 2J 51 52 50

'4aDhthalene 156 6.4 1.1 .57
5 U 10 UJ 10 UJ

130 5 U,J
^entachlorophenol 1 9
’henanthrene 469 15 .12 .27

5 U 10 UJ 10 UJ
66 50 41

Total SVOCs'
NA 3645 45.2 31.5 69 144 123 438.8 255.1 166

dPAfiCamaeund^
3enzo(a)anthracene

.1 U .1 U .1 U 5 U 10 UJ 10 UJ
.25

.082 J 5 U.J
Bcnzora)Dvrene .iUJ

.1 U .1 U 5 U 10 UJ 10 UJ
.057J .lU 5 u

Benzofblfluoraiidiene .lUJ .lUJ
.1 UJ 5 U

lOUJ
10 UJ

.13 .1 u 5 u
Benzo(k)fluorantheiie NA

• IUJ
lU .lU

5 U 10 UJ 10 UJ
.13 .lU 5 u

Chrvscnc
.1 u .1 U .1 u 5 U 10 UJ 10 UJ

.2
.099 J 5 UJ

Dibenzo(a.h)anthraccne
.1 UJ 1 UJ .1 UJ 5 U 10 UJ 10 UJ .1 U lU 5 u

[ndeno('1.2.3-cd')Dvrene
• IUJ

lU .1 u 5 U 10 UJ
lOUJ ,1U lU ^U

B(a)P Eqntvaleat'
OJO 0J2 0.12 0.12 1 0.15

iQiijiBOaMteeowpwiwds
5 NS 5U 5U

5 U
NS NS NS 5U 5 U

lEthylbenzene 700 NS 5U 5U
5 U

NS NS NS 5U 5 U

iP—SiiMM 111 PCB Compounds
iHcDtachlor eooxide 1 0.2

NS 1 05 U 1 1 .05 U 1 1 NS 1 1 NS 1 1 NS 1 NS 1 .05 U 1 NS

Blue Shading indicates an analyte exceeds remedial goal 
B(a)P exceedance due to inclusion of ND values shown with blue dot pattern.

1 - Total SVOC. Total Semi volaUle organic compounds

2 - cPAl^ Compounds - Carcinogenic PolycycUc Aromalic Hydrocarbons

3 - BaP equivalents - Benzo<a)pyrane equivalents calculated per EPA Region 4 guidance 
ppb-parts per billion
NA-Nol Applicable 
ND-Nol Detected 
NS. Not Sampled 
NC - Not Calculated 
--No daU available
J - 1hc identification of the analyte is ooccpt^lc; the rapwted value is an estimate.
R • Tlte data are rejected and considered unusable.

LI • The analyte was not detected at or above the raponuig limit.
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Table 1-8b
intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Blue Shading indicates an analyte exceeds rsmodial goal 
B<a)P exceedance due to incluaion of ND values shown with blue dot panein.

1 - Total SVOC • Total Semi volatile organic compounds

2 • ePAH Compounds - Carcinogenic Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons

3 - BaP cquivalenls - Benzo(a)pyrene 
jgib • parts per billion 
NA-Not Applicable 
ND-Not Detected 
NS - Not Sampled 
NC - Not Calculated 
-•No data available 
J - The identiTicalion of the analyte is 
R • 'Hte data arc rejected and considered unusable.
U - The sialyte was not delected at or above the reporting limit.

Kl per EPA Region 4 guidance

c. the reported value is an esUmaic.

Remedial Goal
SMW02I SMW03I TMW01I

(PPb)
1219/2006 1 1 2^00009 1 1 4/12/2010 2N 0/2006 1 ' 4/12/2010 iMitooa 11 12^ 9/2009 1 1 2/7/2009 1 1 4/12/2010

2-MethvlnaDhthaleoe 31 ,1U 1 5 U.J l.I 5 U lOU -lU .13
5 U

ActMtanhrhRTie 469 ,1U
20 J

.11 5 u lOU .lU
.1 U 5 U

Carbazole 48 5U 1 4.10 J 5U 5 u lOU 5U 5U
5 U

Dihfmznftimn 31 5U 16 5U 5 u lOU 5U 5U
5 U

Fluorene 313 ,1U 26 .% 5 u 10 u .1 U .085 J 5 U
Naphthalene 156 ,1U 1 5 U.J 6.8 5 u 1J lU .77

5 U
Pentachlorophenol 1 IT 1 10 U.J .92 J 10 UJ 1 .2 UR .2U

10 UJ469 ,IU 53 23
2.9 J 5 u 10 u lU .3

5 U

Total SVOCs'
NA 2825 104 15.7 11 8 ND 1.47 ND

cm« GomsoMnetfBenzofa'laaCiracene .1 u .1 J 5 U .22 J
5 u 10 u -lU

.1 U 5 U
Benzo(a)pvrene .lU .lU

5 U
.lU 5 u lOU lU lU

5 U
Benzo(b)nuorandiene

,1 u .lU
5 U .1 U

5 u lOU .lU lU
5 U

Bcnzo(k)fluoranthene NA lU ,1U
5 U

.lU 5 u 10 u .lU .1 u 5 U
rhrvsene

.1 u .14
5 U .21 J

5 u lOU .lU .1 u 5 U
Dibeiuo(a.h){utthracene .1 u lU

5 U .1 u 5 u 10 u .1 u -lU
5 U

Indenof 1 2 SHidlovrene .1 UJ
,1U

5 U .1 u 5 u lOU .1 u .1 u
B(a)P Eanivaleat*

0.20 0J2 0.12 1 0.12 0.12

Benzene 5 NS 5U
3.40 J

4.1J 5 1____NS ... NS 5U
5 U

Sthvlbenzene 700 NS 5U
5 U

5U 5 ^ 1 1 NS NS 5U
5 U

Hentachlor enoxide 1 1 0.2
NS

1 .05 U 1 NS 1 .05 U 1 NS 1 NS
NS

.05 U NS
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Table 1-8b
Intennediate Ground Water Sample Results: Organic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
TMW02I

(PP»)
12A/2006 I1 8/19/20U 1 ! vmoQt 1 1 4n2iai>10

31
.1 U .043 J

-lU 5 U
AcenaDhthene 469 1 u lU .1 u 5 u
Carba7X>le 48 5U 5U 5U 5 u
Dibenzoftinm 31 5U 5U 5U 5 u
Ruoimc 313

,1 U .1 U .1 U 5 u
Naohthalene 156 .1 u .45 .15 ^5
PentachioroDhenol 1

2 UR
,12J •2U

Phenandirene 469
.1 U -lU

• lU 5 u
Total SVOCa'

NA ND 0.61 .15 71

rina« nn^sMWMta*Beiuo^alanthraccnc
.1 U • lU .1 U 5 u

Benaj(a)Dvrenc
.1 U .lU .1 u 5 u

Benzolb^Huoranthenc
.1 u .lU .lU 5 u

Beiizonc>fluoranthene NA .1 u .lU ,1 u 5 u
Chrvsene .1 u -lU

• lU 5 u
Dibenzo(a,h)anthraccnc .1 u -lU .1 u 5 u
[ndenoH 2.3<d^Dvrcnc .1 u .1 u .lU ^5

BIDP Equlvamr
0.20 0.12 0.12 0.12

Benzene 5 NS NS 5U 5 U
Ethylbenzene 700 NS NS 5U 5 U

HcDtachlor cooxidc 1 0.2
NS NS

.05 U NS

HBH Blue Shading indicAca an vialyic excoeds nmedUl goal

B(a)P exceedance due to inebmon oT ND values ahown with blue dot pane 
I ■ Toul SVOC ■ Total Semi volaUle otganic cooipounda 
3 ■ ePAH Cumpouoda - Caremogenic Polycyclic AnmaUc Ilyikocarbuna 
^ ■ BaP oquivaUiflU - Benzo(a)pyreM aqmvalema calculAed per EPA Region 4 guidance 
ppb -pana per billion 
NA- Mo( Applicable 
ND-Niil Deiocled 
NS ■ Not Sampled 
NC • Not Calcublod --Nodalaavtulidile

J - The identificMion of the analyte la accopiahle: the reported value is an estimate.
R • The data are rejccud and coiuidcrcd unusable.
I < - The analyle was not detected at or above the reporting limit
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Table 1-9a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
(ppb)

RSL Taowater’

CMW01S MW01S
4/21/1998 2/10/2009 4/11/2010 4/21/1998 1 2/7/2009 2/7/2009 4/7/2010

GW407C1S 042198
CMW01S_021009 1___ GW402W1S 042198 | MW01S_020709 MW901S_020709 -------- 1—

<\rsenic 10 0.045 1 6U lOU 3,80 1 4U ■ 12 6.7 J 0,42 J
Manganese 300 38 biRvgm 410 il 110 1 120 94 120

Blue shading indicates an analyte exceeds tcTncdial goal 
ppb - parts per billion

J - The idcntiricaUon of Ute analyte is acceptable; the reported value is an cstimoic 
U • The analyte was not delected at or above the reporting limit
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Table 1-9a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

ftemedlal Goal
MW02S MW03S

(ppb) 4/21/1996 2/7/2009 4/7/2010 4/21/1996 1 1 2/10/2009 1 4/11/2010

DSL Tapwater*
GW404W2S_042198 MW02S_020709 GW403W3S 042198 |1 MW03S.021000 1

SBMBB........... . ....
Arsenic 10 0.045 6J lOU 2.10 11 6U lOU 1.70
Manganese 300 88 80 83 100 11 280 270 1 220

Blue Shading indicBtes an analyte execeda leniMUal goal 
ppb • paita per billion
J • The identification of the analyte ia acceptable; the reported value ia an eatiniate. 
U - The analyte was not detected at or above the repotting limiL
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Table 1-9a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

MWD4S MW05S MW06S
(PPb) 4/22/1998 2/9/2009 4/8/2010 4/22/1998 4/22/1998 2/9/2009 4/80010

RSL Tapanter’ GW418W4S 042298
MW04S_020909

GW413W5S 042298 GW410W8S 042298 MW06S 020909
Total mom OompottodoArsenic 10 0.045 4U lOU 1.30 1 4U 1I 8U II lOU I 1 3.40
Mantianese 300 88 23 18 52

Blue Shading indioales an anaJyle exceeds remedial goal 
ppb> parts per billion

J - The idcnlilicaUon of the analyte is acceptable; the reported value is an eslimatc 
U - The anaivtc was not delected at or above the reporting limit.
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Table 1-9a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

RonwdUil Goal
MW08S MW11S MW12S MW13S IHW14S

(ppb) 4/21/1096 2/8/2009 4W2010 4/19/2010 4/19/2010 4/19/2010 4/28/2010
RSLTaowater’ GW408W8$_042108 MW08S_020e09

SSnSB9R8ES3» -
Arsenic 10 0.045 4U 1 13 1 1 0.87 J 11 0.87 J 1 u 11 0.46 J 1 0J7
ManRanese 300 88 210 1 1 160 13 J 11 11 76 J

Blue Shsding indicate* an analyte exceeds remedial goal 
ppb-putt per biUion
J* The identificslkmef the analyte is accejHable; the rqnrted value ii an a 
U • The analyte was ttoi detected at or above the rep<Mtit« litniL

Page 4 of5

D-38



Table 1-9a
Shallow Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
MW22S MWPBO SMW01S

(ppb) 4/20/2010 2/5/2009 2/4/2000 4/12/2010

RSL Tapwater’
MWPBCL020500 SMWS01_020400

Arsenic 10 0.045 2.60 I 1 13 1 u
Manganese 300 88 240 J I 1 46 J 2.60 U.J

Blue Shading indicates an analyte exceeds tcmedial goal 
ppb- pans per billion
J - The identification of the analyte Is acceptable. Ilic reported value is an esUmate 
U - The analyle waa not delected at or above the reporting limit.
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Table 1-9b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results; Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal AFMWOli AFMW03I AFMW02I CMW01I
(ppb) 2/7/2009 1 2/7/2009 2/8/2009 2/8/2009 4/22/1990 I 2/100009 1 1 4/11/2010

Arsenic 10 86 J 7.5 J lOU lOU 4U 10 u 1 U
Mansanese 300 2.6 J 2.2 J 31 4.8 J 4U 65 79
Nickel 313 3.1 J 2.4 J 14J 1.9J NA 40 U 40 U

Blue Shading indicates an analyte exceeds remedial goal 
NA • Not analyzed 
ppb - parts per billion
J • The idcntiricstion of the analyte is acceptable; the reported value is un estimate 
IJ - The analyte was not detected at or above the reporting limit.
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Table 1-9b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

RnnMUalQoal F15MWI LMWI-1 MASMVW1I MASMW02I 1 MW01A [ MWD1I 1
2A/200B

1* I «1«2010 1 4/12/2010 2/0/2000 2W20m 1 402/1008 1 4g1/1008 1 2«/2000 1 1 4W2010

Arsenic 5.3 J 1 0.22 J 1 U lOU 12 J 1 6U 1 10 u : 0.59 J
Manganese 300 43 170 100 2.8 J 4.6 J k 4U 15U 15 U
Nickel 313 1.6J 1 2,60 _iiL. 3.50 UJ 2.6 J 19J r NA 1 NA 1.1 J 40 U

NA • Not analyzed 
ppb-parti per UlUon

Blue Shading mdicatea an anaiyle exceeds tnnedial goal

m of die andyte ia aeoeplabte; the reported ralts is an estunale.
U • The analyte was not deteeied at or above the reputing limiL
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Table 1-9b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results; Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal MW02 MW02I M\M03A
(ppb) 4/22/1988 I 2/11/2009 1 «13f2010 4/22/1998 1 1 2/50009 1 «7/2010 4/22/1998 [ 2/11/2009 1 4/14/2010

IMMI CtaniMBiidtArsenic 10 4U lOU I U 4U 4.5 J 3 4J 10 u 3,50
Manganese 300 no 62 11 J no no 230 65 16 10 J
Nickel 313 NA 40 U 40 U NA 4.3 J 3.20 U.J NA 40 U 40 U

Blue Shading indicates an analyte exceeds remedia] goal 
NA • Not analyzed 
ppb - pans per billion
J • The identification of (he analyte is acceptable; the reported value is an estimate. 
U • The analvie was not detected at or above the reporting limit.
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Table 1-9b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results; Inorganic ConUminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
MW03B MW03I MW04A

(ppb) 2/6/2009 1 4/14/2010 «22/1l»8 I 2/KU2009 I 4/110010 4/21/100B 1 21712009 1 1 4/1S/2010

Arsenic 10 I 4U lOU 4.70 I .15 V ■ -1
Maneanese 300 11 230 280 1 80 !40 170 Bi*«>__ 490
Nickel 313 1 40 U 40 U 1I NA 40 U 40 U I1 1 ,96 J 0.61 U.J

Blue Shading indicates an analyte exceeds remedial goal 
NA - Not analyzed 
ppb - parts per billion
J • The identification oC the analyte is acceptable, the reported value is an estimate 
U • The analyte was not detected at or above the repotting limit.
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Table 1-9b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Remedial Goal
(ppb)

MW05I MW06I

«2/1»»e 1 2/11«00« I 4/110010 4/22/1906 1 2/11/2009 | 2/11/2000 | 4/13/2010

Arsenic 10 5U 6 J 0.37 J 4U 2.2 J 5.9 J 1 U
Manganese 300 100 140 150 3U 1.6J 1.4 J 0,43 U.J
Nickel 313 NA 40 U 40 U NA 40 U 1.5 J 40 U

Blue Shading indicaies an analyte exceeds remedial goal 
NA - Not analyzed 
ppb - parts p« billion
J - The ideniification of the analyte is acceptable; the reported value is an estiinate 
U • The analv-tc was not detected at or above the reporting limit.

Page 5 of 9
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Table 1-9b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County. Georgte

RMiwdialGoirt 1 MWDTt MW09I MW10I I 1 MW11I 1 1 MW1SI
(Mb) 4/22/1098 1 1 2ni/20oe I1 4^20010 amnooe J1 4/13/2010 2W2000 I1 4/13/2010 1 1 4/19/2010 1 1 4/10/2010

Arsenic 10 6J 3.5 J 3.70 6.2 J 0.15 J lOU 2.50 0.72 J 0,62 J
300 74 150 150 33 140 1500 ITOO 190 17
313 NA 2J 0.92 UJ 2.13 1.50 UJ 40U 40 U 7.20 J 6.30 J

Blue ShuUngindicalnuitnBlytocxeeciliRinedul goal 
NA-Not analyzed ppb.putsperbilUon

J • The ideismcation of the analyte ia acceptable; the reported value ie an eatiniate. 
U - The Botiyte waa not detected at or above the reporting limit.

Page 6 of 9
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Table 1-9b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Rsmedial Goal
(ppb)

MW16I MW17I MW181 MW19I MW20I MW211 MWPBCI MWPBEI
4/19/2010 4/19/2010 4/19/2010 409/2010 4/19/2010 4/29/2010 2/5/2009 2/5/2009 1 4/14/2010

Arsenic 10 8 2.30 0.53 J 0.53 J 0.67 J 1 12 1 lOU 1 0.81 J
Maneanese 300 88 89 65 42 J 40 39 J
Nickel 313 14 J 8.40 J 4.30 J 2.10 J 5.90 J 4.70 J 120 1 1.3 J 1 40 U 1

Blue Shading indicates an anatvtc exceeds remedial goal 
NA - Not anaJyzed 
ppb • pans per billion
J - The identification of the analyte is acceptable, the reported value is an estimate. 
U - The analyte was not detected at or above the reporting limit

Page 7 of 9
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Table 1-9b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

Renwdial Goal
MWPBWl PMW01I SMWI01 SRffW02l

(ppb) 2/5/2000 11 «14/2010 2J9I2009 I 2/9/2009 1 4/14/2010 2/4/2009 1 4/12/2010 2/10/2009 11 ^12«010

Arsenic 10 lOU 1,60 1I 10 U 1 4.7 J I 0.59 J I1 lOU 1 099 J JI lOU 4,70
Manaanese 300 100 no 280 ! 500 1L 520
Nickel 313 2.1 J 40 u 1^201 1 21J I 39 J 1 29J 1 1.70 U,J 1[ 360 9.20 J

Blue Shading indicates an analyte exceeds remedial goal 
NA • Not analysed 
ppb • parts per billion
J* The identilication of the analyte is acceptable, the reported value Is an estimate. 
U - The analyte was not detected at or above the reporting limit.

Page 8 of 9
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Table 1-9b
Intermediate Ground Water Sample Results: Inorganic Contaminants of Concern Summary 

Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

R«m«lUil Goal SMW03I TMW01I TWW02I
(PPK) 2/10/2009 1 4M2/2010 2/7/2009 4/12/2010 2^/2009 4/12/2010

UM epmomnteArsenic 10 ^lOU 1 0.22 J 4.6 J 0.22 J lOU 0.11 J
Mansanese 300 4.2 J 1.20 U.J 1.6 J 15 UNickel 313 1^40U

I 2,8 J 40 U 40 U 1 U.J

Blue Shading indicates an analyte excccdn remedial goal 
NA • Not analyzed 
ppb - parts per billion
J • The identiCcation of the analyte is acceptable, the reported value is an estimate 
U - The analyte was not detected at or above the reporting limil

Page 9 of 9
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APPENDIX E - DECEMBER 2016 QUARTERLY WATER LEVEL
MEMORANDUM



n BLACK &VEATCH
Building a world of difference.’

MEMORANDUM

BLACK & VEATCH SPECIAL PROJECTS CORP.
1120 SANCTUARY PARKWAY, STE 200 
ALPHARETTA GA 30009 
770-521-8127 | MCCOYCE2@bv.com

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Camilla Wood Preserving Site
Pressure Transducer Technical Memo #4

B&V Project 049062 
B&V File 49062-0144-03-M-02471R0 

December 30,2016

To: Scott Miller, Remedial Project Manager, USEPA Region 4
From: Carrie McCoy, Task Order Manager, Black & Veatch
cc'd: Luis Flores, USEPA Region 4

Ben Bentkowski, USEPA 
Jim McNamara, GA EPD 
Ed Hicks, Project Manager, Black & Veatch 
Phillip Cole, Black & Veatch

Subject: Pressure Transducer Operation from August 23,2016 through November 21, 2016
at the Camilla Wood Preserving Site

Black & Veatch Special Projects Corp. (Black & Veatch) was tasked by United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to install, maintain, and monitor pressure transducers at the Camilla Wood 
Preserving Site (Site) in Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia. The purpose of the pressure transducer 
investigation is to monitor groundwater elevations, which can be used to help assess the integrity of 
the barrier wall and capping containment system at the Site. Ten (10) pressure transducers were 
installed on November 20, 2015 into existing monitoring wells (Figure 1). The first Pressure Transducer 
Memo was submitted by Black & Veatch in March 2016 and described transducer station installation, 
locations, rationale, and a discussion of first 3 months of transducer operation (November 22, 2015 
through February 22, 2016). The second and third Pressure Transducer Memos were submitted by 
Black & Veatch in June 2016 and September 2016, respectively, and described transducer operation 
between February 23, 2016 and August 22, 2016. This fourth quarterly Pressure Transducer Memo 
describes the fourth quarter of transducer operations between August 23, 2016 and November 21, 
2016. Anomalies in the transducer data are discussed along with recommendations. A summary of 
Transducer Station Locations and Rationale, which has been provided in the text of previous Pressure 
Transducer Memos, is now located in Attachment 1 of this Pressure Transducer Memo.

Data Evaluation
To assess groundwater elevations inside and outside the barrier wall and capping containment system 
at the Site, the transducer data is downloaded on regular basis (at least twice per month). The data has 
been evaluated through November 21, 2016 to document and interpret the trend of water elevations 
at the Site, as illustrated on Figures 2, 3, and 4. Figure 5 presents groundwater elevations for 
Transducer Stations 1 through 5 at the Site, which were measured manually on October 14, 2016. 
These water level measurements are also indicated on Figures 2 and 3 for comparison of water level
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elevations measured by the transducers in Transducer Stations 1 through 5. Table 1 presents the 
groundwater level elevations obtained by manual groundwater level measurements by Black & Veatch 
on February 22, 2016, April 4, 2016, July 23, 2016, and October 14, 2016. Also, of note, when the 
manual water level measurement was collected at CAP04 on October 14, 2016, field personnel noted a 
slight LNAPL staining to the water level meter tape. In the future, a water level interface probe will be 
used for these manual measurements in order to measure any thickness of LNAPL that is present.

Table 1:
Summary of Groundwater Elevations Collected Manually at Transducer Station Locations

Water Water Water Water
Level Level Level Level

Well ID Location
Transducer

Station
Elevation

on
Elevation

on
Elevation

on
Elevation

on
02/22/16 04/04/16 07/23/16 10/14/16
(ft amsI) (ft amsi) (ft amsi) (ft amsi)

CAP08 1 157.82 157.25 157.86 157.55
CAP04

Inside Barrier Wall
2 162.88 163.48 160.89 159.02

CAPOS 3 159.5 160.2 160.07 157.47
CAP06 4 155.82 155.55 155.54 155.3

MW08S 1 168.96 169.97 167.17 164.7
CAP02

Outside Barrier Wall
2 169.56 170.14 168.15 166.62

MW04S 3 169.97 170.92 168.48 166.2
CAP03 4 166.85 167.14 167.07 165.31
MWOll Background Well C

125.47 129.84 123.33 120.34
MWOlS Outside Barrier Wall

3
165.43 166.04 163.59 162.86

Note:
ft amsi - feet above mean sea level

Based on pre-cap construction groundwater elevation data, the Site-wide water table along the top of 
the surficial aquifer is nearly flat. However, the installation of any containment system will modify the 
local groundwater flow system, particularly after rainfall events. In particular, water is intentionally 
shed off the cap, creating a temporary mound along the outer perimeter of the cap. During rainfall 
events, any local drainage system will also locally elevate the water table. For example, increased 
surface water drainage along the right of way of Thomas Street to the east and East Bennett Street to 
the north could influence the water table adjacent to the cap in these regions. In addition, any natural 
flow direction in the surficial aquifer will be disrupted and re-routed where groundwater meets the 
barrier wall.

Regarding the background monitoring well, MWOlS continues to react to rainfall events similarly to 
MW08S, CAP02, and MW04S, which are also outside the barrier wall containment system (Figures 1
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and 2). The general groundwater elevation in MWOlS was approximately 6-7 feet lower than the 
average of MW08S, CAP02, and MW04S in November 2016. The lower groundwater elevation at 
MWOlS is most likely attributed to its distance from the containment system (minimally influenced by 
the shedding of rain water from the cap) and the well is located on the western side of the 
containment cell where water level elevations are slightly lower. On October 10, 2016, during 
quarterly groundwater sampling at the Site, Black & Veatch field personnel manually measured water 
levels at MW02S, MWllS, and MW13S to further investigate this phenomenon. MW02S, which is on 
the western side of the containment cell, had a lower groundwater elevation (163.32 feet amsi) than 
MWllS (165.92 feet amsI) and MW13S (166.52 feet amsI), which are on the eastern side of the 
containment cell. The water level elevations measured on October 10, 2016 are included in the 
following Table 2.

Table 2:
Summary of Groundwater Elevations Collected Manually on October 10,2016 

at Non-Transducer Station Locations

Well ID
Water Level Elevation on 10/10/16 

(ft amsi)

MW02S 163.32
MWllS 165.92
MW13S 166.52

Note:

ft amsi - feet above mean sea level

The groundwater elevation in background shallow well MWOlS (from November 2015 to November 
2016) has fluctuated from a low of approximately 155.5 feet above mean sea level (amsi) to a high of 
166.5 feet amsi. The overall trend in MWOlS has very similarly mimicked the trends in MW04S, 
MW08S, and CAP02, which show rapid response to rainfall events. The groundwater elevation of 
MWOlS is approximately 4 to 6 feet lower than the averaged elevation of MW04S, MW08S, and CAP02 
from November 2015 through November 2016 (as shown in Figure 4). The groundwater elevation in 
background intermediate well MWOll (from November 2015 to November 2016) has fluctuated from a 
low of approximately 118 feet amsi to a high of 132 feet amsi, with an overall rising trend from 
November 2015 through early April 2016 followed by a generally decreasing trend through November 
2016. In general, both MWOlS and MWOll have both shown a steady, decreasing trend in 
groundwater elevation from early September 2016 through mid-November 2016 in response to 
drought conditions persisting in southwest Georgia. In addition, the variation in the groundwater 
elevations at background monitoring wells MWOll and MWOlS reveal a significant downward vertical
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hydraulic gradient, calculated at approximately -0.91 foot/foot by the manual measurements collected 
by Black & Veatch on October 14, 2016. To further investigate the downward vertical hydraulic 
gradient at the Site, Black and Veatch manually measured groundwater level measurements during 
quarterly groundwater sampling activities at the Site in October 2016. Water level measurements were 
collected at MW02S, MW02I, MWllS, and MWllI on October 10, 2016. Both the MW02S/02I and 
MWllS/llI clusters show similar downward hydraulic gradients that are evident in the MWOlS/Oll 
cluster. The hydraulic gradients are presented in the following Table 3.

Table 3:
Summary of Vertical Hydraulic Gradients at Non-Transducer Station Monitoring Wells

Well ID
Well Total Water Level Measured on Vertical Hydraulic

Depth 10/10/16 (feet BTOC) Gradient

MW02S 20 S.83
-0.90

MW02I 6S 46.3S
MWllS 2S S.72

-0.86
MWllI 75 48.89

Note:
BTOC - below top of casing

Similar to background well MWOlS, groundwater elevations surrounding the outside of the barrier wall 
and capping containment system continue to show a rapid response to rainfall events (Figure 3). 
Transducer Stations 1, 2, and 3 (MW08S, CAP02, and MW04S, respectively) continue to demonstrate an 
almost immediate response to rainfall events. Specifically, the spikes in groundwater elevation on 
Figure 3 are just slightly after the spikes representing rainfall events. However, CAPOS (at Transducer 
Station #4) only shows an overall general trend that mimics the responses by MW08S, CAP02, and 
MW04S to rainfall events (e.g., a somewhat muted response compared to MW08S, CAP02, and 
MW04S). The muted response to rainfall events at CAPOS is discussed further in the "Groundwater 
Elevation Anomalies" section below.

Regarding the inside of the cap, groundwater elevations at CAP04 and CAPOS (Figures 2 and 3) appear 
to continue to trend similarly to intermediate background monitoring well MWOll. Since early Summer 
2016, CAP04 and CAPOS have shown an overall downward trend in groundwater elevation, which 
corresponds with drought conditions encountered during this time period in southwest Georgia. The 
last rainfall of greater than 1 inch at the weather station at C.M. Stripling Irrigation Research Park in 
Camilla was on September 18, 2016. There were only a few minor rainfall events (0.20 inches of 
rainfall or less) on S days from September 19, 2016 through November 21, 2016. CAP04 and CAPOS are 
located along the east and southeast border of the barrier system, inside the barrier system adjacent to 
Thomas Street (Figure 1). Also, groundwater elevations at the other two wells inside the cap (CAP06 
and CAP08) displayed a relatively steady groundwater elevation since August 2016.
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As labelled on Figure 3, groundwater levels at CAPOS have fallen below the level of the pressure 
transducer senor from December 21, 2015 to January 22, 2016 and again from October 22, 2016 
through November 21, 2016. The groundwater level at MW08S fell below the transducer sensor on 
November 14, 2016 and remained below the sensor through November 21, 2016, which is noted on 
Figure 3. Sometime between the previous, manual water level reading in July 2016 and the current, 
manual reading in October 2016, the water level at CAP06 has fallen below the transducer sensor. This 
is indicated by the orange dot on Figure 3, which is shown approximately 0.4 feet below the sensor 
elevation. Figure 5 shows groundwater elevations for Transducer Stations 1 through 5 at the Site, 
which were measured on October 14, 2016.

Also of note is what appears to be an incorrect manual water level measurement by field staff at 
MWOlS on October 14, 2016. The orange dot (representing the manual water level measurement) on 
Figure 3 is approximately 3 feet higher in elevation than the water level measured by the transducer on 
October 14, 2016. Care will be exercised in the next field event to ensure correct water level 
measurement at MWOlS and all wells measured.

Groundwater Elevation Anomalies
Based on experience at other sites. Black & Veatch considers some of the observed groundwater 
elevation trends normal, whereas other, more complex trends deserve explanation to assess 
groundwater movement in relation to the containment system. For example, the response to rainfall 
events and the 'jagged shark fin' response in the outer surficial aquifer wells is an ordinary pattern for 
the rising and falling water table in an unconfined surficial aquifer (Figure 4). However, outside well 
CAP03 behaves differently than the all other wells outside the barrier wall, in that it did not display the 
'Jagged shark fin' response to rainfall events, except for a 'Jagged shark fin' after a very large rainfall 
event in early August 2016, and is discussed further in this section.

The reliability of the data generated from each transducer is very important. Except for periodic 
occasions where the water level has fallen below the pressure transducers at CAPOS, CAP06, and 
MW08S (Figure 3), there are no indications that the data was disrupted (per the remote telemetry 
examinations). As a quality control measure for transducer operation, water levels have been manually 
obtained on February 22, 2016, April 4, 2016, July 23, 2016, and October 14, 2016 at the Transducer 
Stations (which are shown in Figures 2 and 3). The water levels were approximately identical to the 
transducer data, with a deviation of all the wells ranging from 0.03 to 0.14 foot in the February 22, 
2016 measurements, from 0.02 to 0.21 foot in the April 4, 2016 measurements, and from 0.04 to 0.15 
foot in the July 23, 2016 measurements. The manual measurements made on October 14, 2016 had a 
deviation (of all wells except MWOlS, MW08S, CAP06) of 0.03 to 0.10 foot. The deviation at MWOlS 
(3.01 foot deviation) is presumably due to the measurement error mentioned earlier. CAP06, which 
was also mentioned previously, has a deviation of 0.40 foot due to the water level falling below the 
transducer sensor. The water level at MW08S also fell below the transducer sensor, which lead to a 
deviation of 0.08 foot. The manual water levels compared to the transducer data are illustrated
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graphically by the green dots (generated on February 22, 2016), yellow dots (generated on April 4, 
2016), red dots (generated on July 23, 2016) and orange dots (generated on October 14, 2016) on 
Figures 2 and 3.

The muted response to rainfall events at CAP03 can possibly be explained by its location near a 
significant drainage feature (drainage swale along western side of containment system); thereby, rain 
water shedding off the containment system has less of an influence at CAP03. This drainage swale 
(shown on the western side of the containment cell in Figure 1) connects directly to the nearby storm 
water drop inlet and the surface water is directed to the storm water pond on the southwest portion of 
the Site. This process sheds surface water away from CAP03 much more quickly than at the MW04S, 
MW08S, and CAP02; thereby, potentially explaining the muted response to rainfall events at CAP03 
during moderate rainfall events. However, during eariy August 2016, there were several days of 
repeated, large rainfall events. These large rainfall events likely overwhelmed the usually-more-rapid 
drainage capabilities of the area surrounding CAP03. This likely lead to the unusual 'jagged shark fin' 
response to rainfall in early August 2016 at CAP03. CAPOS began behaving as the other wells (MM04S, 
MW08S, and CAP02) outside of the capping and containment system in response to the drought 
conditions from mid-September 2016 through mid-November 2016. Black & Veatch will continue to 
monitor the behavior of groundwater within CAPOS and evaluate anomalous behavior. As was 
discussed in Pressure Transducer Technical Memo #2, on March 20, 2016, Black & Veatch personnel 
investigated the area immediately around CAPOS (by hand augering) to ensure that no 
capping/containment material were located in the vicinity of CAPOS, which was confirmed.

The fluctuations in groundwater elevation observed in CAP04 and CAPOS appear to generally mimic 
groundwater elevations at MWOll (Figure 2), which is the background intermediate well outside of the 
barrier wall and capping containment system at the Site. The groundwater elevation at CAP02, outside 
the barrier wall, is approximately 5 feet higher than the groundwater elevation at CAP04 in November 
2016, which is inside the barrier wail (Figure 3). Also, the groundwater elevation at MW04S, outside 
the barrier wall, is approximately 5-6 feet higher than the groundwater elevation at CAPOS in 
November 2016, which is inside the barrier wall (Figure 3). As was mentioned in Pressure Transducer 
Technical Memo #2, on March 20, 2016, Black & Veatch personnel walked the entire the rock ring 
around the base of the containment cell in an attempt to identify any areas where the containment celi 
could be damaged or possibly leaking. This was recommended to investigate rising groundwater 
elevation trends at CAP04 and CAPOS along the eastern side of the containment cell. Black & Veatch 
looked for stressed vegetation, wet areas, and sedimentation around the rock ring, but saw no 
evidence of damage or leakage around the rock ring. Also during the March 2016 event, Black &. 
Veatch investigated the foundations of the light posts near CAP04 and CAPOS. No leakage or damage 
was noted around the foundations of the light posts near CAP04 or CAPOS. Since groundwater 
elevations at CAP04 and CAPOS leveled-off and have begun to decrease, and no damage to the 
containment cell around CAP04 or CAPOS have been noted, no further investigation is recommended at 
this time, but Biack & Veatch will closely monitor groundwater elevations at Transducer Stations 2 and 
3 in subsequent events. If groundwater hydraulic head inside the containment cell comes within 2 feet
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of the hydraulic head of their corresponding monitoring well outside of the containment cell, further 
investigation will be recommended. Black & Veatch will discuss any future recommendations with EPA 
prior to completing any additional investigation. These phenomena will continue to be closely 
monitored by Black & Veatch (all transducer station data reviewed on a monthly basis and continued 
close monitoring of water levels at CAP04 and CAPOS on a semimonthly basis).

Also of note, the water elevations at CAP02, MW04S, and MW08S have periodically exceeded the 
height of the barrier wall (approximately 169 feet amsi) during the monitoring period of November 22, 
2015 through November 21, 2016 (the approximate elevation of the barrier wall is indicated as a 
horizontal red line in Figures 2, 3, and 4). This may also help to account for the lower hydraulic head 
difference between the wells inside and outside the capped area along Thomas Street, as groundwater 
could be flowing over the barrier wall and back into the containment cell. Rising water along the east 
side of the containment system could be exacerbated through insufficient surface water drainage along 
the Thomas Street right of way during rain events. However, since mid-September 2016, all Transducer 
Stations have reported water level elevations below the elevation of the barrier wall, which is in 
response to drought conditions in southwestern Georgia during the timeframe. Black & Veatch will 
continue to monitor the water level elevations in relation to the barrier wall elevation.

Recommendations
The following recommendations are intended to refine insight into groundwater elevations inside and 
around the capping containment system at the Site.

Continue monitoring transducers (all transducer station data reviewed on a monthly basis and 
continued close monitoring of water levels at CAP04 and CAPOS on a semimonthly basis). 
Results shall be included with the next quarterly transducer memo with updated charts, tables 
and figures.
During a subsequent field visit, collect a synoptic (same day/no rain) round of water levels from 
all transducer station monitoring wells. Results shall be included with the next quarterly 
transducer memo.
A heavy rainfall event was not observed during times when Black & Veatch was onsite during 
the August 2016 to November 2016 timeframe covered by this memorandum; therefore, 
during a subsequent field visit, pay particular attention to the weather (day and night). If heavy 
rain occurs, document surface water flow around CAP03 to confirm the quick drainage of the 
area surrounding CAP03 during heavy rainfall events.
During the next quarterly groundwater sampling (scheduled for January 2017), manually 
measure water levels in monitoring wells MW02S, MWllS, and MW13S to confirm mounding 
of groundwater around the border of the containment cell and confirm slightly lower 
groundwater elevations west of the containment cell.
During the next quarterly groundwater sampling (scheduled for January 2017), manually 
measure water levels in monitoring wells MW02S, MW02I, MWllS, and MWllI to be able to 
calculate vertical hydraulic gradients at non-Transducer Station location wells.
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6) Finally, as mentioned in the Pressure Transducer Installation Memorandum (dated September 
21, 2015), maintenance of the transducers is anticipated approximately every six months; 
however, more frequent maintenance visits might be required if anomalous data is identified. 
Black & Veatch will assess the transducer station locations (integrity of the stations, integrity 
burial of cables between stations, etc.) at the next quarterly groundwater sampling at the Site 
in January 2017, but will not remove the transducers from the wells for inspection unless there 
is anomalous data at a particular transducer station.

Please contact us if you have any questions or if you would like to schedule a conference call or 
meeting to discuss the results and proposed work efforts.

FIGURES:
Figure 1

Figure 2 

Figure 3

Figure 4

Figure 5

Transducer and Monitoring Well Location Map

Transducer Results at All Stations (November 22, 2015 through November 21, 2016) 

Transducer Results at Stations 1 through 4 (November 22, 2015 through 

November 21, 2016)

Groundwater Elevation at Background Well (MWOlS) Compared to Average 

Groundwater Elevations in Wells (MW08S, MW04S, and CAP02) Outside Barrier Wall 

and Capping Containment System (November 22, 2015 through November 21, 2016) 

Groundwater Elevations as Measured Manually on October 10,2016 and 

October 14,2016

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1 Transducer Installation Information
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Figure 2
Transducer Results at All Stations (November 22,2015 through November 21,2016) 
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Figure 3
Transducer Results at Stations 1 through 4 (November 22,2015 through November 21,2016) 
Groundwater Surface Elevation Measured by Transducers (Feet NAVD88) and Rainfall (Inches)
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Rgure 4
Groundwater Elevation at Background Well (MWOlS) Compared to Average Groundwater Elevations in Wells (MW08S, MW04S, and CAP02) 

Outside Barrier Wall and Capping Containment System (November 22,2015 through November 21,2016)
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ATTACHMENT 1
TRANSDUCER INSTALLATION INFORMATION
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ATTACHMENT 1
TRANSDUCER INSTALLATION INFORMATION

Transducer Station Locations and Rationale
A network of ten (10) existing monitoring wells was selected for transducer deployment, and 
transducers were installed into each monitoring well on November 20, 2015. Tables 1 through 3 were 
included in Pressure Transducer Technical Memo #1 and Pressure Transducer Technical Memo #2, but 
have been included in this Attachment 1 for ease of reference. Table 1 describes the rationaie for the 
deployment of each transducer into each selected well. Monitoring of groundwater elevations in eight 
of the wells is associated with the existing barrier wall and capping containment system. These eight 
wells are represented by Transducer Stations #1 through #4, with each station consisting of two wells. 
Transducer Station #5 consists of the two remaining monitoring wells (MWOll and MWOlS), where the 
transducers were installed to monitor background groundwater elevations in the intermediate and 
shallow groundwater aquifers. The transducer stations have cellular capabilities for remote data 
download, with one cellular unit at each transducer station. Monitoring weli details for wells associated 
with Transducer Stations are presented in Table 2. Transducer deployment is summarized on Table 3. 
Field records associated with the transducer installations on November 20, 2015 are included as 
Attachment 1 in Pressure Transducer Technical Memo ttl.

Table Al:
Transducer Station Location Summary

Transducer Station 
Location Monitoring Wells Involved Location Rationale

Transducer Station #1 Tandem of MW08S (outside barrier 
wall) and CAPOS (inside barrier wall)

Monitoring groundwater levels inside/outside 
barrier wall along northwestern boundary.

Transducer Station #2 Tandem of CAP02 (outside barrier 
wall) and CAP04 (inside barrier wall)

Monitoring of groundwater levels 
inside/outside barrier wall along eastern 
boundary.

Transducer Station #3 Tandem of MW04S (outside barrier 
wall) and CAPOS (inside barrier wall)

Monitoring groundwater levels inside/outside 
barrier wall along southeastern boundary.

Transducer Station #4 Tandem of CAP03 (outside barrier 
wall) and CAP06 (inside barrier wall)

Monitoring groundwater levels inside/outside 
barrier wall along southwestern boundary.

Transducer Station #5 Tandem of MWOll (intermediate) and 
MWOlS (shallow).

Background monitoring of intermediate and 
shallow aquifer groundwater levels.

A-1
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Table A2: 
Monitoring Well Deta Is

Well ID Total Depth 
(ft BTOC)

Approximate 
Screen Length 

(ft)
Aquifer Northing Easting Notes

CAP02 19.40 10 Shallow 444439.610 2285610.200
Flush mount outside eastern 
barrier wall.

CAP03 18.93 10 Shallow 444050.190 2285057.280
Flush mount outside 
southwestern barrier wall.

CAP04 25.80 10 Shallow 444440.200 2285585.950
Flush mount inside eastern 
barrier wall.

CAPOS 25.38 10 Shallow 444169.900 2285557.320
Flush mount inside 
southeastern barrier wall.

CAP06 24.34 10 Shallow 444100.130 2285064.410
Flush mount inside 
southwestern barrier wall.

CAPOS 25.53 10 Shallow 444768.340 2285052.420
Flush mount inside 
northwestern barrier wall.

MW04S 14.75 10 Shallow 444160.997 2285602.486
Flush mount outside 
southeastern barrier wall.

MW08S 14.48 10 Shallow 444794.061 2285047.342
Flush mount outside 
northwestern barrier wall.

MW-Oll 67 12 Intermediate 444631.566 444631.566

Monument (stickup) west of 
containment cell; south of 
recreation center.

MW-OIS 20 11 Shallow 444636.045 444636.045

Monument (stickup) west of 
containment cell; south of 
recreation center.

Notes:
BTOC = below top of casing 
ft. = feet

Table A3:
Transducer Deployment Summary (November 20, 2015)

Monitoring
Well

Serial 
Number of 
Transducer

Transducer
Station

Location

Water Level 
at time of 
transducer 
installation 
(feet BTOC)

Depth of 
Transducer 

Sensor 
(feet BTOC)

Sensor
Elevation
(NAVD88)

Cube
Transmitter

Assigned

CAP08 424025
1

16.25 18.83 156.57
15112138

MW08S 431040 0.23 6.67 163.35
CAP04 428512

2
15.85 19.67 156.48

15081907
CAP02 431207 4.61 13.81 157.88

MW04S 430855
3

2.21 8.81 161.32
15112140

CAP05 427063 18.82 19.71 157.11
CAP06 427177

4
18.69 19.77 155.63

15112139
CAP03 431168 2.72 12.71 155.94
MWOll 423854

5
49.87 60.00 108.90

15081906
MWOlS 431265 2.72 15.00 153.82

Notes:
BTOC = below top of casing 
ft. = feet
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Transducer Equipment. Installation, and ProEramming
A summary of the transducer equipment, installation of transducers, and programming are described in 
detail in the Pressure Transducer Technical Memo #1. Each pressure transducer consists of an In Situ* 
Rugged TROLL 200 in each of the ten monitoring wells, along with a Cube 300R Telemetry Transmitter at 
each station. Manufacturer's information sheets for the transducers and telemetry units are included in 
Attachment 2 of Pressure Transducer Technical Memo #1. The Cube 300R Telemetry Transmitters also 
contain barometers and correct all transducer data for barometric pressure prior to transmittal (via 
cellular).

The pressure transducers are programmed to collect water pressure readings every 30 minutes, which 
has remained the same since installation of the pressure transducers in November 2015. The transducer 
data is transmitted (via cellular) every 72 hours, and is subsequently downloaded by Black & Veatch.

The weather station at C.M. Stripling Irrigation Research Park in Camilla has been utilized to track 
precipitation in the region, and to compare to the transducer data. The precipitation data from the 
weather station can be found at: http://weather.uga.edu/index.php?variable=HI&site=CAMILLA. The 
weather station is located approximately 6.5-miles northwest of the Site. Rainfall data has been 
provided on Figures 2, 3, and 4. In previous Pressure Transducer Memos, the rainfall data for December 
31, 2015 was not available. The rainfall data (0.83 inches of rainfall) for December 31, 2015 is now 
available, and this data is included in this Pressure Transducer Technical Memo.
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Camilla Wood Preserving Site 
Five-Year Review Site Inspection Report 
January 17,2017 
049082.08.45.00

Carrie McCoy of Black & Veatch visited the Camilla Wood Preserving Site (site) in Camilla, Mitchell 
County, Georgia on January 10,2017 to complete the inspection of the installed remedial components. 
The visit was conducted between 10:00am and 12:00pm. The weather at the time of the inspection was 
clear, sunny and 50 degrees F. Personnel interviews were conducted separately in December 2016 and 
no interviews were completed as part of this inspection. There is no full-time presence onsite 
performing O&M activities and, as such, all project documentation is stored at the Black & Veatch office 
in Alpharetta, Georgia. Relevant documentation includes an 08iM manual for the pond, as-built 
drawings of the pond, barrier wall, cap and wells, a CHASP and relevant personnel training records. The 
City of Camilla and Mitchell County have been maintaining the vegetation on the cap and pond areas 
and have been operating the storm water pond since 2014. No O&M cost records are available.

The remedy at this site includes access controls, institutional controls, a low-permeability cap, surface 
water collection and vertical barrier walls. A site map and photographs are attached that show relevant 
findings and locations.

General: No evidence of vandalism was observed. Potential trespassing was observed (discussed under 
Access controls below). No land use changes were observed. Driveways on the site appeared to be in 
good condition and are adequate for the site.

Access controls: The site is enclosed by a 6 foot chain link fence. In general, the fence is in good 
condition. It was observed that the gates leading to the storm water pond were open and unsecured. 
These gates should be secured at all times. There are a few locations where the fencing has been 
damaged.

In one area along Bennett Street, the fence fabric has been wrenched so that someone could get under 
the fence and gain access to the site. This fencing should be repaired and secured to the extent 
possible.

Hi
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One of the secondary gates along Thomas Street has been damaged and could be used by non- 
authorized personnel to access the site. This gate should be repaired to prevent entry of non-authorized 
personnel.

Institutional controls: Institutional controls have not yet been implemented for this facility, so no 
review of their effectiveness was performed.

Low permeability cap: The surface and sides of the low permeability cap were observed. In general, 
there were no areas of settlement or cracks observed and the cap appeared to be in good condition 
with stable side slopes, established vegetative cover and no holes or bulges observed. Cap penetrations, 
including groundwater monitoring wells and deep foundations, were observed and no evidence of 
leakage around the penetration was observed. The rock ring around the cap that provides an exit point 
for infiltrated water to shed off of the geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) was inspected and found to be 
functioning properly, as evidenced by seepage from the rock ring around the cap. The following issues 
were identified:

• Erosion: Extensive erosion was observed across the cap at the crest of the top slopes,
particularly on the southern and eastern boundaries of the cap. The approximate locations of 
major erosion are shown on the attached map. Precipitation running off of the cap has caused 
the fine-grained materials to wash out of the placed fill, leaving sandier materials in its place. In 
some areas, the erosion has formed gullies that are nearly two feet deep. With approximately 
3.5 feet of clean cover on the cap, the erosion is not in immediate danger of breaching the GCL 
and drainage layer, but the eroded areas should be filled in, recompacted and continue to be 
observed. If erosion in these gullies is not addressed and is allowed to continue, it has the 
potential to expose the GCL and drainage layer. It should be noted that in an effort to improve 
the flow of water off of the cap and minimize erosion, previously observed gullies were filled in 
and rip rap lined drainage channels were installed on the cap slopes in 2014. These efforts 
appear to have been largely successful as the severity and frequency with which erosion gullies 
were observed has been reduced.
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• Ponding: Due to the very low slopes present around the cap, ponding of surface water was 
observed at the toe of the slope on all four sides of the cap. Additionally, significant rains were 
encountered in the days leading up to the inspection, which is likely why some of the ponding 
was present onsite. This ponding was most significant on the southern edge of the cap as the 
southwest corner is the lowest elevation of the capped area. This ponding is not deemed to be 
an O&M issue, but a result of area topographical constraints, so no action is recommended to 
address this. Vegetation has begun to grow in the wet areas on the south side of the cap. Due 
to the soft and wet soils, this area is difficult for maintenance crews to access with equipment.
If this area cannot be cleared safely and adequately during a dry period, hand equipment should 
be used to occasionally clear overgrown vegetation from this area so that the flow of surface 
water over this area is not impeded. Additionally, minor areas on top of the cap exhibited 
ponding of water, specifically, around the installed foundations. Ponding was observed around 
the backstop foundations, which is a result of the foundations impeding the shedding of 
precipitation. This ponding should be monitored and if the areas either stay wet or the areas 
surrounding the foundations become eroded, minor filling and grading around the foundations 
should be done to encourage the flow of water away from the foundations. Small amounts of 
water also collected on top of the light pole foundations as a result of the presence of the 
Sonotubes used to install them. The Sonotubes leave a small lip above the edge of the 
foundation that allow rain water to collect. The tops of these Sonotubes should be cut down to 
remove the lip and prevent the ponding of rainwater. Finally, all of the sleeves that were 
installed for the fence posts should have caps on them to prevent the sleeve from filling with 
water. Many of the sleeves were missing caps.
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Surface Water Collection System: A 24 MG lined storm water pond, related appurtenances, piping and 
ditches are installed onsite. At the time of the inspection, the pond was approximately half full of storm 
water. The pond liner appeared to be in good and working condition at the time of the inspection. 
Headwalls, valves, check dams and drop inlets all appear to be in good working order. Issues observed 
with the collection system include siltation, vegetation growth and pulling of the liner.

• Siltation: Heavy buildup of silt was observed in several areas of the pond, specifically at the 
pump outfall, in the vicinity of the gate valve that allows water into the pond at the northeast 
corner and at the pond outfall in the southwest corner. Silt buildup can prevent proper flow of 
water through the pond and encourage growth of vegetation, whose roots could compromise 
the liner system. When the pond is empty, the silt should be carefully removed with hand tools, 
taking care not to damage the liner. Additionally, in the areas where vegetation has taken root 
in the silt, the vegetation should be removed and the liner beneath inspected to ensure that the
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liner was not compromised by the roots. Patching of the liner should be performed if it is found 
to have been compromised.

7r

I

• Pulling of the liner: The liner was observed to be pulled taught in the southeastern corner of 
the pond such that it is no longer lying flat on the side slopes. This occurrence has been



observed previously and in 2014, additional liner was added around the pond to allow for slack 
in the liner. It appears that the liner was pulled taught at the time of inspection as a result of 
the partial filling of the pond. The southeastern corner of the pond did not contain water 
though the rest of the pond did contain water. The weight of the water in the other areas of the 
pond appears to be pulling the liner up from the side slope. Once the pond is empty, the 
tension should be relieved from the liner and it should once again lie flat against the side slopes. 
The anchor trenches in the southwestern corner of the pond did not show signs of stress or 
indication that the liner was slipping.

Vertical barrier walls: No evidence of settlement of the vertical barrier wall was observed. The 
performance of the wall and cap system is monitored using an array of pressure transducers which track 
the hydraulic head inside and outside the barrier wall. The transducers are inspected and maintained on 
a quarterly basis and are in good working order. The data is downloaded from the transducers on a bi­
weekly basis and summary reports are submitted to the EPA on a quarterly basis, the last of which was 
submitted in December 2016. In December 2016, the hydraulic head differential around the cap varied 
from 5 to 7 feet with the greatest head difference being observed in the southwest corner. No evidence 
collected suggests that the groundwater inside the barrier wall is building up or that it is in danger of 
overtopping the wall. The groundwater elevations outside the wall have occasionally risen above the 
top elevation of the barrier wall, though there is no evidence that groundwater has flowed into the 
containment cell from the outside. There is a 24 inch layer of augmented clay (with soil cement at 
entrances) on top of the barrier wall that also acts to prevent flow into the containment cell from the 
outside.

Monitoring wells: Monitoring wells inspected were in good working order, properly secured and are 
routinely sampled. Wells in the ISCO treatment area are sampled on a quarterly basis and site-wide 
groundwater is generally monitored on an annual basis. The last quarterly ISCO event was conducted in 
January 2017 and the last annual event was completed in November 2015. Annual sampling should be 
resumed. Groundwater trends in the ISCO treatment area are generally declining or stable, but as the 
last application of oxidant was applied in April 2016, longer-term monitoring is needed to confirm this 
trend.
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^^,.£0 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
^ \ REGION 4

I ? 61 Forsyth Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960

June 20, 2017
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: First Five-Year Review Report,
Camilla Wood Preserving 
Camilla, Mitchell County, Georgia

FROM; Sydney Chan, Life Scientist /f 

Scientific Support Section

TO:

THRU:

Scott Miller, RPM
Restoration and Construction Section

Glenn Adams, Chief 
Scientific Support Section "

Per your request. Scientific Support Section (SSS) has reviewed the First Five-Year Review for 
Camilla Wood Preserving Superfund Site, Mitchell County, Georgia. Based on review of the 
First Five-Year Review (FYR), the following observations are provided for your consideration.

General Comments
After speaking with the Remedial Project Manager (RPM) and contractors, it is understood that 
there are no contaminated surficial soils available for direct contact at Camilla Wood Preserving 
site. It is recommended to add verbiage within the FYR to state that no contaminated surficial 
soils remain on site to avoid continual reevaluation of COCs in future FYRs. Pertaining to the 
adjacent landfill under GA EPD purview, a clarifying statement within the FYR is recommended 
stating that there is an agreement between EPA and GA EPD that the landfill is being addressed 
as a separate site under the State’s lead.

Please note it is recommended to state how the risk assessment process was conducted for 
dibenzofuran to derive its cleanup goal. For example, the risk assessment used a sub-chronic 
reference dose in the calculation for a child resident. I was able to recreate cleanup levels, but 
with no direction, it was not clear how they were originally derived. The cleanup level is 
protective.

Pertaining to dioxins detected pre-remedial/removal work, new toxicity information has been 
released since the ROD goal was set. After talking to the RPM and contractor, along with data 
presented to SSS, there are no contaminated surficial soils left on-site to complete the direct 
contact exposure pathway. Due to the lack of contaminated surficial soils present, dioxins do not 
need to be reevaluated.

Data Review
The FYR states that 2-Methylnaphthalene, carbazole, dibenzofiiran, B(a)P equivalent, 
naphthalene, manganese, arsenic, and benzene were detected above remedial goals in shallow
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groundwater sampling conducted in 2015. Pentachlorophenol was not detected in shallow and 
intermediate groundwater; however, the method detection limit was above the remedial goal. 
Additional sampling with detection limits set below the remedial goal is recommended to 
confirm the presence/absence of pentachlorophenol in groundwater. 2-Methylnaphthalene, 
carbazole, B(a)P equivalent, pentachlorophenol, dibenzofuran, naphthalene, acenaphthene, 
manganese, and arsenic were detected above remedial goals in intermediate groundwater 
sampling most recently conducted in 2015. Continued monitoring of all of these contaminants 
with detection limits lower than the remedial goals is recommended.

Please contact me at 404-562-8907 or if you have any comments or questions regarding this 

review.
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njl BLACK &VEATCH
Building a world of difference.’

MEMORANDUM

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Camilla Wood Preserving Site
Changes to the Storm Water System Design

B&V Project 049062 
B&V File 49062-0145-01-I-01230R0 

July 2, 2012

To: Scott Miller, EPA Remedial Project Manager

From: Carrie McCoy, Black & Veatch Task Order Manager

On June 26, 2012, Garrett Consulting, Inc. (GCI), the subcontractor completing the storm water 
improvements and soil excavation activities at the Camilla Wood Preserving Site, was attempting to 
remove standing storm water from the southern portion of Ditchline 2 using a pump. GCI was pumping 
water from the ditch and into the existing storm water pond in order to prepare the ditch for grading. 
During these pumping activities, a hose coupling came loose and the water being pumped ran over the 
northern side of the existing pond berm. This flow saturated the berm and caused a failure of the slope 
(picture attached). During inspection of the slope materials following this failure, the soils inside this 
berm were identified as predominantly sands with waste materials intermixed. The failed materials 
were extremely soft and lacking in structural properties desirable for a pond containment berm. As a 
result. Black & Veatch and GCI identified concerns regarding the stability of the materials in both the 
landfill (known buried waste) and existing pond berm and the risk of failure associated with installing 
both the flow pipe and overflow spillway between proposed Ditchline 2 and the existing pond.

Black & Veatch and GCI agree that it would be in the best interest of all parties that disturbance to the 
existing landfill slopes and existing pond as part of the planned storm water improvements be 
minimized and eliminated, where possible. As such. Black & Veatch recommends that the proposed 
new 7-acre pond serve as the primary storm water containment structure for the site. Proposed specific 
changes to the current construction plans are as follows (figure attached):

1. Ditchline 1 - This Ditchline will now connect to the northwest corner of the new 7-acre storm 
water pond instead of connecting directly into the existing pond outfall at the southwest corner 
of the property.

a. Construct a parallel ditch adjacent to existing Ditchline 1 that will handle flow from the 
City pump in the future (once the new pond system is operational).

b. Once the new Ditchline 1 alignment has been installed and lined, completely backfill the 
current alignment of Ditchline 1.

c. Eliminate the 24" high density polyethylene (HDPE) overflow relief pipe (with headwalls 
and man bars) between the northwest corner of the new pond and existing Ditchline 1.

d. Eliminate the spillway between the new pond and existing Ditchiine 1.
e. Eliminate the outflow pipe (with headwalls and man bars) at the southwest corner of 

the new pond that connects the new pond and existing Ditchline 1.
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MEMORANDUM Page 2

B&V Project 049062 
B&V File 49062-0145-01-I-01230RO 

July 2, 2012
2. Ditchline 2

a. North of intersection with Ditchline 3 - Instead of lining this ditch as planned, backfill 
the ditch and install an 18" HDPE pipe (with headwall and man bars).

b. South of intersection with Ditchline 3 - Instead of lining this ditch as planned, backfill 
the ditch and grade up to the bank of the landfill.

i. Reconfigure the proposed 6" polyvinyl chloride (PVC) drain pipe and drain grate 
near the northeast corner of the new pond so that it drains into the new pond.

ii. Eliminate the proposed 24" HDPE relief pipe (with headwalls and man bars) 
between Ditchline 2 and the NE corner of the new storm water pond.

iii. Eliminate the 24" HDPE outfall pipe (with headwalls and man bars) between 
Ditchline 2 (outside south end of new pond)and the existing storm water pond.

c. Install Junction box at confluence of Ditchline 2 and Ditchline 3. Connect above 18" 
HDPE pipe into Junction box.

d. Install an 18" HDPE pipe into the proposed Junction box at the confluence of Ditchline 2 
and Ditchline 3 which will route water into the northeast corner of the new storm water 
pond.

3. Ditchline 3
a. Install a Junction box at the end of the existing 15" corrugated metal pipe (CMP) pipe 

that enters the site beneath Thomas Street. Install new 18" HDPE pipe from this Junction 
box all along Ditchline 3 and connect into the proposed Junction box at the confluence 
of Ditchline#2 and Ditchline 3. Ditchline 3 will then be backfilled completely and graded 
to match the existing grade along the north side of the ditchline and the landfill bank or 
edge of fence along the south side of the ditchline.

4.
a.

b.

New Pond
Install a 24" outlet pipe that will connect the southwest corner of the new pond to the 
existing catch basin/outlet structure in the northwest corner of the existing pond.
Install the 24" manual gate valve on the outlet pipe between the southwest corner of 
the new pond and the existing catch basin/outlet structure in the northwest corner of 
the existing pond.
Install a bermed channel along the interior western floor of the pond to channel 
pumped ditchline #1 storm water towards the new pond outlet pipe.
Reaiign the footprint of the new pond to account for the additional space created by 
backfilling the southern portion of Ditchline 1 and all of Ditchline 2.

d.

5. Existing Pond
a. The outflow pipe will no longer be connected to or controlled by the 24" manual gate 

valve.
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MEMORANDUM Pages

B&V Project 049062 
B&V File 49062-0145-01-I-01230R0 

July 2, 2012
b. The opening in the bottom of the exiting catch basin/outlet structure will no longer be 

permanently closed off.
c. Install a berm at the northwestern corner of the existing pond to separate flows into this 

pond from the flow from the new pond.
d. Eliminate the spillway between the existing pond and new pond.

Of particular note in the above plan is that the existing pond will be allowed to function as it currently 
does and will no longer have a gate valve installed to control the outflow. The gate valve will instead be 
installed between the new pond and the outfall catch basin such that only the flows into the new pond 
will be controlled by the valve. As a result of the slope failure of the existing pond berm. Black & Veatch 
has grave concerns about potential effects of hydrostatic pressure that would be exerted on this berm 
by allowing the existing pond to fill routinely. Further, the potential for additional slope failures 
resulting from installation of the flow pipe and spillway is high.

It is Black & Veatch's recommendation that the design changes outlined herein be implemented. These 
changes present the best alternative while mitigating the inherent risk associated with manipulating the 
existing pond and landfill for all parties.
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MEMORANDUM Page 4

B&V Project 049062 
B&V File 49062-0145-01-I-01230R0 

July 2, 2012

m

Photo #1; Repaired failure of the existing pond berm between the southern end of Ditchline 2 and the 
existing pond.
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