LDt =
n & { AV PN
0 L DNy T

<

\

—
i

N69118.AR.000797

ST JULIENS CREEK

5090.3a
MEETING SUMMARY CH2MHILL

St. Juliens Creek Annex (SJCA) Restoration Advisory
Board (RAB) Meeting Summary: May 17, 2004

RAB Members Present:

Valerie Walker CNRMA Kevin Lew SPAWAR

Bob Schirmer LANTDIV Scott Mohr NAVSTA PAO

Debra Miller Virginia DEQ Carolyn Neill CNRMA

Todd Richardson USEPA Region III Bill Friedmann CH2M HILL

Bob Mann Community Co-Chair Kim Henderson CH2M HILL
(Geneva Shores)

FROM: Kim Henderson/CH2M HILL

DATE: May 24, 2004

Location: Major Hillard Library, Chesapeake, Virginia

RAB Welcome and Introductions
At 5:30 pm Ms. Valerie Walker presented opening remarks and introductions.

Site 3 Interim Remedial Action

Mr. Friedmann presented a summary of the removal action at Site 3. Handouts of the
presentation were provided to the RAB members. Mr. Friedmann presented a brief site
history, the reasons for the selected alternative, summary of removal activities, post removal
summary, next steps, and reasons for success.

Mr. Mann asked where the materials removed from the site were taken to. Mr. Friedmann
explained that they took the materials to an offsite disposal facility approved by the Virginia
Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ).

Mr. Lew asked the overall cost of the removal. Mr. Friedmann estimated that for the first
phase of the removal action the cost was just over $100,000 and about $1 million was spent
on the second phase totaling approximately $1.1 million. Additional funds were spent on
pre-characterization sampling and reporting that are not included in the total.

Blows Creek Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment

Mr. Friedmann presented the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (BERA) investigation
conducted at Blows Creek. Handouts of the presentation were provided to the RAB
members. Mr. Friedmann informed the RAB of the location of Blows Creek, purpose of the
BERA, sampling locations, field event summary, analytical results including elevated
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mercury levels in the upper and lower reaches, food web model results, and next steps
planned for Blows Creek.

Mr. Mann asked what we will do when we find where the elevated mercury is coming from.
Mr. Schirmer stated that we will try to look for the source to determine where the mercury
is coming from and address the source if it is determined to be Navy-related.

Site 21 Groundwater Results

Mr. Friedmann presented the Site 21 investigation conducted in August 2003. Handouts of
the presentation were provided to the RAB members. Mr. Friedmann explained that
Building 187 (Site 21) was a locomotive maintenance shed where trichloroethene (TCE) was
found in groundwater in 1996. To verify the TCE, Membrane Interface Probe (MIP)
sampling was conducted to delineate the potential TCE plume. The MIP produced real-time
lithologic profiles and data that indicated the presence of TCE. A total of seven monitoring
wells were installed and the analytical sample results for TCE correlated with the MIP
results. Additionally, it was determined that the TCE from Site 21 has impacted the adjacent
storm water system which is impacting the downgradient water body at Site 2. The next
steps for Site 21 include additional VOC plume delineation, confirmation of elevated metals
and explosive (RDX) concentrations found in the existing monitoring wells, and an
evaluation of remedial alternatives.

Roundtable/ Q & A

Ms. Walker informed the RAB that an open house is being planned for the RAB members to
encourage participation and more information will follow.

Ms. Henderson informed the RAB that as requested at the last meeting, the RAB agendas
and meeting minutes will be available on the SJCA Enterprise System web site this summer
and the members will be notified. The web site is currently being updated and will be
presented at the next meeting.

Next Meeting: The next RAB meeting is scheduled for October 20, 2004 at the Major Hillard
Library. When asked, Mr. Mann indicated that site visits would be interesting.

Meeting Adjourned.



MEETING SUMMARY CH2MHILL

St. Juliens Creek Annex (SJCA) Site 4 Proposed
Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) Public Meeting
Summary: May 17, 2004

RAB Members Present: Scott Mohr NAVSTA PAO
Valerie Walker CNRMA Bill Friedmann CH2M HILL
Bob Schirmer LANTDIV Kim Henderson CH2M HILL
Debra Miller Virginia DEQ

Todd Richardson USEPA Region III

Kevin Lew SPAWAR

FROM: Kim Henderson/CH2M HILL

DATE: May 24, 2004

Location: Major Hillard Library, Chesapeake, Virginia

Mr. Kevin Lew arrived for the RAB at 5:00 pm and Mr. Bill Friedmann presented the Site 4
Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presentation that was intended for the public
meeting at 4:30 pm. Handouts of the presentation and Site 4 PRAP were provided. The
presentation included the background information for Site 4; previous investigations
conducted; purpose and contents of the PRAP; next steps including a Record of Decision
(ROD), Remedial Design, and Remedial Action; and availability of the Administrative
Record for St. Juliens Creek Annex (SJCA) at the Major Hillard Library. Following the
presentation, a question and comment period was held.

Mr. Kevin Lew of SPAWAR asked if the cost for Alternative 2 includes the long-term
operations and maintenance (O&M) cost. Mr. Friedmann indicated that 30-years of O&M
costs are included.

Mr. Lew asked why the contaminated sediment was being removed. Mr. Friedmann

explained that the drainage ditch adjacent to Site 4 contained elevated concentrations that
indicated unacceptable risks to human and ecological receptors. Rather than covering the
ditch it was more effective to remove the contaminated sediment from the drainage ditch.

Mr. Lew said that obviously the cover isn’t going to be a 100% effective and asked how
effective the cover will be. Mr. Friedmann stated that the cover will be very effective
because it will reduce leaching of contaminants into the groundwater and prevent direct
contact by humans and ecological receptors with the landfill contents. Ms. Debra Miller of
the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) added that groundwater
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monitoring will be conducted long-term to monitor the effectiveness of the cover and ensure
there are no future releases.

Mr. Lew asked if signs would be placed around the site to restrict access. Mr. Friedmann
stated that signs would be posted as part of the Remedial Design and land use restrictions
on the property, such as fencing, will be implemented. The signs will include language
indicating those restrictions and provide contact information.

Mr. Lew expressed concerns regarding the types of contamination at the site and how the
vegetation is effected because he has eaten mulberries from an existing tree at Site 4. Mr.
Friedmann explained that he was unsure if the types of contaminants found at the site were
able to bioaccumulate into the vegetation and/ or the berries themselves. Mr. Lew then
stated that he no longer eats mulberries.

e Subsequent to Mr. Lew's question regarding mulberries, risk assessors from
CH2M HILL, using site specific data and conservative cancer and non-cancer
scenarios, determined that there was no risk to Mr. Lew in ingesting the
mulberries growing at Site 4, and this information was sent to Mr. Lew on June
17, 2004.

Mr. Lew requested electronic copies of the PRAP presentation and PRAP and noted that his
email address has changed: kevin.lew@navy.mil

Mr. Lew asked how does the cover differ from the cap and whether it was different
material. Ms. Miller indicated that the RCRA Subtitle D Cap does include a layer of a
different, more impermeable material that drains surface water before it can reach the
underlying wastes and almost acts as a double liner.

Public Meeting Adjourned
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Proposed Remedial Action
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Site 4 (Landfill D)
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Site 4 Background

¢ 10 acres; located in the northeastern
portion of the installation.

* Operated from about 1970 through 1981
as a sanitary landfill area.

* The wastes managed were primarily
trash, wet garbage, construction
material.

e Some solvents, acids, bases, and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were
disposed of at Site 4 prior to 1976.
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Proposed Remedial Action
Plan (PRAP) for Site 4

e This PRAP

— Identifies the Preferred Alternative for
addressing contamination (risk) at Site 4

e Alternative 2 - Soil Cover

— Provides the reasoning for selecting this
alternative

— Asks for Public participation
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Evaluation of Remedial
Alternatives (continued)

A comparison of the alternatives is summarized in the table below. The FS provides a more
detailed analysis and evaluation.

RELATIVE RANKING OF ALTERNATIVES

Criterion Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
Overall protection of human health and the environment O ® @ O
Compliance with ARARs O ® O @
Long-term effectiveness and permanence @) o (o] ®
Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume O o O @)
Short-term effectiveness O (o] o O
Implementability e e (o] O
Present-worth cost $0 $1,825,000 | $2,787,000 | $10,791,000

@ High Ranking
O Moderate Ranking

O Low Ranking
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Community Participation

e A community relations program will be updated
through the Installation Restoration (IR) process.
— Public input is a key element in the decision making
process.
® The public comment period for this PRAP gives the
public an opportunity to provide input regarding

the source control and risk reduction process for Site
4.

e Public comment is invited and encouraged on the
Preferred Alternative for Site 4.




u sl o L
&) Community Participation

e The Navy and USEPA, in consultation with VDEQ,
will make the a final decision on the remedial
approach for Site 4 after reviewing and considering
all information submitted during the 30-day public
comment period.

e The public comment period will be from May 12 to
June 12, 2004.

e Comments must be postmarked no later than June
12, 2004.
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Next Steps at Site 4

e Remedial Design - A 35% Design has been
submitted for review.

e Remedial Action - The ROD will detail the
remedial action chosen for Site 4 (Alternative
2 - Soil Cover) and will include the Navy’s
responses to comments received during this
public comment period.

" 1
R
Vo,
£

- ¢ Construction of Soil Cover possibly later this
“%  year or early next year.
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Administrative Records

¢ The Community Relations Plan, Installation
Restoration Program fact sheets, and final technical
reports concerning Site 4 are available to the public at
the following location:

Major Hillard Library
824 Old George Washington Highway, North
Chesapeake, Virginia 23323
(757) 382-3600
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