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ATTENDEES: A ~ %
Al Briggs - HNUS Yoon-Jean Chol - USEPA 3
Jim Briggs - USNavy Richard Conant - USNavy 3
Mark Schultz - USNavy Ens. Mike Bartieft - USNavy 2
Doug Cervenak - HNUS Everett Milam - HRP Assoc. ]
Michael Clark - TRC Lew Rigss - USNavy d
Kymberiee Keclder - USEPA Mark Evans - USNavy
Jeft Dale - USNavy David LaRiviere - CT DEP ~
Dave McDonald - Lockheed/ESAT Glen Daraskevich - CT DEP
Pattl Lynne Tyler - USEPA Sally Snyder - CT DEP
Mike Hummel - NORTHDIV Mark Lewls - CT DEP

Chris Stone - CT DEP

A concept review meetlng was held In Building #166 at Submarine Base New London In Groton,
Connecticut on March 9, 1905. The purpose of the meeting was to identify and address key technical
issusa assoclated with the Area "A" Landfill Cap Design. Partles attending included the U.8. Navy, and
its conaultant HNUS; U.S. EPA, and lts consultant TRC; and CT DEP, and its consultant HRP Assoclates.
The following Is a brief summary of key discussion tems and key action tems.

DISCUSSION ITEMS:

1. INTRODUCTIONS:

Self-Introductions were mede by each attendee.

2. OVERVIEW:

The U.S. Navy (Jim Briggs) presentad the status of the project relative to the BRAC MCON Construction.
The BRAC MCON 1993 Is law that relocates the Sub School to Submarine Base New London. In order
to accommodate the BRAC MCON 1983 scheduls, the Area "A” Landilil was to be closed by November
1985, This required completion of the design by May 1995.

The BRAC MCON 1885 was recently announced, The BRAC MCON 1985 la not law. The BRAC MCON
1995 relocates the Sub School to Charieston, South Carolina, rather than Subbase New Lendon. if BRAC
MCON 1885 ia passed, the Area "A" Landflll will not need to be closed by November 1885.

The current postticn of the U.S. Navy is to complete the design by June 1885, to provide flexibllity it BRAC
MCON 19085 is not passed.

3. DESIGN PRESENTATION:

HNUS (Cervenak) presented a design overview for tha Area A" Landlill Cap Design. Summary handouts
were dlstributed. Praliminary design drawings were presented. Drawings oonslstod of the title sheet,
. regrading plan, tinal cover system grading pian, detalls and Isopach.
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U.S. EPA (Choi) requested a minimum of 3% slope after settlement, per Federal Reguletions (this
Is not conslistent with Atiantic's expaectations regarding the regulators' flexibility).

U.S. EPA (Chol) was comfortable with the low traffic plateau arsa cap detall and H-20 plateau area
cap detall.

U.S. EPA (Chol) wants to see 24" of cover for frost protection.

U.S. EPA (Chol) prefers that the geosynthetic clay liner (CL) be excluded from steep slope; he'd
preter an SM soll (USCS classiiication) as a 8" bedding layer beneath the geomembrane.

U.S. EPA (Choi) suggested a substitution of 8 inches of ML or SM soils for the gecsynthetic clay liner
and a portion of the ges managemantbedding layer on the sidesiope area cap.

U.8. EPA (Chol) suggested a substitution of low density polyethylene (LDPE) for the textured high
denslty polysthylene (HDPE) (he clalms that It Is still avallable).

4. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT:

CT DEP (Stons) commented on the design approach to stormwater management.
This project Is covered under a "general construction psrmit”.

An Eroslon and Sedimentation Control (E&SC) plan Is needed.

o CT DEP (Stone) was comfortable with sheet ﬂdw to the sideslope area and wetlands, and with the
position the southern run-on Interceptor tranch. Sheet flow is preferred.

CT DEP (Stone) suggested a Iransition zone between the pavement and riprap (possibly a 2' layer .
of smaller (1" ) stone). :

Run-on Interception--Jim proposes that an energy dissipation structure be Included (no basin ls
required).

CT DEP (Stone) suggested provisions {such as a curb) to kesp sand in place.

CT DEP (Stone) would prefer to see a 4H:1V sidesiope.

CT DEP (Stone) suggested a slilt fance set In pea-size stone berm, at the toe of the sidesiope.
CT DEP (Stone) Indicated that the E&SC plan needs not be submitted indepandently.

The effectiveness of the groundwater interception channel was discussed-no final position was
established.

8 2
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5. WETLANDS:

U.S. Navy (Briggs) provided an ovewiew, Including the Issue of encroachment via temporary
E&SC.

U.S. EPA (Tyler) suggested that the speacifications should provide the contractor with “strong
wording" to stay out of wetlands, stake It, and use a siit fence.

The U.S. EPA (Tyler) would like a wetlands "expert’ on site during construction.

The U.S. EPA (Tyler) indicated that an "alternatives analysis* will be required regarding the

wetlands, and could be part of Design Analysis Document. This would address compliance with
ARARs.

The U.S. EPA (Tyler) indicated that the ACOE will not be involved.
The U.S. EPA (Tyler) Indicated that other natural resource trustees need to be Involved.

U.S. EPA (Tyler) recognizes that Impast on wetlands wlll occur, and they understand that
appropriate mitlgation wiil oecur.

U.S. Navy (Evans) emphasized that much of the wetlands loss will be temporary.

There Is a relevant U.S. EPA document that was published last year: Wetlands at CERCLA sltes.
U.S. EPA (Chol) broached the collection of seeps. U.S, Navy (Evans) explained that groundwater
Is not a focus of this design. U.S. EPA (Chol) Indicated that we must confim the structural
adequacy of the toe (l.e., uplit). U.S. EPA (Chol) remained uncomfortable without inclusion of
a toe collection system.

It appears that U.S. EPA ls not concernad wih nature/composition of leachate seeps along the
north slope area, based upon recent sampling and analysis.

6. PCBs:

1 e

U.S. Navy (Briggs) presented the consideratlon of leaving all PCBs In place.

CT DEP (Lewls) Indicated that their prefarence is for removal; in fact, they were uncomfortable
with the 50 ppm (vs8 10 ppm) clean-up goal below the 1' level, to a dapth of 10'.

There are proposed regulations/guidance within CTDEP regarding PCB clean-up.
CTDEP (Lewls) I8 more concernad with leachabllity of PCBs than dermal contact.

U.S. EPA (Chol) expreased that it may not be logical to dispose of PCBs at an offsite faclllty

when tha proposed cap masts TSCA requirements. U.S. EPA (Choi) is supportive of leaving
PCBs In placs.
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e U.S. Navy (Briggs) suggested a conferance call with CTDEP to confirm their position.

¢ U.S. Navy (Briggs) suggested the possibility of stabliization of materlals. However, this option was
iater downplayed based on cost.

¢ U.S. Navy (Briggs) asked HNUS to Investigate PCB remedies at other sites.

7. METHANE EMISSIONS (LANDFILL GAS):

e HNUS (Briggs) gave an overview of the paper study performed by HNUS (which ostimated
methane emissions at between 12 to 20 TPY) and the proposed passive collection system.

e CTDEP (Daraskevich) would (ike to review our paper estimates prior to providing additional
spacific guldance.

e CTDEP {Daraskevich) explained that 5 TPY Is a trigger only, and suggests only that additional
evaluation be performed.

e CTDEP (Daraskevich) Is not sure that we could sustain a flare at these rates; le., is It
economically feasible?

e CTDEP (Daraskevich) Indicated that “maximum allowable stack concentrations” for toxice be
considered (Section 28)

e CTDEP (Daraskevich) doesn't reaily anticipats that an active collection system will be required.
e HNUS wili add a oover sheet to the calculations, for submittal to CTDEP for review.

e There was some quastion as to whether or not a gas monltoring program is required.

8. ROCK DISPOSAL:

e U.8, Navy (Briggs) provided an overview of the offsite disposal concept, ihcludlng washing of
boulders and cobbles.

¢ U. S, EPA suggested that offsite disposal Is acceptable, and CTDEP concurred.

e No mention was made of confirmatory testing (such as wipe tests) for these materials.

1 9. U.S. EPA (Choi) - DESIGN ISSUES:

¥

¢ e U. S. EPA (Choi) stlll recommends a toe drain along the north slope of the landfill.
\v ® There was substantial pro/con discussion on this issue, and this lssue will be discussed later.

¢ U.8. EPA (Chol) noted that we will have to deal with leachate during excavation of north face.
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10. TRC (Clark) - DESIGN ISSUES:

1.

HNUS should consider dewatering eftect In the consolidation calculations.

The design should include provisions to deal with soft spots on the landfill surface.

EASTERN LANDFILL AREA:

HNUS ia to prepare a Work Plan for additional investigative activities In this area. Navy will issue
scope change letter.

U.S. EPA (Keckler) wants more sampling than would be typical for a landfill, including geophysics.

HNUS (Briggs) relterated that the area we are ovaluating was not part of the landflliing activitles,
and apparently is soll backiill.

ACTION ITEMS:

The foilowing is a summary of key action items and responsible parties as a result of the above discussion.

1.

The U.S. Navy wili coordinate telephona conference call(s) with U.S. Navy, U.S. EPA, CT DEP
to discuss:

CT DEP's stance on PCBs
Wetlands lgsues

HNUS will provide a minimum grade of 3% for the final cover system {congldering settlement).
HNUS wiil identify (if avallable) project examples of ieaving PCBs In-place.

HNUS will substitute 6 inches of ML or SM sol} for the geosynthetic clay liner and a portion of the
gas managementbedding laysr on the sideslope area cap.

HNUS will prepare a Work Plan for the Eastem Area.

HNUS will submit to the U.8. Navy theoretical methans calculations, for subsequsnt s_ubmtttal to

CTOEP.
24 mamh
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