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December 7 - 12:45

Joe Malen (DPW) - introductions/ agenda discussion

Sarah Belway (Jacobs) Presentation of Spring - Fall LDQ Field cy\_.;lﬂ._es / .f (Pj]

(Power point presentation available on ftp site)— {rove
Following topics presented #4{’/ W/C‘ W// ot 07
=  Additional Sampling

e Surface Soil Sampling

e Sound Berm Sampling
= PCB Foundation Removal and Sampling

JIM - Ngz that sa s in PCB area were taken from native soil.” l.e not from gravel fill
'Finm.; sids walls

JG - Question: To conflrm, was sampling in PCB area for a new event? And were other
events (Surface soil sampling and sound berm) to fill data gaps?. Also note that sound
berm samples were taken from the sides and not from top during 2009 sampling.

JM - Correct. Also during the PCB sampling if there was an area where potential

contamination was noted, in the PCB area the 10% full suite sample was taken there,
e STtencd soil, smell, or Presemce

JG - Question to confirm 10% full suite was because PCBs were the only COC there
JM - Yes correct.
= EM®61 Investigation (B11, B15, B35)
SB - Explanation of timeline of Building 11 Excavation. Scrap metal piles were removed
from the area of excavation in 2007 which were understood to be the source of the EM61

hot spot in that area. However after additional investigation in 2008 revealed that the total
amount was not removed further investigation was completed in at Building 11 in 2009.
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Note that we did not find any MEC, but 6 empty crushed drums were removed during the
investigation.

mal
Final geophysical $hown after all investigation activities presented.

JM - Where did the well come out at the Building 15/17/19 investigation (pointed to on
geophysics map. Explained to group that MW07 was,remov

S5 8mp,
TH - explained that we do have more recent data however not shown here.
we excavated we collected samples and did a geophysical survey

here ever

JG -Was the anomaly at the Building 35 investigation due to backfill material?
JM - Yes from B48 backfill

Groundwater Monitoring — Summer/Fall

25of  Tampe*|
SB - 33 wells were monitored m He SF"""A * m‘f"""”‘ M

fbl-u € 5

TCE Delineation (Geoprobes, Wells) - frewide, sowme dedails oo mae
BY POL Investigation  #walyheadsdt ebds wsed —-tidonse here

SB- POL was found during ditch drainage activities, fuel line JSOtentiaI source for the
contamination. (shown on geophysical map of area)

SB ~ Excavation 6 — 15 ft (groundwater)

Did not reach elevated PID until at least 3 ft bgs o
JM — Noted that whole area when they were building quarteg encountered a lot of diesel
smell in soil. Amanda Stark, Spill coordinator ADEC, noted that during construction of
houses in this area that it was not surprising to find.” Did not stop construction because of
smell/odor. Noted that they found 1-2" pipeline all over the base. Not also surprising that
there was not a map for it because it was a temporary installation (Quanset huts etc.)

uring deﬁis removal. { 2l
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Found another ion of pipe during construction of drainage ditch. We know there is still
petroleum there — will be addressed lafer. —

1,2,3 TCP Delineation (Gore Modules,

J.;(M‘(s hevww v avfwé . Spac)
- Recudts - fdc@,a;fzwzzﬁb Sf ,:7

=
SB- Description of process, pictures and number of drums. In general approx 10 ft below
foundation. Drums centered underneath garage.

JM - 2500 sq ft includes ramps side walls (to reduce excavation etc) or sloughing. Air vents
for blowing in warm air to prevent freezing.

Noted that this was the only building that we observed drums underneath foundations.

Also when you look at distance between drums and pit run and undisturbed soil; if that is
where the contractor stops when he excavates then he would not have seen the drums
when he was backfilling. Unlikely that allegatior}that he was building on top of stuff is true

JG - How far underneath did the drums go?

SB -~ The last drum was 15 ft in from the front of the garage.
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3‘5 difficult to calculateffat Taku,there are not big concentrationsj.

draft?

JB It was but in appendix and August data wasn't there yet.
AF - Did you do 10 units. 5 units for radon and 10 for VOCS?
JM - Yes did each different types of units.

h&l‘\tb fn ”MWWLMK‘

JB - Picked buildings based on previous results based on VOCs and geographic area. All of
the houses that had exceedances

MB - Did those five units correspond with exceedances? /‘7" 5

MB - Soil gas results - were all of those houses sampled for indoor air?

DS - No as the detects were discovered in august we were not able to compare.
AF - Was there a difference in the housing square footage between the units?
JM - Not very much in area but a slight difference in configuration.

AF - Was there a differen¢ i construction?

JM - Dec 05 foundations laid — and housing built the next year. All of similar construction slab
taie - on--a.ra.dc_ ete .

AF -What method did you use for Radon ?

DS- University of California- Sintilation Cell Counting. — everything compensated for decay. (1/2
life of 8 days).

DC - Is there a radon concern in these houses?.

DS- No 5 pCuries/L is alarm level for indoor air and we are an order of magnitude different for
indoor air.

DS- Sub slab to indoor air attenuation EPA figure (AEHS Spring 2008 Dan Diego CA Vapor
instrusion workshop)

SountE STREN(GTH
DS- In order to use VOCs you have to have a big sub slab i i
- RECAVSE
DS- Presented Guidance for the Evaluation and Migration of Subsurface Vapor intrusion to
indoor air
Discussion/presentation? Why not just use VOCS to develop a site specific Attenuation factor?.
DS- The conclusion in the revised RA will include this.
EPAs teirs approach
DEC default attenuation factos or @4 and part of Teir 2
Site Specific attenuation factos using radon as part of teir 3

JM - Can we put a statement about interconnection between groundwater and soil gas for

TCE?

JB- Yes will get into the updated conceptual site model.
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JG ~ Can you incorporate the path (presentation) into the Rl ~ the verbal discussion of the
result?

AF — Do you have monitoring wells near houses — (yes water and soil results).
MG - Max TCE 15 ppm in groundwater. Not high enough to present a big source to indoor air.

JG - This would also affect FS — to show that there is not a link between GW and indoor air
otherwise options you would choose that are not active don't want to give the impression that
you have a lingering source of indoor air

JV — Zero in and make arguments about specific buildings. Discuss why you have Sub slab
concentrations here but not in subslab etc.

DS - We have to be careful not to give the impression that one house is worse than the other,
to avoid perception of houses being better or worse than another

AF — Are you having a lot of public interest?

JM - We are being told by the command group that there will be interest. People are
comfortable. DPW told command group that there will be sub slab monitoring

AF — Agree with Janice that looking at highest concentrations would help with public
coneerdration.

DS — We will focus on highest concentrations in Nature and extent but calculate the risk for all
homes.

MB - Would like to tell the story in the Rl as it wasn't presented in first version. 7 ) 0
DS - We had criteria on how to select the 10 buildings in RI. % ol

MB- A lot of difference in how military people question homes. We can't presume that the
public is going to respond the same as non military.

oidmeet Con fost s
JM - Publlcmmﬁgis high and gets asked a lot of questions . Sewe ewne “t} d"""""*"""’“
u}‘\m we | WC%
MB- You need to tell the whole story.
DC - If you give the evaluation of worst case scenario and it was not bad then people will
understand better.

DC- Sampling events should be presented clearly. Data needs to be organized by building not
event. Same with groundwater. Would be easier to see trends etc.

DS — Are there any red flags for you (ADEC) that come up for using Radon?

ADEC - Worse case — was indoor air sampled in worse houses to confirm that attenuation
factor is appropriate? Better to know this information before hand. You should bring discussion
of background air into general discussion.

DS- We are trying to make generalization across 110 buildings.

ADEC - Explain that you area) using multiple lines of evidence. Radon sampling is one line of
evidence.

‘*’ DC - If you took top five exceedances and did indoor air on them it would help you prove that
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your exceedances are not above risk levels.

’\ 52\\?_ Exceizb NNGES . WE WT
DS - Chances are that indoor air may have been sampleds, / /e ase S ‘
g ca-n»ﬂ""“':i

fix th
JW ADEC -Never comparison to target levels 9 “Dlretres
T bon'T UNDERSTAND CoNTEXT. 3£eMs ouT of PINCE...
DC You are calculating risk according to 30 year occupancy. Need to point that out that it is
ultra conservative. That the occupancy is not going to be any more that six years. If you take
worse building on all lines of evidence - then calculate the risk over 30 years and 6 years to
prove that with as many ways that it was safe

AF- Attenuation factors are building characteristic Wn (not chemical) and therefore this

WQ[LQQ{‘” DA rag W e )
NoT SuRE WHAT NEE)s To BE “TALEN ouT”,
ADEC - we need to be convinced that there is not a risk (we want to make this go away) but

this needs to be presented in RI

JW — What are your thoughts on Chloroform — DS looked at results — some could have been
analytical variances who knowg— pretty much everywhere. diryie

Y2 WReE 1
CANYT RECALL IF THIS WAS ALLFHAT WAS SALD E)_u?llk\& MEETING.
JG - Is it a construction (OSHA) or waste issue? This is something to think about
Break
10:20 Returned to general discussion of Soil gas =

DC - We compared results, there did not seem to be any reproducibility
Scatter in results no repeatability??

JB- 10% of data does go through level 4 validation. Data is validated and as far as we can tell
the data is good.

MB- ADEC - knows that we will be looking at repeatability in the revised RI.

MB- Vapor intrusion new to all of us.

MB - B12 has the highest hits on Sub Slab — but does not have indoor, air. 7
ighes /;W-wilrjvim- ,.,.i""é‘f"“
MG — We do have results from Building 14. G = LN f _ﬁu. A“Z"' ——

ADEC- We really are going to have to have the worse case scenario. If we have to collect more
data then there will be less questions. Now that we have more data you have to look at the risk
characteristic. Assume that highest sub slab makes highest indoor air.

ADEC - Maybe you need to collect more indoor air samples?

JG - Are we going to discuss timetable? | am more concerned ahout the rzal rEisk of GW.
Potential real risk to drinking water. Drinking water risks
fenfonnts .

Pick out sentry wells so that the water does not reach the drinking well. Have we delineating
the plume?

JG — At least commit to picking out sentry wells to see if we have a problem.

JM - We see that as the next step after we get the data dump in January. Know that the Army
has included those wells (TCE delineation etc) so now monitoring 42 wells. Don't necessarily

WHERE WE HAVE WORST-CASE SUB-{
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