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*Suzanne Berkman opened the meeting and welcomed all attendees.

Review of February 3, 1994 TRC Minutes

Ms. Berkman reviewed the minutes from the previous TRC meeting. The following is
a list of points regarding Old Business that will be further discussed as part of this TRC
meeting’s agenda.

* She explained that Lt. Rios would give a presentation on the Building 31 Removal
Action, which was discussed at the previous TRC meeting.

* She stated that, at the last meeting, a discussion of the Interim Remedial Actions
(IRAs) was given and, for the present meeting, Barry Giroux (Atlantic) would give
an update of the projects.

* She mentioned that a previous discussion of the ecological sampling used to design
the IRAs was presented and that more data are now available and could be reviewed
and further discussed.

* She asked if there were any questions regarding the minutes from the previous
meeting.

There were no questions regarding the minutes.

Sue Pezzullo indicated that she did not receive an announcement regarding the date of
the last TRC. However, she indicated that she had reviewed copies of the minutes.

Ms. Berkman indicated that she is on the mailing list and was unsure why the oversight
occurred.

Ms. Berkman also announced that there would be two additional presentations which were
not on the agenda. The first would be given by Lt. Rios regarding the Building 31 Removal
Action, and the second would be given by Richard Conant regarding a new concept for the TRC
which has been mandated by the Navy. She indicated that, after these presentations, the
schedule would follow the agenda presented herein:

1) A presentation of the IRA projects (Atlantic).

2) An update on the Residential Wells Project (Atlantic).

3) Summary of analytical data from field investigation at IRA sites (Halliburton NUS).

4) Presentation on Ecological Sampling Project update (Menzie-Cura & Associates,
Inc.).

Building 31 Presentation

Suzanne Berkman introduced Lt. Rios, who gave a presentation regarding the Building 31
project. He stated that the Building 31 contract was awarded on September 30, 1993 to National
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Environmental Services Corporation of Bloomington, Indiana, for $629,000. He indicated that
the current contract value is $685,000 due to contract changes.

He said that the scope of work is as follows:
1) exterior soil removal,
2) concrete debris to be disposed of, and

3) solidification of on-site soils.

Currently, the exterior excavation is complete and backfilled. The soils were sent to
Mills Services Company of Pennsylvania for off-site stabilization and disposal.

The south and east end exterior excavation has also been completed; however, backfilling

is "waiting" for confirmation sample results to confirm that the sidewalls and bottom of the
excavation are clean.

Regarding the interior of the building, the original scope of the contract required the
following:

1) the removal of debris; and
2) the decontamination of floor and removal as a "special waste."

The contractor indicated that, due to time constraints, it could not perform the

decontamination. Therefore, the contractor provided a proposal for RCRA disposal of these
materials.

Currently, the contractor has removed the debris and also performed some of the minor
excavations inside the building.

Lt. Rios indicated that the original completion date for the project was April 8, 1994.
However, there have been some delays due to:

(1)  problems with the treatability study;
2) unforeseen problems with removal of railroad tracks, which were supported by
4-inch, steel I beams enclosed in concrete, requiring extra time to remove them;

and

3) the existence of a greater amount of cobbles in soils than was anticipated, which
required extra cost for removal as RCRA hazardous waste.

The Treatability Study was completed on March 9, 1994,

In the study, the soil was to stabilize with Portland Type II Cement and with 2% water.
Three mixture concentrations of cement were attempted as follows:
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(1) 15% cement, 2% water with soils
(2) 10% cement, 2% water with soils
3) 5% cement, 2% water with soils

The following results were noted:

(1) 15% mixture, solidified and could not be backfilled.

(2) 10% mixture, due to ionic effects the sample, failed TCLP tests.

(3) 5% mixture passed TCLP; however, after tests using brackish water to simulate
tidal flushing, the sample failed the TCLP test.

Therefore, the Treatability Study had to be revised.

Forester Environmental Services, Co., a subconsultant to National Environmental,
suggested adding a 2-percent Mono-Ammonium Phosphate mixture. This approach worked and
the soils passed the 5 mg/l TCLP cleanup standard for lead.

The pug mill used for the stabilization has just arrived on May 13, 1994, and stabilization
will begin next week.

Halliburton NUS will perform confirmation sampling on every 20-yard batch for TCLP
Lead. The goal is to complete this project by June 15, 1994 in order to begin the renovation
contract for the building.

Lt. Rios asked if there were any questions. There were none regarding his presentation.

Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) presentation.

A presentation was given by Richard Conant of the Submarine Base NLON regarding the
transition of the TRC to a RAB. He described what a RAB is, how the existing TRC will be
converted to a RAB, responsibilities of the RAB and the implementation schedule for
establishment of the RAB. It is proposed to convene the first RAB meeting on August 11, 1994.
Included as Attachment 1 is a copy of the overheads used by Mr. Conant which explain in more
detail the contents of his presentation.

The following is a summary of comments and responses made following the presentation.
Comment: Matt Cochran asked whether the existing community relations plan would need
revisions due to the change of the TRC to a RAB.
Response:  Richard Conant indicated that he didn’t think any changes would be necessary.
Comment: Robert Fromer asked whether the meeting minutes had been reviewed from the |

last TRC meeting, as he arrived late and had some comments regarding the
minutes.
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Response:  Suzanne Berkman indicated that they had.

Comment:  Robert Fromer indicated that he didn’t think that the community would be any
more responsive with the change from TRC to RAB.

Response:  Richard Conant indicated that the Navy has mandated the change with the intent
of improving community relations.

There were no more questions regarding this presentation.

Interim Remedial Actions Presentation

Barry Giroux gave a presentation regarding the status of the Interim Remedial Actions
including the project schedule and a brief summary of the new data. He reminded the TRC
members to submit comments on the FFS in writing as soon as possible for review. These
comments should go directly to Mr. Mark Evans, the Navy project manager for the site. A
copy of Barry Giroux’s overhead transparencies used for this presentation which show the
project schedule for each site provided as Attachment 2.

Questions raised during the presentation are as follows:

Comment:  Robert Fromer asked for definitions of the various acronyms being used in his
presentation.

Response:  Barry Giroux explained the definitions used in his presentation. A glossary of
terms/acronyms is provided as Attachment 3.

Comment: Robert Fromer asked how much money the government has spent to date on the
project for the entire study at the Subase.

Response:  Paul Burgess indicated that Atlantic’s contract, including drilling and laboratory
subcontractors, was just over $3 million from the start of the IR program in 1988.

Response:  Matt Cochran (Halliburton NUS) indicated his project was $1.8 million.

Comment:  Robert Fromer indicated the total is roughly $4.8 million, which is exclusive of
the Navy effort, which he estimated to be double the cost of both contractors or
roughly $10 million.

Comment: Robert Fromer indicated that he felt that the minutes of the last TRC meeting
were inaccurate; therefore, the following is a verbatim of his comments.
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Response:

Response:

My major point is thar I brought this up, and I hate to belabor the
point, but I will. I brought this up ar the last meeting, and the
minutes of the meeting, for the last meeting, really, really
detracted and didn’t do justice to the comments I’ve made. In Jact,
the comments that were actually made in the minutes of the
meeting, from what I actually said at the meeting one if they were
at the meeting could never tell what those comments were because
it is a complete fabrication and distortion of what I said. But, I'll
say this again, the fact of the matter is that this entire process has
not been based on a statistical master plan of how you are going
to go about sampling and doing your study. It seems, and this has
been acknowledged at the past meeting, that a lot of the study has
gone about pretty much in a random statistical manner, it hasn’t
been based on a written plan of startistics, and I Jeel very strongly
that that’s the weak link of this entire process. And I've asked in
a letter to the Commirtee, that my comments be accurately and
correctly reflected in the minutes of the meeting. But you know
this is the statement I’m going to make, I think that the $10 million
somewhere in that ballpark order of magnitude, thar the
government has spent approximately that amount of money and it’s
been based on what I do not consider a rational, and I'm not
picking on any specific individual, bur what I consider a rational
approach, a rational scientific approach, to making scientific
conclusions and remediation efforts. OK. :

Suzanne Berkman acknowledged that Robert Fromer had given her a letter stating
that he disagreed with the minutes of the last meeting. She went on to indicate
that the Committee members are given copies of the minutes and are counted on
to provide written comments on specific topics they feel were not accurate.

In response to some questions regarding the statistical design, Mr. Fromer

responded as follows:

No, I'm talking about the inception of the TRC and if it goes back
to 1980, then so be ir. The fact of the matter is throughout this
entire process from when this TRC was first formed and created,
when information was presented to us in terms of what the study
and investigation was going to be, that study was never based on
a statistical sampling plan showing, for example, for a certain
kind of constituent at a certain location, based on some type of
statistical plan, so many samples were going 1o be taken, and were
going to make a decision based on that number of samples and if
that number of samples was inadequate, we were going to increase
the size based on that type of statistical plan, whether it be a
Gaussien plan or other type of plan. Whatever type plan, was
going to be invoked, there was never a plan that was designed 1o
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show how the study was going to go forward, and how sampling
was going to be taken, the sampling has been taken pretty much
based on the technical discretion without a written plan as to how
they were going to do sampling. A kind of a random, gut
technical, approach, a gut technical approach, "well as a
professional engineer I think we should do this" which to me is not
a very scientific approach.

Response:  Matt Cochran stated that the IR program specifically targeted "hot spot" areas,
based on professional judgement and our response to this concern stated at the last
TRC meeting was that we are aware that there are statistical methods of
determining numbers and methods for sampling this type of investigation;
however, in order to reach the desired statistical confidence level, the number of
samples necessary to do this would drive the cost up dramatically to as much as
$20 to $30 million. That is why the program targets "hot spot" areas. The
program was by no means random.

Comment: Robert Fromer:

That was not the kind of comment, that was not exactly, in fact
that was not the comment you made, you in essence acknowledged
and it should be in the minutes of the meeting, I mean the
transcript of the minutes of the meeting, that you in essence
acknowledged that there was a randomness to it, and what you’re
saying from a technical and scientific standpoint should be down
in writing so that if a decision is made not to go forward with some
kind of statistical plan or if that can’t possibly occur because you
Just can’t do it, and you have to use this professional management
approach, then that should be identified in the plan, and that was
never identified in any of these plans, and so you go forward with
a plan that’s random in orientation hoping that members of the
public like myself and others are not sufficiently intelligent enough
to pick up, because we don’t have this technical scientific
background to pick it up, when in fact, I have picked it up and it’s
quite obvious that we haven’t marched forward according to some
kind of plan that’s in writing that says we do "A, we do "B," we
do "C," according to some kind of procedure, never been
identified, and so it makes everything that you do very suspect.

Response:  Suzanne Berkman indicated that the meeting needs to proceed along and get back
to the agenda. She also indicated that it is important to make comments before
documents become final and therefore in the future comments need to be made
before final plans are made.

Comment: Robert Fromer indicated that he has been making these same comments all along,
since the very beginning of the TRC. He continued saying that his comments
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have been ignored. But now that the ROD is coming along, he feels that for
formality the Navy wants comments for the public record, but he has been
making the same comments all along. He indicates that he will again identify his
comments for the ROD in writing.

Response:  Barry Giroux indicated that Mr. Fromer’s comments regarding the statistical
design of the field sampling plan had not been ignored, but rather were disagreed
with by the Navy, the U.S. EPA, the CTDEP, and Atlantic on technical merits.

Residential Well Sampling Presentation

Barry Giroux gave his presentation regarding the status of the residential well sampling
program. Overheads which were used during the presentation are provided as Attachment 4.

He explained that boron has not been detected in any residential wells above levels of
concern during the last four sampling rounds, thereby providing verification that, as suspected,
the boron concentration measured in earlier rounds were erroneous. He then presented the
results for three constituents that have been detected above levels of concern: aluminum, lead,
and sodium.

Comment:  Robert Fromer questioned whether homeowners at the locations where well water
was collected had undergone any medical examinations to establish correlations
between their health and the aluminum found in their drinking water.

Response:  Barry Giroux indicated that no, they haven’t.

Comment: Matt Cochran questioned whether the majority of aluminum exceedance in
groundwater is likely linked to background conditions.

Response:  Barry Giroux indicated that the preliminary data definitely suggest that the
aluminum is likely a background condition or is an artifact of the homeowner’s
plumbing system or fixtures.

Comment: Robert Fromer asked whether aluminum had been tested for and detected at the
Subase.

Response:  Barry Giroux indicated that aluminum had been tested for and detected in places,
but was not considered a contaminant of concern for Subase NLON.

Comment: A question was raised as to how the sample was collected from the homeowner’s
well. More specifically, was the sample collected as first draw, or was the
sample collected after the water had been run?

Response:  Barry Giroux indicated that the samples were collected after the water had been
run (a minimum of 20 minutes).
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Comment: The question was asked, if any, what kind of information are the homeowners
getting concerning elevated lead?

Response:  Barry Giroux indicated that Subase NLON has passed out health advisory
information packets, as well as the actual values of constituents found in their
well water.

Response:  Richard Conant added that any time there is an exceedance in residential well
water, Subase NLON sends out a summary sheet of the element to the particular
homeowner.

Comment: Charles Menzie indicated that there has been some recent discussion in the

literature regarding the contribution of organics to drinking water related to
submersible and other types of pumps typically used by homeowners.

Halliburton NUS Presentation Status of Phase IT Investigation

Matt Cochran introduced himself and indicated that his company is investigating 13 sites,
some of which are part of the Phase II investigation. This investigation is geared primarily
toward the perimeter areas in order to define the extent of contamination at the sites. He
indicated that the majority of field work for these sites has been completed and one of the two
rounds of groundwater sampling has been completed. He also indicated that the 72-hour
pumping test had been performed as well as several slug tests. A copy of the Halliburton NUS
handout is provided as Attachment 5.

Comment:  Robert Fromer questioned whether the hydraulic conductivity values were an
average of two directions, or is it just in one direction?

Response: Matt Cochran indicated that the values he has calculated assume horizontal flow.

Comment:  Robert Fromer asked if there had been any information regarding vertical flow
or lateral flow?

Response:  Matt Cochran indicated that only horizontal flow had been considered. However,
they may be able to calculate vertical hydraulic conductivity within the
overburden using the pumping test data.

Comment: Robert Fromer questioned how hydraulic conductivity values were arrived at,
i.e., were the values obtained using the difference in total head between
piezometers?

Response:  Matt Cochran indicated: no, not for the slug tests, only for the pumping test.

Stan Conti of Halliburton NUS gave a presentation regarding the pump test performed
at the Area A Landfill. He indicated that the 72-hour pump test was performed from April 28
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to May 1, 1994. He indicated that four observation wells (2-inch PVC) and one 6-inch pumping
well were installed for the test. It was also explained that one well was installed in the deeper
water bearing zone located below the fine-grained dredge spoil materials in the landfill. This
well was monitored during the pump test to determine if there was any hydraulic connection
between the shallow overburden and the deeper aquifers. He also explained that 2LMW18S was
monitored some distance away from the pump test area to determine any background effects
during the test.

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Response:

Comment:

Dale Weiss questioned whether the pumping well and observation wells were
installed in fill material.

Stan Conti indicated that they were fully penetrating wells in the fill material.

Dale Weiss asked what the wells were fully penetrating.

Stan Conti indicated that he means that the screen was through the entire length
of the aquifer.

Dale Weiss questioned if the pump test discharge water was tested during the
72-hour test.

Matt Cochran indicated that the water was tested but results have not yet come
back.

Robert Fromer questioned whether seasonal changes might affect the pump test.
Stan Conti indicated that there could possibly be some effects.

Robert Fromer then theorized that these seasonal changes may have an affect on
measured concentrations of any contaminants.

Stan Conti indicated that this could be true, yes.

Robert Fromer asked if this was the only time that the pump test was going to be
performed.

Stan Conti indicated that it was the only test that would be performed.
Dale Weiss indicated that the reason for the test is to determine the conductivity
of the material. He also indicated that the season in which the test was performed

wouldn’t really matter.

Dale Weiss indicated that he feels it may be important to know the vertical
conductivity of the dredge spoil for design of the cap, due to the possible head

-10-

ATLANTIC



buildup on the dredge spoils.

Response:  Barry Giroux indicates that the cap will have a clay mat with a conductivity
of 10°cm/sec.

Comment: Robert Fromer indicated that he thinks that Halliburton NUS is making
assumptions on vertical conductivity using the pump test data incorrectly. Given
that vertical conductivity is more important due to the fact that eventual capping
of the site may occur.

Response: ~ Matt Cochran indicated that the intent of the pump test was to obtain data for
possible groundwater remediation considerations.

Comment: Robert Fromer indicated that, if that is the only use of the data, then the test is
OK. However he feels it is important that the data not be used to infer vertical
conductivity.

Stan Conti continued his presentation indicating that a flow rate of 2 gallons per minute
(gpm) was chosen for the pump test. This flow rate was maintained for approximately 3,500
minutes at which time the water level in the pumping well reached the pump intake and the flow
rate fell to 1.14 gpm. He also noted that the well which was placed below the dredge spoils was
monitored and indicated no change in water level, indicating that the aquifers are not connected.

Comment: Robert Fromer questioned if the transducers were calibrated before the test.

Response:  Stan Conti indicated that the transducers were pre-calibrated and don’t require any
additional calibration. However, as a check for accuracy, the wells were also
monitored with hand-tapes for comparison.

At this time, Karen Smecker of Halliburton NUS gave a presentation on analytical
results, which have been validated to date. It was emphasized that the data are preliminary and
incomplete.

Comment: Robert Fromer asked for a table comprising all of the Standards used for
comparing data.

Response: ~ Matt Cochran indicated that a table having all of this data will be included in the
Risk Assessment section of their report.

Comment: A question was raised whether there is a standard for PCBs in soil for the site.

Response:  Paul Burgess indicated that 10 ppm had been proposed for the DRMO site;

however, CTDEP uses 2 ppm for soils, and an agreement has not been reached
as of yet.
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Comment: Dale Weiss asked whether there were more data on DRMO sampling locations
not yet received by Halliburton NUS.

R%poqse: Matt Cochran indicated that there were more data which would be received in the
next two weeks; however, data validation would typically take an additional five
weeks.

Comment: Robert Fromer questioned the use of TBC and ARAR values to determine if a
detected level of a contaminant in a particular media presents a hazard as the TBC
or ARAR values are derived for actual exposures different from those at the
Subase.

Response: ~ Karen Smecker agreed that the standards are based on risk-based values, based
on different scenarios than those present at the Subase. Matt Cochran indicated
that when the formal risk assessment is performed, the concerns brought up will
be addressed. The formal risk assessment will only consider actual scenarios that
exist at the Subase. The TBC/ARAR values are only used to screen the data to
identify potential hazards.

At this time, Charles Menzie gave a presentation on Risk Assessment related to work
performed for the focused feasibility studies, as well as some new work which will be performed
in the future. A copy of the overheads used in the presentation are provided as Attachment 6.

His presentation detailed the chemicals of concern at the Subase as a whole and for three
sites (DRMO, Area A Landfill, and Area A Downstream) provided a site description, list of
chemicals of concern, human and ecological receptors of concern, and the current status of risk-
based target remediation levels.

Comment: Robert Fromer questioned why Dr. Menzie was only concerned with PAHs and
PCB to come up with risk target levels. While NUS had identified a large
number of different chemicals, he asked if one could forget about those chemicals
regarding human health and ecological standards.

Response:  Dr. Menzie indicated that Halliburton NUS is at a different stage in their
program. Their task at present is to provide a list of chemicals of concern (above
some stand) then that list will be considered for human and ecological risk and
the chemicals will be identified that pose a risk. Target levels will only be
prepared for those constituents which pose a risk.

Comment: Robert Fromer asked if the values that Dr. Menzie comes up with for the specific
site are the final cleanup values, regardless of any other federal or state agencies.

Response:  Dr. Menzie indicated that the numbers he developed are for soils for which there
are no ARAR:s.
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_ Dr. Menzie closed his presentation. There were no other questions regarding his
presentation.

Comment: Dale Weiss questioned when the Phase I RI report would be complete.
Response:  Matt Cochran indicated that the preliminary draft report is due to the Navy by
September. After the Navy’s review, a draft of the report will be submitted to

the TRC for review and comment.

Suzanne Berkman questioned if August 11 was a good date for the next TRC meeting.
There were no objections. There were no additional questions. The meeting was adjourned.
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