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Bob Lewandowski introduced himself as the BRAC (Base Realignment and Closure) coordinator 
from the Navy's program management office in Philadelphia. Mr. Lewandowski thanked 
everyone for coming to this RAB meeting on tax day 2009 and mentioned that he wanted to 
thank the RAB members not only for paying their taxes that pay for the salaries of the 
government employees and contractors here, but by assisting with the RAB process you help 
keep the program working efficiently and help us to maximize our use of tax dollars to clean up 
this Base. So thank you very much. 

Mr. Lewandowski introduced and welcomed Commander Joe Donnelly. CDR. Donnelly will be 
taking the place of the NAS JRB Willow Grove Executive Officer and RAB co-chair, CDR. Eric 
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Humphreys. CDR. Donnelly mentioned that he expects to be at NAS JRB Willow Grove about 
six months. 

Mr. Lewandowski pointed out that this is the 38th RAB meeting and that the Navy has been 
sponsoring these meetings at least ten years generally four times per year, so that adds up to a lot 
of meetings. Ted Roth asked how much 10ngerRAB meetings will continue? Mr. Lewandowski 
explained that he thinks the Navy will continue with the meetings as long as the Navy has 
responsibility here for cleanups. At some point in time, the Navy is expecting to transfer those 
responsibilities by special legislation along with the property to the Air F()rce. At that time the 
Air Force will decide. Bill Downs introduced himself from Air Force Reserve headquarters, and 
explained that the Air Force Center of Environmental Excellence has taken thy reins for the 
remediation for the Air Force. The (National) Guard does not come under that. Most of the 
property theAir Force once occupied is going to be turned over to the (National) Guard, but the 
Air Force will.contiIiue to do the restoration on the northeaster part of the Base over what was 
the Air Force Reserve section of the facility. But when the Navy side is transferred over to the 
Air Force; it is not completely decided which Command will have the responsibility for fi.nishing 
cleanups. At least at this level we aren't exactly sure what will be decided. Mr. Lewandowski 
agreed, that is how he understands it, the decision isn't 100% solid, and added that the transition 
is at least a couple of years from now, after operational closure by the Navy in 2011. So you 
won't get rid of the Navy any time soon. 

Mr. Lewandowski mentioned an item that wasn't on the agenda. The Navy will shortly be 
awarding a "historical radiological assessment." That is an exercise to research if there were 
ever any radiological materials used on the Base, and if so, what was the disposition of those 
materials. At other similar bases, other Air Stations that have done this type of assessment; 
investigators have identified the main type of this material as paint for instrument dials used back 
in the day to be visible in the dark. This project will be an exercise to research back through old 
documents and interview personnel to see if any of these types of products were used andwhat 
happened to them. We will try to have a representative of the Navy entity responsible for the 
investigation to the next RAB to give a briefing. 

Mr. Myers asked if there haven't been any other findings like that. Do you doa sweep 
with a Geiger counter? With the age of some ()f these sites isn't that something you 
should do to protect yourselves? Curt Frye and Mr. Lewandowski explained that unless 
there is other evidence causing us to suspect radiological waste, that's an effort we 
wouldn't usually take. This upcoming project will be a detailed records search to 
determine potential likelihood for radiological materials as Step 1. Then we will see 
where that leads. 

l\tIr. Lewandowski mentioned that the next agenda item was the CERFA (Community 
Environmental Response Facilitation Act) Category 3 parcels. About two years ago the Navy 
completed the CERFA Determination of Uncontaminated Properties. The primary purpose of 
that document was to identify uncontaminated parcels that could be available for quick transfer. 
Category 1 properties (referring to the projected slide) are the parcels in white. These are the 
areas of no known release of contaminated material, or no known storage of co ntamiIia ted 
material. In order to arrive at Category 1 parcel status, the Navy had to identify parcels known to 
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have had a release or storage of a hazardous material (Category 2 parcels), the red areas on the 
projected slide. Then the third type of parcel, Category 3, areas ofpotential.release are marked 
in yellow on the projected slide. Don Whalen is the Tetra Tech contractor who researched 
existing documents to further investigate Category 3 parcels. Referring to the projected slide, 
Mr. Whalen mentioned the documents he obtained and reviewed to help clarify the property 
status of Category 3 parcels. If the CERFA report indicated a potential asbestos problem, there 
was a 1997 asbestos survey report from a Navy contractor that performed asbestos inspections of 
all buildings Base wide. If the issue was lead.;.based paint, there was something similar done 
Base wideby another Navy contractor in 1996 inspecting all buildings for lead-based paint. In 
the case of the parcel where the former elevated water tank was removed, the CERF A report 
pointed to potential for lead contamination in the soil from old lead paint. The closeout report 
for the water tower removal Mr Whalen was able to find provided information regarding 
confirmatory soil samples obtained after the tank demolition and associated soil removal were 
completed. There were lots of storage tanks .on the Base. We were looking for UST 
(underground storage tank) closure reports to clarify status of several of the Category 3 sites. If 
no closure report could be found, that means there could be a potential problem, so field samples 
may be warranted. Spills of AFFF fire fighting foam was another class of concerns for .Category 
3 sites. There is a fluorinated chemical in AFFF that may be emerging as a concern, so those 
parcels are awaiting further government guidance expected soon for resolution. Mr. Whalen 
then provided a brief summary of various communications, emails, reports, sample analysis· 
results; file memos, historical aerial photographs and blueprints he reviewed in the process. Mr. 
Lewandowski added that Don has prepared a report of his findings as well as a matrix of site 
information to be used to put together a field work plan. Now we're using his work to figure out 
what kind of sampling we want to do at each those various Category 3 sites to clarify its' status. 

Mr. Myers asked if asbestos found around a pipe wasn't breaking apart, is that passable, 
or are·you removing all asbestos that is accessible. Mr. Lewandowski replied that if the 
asbestos is not damaged or friable or accessible, then we are allowed to transfer the 
property as long as we provide notification that the asbestos exists, so the next owner is 
aware that asbestos is in the particular facility. 

Mr. Whalen then provided examples of his findings. Building 20 had been demolished and 
removed some years back. There is information to suggest that there were UST's associated 
with Building 20, but no report to document that there was proper closure (of the UST's). The 
tanks mayhave been taken away when the building was demolished, but we haven't been able to 
show that. So the Navy will probably want to investigate in the field. Similarly, at Building 164, 
at the Marine Corps Center; the CERFA report mentioned a suspected septic:-type tank or leach 
field for the waste water drains from the building. We were able to find an old blueprint in the 
Navy's archives showing a septic tank leach field associated with Building 164. As far as we 
know it is still there, it just hasn't been closed properly. This is another case where the Navy 
may want to take a closerlook. Russ Turner asked, just to show the other side of the coin, what 
about the "sludge drying beds."Mr. Whalen answered that the former sludge drying beds 
Category 3 site at the waste water treatment plant were closed out properly, with a report 
documenting proper closure that was not available to the CERFA investigators. No further field 
sampling should be needed to consider this parcel as Category 1. 
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Mr. Meyers asked if the yellow highlighted parcels are the Category 3 sites we have been 
referring to? Mr. Lewandowski confirmed t¥at the yellow were the Category 3 sites and 
the red were mostly IR sites we have been dealing with since the beginning of the RAB. 
The yellow sites remain with questions. 

Mr. Downs mentioned that it has been about a year since the Air Force provided a briefing of 
activities. The Air Force has only one site where active remediation is underway, the POL 
(petroleum, oil and lubricants) area. So tonight we will provide not only an update of what has 
been done over the past year, but also what we are planning the coming year and give a "road 
map" of where we are taking the site for closure. Scott Shaw of our contractor, Tetra Tech, will 
be making the technical portion of the briefing. ' 

Mr. Shaw mentioned that the first slide is to bring the group up to date on Air Force activities. 
Phase I and Phase II will de discussed throughout this briefing. Phase I investigation refers 
largely to the fall 2()08 investigation. Phase II will be what the Air Force is going to be doing 
later this year and into the fall in the same general area. One the biggest issues we've had to deal 
with has been the amount of soil excavated dUring the initial Phase I investigation and then what 
we are going to do with soil that is generated in the spring and summer of this year. The Air 
Force also has a groundwater treatment biosparge system active in the POL area that is running 
now. We have been conducting compliance groundwater monitoring since 1998. 

Referring to the projected slide,Mr. Shaw gave an in-depth historical summary of the POL area 
that originated as an initial spill of jet fuel from the storage/pumping facility near the northern 
property boundary of the Base. Groundwater monitoring w~lls and temporary m6nitoring well 
installations and their purpose over the years was pointed out. The location of the natural gas 
pipeline was described along with a brief summary of soil borings in the area. In the fall of 
2008, largely between October and December, excavation was performed in the area indicated 
on the projected slide. Mr. Shaw finished his historical summary by referring to a projected slide 
of a photograph taken last fall showing the gas pipeline excavation and recoat process. 

Mr. Roth mentioned that he is on the Board of Greame Park which is located north of the 
Base, up to County Line Road. Ata past RABmeeting he had requested that someone 
should look at the water quality in the well at Greame Park, that there was contamination 
of some sort in the well water and possibly over at the Strawbridge H()use also. Nothing 
has been done about it. There's not even a report on it. Do you know anything about it? 
Jessica Kasmari replied that water quality in the Greame Park well was sampled, and 
analysis carne back as OK. That sample was obtained about a year or year and a half ago. 
Results should have been sent to the Park, that is the procedure. Mr. Lewandowski added 
that the Navy also believed that sampling had been done by P ADEP. Mr. Roth 
mentioned that the last thing (notice) Greame Park has (received) is that the water was 
contaminated. Charles Clark offered to speak with P ADEP water quality department 
people to find out about status and will be in contact with Mr. Roth. Mr. Lindhult asked 
does groundwater flow to the northwest? Mr. Shaw explained the relationship between 
the surface water stream, that effects shallow groundwater flow direction in the vicinity, 
with the general flow direction of groundwater to the northwest. 
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Mr. Shaw continued, stating that this will be the same sort of work planned for this spring, 
excavation continuing toward the west. Preparations include construction of roads for access, 
and looking at soil and vegetation to make sure no wetlands are impacted. Once the right-of way 
excavation and pipeline recoat process is completed, the Air Force will perform another 
excavation in the area identified for source removal based on the 2006/2007 soil investigation, as 
shown on the project slide. 

Mr. Lindhult asked what the contamination there is. How did it leapfrog over there that 
far? Is there a hypothesis how it got thete?Mt.Shaw replied that contamination is the 
same jet fuel, but the photo is distorted and explained the actual distances and features are 
not that far apart. Mr. Roth asked if that is Transcon's pipeline? Mr. Shaw confirmed, 
yes it is. 

Mr. Shaw showed a projected slide of Building NR201 with the soil excavated last fall. The soil 
is still there today and the Air Force is getting ready to deal with it as well as the soil to be 
excavated this season. A soil treatability study was performed as part of the Feasibility Study . 
(FS) to look at ways to deal with the large amount of soil to be excavated, considering things like 
the volume of soil, treatment options, transportation costs etc; The treatability study found that 
'vapor extraction was a viable treatment option for thesoil. However, economic factors have 
changed since the original calculations were made. Transportation costs are now far lower than 
earlier calculated because of the drop in the price of fuel. Opposed to a year ago, when 
transportation costs were so much higher, off-site disposal is now probably the best option for 
the government. ' 

Mr. Meyers asked if there is any reason this work can not be done in the winter and asked 
if you can not treat the soil and put it back where it carne from. Mr. Shaw replied that 
there is so much soil to be treated; there is not enough room to treat the soil on Base and 
still maintain an active airfield. Mr. Clark added that Transcon's people had some 
requirements that the AitForce could only expose a certain length Of pipe before it fuust 
be backfilled before digging up another length, so they would have had to treat the soil 
within a week; isn't that correct? Mr. Shaw confirmed, yes that's right. Mr. Roth asked 
how has the excavation been backfilled at this point? Mr. Shaw answered that backfill 
material has been brought in, 

Mr. Shaw showed a projected slide of the next phase of the biosparge and groundwater 
compliance monitoring parts of the project. There are as many as 30 wells in Area B and 16 in 
Area D. Referririg to the projected slide, Mr. Shaw explained that work was completed atArea 
Happroximately one year ago and work continues as discussed. Currently the groundwater 
sparging system is operating in Area G, where we anticipate continUing operation until August, 
and then moving on to Area D, where we will be operating until next spring. 

Mr. Lindhult asked about the rate of groundwater flow, and if the treatment process 
included recirculation of oxygen into the watetto expedite the rate of flow and the 
contact of oxygen to the contaIiiinant? Mr. Shaw replied that the groUndwater flow rate 
varies considerably as you approach the stream, but he once calculated that it takes up to 
a year and a half or two years to cross the impacted area. Thebiosparge system does, in 
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effect, increase the expo.sure o.f groundwater to o.xygen. Jeff Fread asked when will all o.f 
this biosparge treatment be completed? Mr. Shaw replied that he will be discussing that 
with the Air Fo.rce this afternoo.n, but it looks like it could be through 2011. Mr. Fread 
said so yo.u are treating o.ne lettered area at a time? Mr. Shaw replied that we have 
facilities to treat two. areas at atime. For no.w, with the o.ther work that has to be dune in 
the area, wo.rking (biosparging) in more than o.ne area wo.uld be to.ugh because of the 
o.ther vehicle traffic and heavy equipment operating. Once the excavatio.n project is 
done, biosparging will be moving into mo.re than one area at o.ne time. 

Mr. Frye introduced himself as the Navy remedial project manager, to. give a quick update un the 
schedule fur Site 2. Using a projected slide of Site 2 and Site 12 bo.undaries, Mr. Frye pointed 
o.ut the location of Site 2 on the so.uthwestern comer of the Air Statio.nalo.ng Horsham Road 
across from the new WA W A sture and po.int~d out the antenna array un the hill the site is located 
un. This site has been around fur a lung time. If we ho.ld to schedule, we will be thro.ugh with it 
this fiscal year. We submitted the draft remedial investigation repo.rt to. the regulators. They 
reviewed it, and we recently submitted the draft final repo.rt to. them. The next phase will be the 
final report. We have tentatively reached a consensus wit)1 the regulato.rs un no. action for this 
site based un the findings of the remedial investigation and a very detailed risk assessment 
process. In a large part, we think the lack o.f risk fro.mthe site is mostly because the original 
evidence of landfill activities, the reaso.n Site 2 was investigated, was really pertaining to Site 12 
(referring to the projected slide sho.wing the lo.catio.n of the new Site 12 adjacent, east o.f Site 2). 
So, rather than just mo.ving the investigation over here (to. Site 12), o.ur plan is to. actually clo.se 
o.ut Site 2 with a no. actio.n ROD (Reco.rd of Decision) and then start up a new Site 12. We're 
ho.ping to. finish the Site 2 remedial investigation phase and sign off un the final report fairly 
so.o.n. 

In the review o.f the Site 2 remedial investigation report, EPA mentio.ned co.ncern for o.ur 
gro.undwater sample results. There are seven wells at this site we sampled, but the sampling is 
nut recent, it is fro.m 1997. Based on tho.se sample results, we did o.ur risk assessment. So. befo.re 
we all agree to the no. actio.nROD, we reached co.nsensus to co.llect a current round of 
groundwater samples so everyone can be comfortable with the decisio.n fur no. action. We do.n't 
anticipate any adverse change in the groundwater results. Assuming there is no change resulting 
from the current gro.undwater results, we will move ahead with the next phase in the CRECLA 
(Comprehensive Environmental Respo.nse and Liability Act) process, which is W·prepare the 
Proposed Plan which requires a public meeting .. That should o.ccur at the next RAB meeting 
planned in the first half o.f July. Public no.tice ofthe Pro.po.sed Planwo.uld be in Mid January, 
with the required 45 day public co.mment period to close in the end o.f July. Questions? No. 
questions were received. 

Mr. Whalen then presented an update on the Site 3 investigatio.n. Site 3 - the Ninth Street 
Landfill is in the western part o.f the Base. Referring to. figures handed o.ut to. meeting attendees 
as well as projected slide, Mr. Whalen reviewed the Site 3 lo.cation, nearby features reco.gnized 
by the public, the histo.ry of suspected o.peratio.ns at Site 3, and the history of investigatio.ns (see 
hando.ut). There was a Phase I remedial investigatio.n in 1993 and a Phase II remedial 
investigation in 1996 that found that gro.undwater was co.ntaminated with PCE (tetrachlo.rethene). 
In 2007, the site was revisited by the Navy because o.f suspicio.ns the Navy had abo.ut the 
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appearance of certain observable irregularities on the site surface. Test pit excavations 
confirmed the existence buried waste in areas not identified by the earlier remedial investigation. 
In 2008 the Navy performed a geophysical electromagnetic (EM) survey to identify the extent of 
buried waste. In January 2009, the EM survey was followed up with a second test pit landfill 
delineation field investigation. Using the handouts and projected slides,Mr. Whalen 
summarized the field actions and results. The test pits confirmed excellent agreement with the 
EM Survey. Where the EM survey indicated buried waste; buried waste was found in the 
subsequent excavation; And conversely, where the EM survey indicated absence of buried 
waste, no buried waste was found in the subsequent excavation. In test pit 25, a number of 
volatile compounds, mostly toluene, ethylbenzene and xylene, were found insoil. PCE was 
encountered at a concentration of 200 parts per billion in the soil sample. This confirms the 
Phase II remedial investigationreportthatthere appeared to be some sort ofPCE source in Site 3 
that contributed to the PCE found in groundwater. We also found some asbestos-containing 
. material in test pit 20 (referring to the location of test pit 20 on the projected slide ). Lead was 
found in 11 test pits and PAHs were found in five test pits. PAHs arethe semi volatile 
compounds you get when you burn carbon-containing material. 

Mr. Lewandowski added that one ofthe purposes of the test pits was not only to look at 
what was in the test pit, but also to determine if our boundary froin the EM survey was 
accurate to finding the edge of the disposal zone. So we had our test pits going through 
the suspected waste disposal area into the adjacent areathe EM survey indicated as clean 
or undisturbed soil. Mr .. Whalen confirmed that we did a number of test pits like that 
through an (EM) anomaly and came out into clean soil (indicating several examples on 
the projected slide) just as the EM survey preq.icted, confirming the results· ()f the EM 
survey. Mr. Lindhult asked about thePCE found in groundwater in an area mixed with 
fuel components, mentioning that that combination could cause anaerobic conditions and 
an anaerobic reaction. Did you ever·find any TCE or other daughter products in the 
groundwater? Mr. Whalen said no daughter products of PCE have been noted, which is 
unusual. Generally PCE would degrade to daughter products, but for some reason, we 
have not detected that. Mr. Frye asked for more information about the asbestos 
encountered. Mr. Whalen explained that the "tiles" excavated in test pit 20 were old and 
not in very good shape. Mr. Turner added that the asbestos materials appeared to be 
thicker than typical siding used on homes in the long past. This material appeared more 
like the larger and thicker sheets of asbestos sheeting used to cover temporary structures 
and that sort of siding that was bolted on in sheets. Mr.Frye offered Transite? Mr. 
Turner and Mr. Roth agreed that sounded likely. Lisa Cunningham asked where the 
asbestos was encountered (indicating a spot on her handout). Mr Whalen confirmed that 
was the correct location, and added that future plans for Site 3 include an RI (remedial 
investigation) report this fiscal year, the feasibility study report in fiscal year '09/'10 and 
the ROD in fiscal year 2010~ Mr. Lewandowski added that those dates refer to the 
Federal fiscal year,not the state of Pennsylvania fiscal year which ends ona different 
date ... , we can't keep up with those guys. Ms Kasmari and Mr. Clark rebutted good 
naturedly, saying that the Pennsylvania fiscal year ends in July, . 
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Kevin Kilmartin provided an update on the bioremediation project at Site 5. Using a projected 
slide of the site, Mr. Kilmartin started off with a review of site location, groundwater flow 
direction, and a description of the chlorinated solvents-contaminated groundwater plume the 
Navy is actively treating as we have discussed before. The bioremediation will use the naturally 
occurring bacteria within the aquifer that use these sol vents in their metabolism to reduce or 
destroy the solvents. Initial biosampling and analysis indicates that these bacteria are present at a 
level too low to effectively conduct remediation. Using a projected slide and photo, Mr. 
Kilmartin pointed out the features of the groundwater wells, transfer lines and the treatment 
trailer, etc. that make up the pilot remediation system. Currently, the system has been operating 
a short time working on the first task, circulating sodium carbonate to raise the pH of the 
groundwater unit. The next task will be adding the substrate, the lactate material. Once we've 
adequately distributed the substrate material, we will stop injections and let nature take its 
course. After a~period of about six weeks groundwater samples will be collected to determine 
progress. If we determine that even with these pH and amendment actions, the aquifer still needs 
a little help, we will proceed to the next optional action. These bacteria can be purchased 
commercially and are available in the form of bacteria preparations ready for injection using the 
type of system the Navy has installed here. We can actually buy the bacteria and add them to the 
aquifer to increase the populations to the densities we need to remediate this groundwater if 
necessary. 

Mr. Lewandowski asked if Kevin could remind us of what the contaminants are at this 
site. Mr. Kilmartin replied that the contaminants here are chlorinated solvents. The three 
primary ones arel,l,l .. TCA (trichloroethane), TCE (trichloroethene) and 
tetrachloroethene (PCE). Unlike at Site 3 we discussed a few minutes back, where the 
the PCE has not broken down, these solvents at Site 5 show evidence of partial break 
down to their early stage break down products. Mr. Clark, referring to the photo of the 
treatment trailer asked if this is. all the government got for all of the money spent. Mr. 
Frye replied good naturedly that it's the most expensive trailer in the world. Mr. 
Kilmartin added a short summary description of· the features of the treatment system 
including the monitoring wells, well pumps., trenches for the buried pipes, transfer lines, i 

concrete pads, electrical service line, and the types of equipment in the trailer. Mr. 
Lindhult asked what is the flow rate of the system, and if there is a contingency plan if 
you get stall at cis-I,2 or vinyl chloride (VC)? Mr. Kilmartin explained that we are 
already at cis 1, 2, so what we are looking at is the presence of TCA, which is 
preferentially consumed by deholabacter, and the ethenes PCE and TCE, which are 
preferentially consumed bYdehalococoides.Unfortunately, the bacteria dehalococoides 
is inhibited by the presence of TeA. So the first thing will be to have deholabacter 
reduce the concentration of TCA in the aquifer to the poiIit where the dehalococoides can 
thrive and to help consume the ethenes. If we see stall for example at VC, we will 
perforll1 a genetic t¢st to see if the dehalococoides in our environment has the VC 
reductase gene that not all dehalococoides has. If not, we can purchase dehalococoides 
commercially that has the VC reductase gene and inject that to enhance our population 
with the ability to break down VC. Mr. Myers asked if the treatment system operated on 
a schedule on/off or is it constantly running, saying when he visited the trailer he didn't 
hear anything working in there. Mr. Kilmartin explained that at this stage of testing, the 
system is constantly working. It runs 2417. There isn't a lot of sound, because the 
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extraction pumps are in the wells, below water, and the equipment in the trailer is quiet. 
At this point, relatively early in the program a technician visits the trailer and inspects 
conditions frequently; about three times per week to perform system checks alld obtain 
samples to see how things are progressing. Later, maybe we will visit once or twice a 
week and later yet, after the amendments have been distributed throughout the aquifer, 
we will shut down the injection/distribution systems and let nature go to work on it. Mr. 
Roth asked why wait on the (biological) enhancement? Why go through all this if you 
could put them (the commercial bacteria stocks) in there and get it going. Mr. Kilmartin 
explained that the first step, that may be the longest step, will be to get the environment 
right for the baCteria, raising the pH of the water and driving to anaerobic conditions may 
take about six weeks. If we're lucky, and the bacteria populations explode, then there 
won't be any need to do any enhancement. Mr. Lewandowki pointed out that one of the 
things we've done here is to have installed a distribution system that would be compatible 
with other candidate remediation approaches. For inStance, should bioremediation not 
work, or only partially work, there are other technologies like chemical oxidation, or even 
a small pump and treat system that could be installed with just minor modifications. But 
the basic infrastructure is in place to extract and reinject groundwater. Mr Lindhult added 
that his concern is that lactate will not be able to drive the conditions enough in there to 
achieve anaerobic conditions. Mr. Kilmartin agreed that is something we will be 
monitoring closely. The oxygen in the hottest part of the plume there are actually pretty 
low now, barely above one milligram, but yes that may be the hardest part of this test. 
Mr. Lewandowski added that in planning this program, we have been working with the 
EPA scientists in Ada, Oklahoma who specialize in this technology. They have been 
advising us every step of the process. We have had that EPA resource working for us as 
well. 

Mr. Frye stepped up once again to talk about Site 12. Using a repeat of the projected slide 
shown earlier, Mr. Frye pointed out the relationship between Site 2 and Site 12. Site 12 is our 
newest site. We refer to Site 12 asSouth Landfill. As mentioned earlier, Site 2 has been. 
recognized as a site since the beginning of the CERCLA program here at Willow Grove in the 
early 1980's. From historical interviews and document searches, it was suspected that this area 
was a landfill in years past. From all of our investigations, we really didn't find anything 
substantial at Site2, but we did recently find some drums and debris at Site 12 after resp()ndiIlg to 
an EPA EPIC (Environmental Photographic Interpretation Center) survey of old aerial 
photographs from the area. A small CERCLA removal action was done to remove those drums 
and debris. About a year ago, while the Navy was performing the EM survey at Site 3 that Don 
Whalen described earlier tonight, we took the opportuIlity to also go to Site 12 and perform an 
EM scan. Results of the EM scan at Site 12 found a lot of buried metal debris looking pretty 
similar to Site 3 landfill results. That investigation helped us understand what was going on. It 
confirmed our suspicions that the historical landfill in this area was more in the area designated 
as Site 12 than Site2. Now we have to go through the CERCLA process for Site 12; remedial 
investigation, feasibility study, proposed plan and record of decision, that we have kicked off this 
year. Using a series of projected slides of historical aerial photographs (in the handouts), Mr.. 
Frye pointed out the features that helped us confirm even more that we are on the right path here. 
A summary of the progression of activities over the years as shown in the periodic aerial 
photographs was discussed, demonstrating part of the procedure used to arrive at the conclusion 
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to investigate Site 12 separately from Site 2, The next slide (also in the handouts) comes from 
the results of the EM survey performed last year. Dark red and dark blue areas are indications of 
some anomaly below the surface such as buried metal debris. 

Mr. Frye mentioned that to start off our remedial investigation phase for this site we had a 
meeting back in February with EPA and P ADEP to work out the scope of what we are going to 
do. We talked about test pits, surface soil samples, sediment samples, and soil borings. Right 
now, we are putting together a work plan to include the investigations discussed in February with 
the regulators. We will submit a draft of that for regulatory agency review through the spring 
and summer. The last slide shows the proposed schedule. Field activities for the Phase I 
remedial investigation are planned for later summer. Based 0 the findings from that, we'll see if 
a Phase II investigation is warranted that could be performed in the spring of next year. 

Mr. Clark offered to clear up one question. I should know this already after spending 
eight hours in the February meeting, but when you mention surface soil samples, just to 
explai1n to everybody, in the test pits there will be soil samples taken at different levels, 
not just from the surface of the soil? And the field sampling team will screen different 
areas, obtaining a sample if they see something that indicates they probably should 
sample in that area using field judgment, correct? Mr. Frye agreed. We went throllgh a 
lot of those details. Our intent with the test pits is to go down to the very bottom of any 
apparent w<lste disposal area. We assume we are going to find something, because the 
EM survey shows anomalies like at Site 3. We will use the excavator bucket to dig to the 
bottom of any waste We find, and as Chick mentioned, we'll take samples as we go down, 
pinpointing the sample location to where we see the worst evidence of contamination 
visually or by the PID (photo ionization detector). We'll also take some surface soil 
samples at areas away from the test pits or EM anomalies for ecological risk assessment 
reasons. For the animals that are out there, we're not too worried about soil well below 
grade, we're more concerned about the top two feet or so where rodents and worms, 
those organisms live. There are some areas that don't warrant a full test pit. In those 
areas we will obtain some surface soil samples. We'll also go to areas where there is no 
EM anomaly and obtain soil~ at varying depths using a hand auger soil boring just to make 
sure we don't have something there like a solvent or something that might have been 
dumped that wouldn't; be associated with metal EM anomaly response. 

Mr. Lewandowski announced that wraps up presentations for tonight. As always we're open to 
any questions or comments fromRAB members or the public that's here visiting. Weare always 
open for suggestions on improvements, are the presentations hitting the mark; are they technical 
enough, and are they clear enough? Like with Site 12, we're trying to make our presentations 
more graphic, add more pictures because they say a picture is worth a thousand words. And we 
want to keep the meetings short, so we are using photos and graphics in place of a thousand 
words. 

Mr. Myers asked about the status of contamination coming onto Base property from the 
eastern part of the Township, across Route 611? Mr. Roth clarified the area. as the former 
Kellet Aircraft. Mr. Lewandowski answered that we have nothing new on that. The 
Navyis in the process of preparing our land use control plan for Site 1. We call it a land 
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use control remedial design. We are in the process working with EPA and PADEP to put 
that together. The record of decision explains what we want to do, and the RD (remedial 
design) tells how we're going to do it. Mr. Lindhult stated that the presentations were 
very good. Well done. Mr. Lewandowski added that we will keep trying to improve 
them. If you have any suggestions at any time, you have our e-mail and telephone 
numbers. Pick up the phone or send e-mail. We're happy to hear from you. 

Mr. Lewandowski proposed that the next RAB meeting be held on July 8, 2009 at 6:00 
PM.((NOTE: Date changed to August 5,2009)) That would put it approximately in the middle 
of our public comment period for the Site 2 Proposed Plan. A brief discussion of the proposed 
date resulted in agreement among those in attendance. 

Mr. Lewandowski thanked everyone for coming, informing all present that they had three hours 
left to submit their tax returns and adjourned the 38th Restoration Advisory Board meeting. 
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Ms. Lisa Cunningham 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT OFFICE, NORTHEAST 
4911 SOUTH BROAD STREET 

PHILADELPHIA. PA 19112-1303 

Remedial Project Manager (3HS 11) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 3 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029 

Dear Ms. Cunningham: 

5090 
Code BPMO NE/RL 
Ser 08-202 
September 5, 2008 

The Navy is pleased to forward the Interim Record of Decision (ROD) for Site 1 
Groundwater, Operable Unit 3 (OU 3), at the Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base Willow 
Grove, PA. 

The soil at Site 1, Privet Road Compound, has been addressed by a separate 
operable unit, Operable Unit 1 (OU 1). 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (215) 897-4908. 

Enclosure: 
Interim ROD Site 1 Groundwater, OU 3 

Copy to: 
G. Abarca, NASJRB Willow Grove 
C. Frye, NAVFAC Micllant 
C. Clarke, PADEP 
R. Turner, TtNUS 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Robert F. Lewandows i, P.E. 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
By direction ofBRAC PMO 




