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Technical Review Committee
for Environmental Restoration Activities

at the Former U.S. Naval Ammunition Support Detachment (NASD), Vieques Island, PR

Minutes of Meeting No.1 - Wednesday, May 16, 2001 - The Crow's Nest Inn, Vieques, PR

I. Welcome/Introductions
After the people attending the meeting introduced themselves, Ch ris topher Penny (the Navy's
Remedial Project Manager from Norfolk, VA), ou tlined the purpose and process of a Technical
Review Co mmittee and expla ined the agenda for the even ing's meeting. He encouraged the
community members to as k questions a t any time d uring the meeting and to consider how the
Technica l Review Committee (TRC) shou ld proceed from here.

In addition to the persons invited as TRC members, a number of loca l residents were present a t
the m eeting as gues ts. The a ttendance list is enclosed as Attachmen t 1.

Tw o information al presentati ons were made to the group. The first presen ta tion outline d public
participa tion in the environmenta l res torati on process and how th is TRC is proposed to
function. The second presenta tion described the Env ironmen tal Restoration program and
p rov ided an update on the investi gation of 17 potentially-contami na ted sites on the former u.s.
Naval Ammunition Support Detachment (NASD) property .

Cop ies of the April 2000 Commun ity Fact Sheet were d istributed. Copies are available in the
public information repositories and on the public information w ebsite (see Attachment 2).

II. Summary of Presentations

Opportunities for Public Participation (Ginny Farris, CH2M HILL)

The public should be in volved in environmen tal restoration decis ion-making, because they are
poten tially affec ted and they can help identify issues and values that should be considered in
making cleanup decisions . Pu blic participation opportunities include public notices in
newspapers (to announce commen t p eriod s, e tc.), fact sheets to p rovide more detail , p ublic
meetings, and participation in a TRC or Restoration Advisory Board (RAB).

TRCs and RABs meet regularly to review plans and reports and pro vide advice on cleanup
issues. The p roposed TRC for the cleanup of the Navy's former N ASD property should
represent stakeholder groups, including local residents; the new ow ners of the property
(Municipality of Vieques, US Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS), and Pu erto Rico Conserva tion
Trust (PRCT) - how ever, non e of the sites are on the PRCT's land ); the governmen t agencies
w ith a role in the cleanup (US Environmen ta l Protection Agency (EPA) and Puerto Rico
Environmen tal Quali ty Board (EQB)); and the Navy as the former land ow ner.

This TRC is proposed to have about 8 community me mbers. A typical TRC only has one or tw o
co mmunity members. The Navy has nominated the firs t 4 community members and asked
them to nominate about 4 more community members. This could be fro m a list of persons
known to be in terested or o the r people who are interested in cleanup issues at NASD.
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The first 4 community members to be nominated are:

• Arcin io Corcino Melendez
• Sharon Grasso (not able to atte nd this meeting)
• Stacie Notine
• Luis Davila Soto

Members representing government agencies w ill be nominated by the age ncy . So far, these are:

• Municipality: not yet appointed (by the Mayor)
• EQB : not yet appo in ted (by the CERCLA bran ch head )
• EPA Region 2: Robert Win g
• FWS: Felix Lopez (Boqueron Field Office) and Fernando N unez Ga rcia (Manager of the

Vieques Na tiona l Wildl ife Refuge)
• Navy: Ch ristophe r T. Penny (Na va l Facilities Eng ineering Command, Atlantic Division

(LANTDIV» and Madeline Rivera Ruiz (Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Env ironme ntal
Engineering Division)(not ab le to attend this meeting)

TRC Navy members are expected to provide documents, informat ion, an d training to TRC
members, to ensu re that community conce rns are cons idered, and to refer non-restoration
issues to other appropria te Navy officials (so the TRC can stay focussed on cleanup issues).
TRC regulatory agency members are expected to act as information resources for the
community and to ensure that Federal and Commonwealth environmental s tand ards and
regulations are addressed. TRC community members are expected to participate openly and
cons truc tive ly, to provide advice and feedback abo ut community concerns, to identify projects
for Technical Ass istance for Public Participation (TAPP) funding, and to help get information
out to the rest of the community .

The main differences between a RAB and a TRC are that a RAB ad ds more community
members, through a formal process of applica tion (and selection by a community-based
selection panel), and that all RAB meetings must be advertised and open to the general public.
The process of se tting up a RAB can take time (as much as 6 months).

Th is TRC could transition to a RAB, if and when conditions are su itable for collabora tive
discussions about cleanup issues and when TRC members agree that the time is right for
(p roductive) ope n public meetings. In the meantime, TRC members are encouraged to invite
interested non-members to vis it and ask questions, like this first meeting, but they should
communicate with other members about that before the meeting, so we know roughly how
many visitors to expect.

Environmental Restoration Program (Marty Clasen, CH2M HILL)

The second presentation described the Environmental Restoration program and the his tory and
current s tatus of the 17 potentia lly-con tamina ted sites that have been identified for investigation
under the Environmental Restoration program (also called Installation Restoration, or IR). Ten
of these si tes were iden tified by ea rlie r investigations and 7 more were recently identified by an
Environmental Baseline Survey, which was do ne last yea r, before the property transfer.

The Environmental Restoration program p rovid es fun ding and guidance for investigat ing and
cleaning up hazard ous waste sites at military ins tallations. The p rocess is simi lar to EPA's
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"Superfund" (CERCLA) p rocess. However, NASD is not one of the "Superfund" sites listed by
EPA, w hich are considered to be the worst sites in the nation. The EPA representative sa id that
the western side of Vieques is "no t nasty" (i.e., not as contaminated ) compared to othe r sites
they have dealt with in the past, and d oesn 't qualify for listing by EPA on the Nationa l Pri orities
List (NPL or "Superfund") .

Funding is split among all installations in a region and is prioritized on a "worst-first" basis, by
weighing the relative risks of all sites to the environment and to human health and safety.
Funding has already been set aside for the NASD cleanup: $13 million through fisca l year 2005,
w hen the investigation and remediation should be finished. In the even t that remediation
extends past 2005, or unexpected conditions are found that require more work, then additional
funding w ill be provided by the Navy.

Overview of Sites
About 50 acres of the land th at was transferred to the Municipali ty of Vieques are kn own or
suspected to con tain ha zardous substances and abou t 400 acres of the land transferred to FWS
ma y contain hazardous subs tances or some ordnance/exp losives. The Nav y is still responsible
for these sites and will keep restrictive easemen ts on them until investigation and any necessa ry
cleanup is done. The 17 sites are called eithe r "Solid Waste Management Units" (SWMUs),
which are places whe re hazardous materials or solid waste were stored or d isp osed of or
sp illed, and Areas of Conce rn (AOq , which are places that are suspected to be p ossibly
contaminated because of past activities. A map showing these sites was provided (see
At tachment 3) and aerial or o ther photographs were d isplayed.

Ten of the sites are near the Former Public Works Area, off Highway 200. From the preliminary
investigation, it looks like mos t of these sites ma y be eligible for a "no further action" report and
closeout, bu t several of them (like the former un derground storage tank ) will need further
invest igat ion .

The Open Burn/Open Detonation Range (OB/OD, or SWMU 4) is on FWS land, where ou t-of­
date munitions were burned in the past, w ill require more sampling and also an ordna nce/
exp losives survey. These are separate investigations, but w ill have to be coordinated . As bum
pits and / or ordnance items are found, the soil w ill be sa mpled around those areas for
contaminants . As the map shows, a circular area of approximately 400 acres has been fenced off,
to make sure that the public stays far away from any possible hazards until the s tu dy and
removal of hazardous items are completed . This large fenced area was based on estimates of the
possib le "kick-ou t" of burned exp losives; however, the old bum pits are be lieved to be located
w ithin a 40-acre area located in the center of this area.

The Drone Fuel Di sposal Site (SWMU 5) is a di tch ou tside an old storage building, w here fuel s
from drones (remote-con tro l aircra ft that were used for target practice) were dumped on the
ground in the 1960s. This fuel eva porates quickly and samples didn't find chemicals related to
this fuel in the so il; the compound found in one sample probably came from the asphalt roa d
next to the ditch.

The Mangrove Di sposal Site (SWM U 6), near Kiani Lagoon , was used to dump household
trash and industrial waste. Most of the material d umped here was later removed and taken to
the municipal lan dfill, but a fraction of it s till remains at the site. Th is site was also found to
contain a few ordna nce items (concre te-filled "d ummy" bombs).
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The Quebrada D isposal Site (SWMU 7) also a former trash dump, where some of the material
still remains.

AOC E is the sit e of a former underground sto rage tank (USn where some petroleum (waste
oil) apparen tly leaked into the ground .

At the former Asphalt Plan t (AOC I) , there is an area where some sp illed asphalt has been
found. That would not be considered a hazardous waste site in many places, but the total
petroleum hydrocarbons from the asphalt that were found in the so il sa mples are above EQB
screen ing criteria, so we may need to investiga te further.

The Former Operations Area Site (AOC J) was another landfill in the 1960s. Most of the w as te
was removed and taken to the municipal landfill, but some is s till there. At a site visit in August
2000, some scrap metal, shell casings, and an ammunition box were observed in one small a rea,
so an ordnance/exp losives survey is planned along with the sam p ling.

The Former Opera tions and Staging Area (AOC R) is now just a concrete slab, but in the 19605
it was the main opera tions area that consisted of Pub lics Works buildings, a parking area and a
vehicle maintenance shop, where materials like fuel, oi l, e tc. may h ave been stored .

The Former Power Plant (AOC H ) was operated from 1941-1943 and formerly had diesel fuel
ge nerators and fuel tanks. This site needs to be further investi gated for traces of fue l that mi ght
h ave sp illed or leaked from the tanks. The inside of the building was w ipe-sa mpled during the
Environmental Baseline Su rvey, to look for PCBs (commonly used in elec trical transformers a t
that time), but none w ere found.

CurrentStatusand Future Actions
The Phase I Preliminary Assessme n t/Site Investi gation (PA /SI) of 10 sites is comple ted and 4 of
those sites were recommen ded for more d etailed inves tigations (SWMUs 4, 6, 7 and AOC E).
Field work for the Phase II PA /SI of 7 AOCs has been done and the data is now being evalua ted
to find out whether o r not any of these areas need more detailed s tudy.

We are also working on a background study, using sam p les taken at uncontaminated loca tions,
to find out what is the normal range of naturally-occurring metals in the soil. The resulls of th is
study will be used to determine if additional s tud ies are needed at the remaining 6 sites of the
Phase I PA/SI (tha t were not recommended for further study) and at the 7 Phase II PA/SI sites.

In April, the Navy completed an ordnance / exp los ives (OE) survey at Green Beach. The Navy
organization that is responsible for expl osives safety (NOSSA) required this before the land
transfer, because the Marines had used the area for training exercises. The Navy researched
archival records (in the N ational Archives, Navy Historica l Center, Marine Historical Center,
Camp Lejeune, and NSRR) and in terviewed people w ho had trained there; very little
d ocumentation of training on the western side of the island was found . From what w e did find,
the Marines were no t allowed to use "live" bullets or shells because of the munitions s to red in
magazines on the western side; only blanks and photoflash ca rtridges (us ed to im ita te real
expl osions) were used. The field investigation included a visual sweep and magn etometer
survey of the entire beach area and the roads along Green Beach, along w ith a s ta tis tical
sam pling of the vegeta ted area . The only items fou nd w ere several blank bullet ca rtridges, a
bayonet, and ma ny aluminum cans.
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At the si tes recommended for further action by the PA /SI, a more detailed and focused study
ca lled a Remedial Investigati on (RI) w ill include collec ting and analyzing m ore sam ples, to
determine the n ature and exten t of con taminan t releases; formal risk assessmen t of long- term
risks to human health and eco logy, based on land use plan (residen tia l or n on-resid ential) for
each site . A Feasibili ty Study (FS) w ill examine alternatives for remed ial action , comparing
different technologies and their costs .

Ordnance / exp losives (O /E) surveys are p lanned at SWMU 4, SWMU 6, and AOC J. Thi s w ill
cons is t of a geop hysical survey, determining the exten t of O lE and buried O l E, removing all
o / E found on the surface and buried OE to a I -foot depth, and dispos ing of it, w h ich could
mean exp lod ing it in place or taking it away. The required depth of removal depends on fu ture
land use; all 3 sites of these sites are on 001 lan d that will no t be developed, so there w ill no t be
deep excavation to construct buildings .

The an ticipated sched ule righ t now is : Phase II PA / SI in Summer 2001; RI/FS Work Plan and
OE Workplan in Fall 2001 / Win ter 2002; RI/ FS Field Inves tiga tion in Spring 2002; Draft RI/ FS
report in Fall 2002/Winte r 2003.

III. Public Questions and Comments
(Note: Q uestio ns, comments and discussions took place throughout the presentations and afterward. For
ease of ref erence, they are all summarized together here.)

Q : TRC members as ked if the $13 million for investi gation an d cleanup of NASO comes ou t of
the $40 million in eco nomic development funding and wha t happens if more funding is
needed?

A: The $13 million is from separa te source of funds ca lled "Environ me n tal Restoration Navy."
Tha t total was based on a good-faith es timate tha t was d one ea rly in the pro cess, so some
adjus tments or possibly addition al funding (and tim e) mi gh t be needed, if the investi gation
finds that cond itions at so me sites a re more comp lex than we now expect.

Q : What is the acrea ge tha t is known to be contaminated on the OB / OO site and why hasn ' t the
OB /OO buffer zone been ex tended into the ocean side (comp le te the circle)?

A: The exact ac reage isn't known ye t, bu t the OB/OO site itself is only a small part of the
fenced-off area, which w as drawn to be very conservative. To draw the bu ffer zone, the N avy
es timated how far pieces might have been "kicked ou t" when burned / expl oded and then wen t
out another 1,000 fee t. A coup le of old bum pits have been located, but the vege ta tion that's
gro wn ove r the site is very thick, making it a hard site to investigate. Exp los ive Ordnance
Disp osal (EOO) technicians d id a scub a survey along the ocean side, and w e interviewed
fishermen who had been diving and ca tching lobs ters there for years; no ev idence of O /E on the
ocean side was found.

Q: A TRC member as ked, how do yo u determine the loca tion of the bum pits?

A: CH2MHill s ta ted that severa l methods are used to loca te the p its, including: review of
historical documents, a field site visit to iden tify d isturbed areas of the soil, a geophysical
survey to identify buried metallic materials, and test d rilling to d etermine if the soils are
con tamina ted.
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A TRC member commented that Navy documents (the 2000 Environmenta l Baseline Survey
and the earlier Initial Assessment Survey) contradict each other in terms of the date the open
demolition area was closed. One d ocument says it was 1979 while the o ther says it was in 1980.

Q: There was discussion of the degree of prior ity that the Navy and the EPA ha s given to
cleaning the OB /OD site where ord nance was expl oded .

A: Chris topher Penny explained tha t SWMU 4 is probably the highest priority site righ t now ,
from a risk viewpoin t, but that the planning and review process for ordnance /explosives work
goes through severa l ex tra Defense and Navy agencies and is very lengthy. Meanwhile, the
Navy should be able to s tart work on some of the o ther simpler s ites, like the 10 sites near the
Former Suppor t Base area, in hopes of being able to tu m at least some of those site easements
back over to the Municipality of Vieques th is year. Once the w ork plans for SWMU 4 are
approved , that s ite will be a high priority for the Navy.

Q: There was d iscussion about how deep under the surface of the ground would O lE be
removed. What if FWS need s to dig deeper to plant trees?

A: Since SWMU 4 is part of the wildlife refuge, and will no t be d eveloped, regulations only
require clearance down to one foot under the surface. The N avy will coordinate with FWS
about O lE clearance issues on their land.

Q: A TRC community member, who is a long-time resident, sa id that he remembers seeing tra sh
that had been d umped in Kiani Lagoon (the Ma ngrove Disposa l Site) about 20 yea rs ago, in pits
that were abou t 20 fee t deep. He said that he saw boxes with w ha t appeared to be flar es or
items that could have been exp losives.

A: Navy/ CH2M H ILL personnel said tha t some contaminants were detected near the surface
of this si te, but this information will be taken into account for future investigations a t the site.
Thi s is one of the sites that will require investi gation for O lE and more detailed environmental
s tudy (RI/FS).

Q : What is the comp osition of the drone fuel that was spilled in 1968? Navy d ocuments say that
was classified.

A: The fuels contained inhibited red fuming nitric acid (IRFNA) and mi xed amine fuels (MAF).
That may have been classified information at one time, but it 's not now .

There was a d iscussion about the possible risk to people who visit the Kiani Lagoon area to
ca tch land cra bs and other sea creatu res. One TRC member sa id that it wasn 't until six months
ago th at the Navy placed "Enviro nmen tal Res tora tion Site" signs. FWS personnel added tha t
"no crabbing allowed" signs were recently placed in the area, beca use taking animals is not
allowed at all anymore, now tha t it' s a wildlife refuge. (On Municipality-owned land, crabs can
be legally taken during the proper seasons.)

Several TRC members felt that thi s area should have more explicit signs indicating tha t crabs
from the area should not be consumed due to possible con tamination. Even though crabbing is
not allowed in the refuge, human nature w ill lead some people to ignore that, bu t a possible
health hazard warning might keep them away.
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There was a discussion about the wording these signs should have. Any such signs must
accurately reflect the condition of these animals, to avoid creatin g unnecessary concern on the
part of local residents. Right now, there is not enoug h data to say whether or not eating crabs
actually could be a long-term health ha zard. It was agreed that Navy and FWS will consult on
the issue (because FWS needs to agree to any signs on their property) and that at the next
meeting, proposed wording for new signs will be presented.

Q: Concerns were raised abo u t the level of remed iation that w ould be done on the property that
were given to the Municipality, because risk -based cleanup levels are based on projected land
use. The existing land use p lan was passed by the prev ious administra tion . There is a very
strong possibility the current adminis tra tion would wan t to use this land for residential
purposes rather tha n light industrial purposes, according to one visitor w ho works for the
Municipal gove rnment. The curren t administration has plans for these lands that d oes no t
match the designated usage proposed by the prev ious gov ernmen t. What happens when an
remedial action plan is approved and then the local governing authority changes its land use
plan?

A: Christopher Penny explained tha t either the new owner assumes responsibility for the cost of
additional restoration, be yond what is required for the intended land use that was agreed upon
be tween the previous administrations, or the local authority can petition the Federal
govern ment for more stringent cleanup. Also, the investigations that are being done may
indicate that some of these areas actua lly are (or w ill be) suitable for residential use.

Q : One visitor asked abo u t the quarry next to AOC 1- are traces of d yn amite used to excava te
the rock considered hazardous subs tances and should that be ing sampled for ?

A: The Navy and CH2M HILL w ill look in to that issue fur the r, but the quarry is not considered
an environmental restoration site now . The Municipality might continue to use it as an active
quarry (it's a good source of rock for road beds), in which case dynamite could be used again.

Q : A TRC member asked if the Former Power Plant building is s till s tructurally so und .

A: This is not something that's part of an Env ironmental Restoration s tudy (it's a struc tu ral
engineering issue), so that question can't be answered.

IV. Plans for the Next TRe Meeting
Christop her Penny suggested , and the group ag reed, that the next meeting sho u ld occur in late
July or ea rly Augus t, after the draft Phase II PA ISI report and the background study are
finish ed .

Before that time, the 4 ini tia l TRC members should get together and decide on the other
community members they wan t to nomina te. There should be ab out 4 more members from the
community added to the group, but that number is not fixed. A few more could be added, if
needed to round out the group. An other way to include more people would be for each
member to choose an alternate, who would attend if the primary member can't be there.

In addition, members are enco uraged to bring guests to observe or ask questions. Members who
want to bring guests are asked to call Chris Penny in ad vance, so that attendance isn 't too much
higher than expected .
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Su ggested locations for the ne xt meeting are the Lighthouse in Isabel Segunda, which would
need to be arranged by the Municipality, or the Vieques Conservation and Historical Trust
building in Esperanza.

TRC members were given copies of the Dra ft Final Community Relations Plan and asked to
read it and send Christopher Penny their comments by the next TRC meeting (Attachmen t 2).

Copies of the Community Relations Plan will be availab le for public inspection in the public
information repositories in Isabel Segunda and Ceiba, PR, at the office of the Vieques
Conserva tion & H istorical Trust in Esperanza , and on the NASD public info rmation website
(Attachmen t 2).
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