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M K_rLNG MINUTES

BASE CT.R_NUP TEAM

BRAC AND SCRE_qING SITES DATA EVALUATION WORKSHOP

October 15-19, 1997

In Attepd_nce

Person

Shawn PhiE/p $

Harold Roach

Pam Gowdy

PtfilAmido

Ramon Tortes

Jordan English

Terry Templeton

Scott Bradley

Dorothy Richards

Vijaya Myisvarapu

GteE Underherg

KP_r_n Mozart

Glenn Kaden

RepresentJn K
DDC-ME

DDC-W

DDC-MX

DDC-M

US ErA

TDEC/DSF/MFO

TDEC/DSF/MFO

CEHNC-ED-CS-P

CEHNC-PM-ED

CH2M HILL

CH2M HILL

RQ DLA
DDC-ME

Phone

901-544-0611

901-544-0604

901-544"0605

901-544-0615

404-562-8513

991-368-7953

991-368-7957

205-895-1637

205-895-1463

352-335-5877 Ext. 924

423-483-9032

703-767-6237

901-544-0617

Abbreviations

GU - Grog Underberg

JE = Jordan EngBsh

JS = JuBan Savage

RT = Ramon Tortes

DS = Dann Sparissu

TT = Terry Tvmpleton

VM - Vijaya Mylavarapu

DR - Dorothy Richards

GK - Glenn Kaden

SP = Shawn PhilHps

SB = Scott Bradley

KM = Karen Moran

Acronyms

ASAP

BCT

RBC

UCL95

mE

kg

ng
CERCLA

as soon as possible

Base Cleanup Team

Risk Based Criteria

95% Upper Confidence Limit

microRTanl

mnli_Tam

kilogram

nanogram

Compreheaa_ve EI1viPonm_ntal Re_po_Gep CompenBation_ and

Tdabilhy Act

CEHNC U.S. Army Corps of Englneera, Huntsville.

PCB polychlo_tnatod biphenyl

PRE ppolimlna],y Risk Evaluation

OROt3Q6_5.MT]JJ0(_DOC
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TBD

FOSL

to be determined

Finding of SuitabiLity to Lease

Acdon Items

AcUon Itpm- from October BCT Mee_In_

Acifon Item

Perform surface soH sampling at Parcel

26,1.

Change text in EBS_ Desortpflons for
Parcels 27,1 and 27.2 are reversed.

Evaluate statements that acetone was

stored outdoors in Parcel 31.

Additional soil sampling at Parcel 31.

Perform additional soil sampling in

Parcel 33.9

Confirm that Building 835 was not

fumigated and, if appropriate, remove

the statement from the EBS.

Change database to indicate that Site

81 is in Parcel 33 not 24.

Change EBS so that Parcel 33,7

Includes Building 765.

Sample indoor battery recharge

eperation_ area within Parcel 33.8.

ResHonsibl_

CEHNC/CH2M

HILL

DDMT

DDMT

CEHNCICH2M

HILL

CEHNC/CHSM

HILL

DDMT

CH2M HILL

DDMT

CEHNC/CH2M

HILL

Date

TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

ASAP

TBD

TBD

Correct chlordane residential RBC CH2M HILL ASAP

DDMT/CH2M

HILL

CH2M HILL

Evaluate feasibility of air sampLing in

Building 925 and, if necessary,

propose alternate building for air

sampling.

Submit dieldrin tevhnir.al memorandum

for review by BCT members.

Before start of

air sampgng.

11114/97

Parcel 21.I, Buildi._ 890

GU: Based on the category changes provided in the September 1996

revision of the CERFA categories and the documentation that there has not

been a release in the bufl_;-g, the CERFA category changes from a 2 to a

1 for Parcel 21.1, Building 690.

Parcels 23.2 end 21.3

OROI30845.MT_J_C,DOC 2
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GU: Parcels 21.2 and 21.3 remAi, as the previous category which is 4.

Parcel 21.4p Buildln_ 685

SP: Parcel 21.4, Building 685, will remain _ Category 4 but the status

from the _nvironmental basPline survey will be updated to reflect thBt thv

_taining on the floor snd any acid releases have been neutralized, and the

neutralizing agent is going to be cleaned out prio_ to leasing." No CERFA

cate_ry changs for Parcel 21.4. Table 5.1A will be updeted from the EBS.

OROt 308_.MT ZZJOG_ DOC 3
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Parcel 21.5, G_sy Areas in Parcel 21

GU: Parcel 21.5_ which |a the _r_ssy areas in Parcel 21_ has dieldrin thsl

exceeds BCT criteria as woU a_ numerous PAHs. Therefore, it will rAm_n

as a Category 7.

Parcel 22.1

GU: Parcel 22.1 will remRin a CERFA Cdieg_z'y 7 due to detections of

PAH8 above screening criteria.

Parcel 22.2

GU: Parcel 22.2 includes exeeedancss of PAHs _d dieldrln.

GU: Parcels 22.1 through 23.5 remnin as Catego_r 1. There was no

additional data collected, and they are clean buildln_s. For Parcal 23.8,

the category is helng chnnged from a 7 to a Category 3 which indJcdiea

that it is an area ware release diapoeal and migration have ocetlrred, but

concentrations de not require removal or remedial action. There are

detectiens above backgrotlnd_ but none that exceed sereelting criteria.

Parcel 23.7

GU: Parcel 23.7 consists of Buildings 783, the Igloos. There are elevated

concentrations of arsenic and total diox_ns at or Just above criteria. The

decision was to leave it at a CERFA Categery 7,

Parcel 23.8

GU: Parcel 23.8 is the other igloo building. Due to arsenic exceedances

there, that parcel will remain as a Categery 7.

Parcel 23.9

GU: The_ was a _EtSoline spill hope. However the 8ampllng data does not

indicate that there was an impact that required any action. TherefoPo, the

area is CERFA Category 3,

Parcel 9.3.10

GU: There is one sample, A23.10, that contains slightly elevated dieldrin,

but it is not above the residential criteria. Therefore_ the CERFA

Category remains at Category 3.

Parcel 24.1

GU: Due to vanadium detection and elevated PAHs in sBmple locations on

the western edge along the rRgroad, the parcel remRins B Category 7,

OR 0130845.MTIZ,'O_ DO _ 4
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GU: For Parcel 24.2, the CBte_ol'y remains at 7 due to ore elevated
concentration of Brseaie Bt Site B24.2. This concentration is four times the

BCT cPit@r]&.

OR 0130_45.MT2Z;IOC_C DOC 5
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_cel 24.3

GU: Parcel 24.3 contains an RI site, Site 34. Saml_Hng at that site

indicated e_vated levels of al'G(_0, lead I chro_|uh_p benzo(_)pyt'ene_ _ind

other PAHS which all above BCT criterh_, Therefore, the parcel remains

Category 7, pending the outcome of tl_e RI.

Parcel 26.1

GU: For PBrce] 26.1 there waB no sul_ace 6oI] data coUected, Just

subsuP_ce so_! date. The recommend_on by the BCT is _ leave the

paroe] Bt a Category 7j an<l perform some additional Surface soil smpllug

biased to the R*'eBs were wast(_ ha_d_g would have been (_x_oec_c1.

P_rcel 26._

GU: Parcel 26.2 had the release o_ some petroleum p_ducts as /ndi_ted

in the EBS. T_e Cate_y then will change from B Cuteg_ry 7 to a

Cate_Py 2.

p*_llm_nn_ Risk Ev_lu_on

Group I)iscussion

GU: The PRE will be performed on _ site basls and t_en there would be a

_eparate I>RE performed for the BRAC data only. So we do a CERFA site

as a _n/t _nd then if there _re BRAC s_mples within a pRrcel we would

handle that by essent_|Iy t_eatln_ the BRAC subset w/th/n the parcel as

another Site. So uow you've _ot all the _oml_onents. YouIve _ot the

CERCLA sit_s _nd th_ _RAC s_bset all ta_ged to R parcel so you cRn take

the results o_ float PRE _nd do wh_t we are do_n_ in th_s exercise. Lets

sRy w_ w_nt to ]_now wh_t the risk _ to Parcel 32_ w_ wo_id combi_ _ll

of the BRAC components and all of the site components _or that BRAC

parcel.

GU: What we're t_)_ about i_ o_g_nizing _he PRE tables by site _**d by

BRAC component and assignln K a _Isk to that compoueut, what the PRE

does is instead of doing it sample by sample, it picks _ repPesentetlve

_on_ent_tion fop t_)_t site.

SB: I think that is exactly It. Thare is go_ug to be a l_t of those BI_AC

p_rcels that through the PRE process we have determ{n_d are in need of

furthe_ evaluation, Then they are going to back o_t which sites w_th_n

those BRAC parcels are in need of further evaluation. Those will be the

actual sites that we need to look at for a _ull-blc_n _4sk assessment and

poteutial remed/a_ion. These sites wlll need _o be addressed lu the ROD

speclf_eaUy.

OR01308_ MT_J_C.DOG 6
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GU: We ape assuming that we are operating on the parcel level and not

the subparcel level,

SB: Let's not go into subparcels yet. Ramon was thinking of this in terms

of a map that showed all the sites and a transparency sheet ever it with

the Parcel configurations. If a parcel didn't indicate any concern in the

PRE process, the sites underneath it would be clear as well.

GU: As long as the risk is grouped by site end BRAC parcelj we can mix

and match it any way we like.

TT: Is what you .are t_l_r_n_ about now a way to avoid manually assi_ing

that Subparcel label in the data tables?

GU: No, Pm tbinklng we want to de that anyway so we can pull the

samples out of the database by subparoel in the future. This is a way of

not having to redo the PRE based on a subparcel basis, which we c_nnot

do because there isn't enough data.

Group Discussion

VM: What we will do on the SS and RI sites is calculate risk for

individual samples and essentially risk contour between samples to show

you where the hot spot is. Essentially, the hot spot is the center of the

risk contour. The contour becomes the nature and extent in risk terms.

SP: That comes out of the PRE?

VM: Yes.

TT: How is that different than simply contouring the concentrations?

VM: It is not concentration, It is based on toxicity which are parameter

specificj not concentration specific.

GU: [Contouring risk] is actually a betinr way of representing it. If we

assign a risk number to a sltej It is based on the "bulls-eye" of that site
risk contour?

VM: Yes.

TT: This is goin_ to he reproduced as a series of maps and tables?

GU: It will be a series of tables for each SS and RI Site.

TT: And from the PRE_ you _ do this concentration map?

GU: The table will be tabulated by sample iecatlon. There will be a risk

number associated with each sampling locations. The risk map will be based

on this.

TT: This _ be on a per-sife basis?

0R0t_064,_V_ZZ,'O_.00C 7
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VM: Per sample basis.

Group Discussion

GU: Let me summarize the PRE discussion, within each main parcel, we

ape going to pi,oduce a PRE that looks at the BRAC data, the screening

site data_ and the RI data, separately. For the BRAC data, ff we don't

• have adequate sampling density to come up with Pepreaentatlve

con_ntrations for each pal-ameter_ we are gding to treat each of the

sampling stations as a distlnct stie. So weql produce a risk number based

on the PRE at each one of the BRAC sample iacatlons. For the RI and the

sereenln_ sites, we will select a representative concentration for each of

the constituents and calculate the risk based on the accumulation across all

of the detected constituents.

EBS CoxTeetiona

GU: A correction to the Egg table, the Parcels for 27.1 and 27.2. In the

Ells for Parcel 27, the response for remediation portion of that table_ that

text is reversed for Parcels 27.1 and 27.2. It should be repaired in the

next version of the EBS.

GU: Due to elevated PAH concentrations in screening samples at Site 84,

which is the north part of Building 972, the elevated PAHs and alpha-

chlordane in one sample indicate that this parcel needs to stay at CERFA

Category 7. We looked at the sampling density in Parcel 27 and indicated

that even though that there is a eoneentratian of sample locations at the

north _nd of the building, additional samples are not needed based on

process knowledge of operations at the building.

Parcel 27.2

GU: We are changing Parcel 27.2 to a CERFA Category 4 based on the

fact that there has been some stalning observed inside the bui]_ 5. The

bui!c_i_g was more recently retrofitted. The remedintian mitigation column

of Parcel 28.2 and 28.1 are reversed in the EBS,

Parcel 28.1

GU: Regarding Parcel 28.1, which is being defined here as the northern

• portion of the open area north of BuJld/ng I089_ the depot will document

that there was only storage of feed stock materials in that area and not

hazardous materials. The remain|ng concern there involves the two BRAC

samples at the railroad tracks. These BRAC samples were right at the BCT

criteria for aluminum and iron. Therefore, if there is not a hazardous

materials sto_age issue with this parcel, it can change to Category 3.

Parcel 28.2

OR0130_ MTIZ_.OOC 8
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GU: This parcel hea been redefined to include the building and the soil

surrounding it. It is essentially the southern portion of the entire Parcel

28. There are elevated concentrations of lead_ chromium, and arsenic all

above BCT criteria. Lead elevations are _Ignlficant because they exceed

the CERCLA r_e_ation eriter_at fo_ lead at 400 m_Ikgl They exceed by a

factor of 5 or 6. T_s Bite _ have to _o through the RI process and will

_eiy _q_r_ Bo_e _medl_l ac_on baBed on the l_d coneentrationej

p _ri_ l The_ fo_ t h_ C _ FA _te _ _ On c_ from _ 7 to _ _ l l

Action Item-Revised EBS

GU: The map ne_ds to include BuJJ_in_ 910_ which is a concrete sisb

parallel to the r_lroad tracks in the northern portion ef Parcel 31, which
is referenced in the table but is not on the ntap. Parcel 33, Bul]_ 727_

needs to be lBbeled, _

Parcel 31

GU: One BRAe sample was clean. There h_ been some Law RI data

which has not been looked at here, but will be later. There is a concern

about report8 of outdoor stooge of acetone in the area. It i_ a large area

_th one 8ample_ _o the determinetion is to leave it at CERFA Category 7,
and there _11 be addltionel soil sampling in Parcel 31 before the CEHFA

category 18 changed.

SP: Add.itionRlly_ the concern abaut the outdoor acetone Gto_ge_

wherever that s_atement was in print, we are geln E to look for that

between now and the next BCT meetlng.

OROI 3C_45.MT*ZTJDO_lDOC 9
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BRAC Site 32.1

BRAC Site 32,1 has been redefined as the open areas within Pareai 32 from

the northern end to the southern boundary of Building 835, There are two

BRAC samples in that area, both of winch do not exceed criteria,

therefore, tins redefined parcel 32.1 can he classified as CERFA Category

3.

Parcel 32.2

GU: A release Occurred within Parcel 32.2, which consists of Building 835

itself, however the release was contained wltinn the building with

absorbents and spill control. The building will romR|n as a Category 7

pending the outcome of air sampling performed within the next month.

There is also a correction to the EBS on th[g btl_din_, It indicates that it

was fumigated, and Binlding 835 was not, according to DDMT personnel.

SP: The purpose of the air sampling is not for the fumigation, but to see

if any of the materials stored in the building are stillin the building.

l_r_l 32.3

GU: Parcel 32.3 has been redefined to include Building 885 and the

surrounding open areas of it south of Building 835. It's the block of

Parcel 32 south of Bui]dlng 835, including Building 865. There are elevated

concentrations of arsenic and benzo(a)pyrene. Therefore the CERFA

categorization remains a 7 for tins Parcel.

Parcel 33.6

GU: Parcel 33.6 should be changed to a CERFA Category 2 based on a

new definition that includes mineral oil which is a petroleum preduct.

Thcro is a report of a mineral oil spill witinn that building.

SP: That was reportedly cleaned up and we will check the documentation

on that from the EBS.

Parcels 33.1 - 33.5

GU: Parcels 33.1 = 33.5 are all buildings that are currently CAtegory 1

and will remain so. There was a change in the database noted for Site 31,

the CH2M HILL database needs to be changed to indi_te that it is in

Parcel 33. It is currently in Parcel 24.

SP: An additional correction that needs to be made upon reaiew of the

BRAC CERFA Parcel Map from the EBS_ Parcel 33.7 does not include

Building 763 and it needs to be d_lln_ated to include Building 763.

Parcel 33.7

OR O_ 30845 MT_J_ DOC I0
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GU; Pareal 33,7 remains a Categox-:" 7 due to PAH detections In surface
soils.

Parcel 33.8

GU: Parcel 33.8 stays a CERFA Category 7 due to the PAH detections in
surfELoe 8o_1.

SP: It is in the plan for demolltion, and the recommendation of the BCT

is to take a sample to see whether any metals were released from the

hattary reeharg_ operations.

GU: Was the battery recharge operations outdoors? Do you k_ow?

SP: No. It was inside.

GU: It would be at a drainage area. So we have additional sampling at

33,8, which is Building 863.

Par_'e I 33.9

GU: It was determined that Parcel 38.9 should stay as a Catag_0ry 7 due

to PAB concentrations at location E33.9. There was also some chromium and

antimony exceedances at location E33.8. There is a request for some

additional surface soft sampling wi_hln this parcel because there is such a

large area that ha_ a small amount of sampling.

SP: In particular, open storage area XI1. In additisn te what Greg said,

there are several other sites within this parcel and within the Parcel 33.9.

These are recogrdzed sites such as Site 42, 80, 43, and 49, There are
several RI caliher _ites within Parcel 33.9.

Parcel 33.10

GU: Parcel 33.10, Buildlag 753, is changing to a Category 1 because

there is no indication that any hazardous materials were handled in that

buildln_.

The initial categorization vf Parcel 33.10 into Category 2 may have been
incorrect.

Parcel 33.11

GO: Parcel 33.11 remains a Category 2. This is a new Category 2 which

indicates that there was a petroleum release. The EBS indicates that there

was a petroleum spill, but TPH sampling indicated that it was below
criteria.

Parcel 34.2

GO: Parcel 34.2 is categorized at CERFA Categery 3, which indicates that

there was a release but not at concentrations that require remedial action.

O R013_B4S MT.Z':Z,_GgC.DOC 11
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Chlordane was deincted in one BRAC sample but at concentrations below

residential risk criteria.

SP: The table needs to be corrected to show that for chlordane, the

residential RBC is actually one order of magnitude higher than is indicated

in the table.

Parcel 35

Parcel 35.5 eonaists of the suz-faee soils and there EtPe elevated metal

concentrations in the soil. This area is slated fo'_ some sort of action for

soils; therefore, the categorization for 35.5 changes from a 7 to a 6. The

other Parcels in 35 are all buUdlngs and they _ remain as Category 7.

_U31r lln _

Group Discussion

GU: We had a discussion about air sampling in sin buildings, There was a

concern raised that one of the buil'_in_, Buildlng 925, is well ventilated

and is not a candidate for internal air sampling, This predpitated o

discussion on the need for air sampling necessary to transfer parcels from

_t Category ? to a Category 1_ or other Category. The cel_oluaion of the

BCT was that although air sampling is not a CEilC[_ requirement, ainoe

we do not have any data for bulidings that underwent typical storage

operations at the DDMT, air sampling was necessary to indicate thet there

hes not been an environmental impact Wilhin these buildlngs. The p£1rpose

of six samples would be to screen buildings to determine if thole is a

petentiel air impact. The results of the sampling would support the BCT_s

determination re_rding release of hazardous suhstances in these

buildings. On the issue of Building 925, if the building is net suitable for

air sampling, we will use the contract scope to sample otherj mope

appropriate, buildings.

Dieldrin and Other Site-Wide Issues

SP: How do we want to handle getting from [the approach that] ViJaya

has worked wlth Dr. Ted simon (EPA Region IV), to ilCT approval for an

action level for dieldrin?

VM: Before we make the issue for cUeldrln, we nsed to consider some

other issues that are site wide. One of them is PAHs. We seam to have

really low levels of PAHs everywhere you look, nat just along the railroad

tracks, but everywhere else that you have looked. In my experience, I

have not seen a site that I have looked for PAHs and not found it, but

hare it is the levels of PAHs that are of interest. The non-railroad track

samples are low, below the detection limits. They are showing up as an

interest since they are above the residential risk levels of 88 ppb for

O R 0130845,MT ]Z,_gC. O 0 G 12



henzo(a)pyrene. They are showing up, but they are not truly a reisase

issue. We need to establish the approach.

We have some ideas about how to address site-wide PAHs. When you do the

X-y plots and the data are compact (fall on the same straight line), they

obviousiy come from the same souz'ee. It may be a_loha]t or vehJciss,

The second issue is that you have inorEan|cs across the site. You are

planning on changing the CERFA category based on one exoeedanee of

these criteria. What EPA has sliswed in the past is doing population

comparisons between onsite and background populations. If they are

equlva|ent_ you could hBve onsite data that exceed an arbitrary

background number and still¸ be part of the back_und distribution.

All these issues should be dealt with and then revisit the CERFA

categurization.

SP: The approach you just discussed with dieldrin, the trimming of the

background and comparing it to discreet areas on the facilityp is this the

same approach you are loroposing for PAlls and mesa|s?

VM: For PAH_ it is slightly diffarohi. We are not necessarily de_lin_

exclusively with background. Onsite you may have areas with low ]eve|s of

PAH_ thBt _re 8hove baekgoound and no_ tied to a specific rele&6e. In this

case_ the onsite data is the b_ckground.

You could t_ke som_ parcels onsite that you know did not invcive PAHs

and use thnt dot_ _s the site-s]_esific haekground dat_set.

JE: What is the purpose of this approach? Do we not have good offslte

background for PAHs?

V[vI: ThG type e_ asphalt you are u6ing _nd how o|d it is or what kind of

vehicles you are using could hidtcale that a site-specifis background
dataset for PAHB is warx, altied. For examl)le s at Eglin Air Fex'ee Ba6ej

there is "real funny" asphalt that produces ]0 "5 risk from PAHs.

SP: Ramon's discussion at the last BeT concerning PAHS was thai at

Glenvinw they had railroad track8 across the statinn and they had a much

higher level that they thought was '_no_msi" for their facility. Higher than
the residential llBCs, Thel_ approach was that since they are an industrial

area and they do have l-sil hore_ we should estahlish whet is normal for

rail and then identify eutiisrs, It seems to me that the on/y difference

between what you are discussing now and what R_%mon discussed isst month

is that Ramon would look at rallmoad t_acks. If we looked at the mean for

railroad t_aeks we would be higher.
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RT: I talked to my toxicologist about this and Ragion IV had done tlifs

bef_ore and considel-s it to be a more conservative approach and a more

com[nerl sei1se one,

JE; I would see that we would argue ourselves away from doing anything

for a number of contaminants that are similar to what you see at similar

ineilitie8 across the country. The real question is how are potential targets

going to be affected by these eonstituante? The fact that they are there

doesn't mean that there is necassarliy any risk. The nature and the form

that they are there in is the most critical issue, If they are in soil that is

rsspisab]e, then that is a different issue than if they are lumped under

asphalt [and _n.ecessiblo]. I thin]_ that is the way we need to [cok at it. I

suspect that this is going to be a tough decision by the BCT. Not just to

make the decisisn, but to defend how we made it,

SP: Let me ask you a question Ramon. At G[envisw you established a

sitewide railroad impacted background value for PAHs. When you looked at

arPA_ at the facility, would you only compare data around the railroads to

the railroad back_Tound_ and not_ say_ grassy areas?

RT: You would. You would only compare apples with apples,

VM= It would work like thie, You would plot numbe_ of detection_ versus

concentration. The data will follow a distribution pattern, If there is an

outlier in the data_ it will b_ identified distinct from the basewide data.

JE: Do we have enough background data from eomparabl_ faeliities to

deter_ne what normal backgoound fol _ l_sill'sads is?

RT: Region IV has done that before at other bas_s. I know Ted is willing

to work with Vijaya on that approach.

Jg= [ would like to determine if this is consistent with other sites acro_s

the country.

RT: That would be something that Ted and Vijaya can talk about. Yeah,

if we _aw sometb_n_ Very hJ_j We wou]d assume that Something happened,

"JE= Otherwise we would relegote ourselves to dealing with It if It is an

obvious hot Bpot or imminent health hazard, If we don't, we make the

commBnt and show the comp_sison, Lets I_nke 5nre that We PJ0mpaz'e ou_

railroad to other peoples railroads. The same lhln_ for roads and

everything else, [ expect that we will be close to other sites, but I want

to m_lr_ sure,

V_I= This provides you with a me_n_ of dealing with the "gray" which

you were not _ble to do with the comparison tables. A good case in point

is arsenic. When you establish a cutoff of 20 [mg/kg] b_sed on

background you begin having a problem with a _oneentration of s_y 22
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[mg/kg]. By doing this population comparison, you aro talcing the next

step beyond the scz,_ening process,

JE: I understand what you are sa3dng, but there is a poUtical side to

this as we]]. Arsenic i_ perceived to be like cyanide - "poison. 'p You have

to bo able to defend what you are saying. If you start using population

statistics with a lot of people_ they are going to come back and say that

tho government is t*Ting to make *him stuff clear Bway, I want to be able

to compare these numbez*8 to other facilities and show that they too have

high concentraUons and are not a Superfund Site.

SP: Ono thing that I would be concerned with is that if we start

coh_pot_ng populations, say grassy areas vorsus z_ilroBdoj We could end t_p

remedi_ting sites in areas with lower background distributions and not

remedlating sites with the same concentrations in a_eas of higher

backgoound concentration, like railroads. Is that reasonable? It ndght be

because the exposure pathways 8re different. We ltlst need to be abla to

explain tha_ tO 80BlOone.

JE: I wan_ to be able to document that we a_a not treating this facility

why different than others.

SP: Did Ted mention any other facl_ties that he had experience with?

VM: He said that he would sond me the information, but didn't specify

any other f_ei_ties.

SP: This is obviously an agenda item for the December BCT, once we

have d_ta in hand.

GU: The _genda item woald be to compare the PAH data _o off_ite

facilitias as well as site specific background values,

Removal Candidates

SP: Tho base housing end the cafetet.la were identified as two potential

removal candidates.

RT: We would like to see _ written plan on removal candidates. Identify

those sites that are high priority for removal. We will d_scu6s them at the

next BCT meeting.

GK: It would be cheaper for the other contractors to document everything

when they remove materials than for us to go through all the CERCLA

documentation.

RT: You always _ump into EE/CA and other documentation over, me.

Provide the evidonce that ! removed that and here are the samples. You

don't need all this documentation.
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GK: If thiB i_ a voluntaz_y action, then the City can do it,
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The BRAC Clesn-up Team Mooting I_uutes from the October 1997 meet_£

are reviewed and approved for inclusion into the Adtflinistrative Record.

G. L. KADEN

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Department of Defense

Remedial Project Manager

EPA Region IV

P_o_Pam ManaGer

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
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